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English Language Proficiency Assessments for California
Request for Proposals
1.
  PURPOSE

This Request For Proposals (RFP) invites proposals from eligible bidders (See RFP Section 4.1 Bidder Eligibility.) to conduct the development, administration, scoring, reporting, and analysis of the paper-pencil ELPAC which will include initial identification and summative assessments. The current state test of English language proficiency (ELP) is the California English Language Development Test (CELDT), which will continue to be administered by the CELDT contractor until the ELPAC is ready for operational administration. The paper-pencil version of the ELPAC is scheduled to be operational in 2017–18 and subject to approval by the State Board of Education (SBE).

Approval of a contract initiated as a result of this RFP shall be contingent upon funding and program authorization provided to and by the California Department of Education (CDE). Funding is described in Section 4.5 of this RFP. The successful Technical Proposal for the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC), along with the successful bidder’s Cost Proposal, will be incorporated into the final contract, which is a public document. All proposals and related documents submitted in response to this RFP shall become the property of the State of California. Pursuant to the Public Contract Code and all other applicable laws, all proposals and related documents will be made available in their entirety for public inspection and reproduction. Submission of a proposal is the acceptance of these terms.
2.
  BACKGROUND

2.1
Legislation

California Education Code (EC) sections 60810 et seq. were originally enacted by Chapter 936 of the statutes of 1997 by which the Legislature required the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) and the SBE to select or develop a test that assesses the ELP of students whose primary language is a language other than English. Beginning with the 2000–01 school year, the new law required the assessment of ELP to be done upon initial enrollment and annually thereafter until the local educational agency (LEA) reclassified the student. State law required the state test of ELP to be aligned to the state adopted English Language Development (ELD) Standards (California EC Section 60810[c][7]). As a result, the CELDT was developed based on the 1999 ELD Standards. The Legislature also required that the assessment be conducted during a period of time determined by the SSPI and the SBE. In addition, federal law required the state test of ELP to be aligned to state adopted ELD Standards, per the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title I, Section 1111(b); and Title III, sections 3113(b)(2) and 3212(a)(2)(B)(iv). Since the 2000–01 school year, the CELDT has been the ELP assessment for the state. Approximately 1.4 million students in California take the CELDT each year.  Aggregated results of the test are required to be posted on the CDE DataQuest Web site at http://celdt.cde.ca.gov/index.asp for public access.
In November 2012, the SBE adopted the 2012 ELD Standards aligned to the California Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for English-language arts (ELA), and the CDE is transitioning to the ELPAC, which will be aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards.
EC Section 60811 (as amended by Assembly Bill [AB] 899 in 2013) requires the 2012 ELD Standards to be linked with academic content standards for mathematics and science in order to meet state law and federal accountability requirements and may result in modifications to the 2012 ELD Standards. The CDE will advise the contractor of any modifications needed per AB 899. By August 2015, the SBE must approve the modifications to the 2012 ELD Standards in order to correspond to the CCSS for mathematics and the California Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS). 


EC sections 313 and 60810 (as amended by Senate Bill 201 in 2013) requires two significant changes to the current state ELP assessment program: (1) the ELPAC will consist of separate tests for the purposes of initial identification and annual summative assessment, and (2) the annual assessment window will be moved to a four-month period after January 1, as determined by the SSPI, with the approval of the SBE. The timeline and progress in developing the ELPAC is contingent upon legislative authority and additional funding each fiscal year. Therefore, the proposal must specify that the successful bidder is committed to working flexibly with the CDE, as changes and contract amendments may occur during the life of the contract. Furthermore, the successful bidder must acknowledge its commitment to completing all of the requirements specified herein and must describe the processes to accomplish all of the tasks, subtasks, and activities included in this RFP. Guidance from the CDE must be sought during all work performed under this contract. (See RFP Section 3 Scope of Project.)
2.2 
Regulations 
During this contract period, the regulations that will govern the ELPAC (hereinafter referred to as the ELPAC Regulations) will be written and submitted to the SBE for approval in order to begin the rulemaking process. Emergency ELPAC Regulations may be enacted for the standalone field test administration. Current regulations for the CELDT, Title 5, California Code of Regulations (5 CCR) sections 11510–11517.5, can be found on the CDE CELDT Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/el/ under the “CELDT Info” tab. 
In accordance with efforts by the State of California to reduce paper waste, information that is available on the Internet will only be referenced in this RFP with a URL link, and will not be appended to the RFP.

2.3
Student Data  

To enable California to meet federal accountability requirements, EC Section 60900 requires: (1) the assignment of a Statewide Student Identifier (SSID) as an individual, yet non-personally identifiable number to each kindergarten through grade twelve (K–12) student enrolled in a California public school and (2) the establishment of the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS) that includes statewide assessment data, enrollment data, teacher assignment data, and other elements required to meet federal reporting requirements per the ESEA of 2001, and state requirements per EC Section 60900. 

The CALPADS system is designed to store assessment results, including the CELDT, and will be modified to collect information on the ELPAC, as well as much of the demographic data needed for state and federal accountability. A description of this system can be found on the CDE CALPADS Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sp/cl/index.asp.
2.4
ELPAC Overview

In June 2013, the CDE and the CELDT contractor convened educators, assessment specialists, and researchers for a two-day Item Alignment Meeting as part of an Item Alignment Study. The purpose of the meeting was to: (1) review a representative sample of CELDT items, (2) determine the alignment of the items to the 2012 ELD Standards, and (3) develop guidelines for aligning the remaining CELDT items not included in the representative sample. 

The findings from the Item Alignment Study indicated that approximately 26 percent of the CELDT items analyzed were aligned to at least one of the 2012 ELD Standards and potentially could be used for the ELPAC initial assessment. The study determined that the CELDT items were aligned only to 6 of 13 Part I standards; there were no items aligned to the Part II standards. The CELDT Item Alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards Report is available on the CDE CELDT Resources Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/el/resources.asp. This proposal and subsequent contract will require item development for standards in both Parts I and II of the 2012 ELD Standards.

In March 2014, the CDE convened the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to begin developing blueprint guidelines for creating the ELPAC test blueprints for the initial and the summative assessments. The TAG is comprised of professionals with expertise in the areas of psychometrics, language acquisition, linguistics, the 2012 ELD Standards, student assessment, and test and item development. 
The first activity for the successful bidder selected as a result of this RFP is to use the blueprint guidelines to develop the ELPAC (K–12) test blueprints. The ELPAC test blueprints will serve as the basis for writing new test questions for a paper-pencil format for both the initial and summative assessments.

In order to administer an initial assessment to identify English learners (ELs), the successful bidder shall develop test questions aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards in the 2015–16 fiscal year, administer a field test in the fall of 2016, and administer an operational, paper-pencil ELPAC initial assessment for LEAs to use starting in July 2017. The same operational form of the initial assessment will be administered from July 1 through June 30 of each school year of the contract period. The following is a tentative timeline of high-level tasks for the initial assessment:
Table 1. Tentative Timeline for the Development and Administration of the Initial Assessment

	April 2015–June 2015 


	· K–12 test blueprints (April 2015)

· Item development 

	July 2015–June 2016 
	· Pilot testing items and item types 

· Training to administer and score the 2016–17 field test (FT) (March–August 2016)

	July 2016–June 2017
	· Stand-alone FT (fall 2016)
· Performance level descriptors

· Standard setting of cut point (winter 2016–17)

· Constructing the operational paper-pencil test 

	July 2017–June 2018
	· Operational paper-pencil test 

	July 2018–December 2018
	· Technical report 
· Coordination with future contractor
· Contract ends December 31, 2018


For the ELPAC summative assessment, a new edition must be prepared and administered annually for each grade or grade span for grades K–12. (See RFP Section 4.9 for the definition of “edition.”) Each edition of the summative assessment will be administered during a four-month period after January 1 of each year, as determined by the SSPI, with the approval of the SBE. The goal is to field-test the paper-pencil summative assessment in spring 2017 and administer the fully operational paper-pencil ELPAC summative assessment in spring 2018. The following is a tentative timeline of high-level tasks for the summative assessment:
Table 2. Tentative Timeline for the Development and Administration of the Summative Assessment

	April 2015–June 2015 


	· K–12 test blueprints (April 2015)

· Item development 

	July 2015–June 2016 
	· Item development and pilot testing items and item types 

	July 2016–June 2017
	· Training to administer and score the stand-alone FT

· Stand-alone FT (spring 2017) 

· Performance level descriptors 

· Constructing the operational paper-pencil test

	July 2017–June 2018
	· Training to administer and score the 2017–18 operational paper-pencil test 

· Operational paper-pencil test 

· Standard setting of cut points after first operational summative assessment

	July 2018–December 2018
	· Technical report 
· Coordination with future contractor
· Contract ends December 31, 2018


This RFP invites proposals for the development and administration of the paper-pencil ELPAC assessments. Approval of a contract initiated as a result of this RFP shall be contingent upon funding and program authorization provided to and by the CDE. The CDE may extend the contract awarded pursuant to this RFP process, as an option to renew, to include the development and administration of ELPAC computer-based assessments (CBA). The CDE plans to request additional funding related to developing the ELPAC CBA for both the initial and summative assessments.
In addition, and contingent upon approval and available funding, the CDE intends to release a separate RFP for the ELPAC Technical Hosting Solution project to support the ELPAC CBA. Being awarded the contract for the ELPAC administration does not preclude the successful bidder pursuant to this RFP process from submitting a proposal for the ELPAC Technical Hosting Solution project. 

3.
   SCOPE OF PROJECT
As set forth in Sections 5.1 Technical Proposal Requirements and 5.3 Cost Proposal Requirements, the bidder must plan and budget for the costs of all tasks, including subtasks and activities. The Technical Proposal may not contain any cost information.



The proposed term of the Contract to be awarded under this RFP is from April 1, 2015 through December 31, 2018, with two one-year options to renew for the periods January 1, 2019 through December 31, 2019 and January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2020, under the same terms and conditions. The term of the contract January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2018, covering five fiscal years, (Refer to RFP Section 4.9 for the definition of “fiscal year”) is a total of 46 months. The fiscal years defined in this RFP are as follows:
2014–2015:


 April 1, 2015–June 30, 2015
2015–2016: 
July 1, 2015–June 30, 2016
2016–2017:
 July 1, 2016–June 30, 2017
2017–2018:
 July 1, 2017–June 30, 2018
2018–2019:
 July 1, 2018–December 31, 2018
This RFP seeks proposals addressing four main tasks:

Task 1 – Coordination and Communications with the CDE

Task 2 – Reports, Final Document Specifications, and Test Security 

Task 3 – Customer Support

Task 4 – Development of the Initial and Summative Assessments

Task 5 – Administration and Training 
Task 6 – Scoring, Analysis, and Reporting 
TASK 1 – COORDINATION AND COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE CDE

REQUIREMENTS
This section of the technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s commitment to completing all the requirements specified below in Task 1 and must provide a description of the approach and methodology by which the bidder will accomplish all the associated subtasks and activities. The technical proposal must contain sufficient detail to convey the bidder’s knowledge of the subjects and skills necessary to successfully complete the project as stated in Task 1. The successful bidder must adhere to all of the following requirements:
3.1.1 Overlap of Contracts and Continuity of Assessments 

The proposal must describe the process that will be used for the effective and seamless transition to the next contractor. The successful bidder awarded the ELPAC contract, pursuant to this RFP process, must cooperate fully with the CDE and the current or any future contractors.

Beginning as early as April 1, 2015 through December 31, 2018, the 2015–18 the successful bidder must provide administrative tasks to seamlessly continue the California ELP assessments as specified. (See RFP Section 3 Scope of Project.)
The 2015–18 the successful bidder must cooperate fully with the CDE and any future contractor selected by the CDE (e.g., amending the contract or transitioning to a new contractor for the administration of the ELPAC). In addition, the 2015–18 successful bidder is to have staff available to work with the next contractor on transitional aspects of the program. See table 3 below.
Table 3. Major ELPAC Deliverables by Edition
	ELPAC
Edition
	Develop Training Workshop
Materials
	Provide Training Workshops
	Develop Test Materials and Manuals
	Printing/
Distribution System
	Scoring and Score Reports
	Reporting, Data Files and Annual Results
	Technical Reports

	2017–18
	2015–18 successful bidder
	2015–18 successful bidder
	2015–18 successful bidder
	2015–18 successful bidder
	2015–18 successful bidder
	2015–18 successful bidder
	2015–18 successful bidder

	2018–20
	2015–18 successful bidder
	(amendment or new RFP)*
	2015–18 successful bidder
	(amendment or new RFP)*
	(amendment or new RFP)*
	(amendment or new RFP)*
	(amendment or new RFP)*


*If an amendment for the 2015–18 contract is not approved by the CDE, a new RFP will be released in 2017.
If an amendment to extend the 2015–18 contract is not approved by March 2018, then the 2015–18 successful bidder must deliver to the next contractor finalized test versions and all electronic data files, file layouts, reports, Web applications, all supporting documentation, and all other testing and related materials developed for the ELPAC initial and summative assessments. Table 4 indicates the file formats that must be used for electronic deliverables. Data must be provided with appropriate encryption via secure File Transfer Protocol (FTP).  

Table 4. File Formats of Electronic Deliverables
	Deliverable
	File Format

	Data
	Fixed-length; comma separated values (csv) format; Structured Query Language (SQL) Server 2012 Enterprise Edition backup file or SQL Server 2012 Enterprise Edition .MDF file; Extensible Markup Language (XML) 

	Reports
	Microsoft (MS) Word and Adobe Acrobat (upon prior CDE approval)

	Web Applications
	ASPX*

	Test Forms
	Adobe Acrobat and InDesign

	Braille Special Test Versions
	Readable by Braille 2000 with .abt or .bml extensions

	Large Print Special Test Versions
	MS Word and Adobe Acrobat (upon prior CDE approval)

	CD-ROM Special Test Versions
	.pdf

	Audio CD
	Windows Media File or MP4

	Item Response Data
	Fixed-length and delimited files

	Item Graphics
	.tif (or .tiff), .gif, and .eps


* Subject to change based on CDE Web posting standards.
3.1.2 Orientation, Semi-annual, and Transition Meetings 

The technical proposal must include a plan for conducting an orientation meeting that will occur within the first month of the commencement of this contract. All key prime contractor and subcontractor personnel, including the management team, task leaders, and significant subcontractors, will be required to meet in person with the CDE for up to two full days at the CDE headquarters in Sacramento, California. The lists of participants must be provided to the CDE within five working days of each meeting in an electronic document using a format approved by the CDE. During the orientation meeting, the contractor must provide a review of each task and the proposed methods for implementation as contained in the contract. The plan must ensure that the bidder will develop the meeting agenda in coordination with the CDE, take minutes, and, within five working days after the meeting, submit the minutes to the CDE by e-mail for review and approval. The orientation meeting must address all tasks, including timelines, questions, and concerns about the implementation of the contract.

The technical proposal must specify that the successful bidder also will meet with the CDE for the following:

Semi-annual Meeting. Twice a year, the Project Manager, appropriate lead staff, and any applicable subcontractors must participate in one-day, in-person planning meetings. At these meetings, the successful bidder will be expected to review the calendar of deliverables and activities for each six-month period. The first semiannual planning meeting must take place at the CDE in Sacramento no later than January 31 each year of the contract, starting in January 2016. The second meeting must take place at the CDE in Sacramento, California no later than July 31 each year of the contract, starting in July 2016.  

Transition Meeting. A transition meeting with the CDE must be held in Sacramento, California at the CDE by September 30 of the last contract year to ensure that all final deliverables are complete or on track for final delivery before the end of the contract. 

The bidder and any proposed subcontractors must plan and budget for the cost of sending staff to all required meetings. No costs shall be included in the technical proposal. 
3.1.3 Weekly Manager’s Meetings
The technical proposal must specify how the bidder will conduct, at a minimum, weekly manager’s meetings to be held between the bidder’s Project Manager and the CDE Contract Monitor to plan the weekly contract meetings as well as to review and discuss implementation issues and status of tasks. The meetings (up to one hour) may be held in-person at the CDE, or may be conducted via telephone. The technical proposal must specify that the bidder’s Project Manager will develop the meeting agenda in coordination with the CDE Contract Monitor, take minutes, and, within two working days after the meeting, submit the minutes to the CDE Contract Monitor by e-mail.
3.1.4 Weekly Contract Meetings

The technical proposal must include a plan for weekly conference calls between the successful bidder and CDE staff to review, discuss, and improve upon task implementation and status. The plan must ensure that the successful bidder will develop the meeting agenda including a participant list in coordination with the CDE at least five working days prior to each meeting. The agenda must include the status of all pending subtasks and activities along with the deadline and person(s) assigned. The successful bidder and any proposed subcontractors must be included as appropriate to the task. Additional in-person, telephone, or videoconference meetings may be scheduled as needed.

3.1.5 Regular Communication between the Contractor and the CDE
The technical proposal must describe procedures for ongoing communication with the CDE regarding all contract activities, including a conference line. The proposal must designate a primary and a backup contact to be available to the CDE staff for questions and concerns. (See RFP Section 3.1.9 CDE Approval Schedule Requirements.)
The technical proposal must provide an assurance that the successful bidder will notify the CDE Contract Monitor of any significant program issues including, but not limited to, test development, administration, security, scoring, analysis, and reporting, as well as the shipment of test materials, no later than one working day of becoming aware of such issues.

3.1.6 Minutes and Records

The technical proposal must include a process for taking minutes and recording the list of participants, which include institutional affiliation and contact information for all meetings, and updating contact information if changed. Meeting minutes must include a list and status of the activities identified for completion with the deadline and person(s) assigned to each activity, upcoming events, and other relevant information. The process must ensure that the bidder will provide the minutes to the CDE for review and approval by e-mail within five working days after each meeting in an electronic MS Word 2007 or later version approved by the CDE. (See RFP Section 3.2.2 Final Document Specifications.)
3.1.7 SBE Meetings

The technical proposal must include a plan for the successful bidder’s Project Manager to present updates to the SBE, if requested by the CDE, and respond to questions from Board members and other interested stakeholders. The plan must include attending for one day, up to six SBE meetings in Sacramento, California. (The SBE must approve the test blueprints, operational tests, performance level descriptors, and the cut scores based on standard setting.) The bidder must budget for these meetings and include all costs in the cost proposal.  
3.1.8 Technical Advisory Group Meetings
The technical proposal must specify how periodic reports (oral and/or written) to the TAG or other groups will be provided. The technical proposal must plan and budget to attend up to two one-day and one two-day TAG meetings per year. The technical proposal must also specify that the successful bidder will plan and budget for up to three prime contractor and/or subcontractor staff to participate in these meetings in person in Sacramento, California. TAG meeting attendance by the successful bidder is determined at the discretion of the CDE.
3.1.9 CDE Approval Schedule Requirements

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure the bidder will consult with the CDE for guidance during all work performed during this contract. The CDE has an established two-stage review and approval process to document all final deliverables. This process includes: 1) the Request for Review (RFR) and 2) the Review for CDE Approval (RFCA). The RFR stage consists of the review of the deliverable by the CDE consultants. The RFCA stage consists of the review and the approval of the deliverable by the CDE Contract Monitor. This process will be further discussed by the CDE at the orientation meeting. The successful bidder must have thoroughly vetted all deliverables to ensure they are of high quality prior to submitting them to the CDE. The proposal must include a plan for complying with the CDE two-stage review and approval process as well as the CDE Approval Schedule Requirements. The CDE must approve all materials and/or deliverables developed in conjunction with this contract. The successful bidder may not disseminate any written information, materials, or deliverables to the field, public, or any other third party without the CDE’s prior written approval. 
The successful bidder must ensure that all materials and/or deliverables submitted to the CDE have been reviewed and approved by the bidder’s Project Manager, are free of any typographical or grammatical errors, and are presented in a professional format in adherence with the CDE required style. (See RFP Section 3.2.2 Final Document Specifications.) The proposal must specify that the bidder will:
· Meet all the requirements for each deliverable as specified in the Scope of Project 

· Submit deliverables that are consistent with and do not conflict with any previously approved RFCA deliverable 
· Meet the requirements of the CDE Correspondence Guide and CDE Style Manual (http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/pn/st/)

· Ensure all task information provided has been reviewed and is accurate for each deliverable as specified in the Scope of Project
· Ensure that all deliverables are consistent with data file requirements as specified in RFP Section 3.2.2 Final Document Specifications

· Ensure that all deliverables are consistent with and do not conflict with the requirements for the ELPAC as specified in state or federal law, state regulations, and/or SBE actions

· Submit deliverables in a timely manner consistent with the CDE two-stage review and approval process as well as the CDE Approved Schedule Requirements and/or due dates as specified in the RFP Scope of Project, state or federal law, and/or state regulations

· Adhere to the CDE Web Standards including tags for accessibility for all deliverables, including all technical reports and special studies (http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/di/ws/webstandards.asp)
Unless otherwise specified in this RFP or agreed to in writing by the CDE, the technical proposal must: (1) ensure that there are no less than 10 working days for the CDE to initially review the finalized submission that was reviewed and approved by the successful bidder’s Project Manager; (2) make all modifications within five working days from receipt of the changes directed by the CDE; and (3) allow the CDE at least five working days to review the modified submission that was reviewed and approved by the successful bidder’s Project Manager. Review of final drafts of technical reports and special studies requires 15–30 working days for CDE review. 

The technical proposal must include a process to document all approvals, orders for correction, and disapprovals from the CDE in writing. If the CDE rejects a deliverable or product as unacceptable, the successful bidder shall make required corrections within the time frame required by the CDE. An approval/sign-off for any deliverable will be provided only when the CDE is satisfied with the submission. The successful bidder is responsible for any costs associated with making modifications to deliverables necessary to obtain CDE approval. (See RFP Section 5.3 Cost Proposal Requirements.)

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that, in the event of failure of the successful bidder to obtain prior CDE approval of deliverables or products, the successful bidder shall not be relieved of performing related responsibilities or providing related deliverables and products to the CDE. The proposal must acknowledge that the successful bidder will accept financial responsibility for failure to meet agreed-upon timelines and quality standards. The CDE is not liable for payment of any work which begins without prior CDE approval. Failure to conform to the CDE Approval Schedule Requirements may result in the cancellation of the contract.
3.1.10 Comprehensive Plan and Schedule for Project Activities and Deliverables

The technical proposal must include a comprehensive plan to address all activities described in the RFP Section 3, Scope of Project. This section of the technical proposal must include a detailed narrative schedule and timeline that outlines, for each of the five fiscal years, both by task and chronology for each activity to be performed for the entire contract term. The schedule and timeline must list all tasks, subtasks, activities, and deliverables to be performed in each fiscal year as set forth in the Scope of Project in RFP Section 3. The chronological schedule and timeline must include proposed task initiation and completion dates for each fiscal year covered under the proposed contract or part thereof. The schedule and timeline will also serve as a monitoring document to ensure timely completion of tasks as proposed by the bidder. The technical proposal’s comprehensive plan and schedule must specifically conform to the CDE approval schedule. (See RFP Section 3.1.9 CDE Approval Schedule Requirements.)
TASK 2 – REPORTS, FINAL DOCUMENT SPECIFICATIONS, AND TEST SECURITY



REQUIREMENTS

This section of the technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s commitment to completing all the requirements specified below in Task 2 and must provide a description of the approach and methodology by which the bidder will accomplish all the associated subtasks and activities. The technical proposal must contain sufficient detail to convey the bidder’s knowledge of the subjects and skills necessary to successfully complete the project as stated in Task 2. The successful bidder must adhere to all of the following requirements:

3.2.1
Monthly Progress Reports
The technical proposal must include a process for providing monthly written progress reports to the CDE. At a minimum, each monthly progress report must include: (1) task number and title, description of task, a report of activities completed and deliverables produced during the prior month; (2) an update on current activities with the progress noted for each; (3) unanticipated outcomes or problems; (4) if applicable, a root cause analysis report about a problem with any task; (5) tasks planned for completion the following month; and (6) a detailed list of activities in progress submitted monthly with the invoice. The monthly progress report must be submitted to the CDE within five working days after the last day of each month. The CDE will not approve invoices for payments on this contract without an RFCA-approved monthly progress report.  

In reference to number 4 above, the successful bidder must notify the CDE Contract Monitor within one working day if a problem occurs with any task. Subsequently, the successful bidder must submit a monthly progress report that includes the root cause analysis within 30 calendar days after the incident. At a minimum, each root cause analysis report must address the following by:

· Identifying the problem

· Evaluating the significance and impact of the problem

· Identifying root cause of the problem and the responsible party

· Recommending actions to prevent recurrence of this or similar problems

· Assigning responsibility for taking corrective action

· Implementing new process or quality controls as necessary

· Determining what to do with failed items

· Recording permanent changes in process documentation

The process must specify that the monthly progress reports will note progress on all tasks and activities and will be used as a basis for tracking progress and making improvements. Each monthly progress reports must reflect all tasks specified in the corresponding monthly invoice. Each monthly progress report must correspond to the monthly invoice for evaluation by the Contract Monitor. Additionally, the original CDE-approved monthly progress report must be signed by the successful bidder’s Project Manager and submitted to the CDE with the monthly invoice.

3.2.2 Final Document Specifications 

The technical proposal must specify that the bidder shall acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will adhere to the CDE Style Manual, CDE Correspondence Guide, CDE Web Standards, data file requirements and all other requirements set forth below. The CDE Style Manual and Web Standards are available on the CDE Web Standards Web page. Unless otherwise specified in this RFP, all final documents must be provided in MS Word 2007 or later version. With prior approval from the CDE, the technical proposal must also acknowledge and ensure that Adobe Acrobat 10 or later version or any other CDE-approved software may be used during the contract period. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure any report of results for a special study or research project shall conform to the requirements specified in Appendix 6 Reporting Expectations for Special Studies and Research Projects. Any document (e.g., Web page, document, survey, application, technical reports, and special studies) to be posted on the Internet (whether on the CDE Web site or an outside source) must meet CDE Web Standards regardless of posting to the Internet. This includes, but is not limited to, the CDE Style Manual, CDE Correspondence Guide, Web Standards including the CDE Accessibility Standards, EC sections 11135–11137, and Section 508 of the federal Rehabilitation Act. The technical proposal must also acknowledge and ensure that, whether documents are provided as Word or PDF, they must be fully accessible to persons with disabilities. This includes at a minimum: (a) text based, (b) correct reading order, (c) all non-text elements, (e.g., pictures, charts, graphs), and (d) must have fully equivalent alternative text and alt text tags. After a document has been fully approved by the CDE, the successful bidder must ensure that the material meets the CDE Accessibility Standards. Additionally, the technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that all PDF documents, including third-party documents, are tagged for accessibility. If a document has been translated into a language other than English, the successful bidder is responsible for tagging the document in that language. The technical proposal must ensure that approved PowerPoint documents will be delivered to the CDE with a text-only Word version, with fully equivalent alternative text for every non-text element (e.g., graphics, pictures, charts, graphs, images, and graphical representations of texts and symbols). The technical proposal must ensure that videos, multi-media, or Webinars that are posted to any Web site are fully captioned, accompanied by a text-only Word version, and meet CDE Web Standards. The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide staff with the knowledge, skills, and abilities to develop and deliver Section 508-accessible products. If needed during the contract period, the successful bidder may request to meet with the CDE Web Application Review Team (WebART) to discuss questions about proposed accessibility strategies and request WebART to review a small sample of a deliverable to help guide the process.
The technical proposal must state that unless otherwise specified in the RFP Scope of Project, all data files must be delivered in text files using a csv format with double quote field delimiters, or fixed-length. The file must be encrypted using the FIPS 140-2 validation product so that the file can be incorporated into MS Access and MS SQL Server database. 

3.2.3 Test Security

The successful bidder is responsible for all aspects of test security, including, but not limited to, all aspects of test development and test administration. This section of the technical proposal must ensure the successful bidder’s commitment to completing all of the requirements specified below and must specify a detailed process by which the successful bidder will accomplish all of the associated subtasks and activities.

3.2.3.A 
Test Security Specifications
The technical proposal must describe in detail the process that will be used for ensuring the security of all testing materials, including, but not limited to, item development, electronic transfer of items, a secure FTP server behind a firewall or Virtual Private Networks (VPN) technology or similar software, testing materials, including special test versions (i.e., braille and large print). The specifications must provide a system(s) security component which must include, but not be limited to, the following: physical security (e.g., warehouse for test materials), access methodology, disaster recovery, encryption, network security, logging and auditing schedule, and breach notification. By July 1 of each year, the successful bidder must provide the CDE with revised test security specifications that address test security issues encountered during previous administrations and propose security enhancements to prevent future incidents.
3.2.3.B
Secure Data Exchange

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate how the successful bidder will maintain the secure electronic files to comply with state and federal information security and privacy laws and the CDE information security policies and standards. The technical proposal must specify, when applicable, that the successful bidder will coordinate and cooperate with other contractors approved by the CDE to exchange secure data. The technical proposal must describe in detail how the secure encrypted data exchange will be managed for the ELPAC. The technical proposal must describe in detail how the successful bidder will provide a secure FTP server or a secure encrypted Web site behind a firewall accessible through a VPN or similar software. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the secure FTP server or Web site will be used and maintained by the successful bidder to transmit secure data (e.g., test items, test forms, detail files, aggregate files, and other data files as needed) to the CDE. Once the CDE downloads secure data files from the secure FTP server, the successful bidder must remove all confidential information on a regular basis or upon request by the CDE.

3.2.3.C 
Confidentiality of Student Results

The CDE classifies individual student data and results as confidential data which must be encrypted at rest and during transit. The technical proposal must ensure and demonstrate that the bidder will maintain the confidentiality of individual student information and results . At a minimum, protection of student privacy precludes access to individual student results or easily traceable student information by any person or organization other than the student, the student’s parent or guardian, or the school or LEA. (See 20 United States Code Section 1232g, EC 49060 et seq.)  

 

The technical proposal must describe in detail security breach procedures used to notify the CDE when confidential information has been obtained, or may have been obtained, by any unauthorized person or organization. This applies to both paper and/or electronic data.

3.2.3.D Security of Student Results
The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that student-level information will not be released to the public but will be accessible to LEAs. The bidder must describe how it will deliver student results to LEAs using a secure mechanism for shipment. The bidder must also provide secure access for LEAs to download files from a secure server with password protection and encryption and other security aspects that comply with the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 27001/27002. The bidder must provide data that fully meet state and federal requirements for privacy and student confidentiality.

3.2.3.E Social Media Security Breach Plan

The technical proposal must describe in detail a procedure to weekly search social media sites for images or content of test questions and secure test materials during the annual assessment window, and monthly for the remainder of the school year. The procedure must include an electronic system that will track the security breach and communicate these breaches to the CDE and the identified LEAs. If secure test questions or materials are found online, the successful bidder must report the breach to the CDE within one working day and coordinate with the CDE to identify the LEA and/or individual involved in the breach. At a minimum, the procedure must address how the successful bidder will supply the CDE with evidence of the breach, such as the following:

· Visual images of the secure material posted online

· If identifiable, whether the test item or material can be found in the ELPAC

· If identifiable, the grade or grade span and test edition of the item and/or material 

· Name of the social media site and the account user 

· Any identifiable information about the account user

· Date the secure item or material was discovered

· Date when the secure item or material was posted on the social media site

The procedure must state that the successful bidder will work with the CDE to track the security breach and provide necessary data to the CDE in working with the identified LEA. The successful bidder must ensure that the electronic transmittal of personally identifiable student information to the CDE and/or LEA is secure.
TASK 3 – CUSTOMER SUPPORT

REQUIREMENTS

This section of the technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s commitment to completing all the requirements specified below in Task 3 and must provide a description of the approach and methodology by which the bidder will accomplish all the associated subtasks and activities. The technical proposal must contain sufficient detail to convey the bidder’s knowledge of the subjects and skills necessary to successfully complete the project as stated in Task 3. The successful bidder must adhere to all of the following requirements:

3.3.1
Coordinator Designation and Process 

There must be a district coordinator from each LEA who manages the overall testing process for the ELPAC. (See RFP Section 4.9 for the definition of “district coordinator.”) The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process by which the successful bidder will annually ensure that a district coordinator is designated by each LEA superintendent. The process must include the procedures to be implemented by the successful bidder for obtaining and verifying the name, address, phone number, and work e-mail address of all designated district coordinators no later than April 1 of each year. The process must also include a description of the procedures to be implemented to allow designated district coordinators to securely update their information at any time during the school year. The process must also ensure that the successful bidder will create and maintain a list of all district coordinators and their contact information. The successful bidder must provide the list as an MS Excel 2010 or newer format to the CDE on a monthly basis, no later than the fifth working day of each month.

3.3.2
Customer Support Center 

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will provide a toll-free phone number, as well as a fax number and e-mail address, solely for the purpose of providing ELPAC support to LEAs. The technical proposal must describe in detail how the bidder will establish a customer support center which must be staffed to receive calls, faxes, and e-mails on all working days from 7:30 a.m. to 5 p.m., Pacific Time (PT). The customer support center must respond to all calls, faxes, and e-mails within one working day of receipt. 

The technical proposal must describe in detail the required customer support center software that will be used to log communications by date, name, and contact information, as well as summarize comments, complaints, and questions from LEAs.

The technical proposal must describe in detail the technology (e.g., database, phone system) that will be utilized in the customer support center for staff to effectively respond to LEA requests. 

The technical proposal must describe a process for conducting call campaigns for specific LEA responsibilities as needed, such as correcting student demographic information during the data correction window.
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate how the customer support center will train staff to answer questions specific to the administration of the ELPAC. The technical proposal must describe procedures for the development of scripts that address frequently asked questions or current activities and upcoming deadlines, as well as the development of referral guides to route inquiries by topic or area of expertise to appropriate staff or the CDE. The procedures must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will generate reports that summarize weekly correspondence with LEAs, by call frequency and topic, and submit them in the monthly progress report to the CDE. The technical proposal must describe in detail the procedures for handling elevated issues, complaints, or other events requiring follow-up action by the successful bidder or the CDE. The technical proposal must also describe how staffing needs will be met during peak periods of anticipated calls. Electronic versions of the logs, summaries, scripts, and referral guides must be made available to the CDE within two working days of a request.

3.3.3
Correspondence to District Coordinators 

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will be required to write, e-mail, and archive correspondence to the district coordinators on a monthly basis and as needed to update the LEAs of the successful bidder’s activities, tasks, and upcoming deadlines. The technical proposal must ensure that the bidder will archive the correspondence on the successful bidder’s Web site for these programs, after the e-mail correspondence is sent to the district coordinators. 
3.3.4  ELPAC Web Site
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate how the bidder will develop and maintain a Web site specifically for the ELPAC. The Web site must include historical data, including student score files and layouts from ELPAC administrations, and must be archived on the Web site for LEA use.

· The technical proposal must describe in detail how the ELPAC Web site on the successful bidder’s Web server will be established and maintained. The bidder must commit to following the CDE review schedule for approval of all Web site content, usability, and accessibility as described in the CDE Web and Application Development Standards, which are available on the CDE Web Standards Web page (See RFP Section 3.2.2 Final Document Specifications.) The technical proposal must specify that the Web site shall house administration resources including, but not limited to, program updates, administration manuals, project calendars, and training materials. See the current CELDT contractor Web site at http://www.celdt.org/ for an example.
· The technical proposal must ensure that a password-protected, secure portal for LEA use will be provided on the Web site. The secure portal must allow LEAs to retrieve secure materials and student-level data, as well as access local scoring, Pre-Identification (Pre-ID), and materials ordering must be developed on the Web site. The proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the security measures to be used to ensure that the confidentiality of student-level data will not be compromised.

· The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the Web site conforms to the CDE Web and Application Development Standards, which are available on the CDE Web Standards Web page. The Web site URL and login information for secure areas must be submitted to the CDE WebART Office for the purposes of a Web site review on a date specified by the CDE. The WebART Office will review the Web site for compliance with CDE Web Standards and industry best practices and provide a report of required and recommended fixes. Required fixes on the WebART report must be corrected within 90 working days of the date of the WebART report for existing sites, or prior to deployment of new or redesigned sites. The technical proposal must describe in detail the steps to be taken to ensure compliance with current WebART standards.

· The technical proposal must include the process by which the Web site will be regularly monitored and updated to maintain current content as well as how the content will comply with the CDE Web and Application Development Standards and will be submitted annually for WebART review. The process must include and maintain a document archive system to provide access to outdated documents for the life of the contract. The archived documents must be submitted electronically to the CDE by the end of the contract.

3.3.5
Web-Based ELPAC Calendar

The technical proposal must describe in detail the monthly development and maintenance of a calendar of events with deadlines to be posted on the ELPAC Web site. The description must ensure that the calendar for each school year must be posted to the ELPAC Web site by May 1 of the preceding school year for the succeeding months of July through December, and by November 1 for the succeeding months of January through June. 

At a minimum, the bidder must ensure that the ELPAC calendar will display all deadlines related to ordering, shipping, and returning ELPAC testing materials for the ELPAC initial assessment (July 1 through June 30) and the ELPAC summative assessment (a four-month period after January 1) assessment windows. The bidder must also ensure that the ELPAC calendar will incorporate other key activity dates to include, but not be limited to, trainings, Pre-ID deadlines, data correction windows, dates by which LEAs need to request pickup of scorable materials, and administration and scoring of the operational ELPAC assessments.

Task 4 – DEVELOPMENT OF THE Initial and Summative Assessments

REQUIREMENTS

This section of the technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s commitment to completing all the requirements specified below in Task 4 and must provide a description of the approach and methodology by which the bidder will accomplish all the associated subtasks and activities. The technical proposal must contain sufficient detail to convey the bidder’s knowledge of the subjects and skills necessary to successfully complete the project as stated in Task 4. The successful bidder must adhere to all of the following requirements:

3.4.1
ELPAC Blueprint Development

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate how the bidder proposes to develop the ELPAC initial and summative test blueprints, which must be approved by the CDE no later than May 1, 2015. The technical proposal must address that the bidder will present the blueprints to the SBE for approval in July 2015. The technical proposal must acknowledge that the blueprints will ensure that the ELPAC assessments are aligned with the 2012 ELD Standards. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the test blueprint development process that will be implemented, following the blueprint guidelines provided by the CDE. (See RFP Section 2.4 ELPAC Overview for reference to the blueprint guidelines.) The technical proposal must indicate the bidder’s commitment to revise the blueprints, as necessary, during the approval processes (i.e., the CDE and the SBE).
The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure the bidder’s understanding that changes and contract amendments related to the ELPAC may happen during the life of the contract, and that the bidder is committed to working flexibly with the CDE to make changes as needed.

3.4.1.A  Blueprint Design

The CDE convened the TAG to develop guidelines for creating the ELPAC test blueprints for the initial and summative assessments. (See RFP Section 2.4 ELPAC Overview.) The CDE will provide these guidelines to the successful bidder after awarding the contract. The technical proposal must describe a detailed process to develop blueprints; the process must include all, but is not limited to, the following minimum requirements for the initial and summative assessments:   

· Blueprints that align with the guidelines must be designed to assess students in the following seven grade/grade spans: Kindergarten (K), one (1), two (2), three through five (3–5), six through eight (6–8), nine through ten (9–10), and eleven through twelve (11–12).

· The test must be designed based on the proficiency levels and performance expectations that are identified in the 2012 ELD Standards.

· The test must be designed to ensure the multidimensional nature of the ELP construct can be measured and reported. (See RFP Section 3.4.1.B Measurement Model.)
3.4.1.B  Measurement Model


The technical proposal must provide a detailed description, including a rationale, of the Item Response Theory (IRT) measurement model to be used for both the initial and summative assessments of the ELPAC. The measurement model proposed by the bidder must include how each type of item will be modeled (e.g. dichotomous multiple-choice, dichotomous constructed-response, and polytomous items). The bidder may not propose a model with a guessing parameter. The technical proposal must ensure that the bidder will employ a multidimensional IRT model for the design, development, and analysis of items in the four domains of Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing. 
3.4.2
ELPAC Item Development

The technical proposal must address the requirements for K–12 item development for the contract period, all aspects of ELPAC item design and item characteristics, including the latest rigorous psychometric and empirical findings. The CDE shall own all ELPAC items developed under this contract.

The technical proposal must address that items must be aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards and demonstrate correspondence to the CCSS for mathematics and the NGSS. 

The technical proposal must also address that all aspects of item development, item review, pilot testing, field testing, and operational use must adhere to Universally Designed Assessment principles for large-scale assessments as well as principles from the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing.
 (See RFP Section 4.9 for the definition of “Universally Designed Assessment.”)
3.4.2.A
Item Development Plan

The technical proposal must provide a detailed item development plan for the annual development and multi-step review of new test items. The item development plan must include a timeline that outlines all tasks of the item development process, from blueprints to operational items, including but not limited to all tasks identified in Section 3.4.2. The technical proposal must include a sufficient number of items to populate two operational test forms of the initial and two of the summative assessment, and sufficient items for the ongoing refreshment of the summative assessment. All of the items must be used to determine an Overall score in addition to scores for each domain and a Comprehension score (i.e., the combination of Listening and Reading). 

The technical proposal must ensure that a second full operational form will be developed for each assessment, should there be a security breach. The technical proposal must also describe in detail how items used for a paper-pencil assessment could be transferred onto a computer-based assessment in future years. (See Appendix 1 Smarter Balanced Technology Requirements as an example of a computer-based assessment.)
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate the bidder’s process for creating item types that are appropriate for the intended examinees for grades K–12, with possible unique item types at the lower grades (i.e., K–2). 
The technical proposal must also indicate a detailed process by which all items will meet the validity, reliability, and high technical quality criteria for a high-stakes standardized state test as required by EC Section 60810.
Table 5 lists the number of items required for the first operational initial and summative test forms, multiplied by two tests each:

Table 5. Projected ELPAC Item Development

	Grade/ Grade Span
	Maximum Possible Number of Items for the Initial Assessment*
	Maximum Possible Number of Items for the Summative Assessment*
	Total Number of Items

	K
	80
	80
	160

	1
	80
	80
	160

	2
	85
	99
	184

	3–5
	90
	99
	189

	6–8
	90
	99
	189

	9–10
	90
	99
	189

	11–12
	90
	99
	189

	Possible Total Number of Items
	605
	655
	1,260 x 2 forms = 2,520


* The maximum number will be determined by test blueprints, item types, and the measurement model.

The item development plan must incorporate two types of field testing:

· A stand-alone FT of the items for the initial and summative assessments

· Ongoing field testing of items that are embedded in annual administrations of the operational summative assessment, starting with the first operational ELPAC administration

The item development plan must include the following tasks:

· Review all CELDT items that are aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards; discuss with the CDE and the TAG the possible use or modifications to the items for the initial assessment only (see Appendix 2 Summary of CELDT Test Components with Items Aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards) 
· Create annual item development plans with detailed schedules for each FT and operational administration of the ELPAC under this contract

· Select and train item writers

· Develop items that fit a multidimensional IRT model 

· Develop scoring rubrics for applicable item types, in consultation with the CDE and the TAG

· Review and edit the items internally 

· Submit items for CDE approval prior to the review of the items by the Content Review Panel and the Bias and Sensitivity Review Panel
· Design, coordinate, and facilitate the Content Review Panel and Bias and Sensitivity Review Panel meetings

· Obtain final approval of the items from the CDE

· Conduct pilot tests and FTs

· Conduct reviews of item data including statistics and performance quality 

· Provide the CDE with item-level data to allow replication of statistical analyses

· Conduct annual differential item functioning (DIF) review meetings that include appropriate representation of DIF categories

3.4.2.B  Item Specifications

The technical proposal must describe a detailed process that will be used for reviewing, revising, and maintaining annual item specifications for the initial and summative assessments. 

The technical proposal must include the development of an internal document containing the items that did not meet the criteria for designation as operational ready (i.e., items that failed field testing) that must be annually submitted to the CDE. For each item, the document must include the item identification number, grade, item position in the test form, domain, test component, and item text and graphics. 
At a minimum, all selected-response items must meet the following criteria prior to being designated as operational:
· p-value of correct answer: 0.25 to 0.95

· Point biserial correlation of correct answer: 0.20 and above

· IRT b-values range: -3 to +3 

· Item characteristic curves (ICCs) and item fit statistics must be provided.

· For selected-response items, distractors must not have zero order or positive values for either the biserial or point biserial correlations.

The technical proposal must describe in detail how new items will minimize the standard error of measurement near the cut point for English proficiency. 
3.4.2.C  Item Writing

The technical proposal must address in detail a psychometrically sound and practical distribution of item difficulty that will adequately represent the range of performance expected of California’s EL students. The technical proposal must provide a detailed plan for writing ELPAC items that are aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards, and that will conform to the test blueprints. The detailed plan must describe how item writers will be selected and trained to write high quality items that are likely to survive field testing.  

1. 
Item Writer Selection and Training. The technical proposal must include the staffing, timeline, processes, and materials, as appropriate, for conducting the following activities:

a. Selection of Item Writers. The technical proposal must describe in detail how item writers in California will be selected and trained. The technical proposal must ensure that priority shall be given to experienced item writers. The pool of item writers must include individuals with teaching experience related to ELs, as well as other educators who have experience with, and are knowledgeable of, the 2012 ELD Standards. The technical proposal must state the proposed number of writers to be trained including contractor and/or subcontractor item writers. The technical proposal must include the minimum qualifications for item writers which are: (1) a bachelor’s degree, (2) experience in language acquisition or teaching ELs in grades K–12 in California public schools, (3) experience with the 2012 ELD Standards, and (4) prior item writing or item review experience. The successful bidder must submit the list of proposed item writers, including their qualifications and experience, to the CDE for approval at least 20 working days prior to the training.

b. Item Writer Training. The technical proposal must provide a detailed description of the training materials including, but not limited to, item writing guidelines, the ELP construct and domains being measured, a brief review of the background of the ELPAC, and an explanation of the item development cycle. The proposal must include a table showing the number of items to be written for each 2012 ELD Standard with the corresponding ELPAC domain(s) in accordance with the test blueprints. The item writing guidelines must incorporate universal design principles, and provide clear criteria for item writing including contrasting examples of poorly and well written items. During the training, the successful bidder must provide the participants an indepth review of the test blueprints.
 2. Item Writer Training Logistics. The successful bidder must conduct an annual two-day item writer training in Sacramento, California, for the initial and summative assessments. The dates for item writer training must be approved by the CDE no fewer than 20 working days prior to each annual item writer training. The successful bidder is responsible for all costs related to item writer training, including, but not limited to, training materials, facility, travel, expenses, per diem, honorarium, and costs for substitute teachers for the participants (if needed).


The technical proposal must describe in detail: (1) the training activities, (2) the staff involved in each activity, (3) the materials that will be submitted to the CDE for approval, (4) a description of how each potential writer will carry out item development, (5) the estimated number of items to be developed by each writer, and (6) procedures for keeping all work confidential. The successful bidder must deliver all item writer training materials, including any presentation materials (e.g., PowerPoint slides) to the CDE for its review and approval at least 20 working days prior to each annual item writer training.

3.4.2.D  Item Inventories

The technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s commitment to conduct an inventory of all ELPAC items by 2012 ELD Standard, domain, and grade by September 30 of each year, or upon the CDE’s request at anytime during the contract period. (See RFP Section 3.4.2.F Item Bank.)

The technical proposal must describe detailed procedures for conducting summary analyses and preparing reports of the item data in the ELPAC item bank, including CELDT items that align with the 2012 ELD Standards. The successful bidder must submit the annual inventory and the summary analyses report to the CDE using an encrypted (with approved CDE encryption technology) secure FTP server. The reports must include, but not be limited to, the:
· Number of operational items by 2012 ELD Standard, domain, and test component. (See RFP Section 4.9 for the definition of “test component.”)
· Number of operational ready items (i.e., items that have been field tested and accepted, but not yet used operationally) by 2012 ELD Standard, domain, and test component.
· Number of items that are ready to be field tested (i.e., items that have not been field tested but have been approved by the CDE) by 2012 ELD Standard, domain, and test component.
The successful bidder must submit the final item inventory summary to the CDE at least 90 calendar days prior to the contract end date. The item inventory summary and the annual summary reports must be delivered to the CDE using an encrypted (with approved CDE encryption technology) secure FTP server.
3.4.2.E  Item Reuse and Retirement

In each edition of the summative assessment, the technical proposal must provide a recommended approach, with a rationale, that identifies the percentage of operational items to be reused annually. The technical proposal must acknowledge, unless agreed upon in writing by the CDE, that the replacement rate must be spread equally across all four domains (Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing). The bidder’s description must ensure that  the item bank will include the reason for flagging items as inactive (e.g., public release) and the date the items were flagged, so that the status of each item is clear.
For the initial assessment, the items in the K–12 grade/grade spans will not be replaced unless a security breach occurs. If a security breach occurs that requires the replacement of the test form(s) with the back-up form(s), the successful bidder must propose a strategy for replacing the used back-up form(s). 
3.4.2.F
Item Bank

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will develop a new item bank to hold ELPAC items that have been written, reviewed by the CDE, and approved for potential pilot and field testing. The technical proposal must ensure that the item bank will maintain the collection of ELPAC assessment items and corresponding data including, but not limited to, metadata, standards alignment, and statistical analysis of item performance. The technical proposal must include the bidder’s understanding and commitment to ensure that the item bank is secure; a description of how this will be achieved must be included. Any aspect of the item bank that will be developed by the successful bidder for the ELPAC will become the property of the CDE.

The successful bidder may request to view the current CDE-owned front-end user application that accesses CELDT items and file structure of the associated data. The data are accessible using an MS Visual Basic (VB) .NET application and MS SQL Server database (e.g., MS SQL Server 2012 Enterprise Edition, MS VB 2012 or later version, or MS .NET Framework 4.5 or later version). The current CDE-owned application may not be modified in any way. The CDE may supply updated versions of the MS SQL Server database structures and layout to the successful bidder, as needed. 

The technical proposal must state the bidder’s commitment to deliver items in a number of formats as specified in Appendix 3 Data Elements. The data elements may change to become compliant with the Accessible Portable Item Protocol (APIP) Standard during the course of the contract, and it is the responsibility of the successful bidder to modify submissions as needed. The technical proposal must have demonstrated the bidder’s ability to import items from multiple item bank systems using published industry standards for APIP.

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how all items developed, reviewed, or administered during the term of the contract will be prepared and entered into the ELPAC item bank. The technical proposal must ensure that the ELPAC item bank will be delivered as an uncompiled code with an associated solution file to the CDE using an encrypted (with approved CDE encryption technology) secure FTP server. The technical proposal must also ensure that the ELPAC item bank, including data elements described below, will be updated and submitted annually to the CDE by July 31 of every contract year. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the final delivery, due no later than six months prior to the end of this contract, will contain all CELDT items aligned with the 2012 ELD Standards previous to this contract and the ELPAC items developed during the period of this contract. 

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail that the ELPAC item bank will contain all the following data elements and features for each item developed:

1. Item Identification. Each item must have a unique identifier that is established when the item is first drafted; the identifier must be consistent with the item identification system currently in use. Specifications for the current item identification system will be provided to the successful bidder. The unique item identifier will remain the same for each item from initial development through operational ready status and until it is retired.

2. Item Status Codes. The status of each item must be identified. Each item must have a status code that aligns with the current status code designations. The codes on the items must be changed as needed to reflect current status. The status must also document the dates and reasons for which status decisions were made on each item.

3. Item Graphics. The graphics for any item must be included in the ELPAC item bank. All test items must be developed to be imported into the ELPAC item bank as separate high resolution graphic files that can be referenced from the ELPAC item bank. Graphic files in the item bank must be in .tif (or .tiff) file formats. Graphic files include, but are not limited to, passages, art, manipulatives, any large objects, and text-only test items. All files must be provided in a separate directory that can be linked to the ELPAC item bank.
A separate deliverable must be provided within 20 working days after each edition is released for the new school year. The deliverable must contain all test items as high quality graphic images in a format of sufficient quality for use in the production of test booklets. Each test item must be provided as a separate editable/modifiable artwork file format, such as .eps or the more current format .ai. These graphic and image formats must be in .tif files (minimum of 300 dpi) or .eps files suitable for printing and publication. The technical proposal must describe in detail how the print quality and computer graphics and images for each ELPAC edition will be provided to the CDE, including operational and FT items, in the timeframe stated above.
4. All required item statistics for each administration must be delivered. 

5. All reading passages, writing prompts, artwork, stems, distractors, form identifiers, and item keys must be included. No permission passages may be used in the ELPAC (e.g., copyrighted works from published authors) because the CDE must exclusively own all materials developed under this contract. 

6. Item Histories. Historical categories for all items within the ELPAC item bank must include, but not be limited to, all item FT dates, all operational test administration dates, and all required item statistics for each administration.

7. Data Management and Data Quality Control Features. Data management and quality control procedures (including data editing procedures) must ensure the accuracy of statistics, images, text, form, content, derived statistics, and item selection logic. A detailed Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) must be included by the bidder to maintain the integrity of all items, including new and modified items, and item version control that is consistent with the CDE Item Bank Specifications. 

8. Documentation. Item bank documentation must include data dictionaries with the names, formats, values, attributes, and descriptions of every data element. Every data element in the data dictionary must adhere to the CDE’s Data Resource Guide, unless otherwise approved by the CDE. The CDE’s Data Resource Guide is available on the CDE Data Resources Guide Search Web page at http://inet2.cde.ca.gov/dataresourceguide/.

3.4.2.G  Internal and External Item Review
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate the process for the internal review of all items will be performed by the successful bidder to evaluate the items against the 2012 ELD Standards, the test specifications, and to ensure their technical quality before they are submitted to the CDE for review and approval. The technical proposal must describe how the bidder will organize an external Content Review Panel and a Bias and Sensitivity Review Panel to review all items before field testing. The bidder’s description must also provide a timeline of events for the internal and external item review meetings, including the item review schedule for CDE staff. 

The item reviews must include the identification of domains being measured, technical quality of the items, and alignment of the items to the 2012 ELD Standards identified in the blueprints.
The technical proposal must describe in detail the internal and external item review processes in detail as specified below:
1. Internal Item Review and Revision Process. There must be confirmation that the item writers have aligned all newly written passages and corresponding test items to the appropriate 2012 ELD Standard(s), with the standard(s) listed. There must also be assurance that: (1) test items are aligned to the correct grade span and constructed as outlined in the test blueprints, (2) each test item is reviewed against the requirements of the test specifications, and (3) each item is reviewed for its technical and psychometric qualities.

Reading passages must be submitted to the CDE for approval of the proposed grade-level topic prior to the development of items related to the passages. No copyrighted passages may be used, as all items will become the property of the CDE.

After the passage and items are coded with the appropriate 2012 ELD Standards, they must be submitted to the CDE for review and approval. The CDE may verify the alignment to the 2012 ELD Standard(s) as part of the approval process. If the CDE does not agree with an alignment, the CDE has the right to change the 2012 ELD Standard designation and corresponding coding and/or revise the item content during the approval process. Items must be approved by the CDE prior to the submission of the items to the separate Content Review and Bias and Sensitivity Review Panels. The technical proposal must acknowledge that the bidder will conduct the internal Content and Bias and Sensitivity reviews before pilot testing the items.

2. External Item Review Process. The bidder must describe in detail the method for recruiting and maintaining appropriate review panel members for both the Content Review Panel and the Bias and Sensitivity Review Panel. The list of potential panel members must be provided to the CDE no later than 20 working days before the panel meeting, and prior to inviting the approved reviewers to participate. 

a. Content Review Panel. The Content Review Panel meeting must take place prior to the Bias and Sensitivity Review Panel meeting. The technical proposal must address appropriate allocation of time between the two panel meetings to allow for possible text and art edits. The Content Review Panel will ensure that: (1) test items are aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards and grade/grade spans as identified in the blueprints; (2) the items are appropriate for the grade/grade span; (3) items address the construct being tested; and (4) selected-response items designate the correct answer and all distractors are plausible yet wrong-answer options.

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate the recruitment process for securing six to eight participants per grade or grade span. Content reviewers shall include: (1) California teachers with expertise and/or experience with the 2012 ELD Standards and with second language acquisition, (2) other California educators (e.g., EL specialist at a district or county office), and possibly, if available, (3) postsecondary faculty from California’s colleges and universities who are ELD or second language acquisition experts. The CDE must approve all panel members. Panel members must be assigned to grade spans based on their teaching or other grade level experience.

The technical proposal must identify how the content reviews will be conducted during annual two-day meetings. Each panel must be assigned contractor-provided assessment specialists to facilitate each grade/grade span group. Facilitators must have training and experience in developing or revising items that use principles of Universally Designed Assessment.

 b. Bias and Sensitivity Review Panel. The Bias and Sensitivity Review Panel will review items for “language, illustrations, graphics, and other representations that might be differentially familiar or interpreted differently by members of different groups and for materials that might be offensive or emotionally disturbing to some test takers” (Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, 2014, p. 55). 

Each item must be reviewed by a minimum of six panel members (approved by the CDE). The members must represent the ethnic, gender, linguistic, geographical (i.e., urban, suburban, and rural), and cultural diversity of California’s LEAs. Participants must include California teachers of ELs and may include other district personnel. The technical proposal must ensure to provide an experienced facilitator who understands issues related to potential bias and sensitive topics in items for each Bias and Sensitivity Review Panel.

c.  Logistics for the Content Review and Bias and Sensitivity Review Panels. The technical proposal must describe in detail: meeting space, participant recruitment, travel and reimbursement, how logistical arrangements will be made; and the methods and procedures for incorporating input from the reviews into the item development process.
Reviewers are not paid honoraria but must be reimbursed by the successful bidder for travel, lodging, and per diem in accordance with state travel rules and rates (See Attachment 14) in effect at the time of the activity. Reimbursement to districts for all substitute teacher costs is required.

Both panel meetings must be conducted in-person in Sacramento, California, to allow the CDE staff to observe. The dates and locations must be approved by the CDE at least 40 working days prior to the proposed review dates. All materials must be approved by the CDE at least 10 working days prior to the panel meeting, including, but not limited to: (1) an agenda; (2) an explanation of how participants will be trained; (3) a list of the activities for each review; (4) a list of the staff involved in each activity and their role; (5) all materials presented to the participants; and (6) procedures for keeping all materials secure, collecting participant confidentiality statements, and recording participants’ reviews. 

Edits recommended by each panel must be given to the CDE for review within five working days after each meeting, for the CDE to accept or reject the edits. Items recommended for revision by either panel must be returned to the CDE for final review and determination if the item is to be revised, or be deemed unusable. Ten working days after the Content and Bias and Sensitivity reviews, the successful bidder must incorporate changes based on panel comments and recommendations on all test items. These revised items must be given to the CDE for review and approval. Even though an item may not ultimately be used for the ELPAC, all items must remain the property of the CDE. 

3.4.2.H  
Pilot Testing
In order to increase the likelihood that items will survive field testing for both the initial and summative assessments, the technical proposal must describe and demonstrate a detailed process to pilot-test constructed-response items with students from varied proficiency levels. The technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s understanding of the requirement to conduct a pilot test before the external Content and Bias and Sensitivity reviews. School-level groups must consist of at least 5 students per item type, from appropriate grades/grade spans. The technical proposal must include a detailed timeline for piloting, and how the bidder proposes to: (1) recruit schools and students, (2) administer the items, (3) review and analyze the results, and (4) report the results.

3.4.2.I  
Field Tests

The technical proposal must include a timeline and a detailed process to identify the minimum number of new items to be developed, reviewed, and tested. The process must address that there will be a sufficient number of items to survive attrition during development (i.e., successful bidder’s review, CDE review, Content Review, Bias and Sensitivity Review, and post-FT statistical review) and ensure that an adequate pool of items is available for two full operational editions. 

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process for field testing new items and strategies to minimize the burden of testing time. The details of the process for stand-alone and ongoing FTs must include, but not be limited to:

· A sampling plan with timeline
· LEA participation guidelines
· Administration and training policies
· Communication plan to the LEAs 
· Scoring plan and schedule
· Support for LEAs
Field testing must occur two ways: (1) as a stand-alone paper-pencil test of the initial and summative assessments and (2) as ongoing field testing only for the summative assessment using embedded FT items in each annual edition, once the summative assessment is operational.
1. Stand-alone FT. The stand-alone FT for the initial assessment must occur at the beginning of the 2016–17 school year in LEAs selected per the CDE-approved sampling plan by the successful bidder. The FT will be comprised of CELDT items that are aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards and new items written at the start of this contract period that survive pilot testing. 

For the summative assessment, field testing will be administered as a stand-alone paper-pencil FT in spring 2017 with a four-month or less testing window. The FT will be comprised of new multidimensional IRT items that will be written at the start of this contract period and survive pilot testing. 

2. 
Ongoing Field Testing. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the procedures for producing annual summative test forms with embedded FT items. New items must be field tested during each operational administration of the summative assessment. The technical proposal must describe detailed strategies to minimize the burden of testing time on LEAs for field testing items while ensuring that sufficient items are developed to support the 30 percent refreshment rate.
For each summative assessment, the technical proposal must ensure that the position of the FT items: (1) is psychometrically sound to guarantee a valid and reliable assessment and (2) does not interfere with the position of operational items placed before stopping points. The FT process must describe the method(s) that will be used to proportionally populate the item bank (See RFP Section 4.9 for definition of “item bank”) with items aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards, as specified in the blueprints. 

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the FT sampling strategies that will ensure an appropriate distribution among the state’s diverse student populations and diverse characteristics of districts in the state; all items must be field tested on a statistically sufficient number of students. The FT plan must also account for testing time.
In the Reading domain, a minimum of six items must accompany each reading comprehension passage.
3.4.3
ELPAC Test Development
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will develop the paper-pencil assessment with consideration for the test to be delivered on a computer in future years. For an example of a computer-delivered assessment and its technology specifications, see Appendix 1 Smarter Balanced Technology Requirements. The technical proposal must also acknowledge and ensure that the bidder is committed to working flexibly with the CDE as changes and contract amendments may happen during the life of the contract.

3.4.3.A  Test Development Plan

The technical proposal must provide a detailed plan for developing and administering an operational paper-pencil test of the initial and summative assessments, beginning in 2017–18. The bidder must provide a detailed timeline for development and delivery of all test development activities and deliverables as specified for this task. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the bidder is committed to conducting the work and will be responsible for all aspects of the ELPAC test development for all test administrations. The technical proposal must ensure quality control and security during all phases of test development. The plan must meet all requirements for the initial and summative assessments in EC Section 60810.
1. Overall ELPAC Development. All aspects of test administration must adhere to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (2014). The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the technical and logistical steps for the construction of the initial assessment and each summative assessment edition, forms, and special test versions.
The description must address that the initial and summative assessments must be aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards and correspond to the CCSS for mathematics and the California NGSS. A multidimensional IRT model must be used in the design and analysis of the assessments.
2. Initial Assessment Development. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will develop a staged-adaptive paper-pencil test for the initial assessment to measure a student’s level of proficiency in each domain (Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing). A staged-adaptive assessment is one in which the examinee answers a predetermined limited number of items, and based on the responses, the student is given an additional set of items that are within a targeted range of difficulty. 

The description must provide a timeline to deliver an operational paper-pencil test for the K–12 initial assessment beginning in July 1, 2017. Testing time for the initial assessment should be approximately 30–50 minutes for administering all four domains.

3. Summative Assessment Development. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will develop an annual assessment of a student’s level of English language proficiency in the domains of Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing, and provide a Comprehension score as well as an Overall performance level of English language proficiency. The detailed plan must ensure that the bidder will deliver the operational K–12 summative assessment beginning after January 1, 2018. 
3.4.3.B
Test Specifications

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will create and maintain test specifications for the initial and summative assessments. The test specifications must define the content of the test, test item maps, alignment of items with the 2012 ELD Standards, the proposed number of items, the desired psychometric properties of the items, the target language proficiency levels of items, the amount of time required for testing, directions for test takers, procedures for test administration and scoring, and the arrangement of items and components of the test. Test specifications must be submitted to the CDE for review and approval for each new summative assessment edition. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the bidder will provide the CDE with the test specifications at least 20 working days prior to the delivery of item writer training materials for CDE review or within 10 working days upon CDE request if changes have been made. 

For each test edition developed under this contract, test specifications must be produced. The technical proposal must state that the test specifications for operational items must identify all, but are not limited to, the following:
· The position of the item in the test form 

· The item identification in the ELPAC item bank
· Whether the item is being scored (operational) or field-tested 

· The first year the item became operational

· The 2012 ELD Standards being assessed 

· The test domain and test component (e.g., Reading—Reading Comprehension) 

· The type of item (e.g., multiple-choice, constructed-response) 

· The item key (correct answer for multiple-choice items) 

· The item-level IRT parameters and item fit statistics

· The proportion of the students responding to each answer option

· The biserial and point-biserial for each option

These requirements also apply to special test versions. Test specifications must be included in each annual ELPAC Technical Report.

3.4.3.C  Test Form Production

The technical proposal must provide a detailed description of the production of the initial and summative test forms. The detailed description must outline how the bidder proposes to develop seven summative assessment forms (one operational form, one back-up operational form, and five field test forms as described in Table 6, Number of Summative Test Forms to be Developed) for each grade/grade span. (See RFP Section 3.4.1.A Blueprint Design for grade/grade spans to be assessed.) The technical proposal also must outline the process the bidder will use to develop two special test versions (braille and large print) as described in RFP Section 3.4.3.F Special Test Versions. Special test versions must only contain operational items. The proposal must outline the number of forms and special test versions that will be developed and produced under this contract. (See Table 6 Number of Summative Test Forms to be Developed and Table 7 Number of Special Test Versions to be Developed.)
Table 6. Number of Summative Test Forms to be Developed
	ELPAC Edition
	Operational Form
	Back-up Operational Form
	Field Test Form
	Subtotal
	Number of Grade Spans
	Total Number of Forms

	2017–18
	1
	1
	5
	7
	7
	49

	2018–19
	1
	1 (Use previous year, if no breach.)
	5
	7
	7
	49


Form 1 of the summative assessment contains no FT items. The forms containing FT items (Forms 2–6) are for the summative assessment. The initial assessment will not have embedded FT items.

Table 7. Number of Special Test Versions to be Developed
	ELPAC Edition
	Number of

Braille Versions
to be Developed
	Number of

Large Print Versions

to be Developed
	Subtotal
	Number of Grade Spans
	Total Number of Special Versions

	2017–18
	1  
	1 
	2
	7
	14

	2018–19
	0 
(Use previous year.)
	0 
(Use previous year.)
	0
	7
	0 

(Use previous year.)


3.4.3.D
Test Form Construction

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the following requirements must be adhered to during test form construction:

· In order to maximize the use of the 2012 ELD Standards in both Parts I and II included in the blueprints, the proposal must show in the test specifications how the 2012 ELD Standards will be addressed for each test edition. 
· The regular (i.e., non-braille) test materials must use at least 12-point Arial font. All test books must use only the CDE logo.
· FT items must be embedded in all summative assessment forms, except Form 1, and placed with operational items of the same test component. The location of field-test items may shift in different summative assessment editions because more or less items might need to be field tested for different test components depending on the item equilibrium requirements. For example, if the item bank shows that many items for a certain test component have undesirable statistics, the successful bidder will be required to target that area during item development and field-test those items in the upcoming school year.
· The CDE copyright must be included on all test administration materials.
· Stopping points must be added in the appropriate positions that are psychometrically sound in order to guarantee a valid and reliable assessment.
3.4.3.E  Test Form Planners

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure for each test form developed, a corresponding form planner must be produced. At a minimum, the form planner must identify: (1) the position of the item in the test form, (2) the item code from the item bank, (3) the 2012 ELD Standards and domain(s) being assessed, (4) the item key, (5) the IRT b-value, (6) differential item functioning (DIF) statistics (See RFP Section 4.9 for definition of “DIF”), (7) the proportion of students responding to each answer option, (8) the biserial and point biserial for each answer option, and (9) whether the item is a linking or FT item. The technical proposal must provide a sample form planner that incorporates the aforementioned items.

3.4.3.F  Special Test Versions

Special test versions (braille and large print), containing operational items only, must be produced for the initial and summative assessments using items that are appropriate for visually impaired students. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate the process to develop special test versions as described below. The following requirements must be addressed in the process and applied to the special test versions:

· Special test versions must be created for the initial assessment and the 2017–18 summative assessment editions.

· The special test versions must produce scale scores equivalent to the regular version.

· The special test versions must be developed using a set of operational items from the item bank that are suitable to test visually impaired students. This approach aims to minimize the number of items that are adapted (e.g., removal of graphics along with text changes) to the visually impaired population. The number of items in each domain must match the number of items indicated in the test blueprint.

· Ancillary test administration materials must be developed to facilitate the administration of the ELPAC to visually impaired students and to match the separate set of items selected for the special test versions.

1. Large Print Version. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the bidder is able to provide large print versions. The large print version is an enlarged version of the regular test, that must be at least 20-point Arial font. The successful bidder must produce sufficient quantities to be distributed to LEAs upon their request. (Orders could be approximately 500 per school year, based on past administrations.)

2. Braille Version. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that bidder is committed to providing braille versions. The braille version must use uncontracted braille for kindergarten and grades one through two, and contracted braille for grades three through twelve. The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will use the recommendations of braille subject matter experts when adapting or revising items to braille.

3.4.3.G  Item Selection System for Test Forms

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the item selection system to be used for test form construction of each initial assessment form and the annual summative assessment editions. The description must demonstrate how the bidder plans to accomplish the selection of test items for the summative assessment editions. The description must demonstrate how the bidder will accomplish the selection of items using a multidimensional IRT model as well as classical item analysis, including, but not limited to, item difficulty, discrimination, pseudo guessing, and distractor analysis. Item selection must be based on matching target test characteristic curves, test information, and test-conditional standard error curves in addition to meeting content requirements and constraints.

1.
Selection of Items for the Base Forms (2017–18). The technical proposal must specify items for the base form of the initial and summative assessments that are valid and reliable and spanning the distribution of language proficiency levels. The technical proposal must ensure to verify each item on the base form for each grade/grade span of the initial and summative assessments has been field tested with a minimum of 1,200 students. The technical proposal must describe in detail a process to measure the multidimensional construct of ELP by using items that effectively represent the broad domains of Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing. The items must be aligned to and adequately capture the essence of the 2012 ELD Standards identified in the test blueprints. 
2. 
Item Selection Software. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will use test item selection software that demonstrates the relationship of items to scale scores once established. (See RFP Section 3.6.26.B Development of Performance Level Descriptors and Standard Setting Study.) The technical proposal must also describe and demonstrate in detail the process to demonstrate the effects of substituting individual items on the test characteristic curve, test information, and conditional standard error curves for a proposed test form. This process must be used for selecting items for each edition, as applicable, including the selection of items for the special test versions produced under this contract. The process must demonstrate how the bidder will provide a linking-item map showing the linking items and their position in the summative assessment and the sequence position in the reference (i.e., base) summative assessment edition.

For both the regular summative assessment operational form and the special versions of the summative assessment, the technical proposal must ensure that the item selection process minimizes the standard error of measurement at the cut point for English proficiency. 
3.4.3.H  Comparability of Test Forms

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the equating model and process that will be used to equate various test forms of the ELPAC as well as link the ELPAC to the braille version for the purpose of scaling and maintaining comparability across administrations of the initial and summative assessments. 

3.4.3.I   Test Materials Production

The technical proposal must describe in detail how the bidder will develop and administer test materials starting with the 2017–18 Edition. The technical proposal must include a description of the detailed process for annually producing and distributing test books, answer books, examiner’s manuals (EMs), and all other materials for test administration. (See RFP Section 4.9 for definitions of “test books,” “answer books,” and “examiner’s manuals.”) All test books, answer books, examiner’s manuals, and supplemental materials (e.g., Test Coordinator’s Manual as described in RFP Section 3.5.2) must be reviewed and approved by the CDE.

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the production of sufficient test administration materials for the initial and summative assessments for each operational year per the following requirements:
· Students in kindergarten and grades one and two must receive consumable answer books.

· Students in grades three through twelve must receive reusable test books. LEAs must receive one test book for each answer book unless the LEA chooses to reuse test books. The technical proposal must describe in detail the procedure that will allow LEAs to choose to reuse test books for grades three through twelve.

· For purposes of the cost proposal, assume LEAs receive one test booklet for each student who takes the ELPAC. Do not include any cost information in the technical proposal. Technical proposals that include any type of cost information may be automatically disqualified. 
· All answer books for the summative assessment must be returned to the successful bidder for scoring. Answer books for the initial assessment will be returned to the successful bidder for analysis and reporting.

The technical proposal must address that once the ELPAC is operational, the answer books, test books, and EMs must be received by LEAs no later than one month prior to the annual assessment window of each school year for the summative assessment and no later than June 1 for the initial assessment.
1. Examiner’s Manuals. The technical proposal must ensure that EMs must be created for the initial and summative assessments. The examiner’s manuals must contain general and specific instructions for administration, including, but not limited to, scripts for test examiners, scoring rubrics, and scoring guides, as applicable. (See RFP Section 4.9 for the definition of “test examiner.”) 
The technical proposal must include a detailed procedure for checking the accuracy of the EMs against all other test materials to ensure correspondence.

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the specified minimum number of paper versions of the EMs must be distributed to LEAs as specified in Table 8.
Table 8. Distribution of Examiner’s Manuals

	Grades K–5
	1 EM per 15 students

	Grades 6–12
	1 EM per 25 students

	LEA size 1–1,000 students
	Add 2 EM 

	LEA size 1,001–5,000 students
	Add 5 EM

	LEA size 5,001+ students
	Add 10 EM 


The technical proposal must ensure that the first CDE review period of the EMs must allow at least 12 working days, the second review period must allow at least 10 working days, and the third review period must allow at least five working days. The CDE will only review final drafts that have been thoroughly vetted by the successful bidder and provide final approval on camera-ready EMs.

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will provide the CDE with each final document in PDF version via a secure FTP server when test materials are ready to be shipped to LEAs. Seven of each specified test material must also be hole-punched and provided to the CDE at the same time. The technical proposal must also ensure PDF versions of all non-secure test support materials will be produced and posted on the successful bidder’s ELPAC Web site with a link to the CDE ELPAC Web page, for use by the LEAs, no later than one month prior to the annual assessment window for the summative assessment and by June 1 for the initial assessment.
2. Development of the Answer Books. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process that will be used to annually review and revise the paper-pencil answer books. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the bidder understands that the bidder is responsible for processing all paper-pencil answer books submitted for all administrations. All answer books for the summative assessment must be returned to the successful bidder by LEAs for official scoring. This section of the technical proposal must address in detail the following requirements:
· Demographic Pages. All answer books must have demographic pages as part of one document, and must be scannable. 
· Demographic Data Fields. The answer book must contain space to collect demographic and other data not collected by CALPADS or necessary for matching with CALPADS as well as information collected at the time of testing (e.g., use of accommodations). All answer books must be designed to provide either a pre-printed Pre-ID with the SSID (See the CDE Pre-ID File Layout [Comparison] FY 2014–15 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/ai/pidcfl2014.asp), a “bubble-in” (i.e., grid), or other method of entry that meets the requirements of EC Section 60900.

· Color Coding. Test materials must vary by grade and grade span with unique colors and images on the covers. Each year, the color coding must change for the next edition of the initial and summative assessments.

· Unique Identifiers. Each paper-pencil answer book must have a Scannable Unique Identifier that is easily accessible. For purposes of security, the proposal must describe a system for maintaining an up-to-date inventory of answer books at all times.
· Space for Written Responses. Paper-pencil answer books must provide sufficient space for responses to constructed-response items and notification made in the examiner’s manual that responses outside this space will not be scored.

· Space for Local Scoring of Constructed-Response Items. Answer books for the paper-pencil test must provide a space where local scores can be entered.

· Alternate Assessment Documentation. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the materials will allow for the documentation and collection of demographic information for those students with severe cognitive disabilities who are unable to take either the ELPAC initial or summative assessment, even with test variations and accommodations.
3. Annual Update. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process for the production of a new answer book for each school year during the contract period and the camera-ready forms for the transition year to the next contract. The same answer book must be used throughout the initial and summative assessment windows each school year during the contract period.

4. 
Header Sheets. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that header sheets are cover sheets submitted with completed paper-pencil answer books to organize test materials for processing by the successful bidder. Scannable header sheets must be produced for LEAs to batch answer books by grade or grade span. Header sheets must either be preprinted with LEA-identifying information (including county-district-school [CDS] Code and LEA name), or a space must be provided for the LEA to “bubble-in” (i.e., grid format) such information.
TASK 5 – ADMINISTRATION AND TRAINING 
REQUIREMENTS
This section of the technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s commitment to completing all the requirements specified below in Task 5 and must provide a description of the approach and methodology by which the bidder will accomplish all the associated subtasks and activities. The technical proposal must contain sufficient detail to convey the bidder’s knowledge of the subjects and skills necessary to successfully complete the project as stated in Task 5. The successful bidder must adhere to all of the following requirements:

3.5.1  Test Administration Plan

The technical proposal must include a detailed comprehensive Test Administration Plan. The plan must describe in detail the timeline and process that will be used for all test administrations, and all activities and specific steps for implementing the initial and summative assessments. All aspects of test administration must adhere to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (2014). 

3.5.2  Test Coordinator’s Manual

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will develop, produce, and distribute two test coordinator’s manuals for each edition—one for the initial assessment and one for the summative assessment—that describe the roles of district and site coordinators in the preparation and administration of the ELPAC. There must be, at a minimum, specific instructions on returning testing materials and required test security forms. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to distribute the manuals to LEAs and the CDE.

  The process must ensure that the specified minimum number of paper versions of the manuals must be distributed with test materials to LEAs as follows: one manual for each district coordinator per LEA, and one manual for each site coordinator per school site. (See RFP Section 4.9 for the definition of “local educational agency [LEA].”) In 2012–13, there were 10,936 CELDT district and test site coordinator’s manuals distributed to LEAs. For the CELDT, there is only one district and test site coordinator’s manual for both the initial and annual assessments. The 2014–15 CELDT District and Test Site Coordinator’s Manual is available on the CELDT Document Archive Web page at http://www.celdt.org/resources/archives/. Note that for the 2014–15 school year, there has been an increase in the number of independent charter schools in the state. Therefore, the estimated number of test coordinator manuals may increase by as many as 500.

The process must ensure that the test coordinator’s manual for the ELPAC initial assessment must be received by LEAs no later than June 1 of each year; the non-secure electronic version must be posted on the successful bidder’s ELPAC Web site by June 1 of each year.

The process must ensure that the test coordinator’s manual for the summative assessment will be received by LEAs no later than 30 calendar days prior to the first day of the summative assessment window of each school year; the non-secure electronic version must be posted annually on the successful bidder’s ELPAC Web site no later than 30 calendar days prior to the first day of the summative assessment window.

The process must ensure that, at a minimum, the first CDE review period for the initial and annual assessments test coordinator’s manuals must allow 12 working days after submission, the second review period must allow 10 working days, and the third review period must allow five working days. The CDE will only accept drafts for review that have been fully edited prior to submitting, and will provide final approval on camera-ready copies.

The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide the CDE with an electronic PDF version of the final document at the same time the manuals are shipped to LEAs. Seven paper copies of the manual must also be provided to the CDE at the same time. PDF versions of all test coordinator’s manuals must be produced and posted on the successful bidder’s ELPAC Web site.

3.5.3 Test Orders Fulfillment

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate the process, procedure, and timeline for the ordering of the tests, including special test versions. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the bidder is responsible for filling all test orders for each year of the contract period submitted by the district coordinators. The estimated number of student test materials is specified in Appendix 4 Number of Testing Materials Ordered. 

3.5.3.A Web-based Ordering System
The technical proposal must describe in detail how a secure encrypted Web site will be developed and maintained for district coordinators to place testing material and optional historical data file orders, submit Pre-ID files before each administration, and make demographic data corrections after each administration. The description must ensure that all materials must be shipped directly to district coordinators. District coordinators are responsible for secure distribution of all testing materials to the appropriate test sites.
3.5.3.B Excessive Ordering Prevention 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail a process to minimize the excessive ordering of testing materials by LEAs, including special test versions. The process must specifically describe the steps that will be taken to reduce the volume of excess orders placed by each LEA. The process must describe how detailed auditable records of the number of tests ordered and scored for each LEA will be maintained. The process must demonstrate the bidder’s responsibility for writing and implementing procedures to bill LEAs for excess orders of materials. The process must ensure to provide the CDE with an annual report of all excessive order charges by total amount billed and received, broken down by LEA, no later than August 15 of each year.
3.5.4 Printing and Shipping Materials 

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process for printing, packaging, shipping, and receiving all paper-pencil test materials via a secure courier, and must adhere to all deadlines. The technical proposal must also describe in detail the security features of the facilities where the printing, packaging, shipping, and receiving will take place.

The technical proposal must describe in detail the process for filling orders for the initial assessment in March to be shipped to LEAs in April through June. The process must ensure to also fill additional orders from July 1 through mid-June of the following year. For filling orders for the summative assessment, the process must allow sufficient time for shipping materials prior to the beginning of the summative assessment window. The process for delivery must ensure efficient, correct, and secure deliveries to all sites.  

3.5.5 Test Materials Handling

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the specific procedures to be used to ensure security during the handling of all testing materials, including, but not limited to: (1) delivery and retrieval of materials to and from LEAs; (2) secure document processing, handling, and storage; and (3) all other circumstances in which security is required. The procedures must include securely shipping testing materials to designated district coordinators who have a Test Security Affidavit on file with the successful bidder to receive secure materials.

3.5.5.A Handling Special Materials 
The technical proposal must describe in detail the procedures for providing appropriate special test versions (i.e., braille and large print testing materials). The procedures must ensure that these materials will be provided in sufficient quantities for ELs with disabilities, as ordered by the LEAs. Special test versions must be packaged and labeled separately, but are to be included in the same shipment with other testing materials.

3.5.5.B Inventorying and Tracking Secure Test Materials 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the inventory control procedures that will be implemented to assure that shipping errors are quickly detected and remedied. All shipments to and from LEAs must be secure and traceable. The procedure must describe the process in detail to ensure that there must be 100 percent accounting of all boxes of secure test materials including test books and answer books shipped. Each box shipped must be uniquely numbered, including a total box count (i.e., Box n of N). All shipping errors, including, but not limited to, missing boxes of test materials, must be reported to the CDE immediately. A search must be conducted to locate boxes not received at an LEA or the successful bidder’s facilities. The process must ensure to prepare and submit a report describing a procedure for resolution to the CDE within five working days from the date of the shipping error.

The technical proposal must show in detail how a monthly retrieval of answer books from LEAs during the summative assessment window will be implemented. All summative assessment materials must be received by the successful bidder no later than 10 working days after the close of the summative assessment window.

3.5.5.C Collecting Secure Test Materials 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the procedures to ensure the monthly collection of completed answer books during the initial and summative assessment windows. The procedures must include a detailed description of the process to be used by district coordinators to inventory all materials before shipping to the successful bidder, and a detailed description of the pickup and shipping procedures for all completed answer books. The procedures must ensure that there will be 100 percent accounting of all boxes of test books and answer books. In addition, the procedures must describe in detail the process for the annual collection and secure destruction of all test materials to be conducted by the successful bidder, following the end of the school year. 
3.5.5.D Destroying Remaining Test Materials 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail a process by which LEAs will return secure materials to the successful bidder for secure destruction. The process must describe an inventory control procedure for the successful bidder to cross-reference LEAs’ test material orders with the number of test materials returned. The process must ensure the secure destruction all remaining test materials. The process must include a communications plan to notify and follow up with any LEA that did not return all its secure materials for destruction. The plan must include a report to be prepared for the CDE at the end of each school year with a list of all LEAs that failed to comply with the return of test materials for secure destruction.
3.5.6  Coordination with CALPADS
The technical proposal must state the bidder’s commitment to coordinating with the CDE regarding student identification and demographic information from LEAs. The information provided by LEAs will be matched to additional data extracted from CALPADS by the CDE. The technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s understanding that the successful bidder will not be given direct access to CALPADS. Instead, the successful bidder will be given file extracts from CALPADS. On an ongoing basis, LEAs provide student identification and demographic information to CALPADS for their enrolled students. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail a process that is able to securely receive student identification and demographic information obtained from the CDE files extracted from CALPADS. The process must demonstrate the capacity to match the information that is provided by CALPADS and that is obtained from student answer books or other source materials and files provided by LEAs.

The process must integrate CALPADS data provided to the successful bidder by CDE which will contain information of all eligible enrolled students. The process must identify new and changed data to be added to or updated in the Pre-ID services and for the data correction process. (See RFP Section 3.5.7 Pre-ID and Section 3.5.8 Data Correction Process.) To expedite these changes, the technical proposal must describe a merging process for the Pre-ID services and for the data correction process with the CALPADS data. 
3.5.7  Pre-ID
The technical proposal must describe the Pre-ID process. The Pre-ID process must address how the bidder will coordinate with the CDE CALPADS Office in terms of collecting, receiving, and merging data files which include extracted data from CALPADS. The technical proposal must describe in detail the procedures and timeline for processing and tracking all testing materials. The technical proposal must address the following:
3.5.7.A Processing Answer Books 
The technical proposal must describe in detail how the bidder will demonstrate the responsibility for processing all test materials. The bidder must ensure to provide space on the scannable answer books for barcode labels with student information. The answer books must be imprinted with a barcode as well as fields for the collection of student identification data and demographic information as defined by CALPADS. The SSID must be collected. 
3.5.7.B Pre-ID Services
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process and timeline for developing and implementing Pre-ID services for the initial and summative assessments, which LEAs may choose to use based on a fee approved by the CDE. The process must ensure that the Pre-ID services will collect all information requested by the CDE, per the Pre-ID File Layout, which may be viewed on the CDE Pre-ID Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/pid.asp. The process must include access for LEAs to review and update student demographic information. The Pre-ID services must be designed to accept electronic student information files extracted from CALPADS as well as data provided by LEAs as described below. The process must describe how the bidder will reconcile new, updated, and deleted records from CALPADS and LEAs on a schedule determined by the CDE CALPADS Office. 
For Pre-ID services for the initial assessment, all student registration information, including enrollment and demographic information, will be extracted from CALPADS each July. The technical proposal must include details of how the bidder will coordinate with CALPADS to securely receive student information for the purpose of Pre-ID services. 

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will coordinate with CALPADS to securely receive student information before and during the annual summative assessment window. For Pre-ID services for the summative assessment, student registration information will be extracted from CALPADS and provided to the successful bidder for Pre-ID services on a daily basis during the annual summative assessment window. All student registration information, including enrollment and demographic information, will be extracted from CALPADS for Pre-ID services. 

1. Pre-ID Data Entry. The technical proposal must describe in detail how the bidder will implement various data validation protocols to ensure the SSID is not missing and is validly constructed (i.e., meets format requirements). The technical proposal must describe in detail how errors in the Pre-ID process will be reported to LEAs, especially the issue of blank or duplicate SSIDs. A valid and unique SSID must be included in all student-level files. Duplicate SSIDs may appear within or across schools or LEAs. A valid and unique SSID must be included in all student-level files that are sent to LEAs and the CDE. The Pre-ID process set forth in the proposal must address the Pre-ID process for data uploads of each LEA’s student files in various formats including fixed-length and the use of spreadsheet templates including, but not limited to, MS Excel.
2. Accuracy of Pre-ID. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process that will be used by LEAs to enter local school enrollment verification information, identify the appropriate students to be tested, and create protocols for labeling and completing Pre-ID answer books. The process must describe how Pre-ID data will be reported back (e.g., secure Web reports) to LEAs to verify and correct data. While LEA participation in Pre-ID is on a voluntary basis, the process must describe how LEAs will be encouraged to use this process to capture the benefits of less costly processes and increased data accuracy. The process must identify how the successful bidder will develop and implement a voluntary Pre-ID process to supply Pre-ID labels using an electronic database to LEAs that request this service at their own expense. This Pre-ID service for all administration years must be available at least 20 working days before each administration year as required by the contract. The Pre-ID file layout must be finalized by February 15 prior to each new administration year.
3. Pre-ID Correction. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the Pre-ID process which must include an error detection and correction process that identifies errors and omissions on each student data record; LEAs must correct their Pre-ID file. (See RFP Section 3.5.8 Data Correction Process.) The correction process must be aligned to field locations described in the CDE’s Pre-ID File Layout format and CALPADS File Specifications. (See the CDE CALPADS System Documentation Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sp/cl/systemdocs.asp.) The edit checks must be based on external data sources to ensure various fields contain valid information, such as a valid CDS code.
3.5.8  Data Correction Process
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate a detailed Web-based data correction process for LEAs to update/correct student demographic information and other data elements as specified by the CDE. The data correction process must allow LEAs to view data from multiple sources (i.e., data from LEAs and data from CALPADS) in a single location. The data correction process must have the capability to inform users if the data being provided are invalid and if the batch files are correctly formatted. The process must also have the capability to monitor logins and to respond to all requests within 10 seconds. 
The process must include how to coordinate with the CDE at least three times per school year to obtain demographic data that were extracted from CALPADS on a schedule determined by the CDE. The process must describe how the successful bidder will clearly communicate to LEAs that all data must be corrected either in CALPADS or in the bidder’s data correction system. The successful bidder must collaborate with the CDE CALPADS Office and the Data Visualization and Reporting Office (which produces the Title III Accountability Reports) in terms of the data correction process.
The technical proposal must specify that the data correction process will be a secure, Web-based application to correct data student-by-student or by batch and to identify errors in the CALPADS sourced demographic data for students whom LEAs tested with the ELPAC. The technical proposal must ensure to provide data from LEAs to the CDE prior to the data correction window, after the data correction window, and after completion of the annual summative assessment window. Twenty working days in advance of the data correction window, the technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide the CDE with the master data file using a secure FTP site. The data correction window will be scheduled in coordination with the summative assessment window beginning after January 1 and with the CDE’s timeline for matching data provided by the successful bidder with data provided by the CALPADS Operational Data Store. The CDE will determine the specific dates of the data correction window, which will occur from May through June each year.

The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide LEAs with updated student level-data files that may be downloaded via the successful bidder’s secure Web site within 10 working days of the CDE approval of the corrected statewide student level data file. Upon request, the successful bidder must provide LEAs historical summative assessment student score files on a cost recovery basis approved by the CDE.

The data correction window must be open for at least 20 working days for reviews, downloads, edits and updates, by the designated district coordinators. Additionally, the technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to provide technical support to LEAs in correcting demographic data using the Web-based application. The process must ensure that on a weekly basis, the CDE must be supplied with information regarding which LEAs have logged in to correct changes and which LEAs have submitted changes. The process must explain how LEAs will be supplied with data correction application user guides, and the successful bidder must staff the call center with personnel who are qualified to provide technical assistance during the data correction window. 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the data correction process will contain edit checks to identify errors and omissions on each student data record. These edit checks must be based on external data sources to ensure various fields contain valid information. These edit checks must also contain checks for consistency of data within each student record. The technical proposal must demonstrate in detail that the data correction process will allow LEAs to change or correct Test Purpose regardless of whether the test purpose is “ELPAC Summative Assessment” or “Test Purpose Unknown.” 

Once the data correction process is complete, all responses and raw scores must be converted to zeroes and the lowest obtainable scale score (LOSS) assigned to each affected domain and Overall score whenever the file indicates the student has taken the summative assessment with an alternate assessment. (Students with exceptional needs who are unable to participate in testing, even with universal tools, designated supports, or accommodations, are given an alternate assessment.)
3.5.9 Data Management and Processing Services

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the data services that will be developed, maintained, and used for the ELPAC to process, score, and correct answer books. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the development of an efficient data management process to facilitate all aspects of the ELPAC administration, including, but not limited to, Pre-ID service, testing material ordering, demographic data corrections, and reporting. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the quality control checks to be included in the data management process and implemented by the successful bidder.
3.5.10
Training and Materials
The technical proposal must describe in detail the process to develop and produce the in-person and online administration and scoring trainings and materials for the administrations of the initial and summative assessments through the end of this contract. The purpose of the training is to: (1) standardize the administration of the initial and summative assessments, (2) ensure reliable local scoring of constructed-response items especially for the Speaking and Writing domains, and (3) train other qualified persons locally or regionally to administer the assessments. The bidder must describe in detail the materials proposed to be used for all ELPAC administrations noted below. After the last full fiscal year, the successful bidder will be responsible for handing off all materials to the subsequent contractor in their final, CDE-approved versions.

3.5.10.A 
Training Plan 

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the tasks to be done by the successful bidder in preparation for providing training on the ELPAC throughout California during the length of this contract. The tasks must include, but not be limited to, a description of the following activities:

· Selection and qualifications of personnel conducting the trainings
· Tasks and timeline of the preparation for the trainings, including, but not limited to, identifying and securing appropriate facilities, and creating, copying, and assembling training materials

· Plan for coordinating with county offices of education and LEAs to promote the state-sponsored trainings
· Communications plan for notifying the field of the trainings
· Planning access to the self-guided online training and resources
The technical proposal must state the assurance that all trainers and examiners will: (a) be trained to administer the initial and summative assessments, (b) maintain security of the test materials, and (c) sign a test security agreement and/or affidavit.

The technical proposal must describe in detail the materials to be used (e.g., binder), present a timeline, and identify the personnel and any subcontractors required to conduct the state-sponsored trainings. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder is responsible for all logistical arrangements, including: (1) recruiting appropriate participants for each training and (2) all costs related to the trainings (e.g., facility rental and a continental breakfast and lunch provided during the trainings at the current state rate [See Attachment 14]). The successful bidder is not responsible for costs associated with travel, lodging, and substitute costs for training attendees. 


The technical proposal must ensure for every training that all trainers, dates, and locations must be approved by the CDE at least 40 working days prior to the first one, regardless of type (i.e., FT or operational initial or summative assessment). All materials for the training must be pre-approved by the CDE at least 20 working days in advance of the first type of training.

3.5.11
Training Videos
The technical proposal must describe in detail the development, production, and distribution of the videos required in this proposal, including, but not limited to, the ELPAC Basics Videos. (See RFP Section 3.5.17) Videos must be developed using a professional video producer(s), technical personnel and equipment (e.g., camera-person, sound specialist, teleprompter, etc.), and professional presenter(s). The video producer(s) shall have at least 36 months of experience producing similar types of training videos.
The technical proposal must ensure that videos and accompanying scripts will be annually updated as needed to reflect changes in test administration, including any necessary filming of accompanying student responses. The CDE must review and approve all film plans, scripts, and professional presenter(s) prior to video production.

3.5.12
Administration and Scoring Training for the FT Edition

3.5.12.A In-Person Training for the FT Administration of the Initial Assessment 
For the fall 2016 FT edition of the initial assessment, the technical proposal must describe in detail the development and presentation of a minimum of four state-sponsored all-day scoring trainings. The initial assessment will be locally scored. Attendance of the training by all LEAs chosen as FT sites is critical. This proposal must describe how the following points will be addressed:

·    Ensure that a representative from every FT LEA is trained

·    A communications plan to the field to ensure mandatory training

·    A system to track attendance and follow up with LEAs 

The technical proposal must include a detailed description of the process, timeline, and materials to ensure that examiners are trained to administer the assessment and score items accurately and consistently.

LEAs that are selected to administer the FT must send a participant to this training. The number of participants in the training must at least equal the number of LEAs selected to administer the FT edition of the initial assessment. The technical proposal must describe a detailed procedure for this FT training.

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the first training will be held in Sacramento, California and may need to occur as late as August 2016, pending completed development of the initial assessment by the successful bidder and identification of LEAs to participate in this FT administration. (See RFP Section 3.4.2.I Field Tests for specifics on the FT process.) The trainings must focus on valid and reliable administration and local scoring.

Training materials for the initial assessment must contain sample responses to constructed-response items that exemplify all rubric score points from all domains at all grades/grade spans. The examples must represent common and not so common responses that will prepare the examiner to score students’ responses accurately in real time. The technical proposal must describe in detail the process to obtain sample responses for the FT administration.

The technical proposal must describe in detail a registration process and timeline to ensure that all LEAs selected for the initial assessment FT administration will have a trainer complete the in-person training. The process must ensure that all trainings to those LEAs for this administration of the initial assessment must occur no later than August 31, 2016.

3.5.12.B  In-Person Training for the FT Administration of the Summative Assessment
Since the FT administration of the summative assessment will occur in spring 2017, state-sponsored in-person training for that edition must occur no fewer than 60 calendar days prior to the start of the annual summative assessment (SA) window in spring 2017. The technical proposal must ensure that the first training will be held in Sacramento, California, and must focus on valid and reliable administration and scoring. All subsequent FT administration trainings must be scheduled in regional locations that are central to the sites selected for the FT administration. The proposal must describe how the bidder will ensure that at least one representative from each LEA selected for the summative assessment FT administration attends the in-person training.  The proposal must describe registration and training procedures fas well as the materials for each training. Training materials must contain sample responses to constructed-response items that exemplify all rubric score points from all domains at all grades/grade spans. 

3.5.13  Administration and Scoring Training for the Operational Edition

3.5.13.A In-Person Training for the Operational Administration of the Initial Assessment
Starting July 1, 2017, the first operational administration of the initial assessment will occur. Twelve all-day administration and scoring trainings throughout California must be provided in the spring of 2017, prior to the July 1 opening of the initial assessment (IA) window. Representatives from all LEAs, including those trained on the FT administration in fall 2016, must attend the 2017 training. All district and/or county staff who intend to provide a regional training must also attend the 2017 training before conducting their own. (Note that newly certified charter schools must be trained, regardless of their certification month occurring at any point during the IA window. The technical proposal must address how charters that are certified after the in-person training occurs will be trained.) 

The technical proposal must describe in detail a registration system for the in-person training that has the capacity to enroll at least one trainer per LEA if the trainer is new. The number of participants from each LEA should be according to LEA size and/or a contractor-generated formula approved by the CDE. The training should be planned for a minimum of 100 participants per site in spring 2017, and 85–100 participants each subsequent spring during this contract. Registration must be on a first-come-first-serve basis. The system must be able to track a wait list for subsequent new registrants. The technical proposal must include a process to notify both registered and wait-listed participants of their status. Each participant who completes the training must be given a certificate of completion.

For the 2017–18 school year, and all subsequent school years during the contract period, the technical proposal must outline a detailed plan for: (1) providing nine annual all-day state-sponsored trainings for untrained examiners as well as previously trained hosts of regional trainings and (2) providing a self-guided online administration and calibration training that must be available to all examiners for the purpose of examiner calibration on constructed-response items. (For more information about online training, see RFP Section 3.5.15 Self-Guided Online Training and Calibration Resources.)

3.5.13.B In-Person Training for the 2018 Operational Administration of the Summative Assessment 
The first operational administration of the summative assessment will occur in spring 2018. Nine state-sponsored in-person trainings for that edition, and each subsequent edition during this contract, must occur no fewer than 60 calendar days prior to the start of the AA window. All LEAs, including representatives from LEAs that were trained on the 2017 FT administration of the summative assessment, must attend the 2018 training.
The first in-person training each year must be held in Sacramento, California.  All other trainings must be scheduled in representative areas throughout California to ensure maximum access by LEAs. The proposal must describe a registration process and timeline that will ensure that staff from all LEAs receive in-person training. Each training should be planned for a minimum of 85–100 participants per site.
The technical proposal must describe in detail a process to provide annual self-guided online administration and scoring training that is available to all LEAs. The technical proposal must describe in detail the development and presentation of the online training. The process must ensure the training will be annually developed and presented in a self-guided online format, for the purpose of examiner calibration on constructed-response items. The training must be annually available to previously and currently trained examiners. (See RFP Section 3.5.15 Self-Guided Online Training and Calibration Resources.) 
3.5.14  Support for In-person Regional Trainings

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will coordinate with county offices of education and LEAs with large EL student population to support the local delivery of in-person regional trainings. Regional trainings are open to attendees from surrounding districts and independent charter schools. Only LEA or county staff who have successfully completed the state-sponsored training may conduct their own regional trainings. The technical proposal must address how to support these regional trainings by providing training materials to the LEA or county office of education upon their request, and may charge a fee on a cost-recovery basis for the cost of duplication and shipping. Also, as each regional training is scheduled, the technical proposal must ensure to post the information on the ELPAC Web site and communicate these postings through direct e-mail announcements to all district coordinators.
3.5.15  Self-Guided Online Training and Calibration Resources 

The technical proposal must ensure for both the initial and summative assessments, a secure, encrypted Web-based resource will be available to trainers and test examiners to do self-guided online administration and calibration training of each separate assessment. The online site must be launched in tandem with the start of the training for the first operational administration of each assessment. The technical proposal must describe the process to post training modules and quizzes on constructed-response items for the purpose of calibrating test examiners.

The technical proposal must describe in detail the process to set up a group online page for each LEA. An LEA’s group page must allow the district coordinator to view completion and calibration reports for test examiner trainees in his or her LEA. (For the 2013–14 Edition of the CELDT, there were approximately 200 groups with about 2,500 registered test examiner trainees.) The process must include, but not be limited to, the following: 

· A full description of a secure, encrypted Web site that will be used for the online training

· A timeline for delivering the Web site, which must include a review by the CDE WebART staff prior to launching

· General test administration and scoring training audio and video samples with closed captioning and transcripts. (Note: The closed captioning does not take the place of the transcript version.)

· Access to online resources which must include audio and video files of student responses for scoring calibration

· A description of how the self-guided online training will measure whether a test examiner is calibrated to administer and score all applicable domains

· A description of how LEAs will know that their test examiners have been calibrated

· Technical support in response to LEA needs in using the self-guided online training

· A link to the training videos described in RFP Sections 3.5.16 Web-based Administration Trainings and 3.5.17 ELPAC Basics Videos

· A link to the CDE ELPAC Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/el/
3.5.16  Web-based Administration Trainings
The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will produce pre-recorded Web Application Tutorials for district coordinators. The topics of the tutorials must be discussed with the CDE at the start of the contract period for approval by the CDE. Each tutorial must be 10 minutes or less in duration. The technical proposal must describe in detail the process to develop these step-by-step tutorials for each applicable administration year of the ELPAC. Topics must include, but are not limited to, the following:
· Ordering test materials 

· Pre-Identification

· A Web-based tool for locally scoring the initial assessment
· Packaging and returning scorable test materials 

· A data correction application for LEAs to review test results and student demographic information 

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will  make these videos available through both streaming and download formats and notify the LEAs when posted. The videos must be produced with closed captioning and have accompanying scripts (PDF versions tagged for accessibility) in English. The successful bidder must post the videos and scripts on a non-secure Web page of the successful bidder’s ELPAC Web site. 

3.5.17  ELPAC Basics Videos

The technical proposal must describe how the bidder will produce and post at least two (2) videos. These videos must provide basic information about the initial assessment and summative assessments for viewing by new district coordinators, LEA trainers and other staff, and the general public. The maximum length of each video cannot exceed 15 minutes. The video series must focus on the following topics:

· Video 1. Overview of the ELPAC Initial and Summative Tests (includes who takes the ELPAC) 

· Video 2. Interpreting the ELPAC Summative Test Results

The first video to be produced must be posted by June 30, 2017. The second video must be posted by August 31, 2018.

The videos must be produced in English and Spanish with closed captioning in both versions, with accompanying scripts in English and Spanish (PDF versions tagged in English and Spanish for accessibility). The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will make these videos available through both streaming and download. The videos must be posted on a non-secure Web page of the successful bidder’s ELPAC Web site, so that LEA staff and the general public may view them. 
TASK 6. SCORING, ANALYSIS, AND REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS

This section of the technical proposal must acknowledge the bidder’s commitment to completing all the requirements specified below in Task 6 and must provide a description of the approach and methodology by which the bidder will accomplish all the associated subtasks and activities. The technical proposal must contain sufficient detail to convey the bidder’s knowledge of the subjects and skills necessary to successfully complete the project as stated in Task 6. The successful bidder must adhere to all of the following requirements:

3.6.1
Scoring

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process that will be used for: (1) scanning and scoring paper-pencil tests and (2) capturing student demographic information for reporting purposes within the timelines specified in statutes and regulations. The successful bidder must ensure that each test is associated with only one student, regardless of testing location or break in testing between test components or domain.
This section of the Technical Proposal must acknowledge the successful bidder’s commitment to completing all of the requirements specified below and must describe the process by which the successful bidder will accomplish all of the associated subtasks and activities. The successful bidder must adhere to the following requirements:

3.6.2  Scoring Specifications 

The technical proposal must describe how the bidder will provide detailed Scoring specifications annually. The specifications must be updated annually and must describe, but not be limited to, the scoring system, procedures, quality assurance, and reports.

3.6.2.A Student Demographic Information 
The specifications must describe and demonstrate in detail the method for collecting accurate and complete demographic information directly from LEAs. Information that is not on the demographic information sheets will be provided by the CDE from CALPADS file extractions.
Demographic information sheets used with the ELPAC, and Pre-ID files submitted by LEAs, must be aligned with state and federal reporting requirements for statewide testing programs. Demographic information sheets also must correspond to the CDE Pre-ID Common File Layout. (For an example, see the CDE Pre-ID File Layout [Comparison] FY 2014–15 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/ai/pidcfl2014.asp.)
In addition, the successful bidder must collect information on students with disabilities who use accommodations or an alternate means to assess ELP performance on one or more domains (e.g., an alternate assessment for one or more domains).
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process for ensuring that each test is linked to the correct corresponding student’s demographics, and to only one student. The process must address how the successful bidder will develop edit checks to monitor the accuracy and completeness of the demographic information and previous ELPAC scores.

3.6.2.B Scoring Student Results 
For the summative assessment, only answer books sent to the successful bidder are officially scored. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure the successful bidder’s commitment to score student responses from answer books, and that the successful bidder will produce the official scale scores for the domains of Listening, Reading, and Writing. LEAs’ local scoring of Speaking items results in official raw scores. The technical proposal must describe in detail the procedure for using LEAs’ raw scores for Speaking to produce official scale scores for Speaking.
For the initial assessment, the local scores of student responses to all items result in official scores. LEAs will provide the official scores to parents/guardians; however, the successful bidder must ensure that LEAs return all answer books for scanning and analysis. The technical proposal must describe in detail the procedures to scan and score answer books for the initial assessment for the purpose of comparing these scanned scores with LEAs’ scoring results. (See RFP Section 3.6.6.B Web-based Local Scoring.)  
3.6.2.C Scanning and Scoring Process
The technical proposal must describe the type of equipment, location, and security procedures that will be used for scanning answer books and scoring student responses. The description must include a scanning system that must comply with the ISO 27000 series of standards, and fully meet state and federal requirements for privacy and student confidentiality.

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail a test scanning system that is able to:

· Electronically scan answer books and store multiple-choice responses

· Electronically scan answer books and store responses to constructed-response items for review by trained scorers
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the bidder will score the student responses to generate scale scores and identify student’s proficiency level based on performance-level cut scores approved by the SBE. (See RFP Section 3.6.3.A Scoring and Quality Control.)
3.6.2.D Rescore Requests 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process for hand scoring answer books if an LEA makes this request in writing within 60 calendar days of the receipt of the Student Performance Level Reports. (See RFP Section 3.6.21.A Student Performance Level Reports and Labels.) The process must ensure to provide the LEA with a form for requesting rescoring. The successful bidder may charge for this service at a rate approved by the CDE, and the rate may not exceed the actual cost to the successful bidder to rescore. Do not include any cost information in the technical proposal. Technical proposals that include any type of cost information may be automatically disqualified. 
3.6.2.E Scoring and Processing Errors
The technical proposal must describe in detail the steps to be taken to correct scoring or processing errors found by the successful bidder. The description must ensure that the CDE will be informed within one working day of discovery of the error. The CDE must approve the correction in advance of the successful bidder implementing the correction. The description must also ensure that the error will be corrected and the CDE will be provided evidence of the correction. The description must ensure to submit a root cause analysis report as part of the monthly progress report to the CDE. (See RFP Section 3.2.1 Monthly Progress Reports.)
3.6.3  Quality Control and Assurance

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the scoring process and must ensure that it is valid, reliable, secure, and efficient. This component of the technical proposal must address the following elements:
3.6.3.A Scoring and Quality Control
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the quality control checks and processes including, but not limited to:
· Creation of data files

· Scoring of all items

· Verification of the scoring program

· The scanning of paper-pencil test responses 

· Editing and resolution procedures for validating questionable student answer books (e.g., books with multiple marks, poor erasures, or incomplete data)

· Combining and aggregating objective response scores and constructed-response scores at the school, district, county, and state levels

3.6.3.B Accuracy of Aggregate Results 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how answer books will be handled to ensure that all test results are correctly attributed to the individual student, school, LEA, and county, for which aggregate test results are obtained. All data processing systems and score reporting programs must be verified routinely to ensure accurate functioning. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to ensure the quality and completeness of all data.

3.6.3.C Accuracy of Scoring
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the output from scoring programs will be verified to ensure accuracy. At the end of the initial and summative assessment windows, a set of preliminary item analyses must be completed. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the design and conduct of preliminary item analyses based on a large, representative sample of the responses returned early in the assessment windows. The technical proposal must document how the possibility of an incorrect scoring key will be identified using industry procedures, including, but not limited to, the use of a test deck of answer books as well as the hand scoring of a sample of answer books to compare with scanned answer books. The technical proposal must indicate in detail how the results of the quality assurance and control processes will be reported to the CDE.

3.6.4 Scoring Multiple-Choice Items

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process for scanning and scoring all multiple-choice items as described in RFP Section 3.6.2 Scoring Specifications.

3.6.5 Scoring Constructed-Response Items
Local scoring of Speaking items constitutes the official raw scores. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will use the local scores to produce the official scale scores.

To ensure that all constructed-response items are scored consistently and reliably, the technical proposal must include the detailed process and materials that will be used in: (1) the prescoring by the successful bidder and (2) the educators’ range finding meeting in Sacramento, California. The range finding meeting must occur at least six months in advance of the scoring training. (See RFP Section 3.5.10 Training and Materials.)
3.6.5.A Pre-Scoring
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate a procedure to identify and train the successful bidder’s scorers, implement the official scoring sessions using CDE-approved rubrics, and ensure scoring reliability of constructed-response items. The procedure must describe how to facilitate and monitor the official scoring process and document that inter-rater agreement meets professional psychometric standards for inter-rater reliability. The scorers must have, at a minimum, a bachelor’s degree with preference given to those with prior scoring experience. 
The constructed-response scoring process shall incorporate ongoing checks and controls for scoring errors. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the internal process for settling disagreements of score points by the successful bidder’s scorers and if and when to notify and involve the CDE for resolution of the scoring decision.

3.6.5.B Range Finding
The technical proposal must ensure that range finding will be conducted to identify student responses that can be used as anchor sample responses (i.e., student responses representing the full range of each rubric score point), training sample responses (i.e., additional pre-scored student responses available to local scorers for practice), and calibration sample response (i.e., student responses used for the calibration of scorers). For the summative assessment, the technical proposal must describe and demonstrate the process to annually review and prepare a variety of student constructed-response samples from the summative assessment that illustrates a range of student performance per grade/grade span, for the purpose of range finding. For the initial assessment, the technical proposal must describe and demonstrate the process to organize range finding meetings as needed in developing the first operational initial assessment.

1. Training Materials for Range Finding Meetings. To prepare for range finding meetings, the successful bidder must develop and provide the CDE with training materials for review and approval. The technical proposal must ensure and acknowledge the bidder’s commitment to prepare the following range finding training tasks and materials, including but not limited to:

· Preparing guidelines for the anchor selection process 

· Preparing training materials

· Duplicating training materials, prompts, scoring rubrics, score recording sheets, and student responses

2. Range Finding Meetings. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the procedures for conducting range finding meetings to be held in Sacramento, California including, but not limited to, recruitment, schedule, facilitation, overall logistics, and meeting logistics. The procedures must ensure that the range finding meetings will include four to six participants per grade level who are California educators with experience scoring ELP test items. Participants must review and score student responses for the purpose of recommending anchor, training, and calibration responses for each grade and score point. The responses will be used in Administration and Scoring Trainings for the initial and summative assessments. Meetings must be scheduled for the Sacramento area to allow the CDE staff to attend. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will be responsible for all costs related to the range finding meetings.
The successful bidder’s staff must participate in the range finding meetings as facilitators, not scorers, ensuring that the process will lead to a fair, accurate, and reliable scoring of constructed-response items. Each facilitator will lead a small group discussion among participants until consensus is reached on the score of each item.

3.6.6  Local Scoring

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the procedures and materials that will be developed for LEAs to locally score the initial assessment as well as the Speaking domain for the summative assessment. Materials must include, but not be limited to: specific instructions that allow LEAs to score locally; scoring rubrics; FT items to omit from scoring; instructions for completing the demographic information; and performance level descriptors. The Speaking score must be added to the answer book for scoring. All official scoring will require the use of CDE-approved rubrics to ensure the standardization of scores. The technical proposal must ensure to provide LEAs with materials and procedures for calculating raw scores manually and scale scores electronically, as described below.

3.6.6.A Local Hand Scoring
The technical proposal must describe in detail the layout of the Student Score Sheet that is to be included in the EM of the initial and summative assessments. The Student Score Sheet must contain basic student demographic information including, but not limited to, student name, birth date, gender, SSID, test date, grade, answer book ID, school, district, and teacher name. The information must also provide space for raw scores of all test components, domains, and Overall score.

1. Local Hand Scoring for the Initial Assessment. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the scoring procedures and materials that will allow LEAs to manually document raw scores. LEAs will use the Web-based local scoring tool to determine scale scores and performance levels for all domains and Overall score, and generate an official student score report for the purpose of initial instructional placement of ELs. 
2. Local Hand Scoring for the Summative Assessment. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the scoring procedures and materials that will allow LEAs to manually calculate raw scores and determine the scale score and performance level for the Speaking domain only. 

3.6.6.B Web-based Local Scoring 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to develop and provide an electronic Web-based scoring tool for the initial assessment only. The process must ensure that the Web-based application will use commonly available Internet browsers in order for LEAs to quickly and easily score the results of the initial assessment throughout the school year.

The technical proposal must include detailed specifications for the scoring tool. The tool must allow LEAs to print individual student score reports and export the data to an electronic database or spreadsheet for local summary reports of the initial assessment. The scoring tool must generate the official student score report of the initial assessment. The technical proposal must ensure to provide the scoring tool to LEAs no later than June 1 of each year for the initial assessment.

The tool must have the capability to provide the successful bidder with all scoring records that are entered by an LEA during the school year. The successful bidder must be able to export the scoring records to an electronic database or spreadsheet to compare the LEA’s scoring results to the successful bidder’s scoring results of the initial assessment. (See RFP Section 3.6.2.B Scoring Student Results.) The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will report to the CDE any significant differences that may indicate discrepancies in local scoring, and make recommendations to address any scoring issues.
3.6.7
Secure Handling of Sensitive Writing

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to be used for handling sensitive papers. Sensitive papers are writing tasks that include indications of personal and/or emotional problems including physical and/or mental abuse; potential suicide risk; threats to other persons or intent to harm other persons; or other indications that warrant the need for assistance. Child abuse cases must be reported as specified in Penal Code Section 11166. The process must describe in detail secure procedures for screening sensitive papers, alerting the LEA with a telephone call or e-mail on the same day of detection and, if requested by the LEA, overnight mail of a copy of the materials to a specific LEA contact person. Sensitive papers must not be sent to the CDE.
3.6.8
Analysis of Results
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process for conducting statistical analyses for all FT and operational summative assessment editions administered through the end of the contract period. Although the initial assessment is locally scored, the successful bidder will be responsible for annual item analyses and other analyses of the initial assessment described herein. 

3.6.9  Analysis Plan

The technical proposal must include a detailed plan and corresponding timeline that will be used to perform all necessary psychometric and statistical analyses to provide results at the individual student, school, LEA, county, and state levels. The analyses to be completed by the successful bidder include, but are not limited to: (1) multidimensional IRT item analyses, (2) calibration and scaling procedures used to develop scale scores, (3) test summary analyses, (4) analyses that provide evidence of test score reliability, validity, and accuracy, and (5) additional analyses to improve the interpretation and validity of test scores.
The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will use publicly available software for all item and test analyses to allow for replication by the CDE and ease of transition to the next contractor. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that no proprietary software will be used for statistical analyses and a commitment to provide the computer programming codes to the CDE. Results of all specified analyses must be included in the annual Technical Report for the school year in which the assessment is given. (See Section 3.4.8.G Technical Reports on Operational Administrations and Field-testing.)

3.6.10  ELPAC Scale Development and Comparability 

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to develop the base year common scale for the ELPAC, and then ensure comparability of the test forms for the duration of the contract.
3.6.10.A Common Scale Development Plan 
All initial and summative assessment items must be calibrated and scored using an appropriate IRT model. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the specific steps used to link different editions of the summative assessment across years as well as to link the grade/grade spans. The scale scores for the initial assessment must be linked to the summative assessment scale. The technical proposal must include a detailed process for the psychometrically sound and technically feasible development of a common scale for the summative assessment. The results from the first operational edition of the summative assessment will be used to develop a common scale. The technical proposal must describe in detail how and by when all of the required steps will be completed. The process must include the following components:
· Using the First Operational Edition. The  first administration of the operational summative assessment must yield data of sufficient quantity to produce a reliable and valid common scale to be applied in future administrations.

· Analyzing the Common Scale Data. A technically defensible common scale must permit comparability of summative assessment scores across grade levels. The successful bidder must also provide an accurate metric for measuring individual growth toward English proficiency. The technical proposal must state that a report of the results of the analyses will be given to the CDE no later than September 1, 2018.

· Using the Common Scale Scores. The common scale score data must be used in the standard setting for the summative assessment as described in RFP Section 3.6.26.B Development of Performance Level Descriptors and Standard Setting Study.

3.6.11  Calibrating, Scaling, and Equating Procedures

The first operational year of the ELPAC will serve as the base year for development of the ELPAC common scale. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the calibrating, scaling, and equating procedures to ensure comparability of scores for the duration of the contract. All operational test forms must be equated to this base year. After each administration, student data files must be submitted to the CDE. A separate file containing relevant calibration, scaling, and equating parameters for each test must accompany the student-level data. Although the intent is to reuse the existing form for the initial assessment, should changes be made to the test forms, then calibrating, scaling and equating must be conducted.

3.6.12  Replication

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the steps, procedures, and statistical software that the CDE or its designated technical reviewer can use to replicate the calibration, scaling, and equating procedures used by the successful bidder. The technical proposal must document the specifications for calibrating, scaling, and equating at a level of detail sufficient to permit independent replication and confirmation or provide audit information sufficient to document the accuracy of the analysis. The replication specifications must be reviewed and updated annually.

If requested by the CDE, the successful bidder must provide all documentation and data needed for replication within 10 working days of the request. The successful bidder must be prepared to consult with the CDE and/or its contractor on the replication of calibration, scoring, and equating procedures, if needed.

3.6.13  Braille Versions

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the braille test versions produce reliable and valid scale scores with the same performance-level cut scores as the non-braille versions. (See RFP Section 3.4.3.F Special Test Versions.)
3.6.14  Item Analyses

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process for the annual item analyses of the initial and summative assessments. The analysis will occur after the completion of the assessment windows when all scoring corrections have been completed, and the student score files have been finalized. At a minimum, the process for the item analyses must include the following summary information for each item:

· Total number of examinees responding per item

· Results by grade-level and grade span

· Classical Item analysis: (1) number and proportion of examinees selecting each correct response as well as number and proportion of examinees selecting each incorrect response option (distractor) for the multiple-choice items, (2) the proportion of examinees receiving each score point for constructed-response items, and (3) point-biserial and biserial correlation between all answer choices and their respective total-test-scores.

· IRT item analysis: (1) item difficulty (location) and discrimination (slope) parameters for all items (e.g., dichotomous multiple-choice, dichotomous constructed-response, and polytomous items) and (2) step parameters for polytomous items. For one-parameter logistic (Rasch) models, it is assumed that all item discrimination parameters equal unity and need not be reported.

· Item fit statistics for the IRT model

· DIF analyses using both Mantel-Haenszel and Standardized Mean Difference procedures for gender

· Other analyses to evaluate the quality of items, including appropriate statistics for the writing tasks
3.6.15  Field-Test Item Analyses

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure all field-tested items will undergo the same analyses as defined in the item analyses. (See RFP Section 3.6.14 Item Analyses.) The analyses for statistical adequacy and the results of these analyses must be reported to the CDE. The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide the CDE with an item analysis broken down by grade level and grade span.
Within eight weeks after field-test scoring is complete, a report must be delivered to the CDE containing, at a minimum, the item as it appeared when it was field-tested, the 2012 ELD Standard to which the item links, the item key, IRT item statistics, DIF statistics, and for each answer option, the classical item statistics, including the proportion responding, the point biserial, and biserial correlation. The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide the CDE with at least 15 working days to review this report and provide feedback. The CDE must approve all FT items to be used operationally.

3.6.16  Summary Analyses 

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to conduct the summary analyses by domain and Overall score. The summary analyses must provide evidence of test score validity and test score accuracy. The results must be presented in a tabular or graphical format. The summary analyses must include, but not be limited to, all of the following: 
· Frequency distribution of test scores for all test takers by grade level

· Frequency distribution of test scores for all test takers by subgroups (e.g., gender and students receiving special education services) within each grade

· Indices of item completion rates

· Descriptive statistics including the mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum for the total score and for each domain score (i.e., Listening, Speaking, Reading, Writing, Overall, and Comprehension scores) 

· Mean biserial and point-biserial correlations for each domain score

· Mean proportion correct for each domain score

· Measures of accuracy including internal consistency measures (reliability coefficients), standard errors of measurement, and misclassification probabilities for each domain score
· DIF analyses using both Mantel-Haenszel and Standardized Mean Difference procedures for gender
· Other analyses to evaluate the quality of items and scores, including appropriate statistics for the constructed-response items
3.6.17 
Evidence of Test Score Reliability and Validity

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the procedures that will be used to assess the reliability and validity of the scores produced by the tests. Analyses for each assessment must include:

· Overall internal consistency and reliability of the assessment 

· Standard errors of measurement of the assessment 

· Rater consistency and reliability for items scored by humans

· Analysis of classification consistency and accuracy 

· Item difficulty by Person Ability (Wright) Map

· Intercorrelations among domain scores

3.6.18   Additional Analyses

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the successful bidder will determine whether additional analyses are needed to improve the interpretation and validity of test scores. The technical proposal must also describe in detail how these analyses would be used to inform the test development and scoring processes.

3.6.19


Reporting of Results

For the initial assessment, LEAs will locally score the initial assessment and directly report the official score results to parents or guardians. Therefore, the successful bidder will not be required to print and ship official test results to LEAs. The technical proposal must describe in detail the process  for exporting the data files of results of the initial assessment to an electronic database or spreadsheet for summary reports accessible to the LEA and the CDE as described in RFP Section 3.6.6.B Web-based Local Scoring.

For the summative assessment, the technical proposal must describe in detail the process for providing all paper reports and data files of results to LEAs at the individual student level as well as electronic summary reports at the school, LEA, county, and state levels for all editions of the summative assessment administered during this contract.

3.6.20  Reporting Specifications
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process and timeline for the preparation, production, printing, and delivery of all required reports to LEAs and the CDE for the initial and summative assessments. The process must include format and technical specifications, equipment, programs, programming code, and other details for paper reports and electronic encrypted files, downloaded from a secure FTP site, with data for the CDE to post results on the CDE DataQuest Web page at http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dataquest.asp in accordance with state law.

The reporting specifications must include a detailed description of how scored summative assessments will be associated with the following elements: a single, accurate CDS code; a Charter School number (if applicable); a district name; and a school name. All elements must conform to the CDE official CDS code and name records. The proposal must specify the format and content of each student score report and label and school and district summary reports. The technical proposal must also describe in detail how the individual score reports are designed so that they are clear and easily interpretable by students, parents/guardians, teachers, and others.

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the results of the initial assessment must be generated by the Web-based local scoring tool based on data entered by LEAs, and to provide the data files of the initial assessment to the CDE (See RFP Section 3.6.6.B Web-based Local Scoring) on a scheduled established by the CDE. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that student-level information will not be released to the public, but will be accessible to LEAs via a downloadable secure FTP site with password protection and encryption and other security aspects that comply with ISO 27001 and fully meet state and federal requirements for student privacy and confidentiality. (See RFP Section 3.2.3.B Secure Data Exchange.)
3.6.21  Production and Distribution of Summative Assessment Reports
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the procedures for reporting of individual student results and summary results will be completed in accordance with state law and regulations. The reporting production and distribution procedures must meet all requirements listed below. All student-level reports and labels are confidential and must be provided and handled in a secure manner.

  

3.6.21.A Student Performance Level Reports and Labels 
The technical proposal must describe in detail how printed Student Performance Level Reports and labels for each student who took the summative assessment will be provided so that LEAs receive them on average within six weeks and no later than eight weeks from the date the summative assessment answer books are received by the test contractor. The technical proposal must ensure that a student-level data file must also be made available electronically to LEAs and the CDE at the same time that student and summary reports begin shipment to LEAs. All reports and labels must be approved, in advance, by the CDE.
1. Design of Reports. The technical proposal must describe in detail how the successful bidder will design and produce paper reports with a professional appearance (e.g., using a desktop publishing program). The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the Student Performance Level Reports will be designed to limit the likelihood of forgery or falsification of records. The Student Performance Level Reports of the summative assessment must be printed using at least two colors on a unique template that makes no reference to the test contractor. Reports must contain, but not be limited to: student identification and demographic information; student address for mailing to parent/guardian; LEA information; date of test administration; each domain scale scores (Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing); Overall score; and Comprehension score. Reports must also indicate when scores have been affected by testing irregularities or the use of alternate assessments. Two paper copies of each student score report must be provided to LEAs, so that the LEA may provide each student’s parent or guardian with a paper original, and maintain a copy in the student’s permanent record.

2. Design of Labels. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will produce one smudge proof label per student with permanent adhesive for laser printing that contains information appropriate for student permanent record folders and provide the labels to each LEA at the same time as the student score reports. The labels must contain student name, SSID, school, district, grade, birth date, test date, Local ID number, and test edition. 
3. Content of Reports. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the summative assessment student score reports will be produced with scale score and performance levels for each domain, an Overall scale score, and a Comprehension score. The report must also include student name (last name, first name), school, district, county, CDS code, grade, birth date, test date, SSID, test edition, instructions for interpreting the report, and details about the CDE ELPAC Web site where additional information may be found. The back of the report must show the overall Performance Level Descriptors for the grade in which the student took the test.
4. Replacement of Reports. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process that will be used to provide LEAs with replacement Student Performance Level Reports, summary reports, and data files at no charge to LEAs when the need for replacement is not a result of an error on the part of the LEA (e.g., reports destroyed in transit by the courier). The process must ensure that when the need for Student Performance Level Report replacement is due to an error on the part of an LEA, the successful bidder will provide replacements on a cost recovery fee-for-service basis with the CDE’s approval.

5. Guide to Interpretation of Reports. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to develop two separate guides, one for the initial assessment and one for the summative assessment, that provide information regarding the purpose and overview of the test, the alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards, and how to interpret the scores and performance level descriptors. The reports must be produced by specific grades or grade spans. The intended audience includes parents and guardians, school staff, and the general public. The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide annually an English version and translations in the top three (non-English) primary languages in the state. These languages may be found on the CDE DataQuest Web site at http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/. (Under Select Level, click on state. Under Select Subject, click on “English Learners” and hit Submit. Then select the school year and hit Submit. Select “Number of English Learners by Language” and hit Submit.)
The guides must be fully accessible and tagged in English and the top three primary languages for posting on the successful bidder’s ELPAC Web site. The guides for the initial assessment must be available by July 1 of each year with a link to the CDE ELPAC Web page. The guides for the summative assessment must be posted by January 1 of each year. The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide all electronic files of the fully accessible, tagged guides to the CDE, including the original electronic files in both MS Word and Adobe Acrobat file formats. The guides must conform to the CDE Web Standards available on the CDE Web Standards Web page, as well as the CDE design standards that will be made available to the successful bidder.
The technical proposal must also ensure that the successful bidder will annually review the guides for any necessary updates and follow the CDE approval schedule. (See RFP Section 3.1.9 CDE Approval Schedule Requirements.)
3.6.21.B LEA-level and School-level Electronic Summary Reports 
The technical proposal must describe in detail the process for the summative assessment reports to be produced to include, but not limited to: student names, total number tested, LEA average scale score, percent of students at each performance level by domain and Overall scores, demographic performance summary by domain and Overall scores, and a roster of results for each school. School-level reports must include, but not be limited to: student names and SSIDs, total number tested, school average scale scores, percent of students at each performance level by domain and Overall score, demographic performance summary by domain and Overall score, and a roster of individual student performance.
The technical proposal must ensure that the successful bidder will provide each LEA with downloadable electronic summary reports: (1) a district-level report and (2) a roster of individual student scores for each school. The technical proposal will ensure that these electronic reports will be delivered to LEAs once after the data correction window for the summative assessment closes and corrections are incorporated into the student records. Then a combined end of year report with summary results of the initial and summative assessments must be posted for LEAs to download. The downloadable electronic reports must also be provided to the CDE from a secure FTP site.

3.6.22  Electronic Student Data Files

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the procedures for producing and delivering student-level data files to the LEA on a monthly schedule within six to eight weeks from the date of receipt of the answer books and test books from the LEA. For the initial assessment results, the technical proposal must also describe and demonstrate the process for producing and delivering LEA entered data from the Web-based local scoring tool to the CDE on a monthly schedule as determined by the CDE. The process must ensure that a cumulative file of student-level data of the initial assessment must be available on a secure Web site to the CDE no later than August 31 each year. A cumulative file of student-level data of the summative assessment must be available to the LEA and the CDE no later than three months after the summative assessment window closes.

The technical proposal must address in detail how the successful bidder will provide a secure encrypted password-protected Web site for use by the CDE and LEAs to download student data files and file layouts. The site must be established with access rights for LEAs and the CDE. Access to the Web site for use by the CDE and LEAs to download student data files must include unique user credentials, appropriate for auditing and monitoring compliance requirements for privacy and student confidentiality. The site must provide the following:
3.6.22.A LEA Restricted Access to Downloadable Student-level Data Files
All student-level data provided to LEAs must have student responses to test items suppressed. These files must be available in both fixed-length and csv formats. Upon request, the successful bidder also must provide electronic reports that contain the data for the summative assessment.

3.6.22.B The CDE Restricted Access to Downloadable Statewide Student-level Data 
All student-level data from the initial and summative assessments provided by the successful bidder to the CDE must contain the demographic fields required for linking to CALPADS. The data must be provided to the CDE prior to the data correction window, after the data correction window, and at the end of the school year. These files must be available in both fixed-length and csv formats. Upon the CDE’s request, the successful bidder also must provide data to the CDE via download from a secure FTP site that contains the data for the initial and summative assessments.

3.6.22.C Historical Data Files
Upon LEA request, the successful bidder must provide LEAs a secure downloadable electronic file for historical summative assessment student score files back to the first operational administration at a reasonable cost approved by the CDE.

3.6.23  Electronic Student Response Files

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the procedures for producing and delivering student response files that contain student responses to all items on the test, including multiple choice answers for both FT and operational items, scores for constructed-response items, and test scores to the CDE. The procedures must ensure a cumulative file of results of the initial assessment (based on the scanned and scored answer books as described in RFP Section 3.6.2.B Scoring Student Results) must be available to the CDE no later than August 31 each year and a file of summative assessment results must be available no later than three months after the summative assessment window closes. The procedures must include the following:
· The successful bidder must provide a secure encrypted password protected Web site for use by the CDE to download student response files.
· All student-level data files must be available in both fixed-length and csv formats.
3.6.24  Production and Delivery of Research and State-Level Results Reporting Files

The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how data files will be provided to the CDE that meet ELPAC results reporting requirements. These data files must include test results and a report of the number of students meeting the ELP criterion on the ELPAC. Summary data files must be provided in a format specified by the CDE to allow the direct importation of the data into the CDE’s already existing database. Summary (aggregate) reports at the school, district, county, and state levels must display results at an equivalent level of detail for the initial assessment, summative assessment, and combined initial and summative assessments.

3.6.24.A ELPAC Reporting Requirements
The technical proposal must describe in detail the process to provide state-level aggregate results on the summative assessment for each domain (Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing), an Overall scale score, a Comprehension score, and an indicator of meeting the ELP criterion to be posted on DataQuest. All state-level aggregate summative assessment results must be displayed in the following categories: newly enrolled ELs who took the ELPAC initial assessment and were not designated as IFEP, annual ELs who took the summative assessment, and combined newly enrolled and annual ELs. 
The technical proposal must describe in detail the process to produce two files, one with three or fewer students suppressed, and another without suppression. The files that are produced without suppression of three or fewer students are considered confidential and must be delivered securely. Some categories by which the files will be aggregated may be extracted from CALPADS. All files generated must be in both fixed-length and csv formats. For each major subgroup, the successful bidder must provide state-level aggregate results, including, but not limited to the following data fields:

· Gender—Female, Male

· Primary Language Codes—(See Appendix 5 Codes for Student Demographic Data)

· Primary Disability Codes—(See Appendix 5 Codes for Student Demographic Data)
· Students receiving Special Education Services (individualized education program [IEP]/Section 504 plan) at Nonpublic, Nonsectarian Schools

· Test Variations—Students tested with accommodations or alternate assessments

· Date first enrolled in a U.S. school

· Most Recent Previous Scale Scores for all four domains and Overall

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder is committed to following the requirements of CALPADS to receive and gather pertinent data.
3.6.24.B Yearly Reporting of State-Level Results 
The technical proposal must describe in detail the process to produce aggregate summative assessment reports on the results of newly enrolled ELs who took the ELPAC initial assessment and were not designated as IFEP, annual ELs who took the summative assessment, and combined newly enrolled and annual ELs by August 31. These reports must contain all required fields including, but not limited to, the number of test takers, scores and performance levels, average scale score for each domain, comprehension score percentage, and number of students performing at each performance level by grade (K–12). The detailed data file must be produced and delivered to the CDE in specified formats for yearly posting on the CDE DataQuest Web page at http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/.
The current ASP.NET Web forms will be provided to the successful bidder. Each school year, an encrypted electronic file transferred from a secure FTP site must be developed and delivered to the CDE for posting on its DataQuest Web site. The encrypted electronic file must include Web application source code (ASP.NET 4.0, VB 2010, or CDE standards at the time of deployment) and a MS SQL Server database (SQL Server 2012 or CDE standard at the time of deployment) used for public reporting.

The technical proposal must ensure that the Web application used to generate the aggregate reports and related Web pages for ELPAC results must conform to the CDE Web Standards available on the CDE Web Standards Web page, as well as the CDE design standards that will be made available to the successful bidder. Additionally, the successful bidder will be provided with Web page elements (e.g., headers and footers), Cascading Style Sheet (CSS) files, and other items that must be used in the construction of the aggregate reports for Web posting on DataQuest. It will be the responsibility of the successful bidder to update the Web application to meet the CDE Web Standards. (See RFP Section 2.2 Final Document Specifications.)

The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the Web application source code (VB.NET) and sample data (MS SQL) from the operational ELPAC must be delivered to the CDE by November 1, 2016 for installation on the CDE test server for testing purposes. The Web application must be submitted to the CDE WebART for a Web application review. All new and revised Web pages must be submitted to the CDE for WebART review at least 20 working days prior to the planned posting date to allow time for the review. The WebART will review the Web application for compliance with the CDE Web Standards and industry best practices and provide a report of required and recommended fixes. Required application and Web page fixes identified on the WebART report must be corrected within 90 working days of the date of the WebART report for existing sites, or prior to deployment of new or redesigned sites.
The Web product must be accessible to individuals with disabilities and comply with all applicable state and federal laws, state information technology (IT) reporting requirements and the CDE Web standards. These include California Government Code Section 11135 and state IT reporting requirements as governed by the: (1) Office of the State Chief Information Officer (OCIO); (2) Department of Finance (DOF); and (3) the State Administrative Manual, sections 4800 through 5180.
3.6.24.C Research Files 
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to produce a state level research file which contains all county, district, and school results. The process must ensure and describe to produce county level research files that contain each county’s summarized data, district, and school results. These research files are to contain all aggregate results including the suppression of results for three or fewer students. Compressed (zipped) research files must be produced in fixed-length ASCII, csv format, and dbf format. Non-compressed research files must be produced in fixed-length ASCII and csv formats.

1. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to create and provide an Access 2010 database, or the more recent version of Access, that can be used to import comma-delimited aggregate files along with all instructions for use of the database shell. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to create a load utility that will facilitate the easy importation of comma-delimited aggregate files into the database shell. The load utility must be provided in a format that is approved for posting on the CDE Web site.

2. The technical proposal must include a detailed reporting procedure that provides content suitable for posting by the following schedule: provide to the CDE annual summative assessment summary data and research files no later than three months after the summative assessment window closes each year and provide initial assessment summary data (cumulative for an entire school year) along with combined initial and summative assessments summary data and research files no later than three months after the summative assessment window closes each year.

3. The CDE Web site will accommodate reposting of data following a data correction window for the annual summative assessment. The technical proposal must describe in detail the process to provide to the CDE corrected content including summary data and research files suitable for posting no later than 20 working days following the close of the data correction window.

3.6.25  Delivery Deadlines
The technical proposal must address the following delivery deadlines with approximate dates required for delivery of all data files:
1. Timeline for Delivery of Data Files to LEAs.

· Student results need to be available as soon as possible for LEA use for program placement and instruction

· Uploaded student score files processed in the monthly batches within 6–8 weeks of receiving summative assessment answer books from the LEAs

· Preliminary summative assessment files pre-data correction module within 15 working days prior to opening of the data correction module

· Updated summative assessment files post-data correction module within 10 working days after closure of data correction module

2. Timeline for Delivery of Data Files to the CDE.

· Uploaded electronic data files monthly as required by CALPADS

· Preliminary summative assessment files pre-data correction module within 15 working days prior to opening of the data correction module

· Updated summative assessment files post-data correction module within 10 working days after closure of data correction module

3.6.26  Technical Reports on Operational Administrations and Field-testing
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to provide an annual Technical Report. The process must include the following: 
· The Technical Report must be organized into chapters and clearly labeled to facilitate cross-reference to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (2014). 
· Prior to producing the Technical Report, the successful bidder must submit a specifications document, which outlines the organization and content of the report, to the CDE for review and approval by May 1 of each year.
· By November 1 of each year, the successful bidder must submit the final, Project Manager-approved version to the CDE, and allow the CDE 20 working days to review the Technical Report.
· The Technical Report is, like all materials and deliverables, subject to the CDE approval process.
· The report must be professionally bound and labeled.
· Five bound paper copies of each Technical Report must be submitted annually to the CDE, as well as one MS Word file tagged for accessibility to post on the CDE Web site and the original MS Word file through a secure FTP site.   
The technical proposal must ensure that the Technical Report will be complete, accurate, and clearly written to include, but not be limited to, the following:
· The purpose of the ELPAC, its history with an annual record of any significant changes in each edition, test administration windows in a school year, and limitations to test interpretation.

· The ELPAC development process specific to each edition and grades, including test development specifications, item formats, rules and psychometric criteria for item selection, and test form structure.
· Item development activities, alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards, item writing and item review process, and field testing.

· Descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation), classical item analysis, reliability analysis, analysis of classification accuracy, validity evidence, model fit analysis, IRT analysis, and DIF analysis. Whenever applicable these analyses should be performed by subgroup (e.g., gender and students receiving special education services).

· Procedures and results for calibrating, scaling, and equating items and test scores.

· Raw scores and their theta and scale score equivalents, and score distributions.

· Raw score to scale score conversion tables with thetas (ability scores) specific to each grade.

· Scale score distribution by grade and grade span.
· Procedures to maintain standardization about: (a) test administration, (b) scorer training, (c) testing students with disabilities, (d) handling test irregularities, and (e) correction of demographic information.

· Analysis of hand scoring procedures including inter-rater reliability of successful bidder’s scoring of constructed-responses and correlation with local scores.

· Procedures for maintaining and retrieving (a) individual scores, (b) multiple-choice scoring, (c) constructed-response scoring, (d) reports produced and scores for each report, (e) score aggregation procedures, and (f) criteria for interpreting test scores.

· Quality control procedures for item development, assembly of test materials, scanning of test materials and student’s answers, psychometric calculations and evaluations, and score reporting.

· Test summary statistics and statistical historical comparisons with previous editions.

· Procedures to ensure test confidentiality during test development, training, administration, scoring, and transportation.

· Web site links to all relevant documents and sources of information (e.g., DataQuest and the 2012 ELD Standards).

3.6.27 
  Special Studies

This section of the Technical Proposal must acknowledge and ensure the successful bidder’s commitment to conduct three special studies on the initial and summative assessments: (1) one combined study of the initial and summative assessments regarding their alignment with and correspondence to the 2012 ELD Standards, (2) one standard setting study for the initial assessment and one standard setting study for the summative assessment, and (3) one combined cut score validation study of the initial and summative assessments. All reporting of results of these studies must conform to the requirements specified in Appendix 6 Reporting Expectations for Special Studies and Research Projects.
3.6.27.A 
Alignment and Correspondence Study
The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to design and conduct a study to determine: (1) the alignment of the ELPAC to the 2012 ELD Standards and (2) the correspondence of the ELPAC to the CCSS for mathematics and the California NGSS. 

The technical proposal must describe the study in detail. The study must be based on test forms used in the first operational administration of the initial and summative assessments, and it shall analyze the degree to which the ELPAC is aligned with the 2012 ELD Standards and corresponds to the CCSS for mathematics and the California NGSS. The detailed description shall also propose an appropriate methodology and describe how it addresses unique issues associated with ELD testing (e.g., ELs tested without exposure to curriculum; potential for ELs to test as students with emerging ELP skills at any age).

3.6.27.B 
Development of Performance Level Descriptors and Standard Setting Study

Because the performance level descriptors and performance-level cut points must be approved by the SBE, the technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder is committed to providing information to the SBE or attend relevant SBE meetings in order to explain the development process and answer questions.
1. Performance Level Descriptors. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail the process to develop preliminary performance level descriptors for both the initial and summative assessments. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the successful bidder will use the proficiency levels of the 2012 ELD Standards to identify the number of ELPAC performance levels and develop corresponding performance level descriptors. Prior to the standard setting meeting, the successful bidder must seek input from at least 30 California educators in a one-day meeting in Sacramento, California. Participants must come from a wide variety of LEAs (e.g., urban, suburban, rural, large, small, geographic representation) and be ethnic and gender diverse. Participants must include credentialed teachers and administrators who have experience working with ELs and the 2012 ELD Standards in California public schools. The list of participants must be reviewed and approved by the CDE at least 40 working days prior to the meeting.
2. Standard Setting Study and Cut Point Determination. The technical proposal must include a detailed process for a technically sound standard setting study of the operational paper-pencil test versions of the initial and summative assessments, using the Bookmark method. The study must result in a report with performance level descriptors and recommendations for cut points for all reported ELPAC scores in Listening, Speaking, Reading, Writing, Comprehension—the combination of Listening and Reading—and an Overall score, for all grade levels assessed. 

a. Standard Setting Plan. 

The technical proposal must include a detailed  standard setting plan with a timeline displaying all tasks and number of days needed to complete the standard setting study for the initial and summative assessments. 
i. Initial Assessment. The study for the initial assessment must be conducted using field tested items and must be produced no later than January 31, 2017. The recommended cut point will distinguish if a student is Initially Fluent English Proficient (IFEP) or is an EL. Students who perform above the cut point are IFEPs; students who perform below the cut point are ELs. The recommended cut point and final performance level descriptors must be available for presentation to the SBE for approval no later than March 2017.
ii. Summative Assessment. The study for the summative assessment must be conducted using items from the first operational edition and must be produced no later than July 31, 2018. The recommended cut points and performance level descriptors must be available for presentation to the SBE for approval no later than September 2018.
iii. The standard setting plan for the initial and summative assessments must include a description of:
· The successful bidder’s roles and responsibilities for implementing each standard setting, including qualifications of all successful bidder staff and any subcontractors.
· The process to produce all performance level descriptors.
· The Bookmark procedures needed to produce all required cut points. The description must cover study participants, materials, training, activities, data collection and analysis, and report production. (Note: Study participants must come from a wide variety of LEAs [e.g., urban, suburban, rural, large, small, geographic representation] and be ethnic and gender diverse.)
· How consequence data will be used to inform the standard setting process.
· How the activities will be coordinated with the CDE. Detailed plans must be reviewed and approved by the CDE at least 30 working days in advance of the sessions.
b. 
Standard Setting Logistics. The technical proposal must describe and demonstrate in detail how the successful bidder will be responsible for all plans, costs, and logistical arrangements for the standard setting. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will plan and budget for a meeting of at least three days, one meeting for the initial assessment and one meeting for the summative assessment, with a minimum of 120 participants. (Do not include any cost information in the technical proposal.) The technical proposal must specify in detail the logistics for implementing the study, including but not limited to:

· Coordinating the selection of meeting participants with the CDE. Participants must include credentialed teachers and administrators who have experience working with ELs in California public schools, and participants from the item content reviews. (See Section 3.4.2.H Internal and External Item Review.) The list of participants must be reviewed and approved by the CDE at least 40 working days prior to the meeting.
· Collecting contact information for all participants (name, affiliation, work address, work phone, work e-mail, etc.) and providing this information to the CDE in an Excel format.
· Arranging a suitable meeting space for each standard setting.
· Handling all travel arrangements and expenses for meeting participants (exclusive of outside observers, evaluators, or CDE staff).
· Developing agendas for each standard setting.
· Preparing all training materials and data collection forms.
· Conducting all tasks required to implement the standard setting.
· Entering, verifying, analyzing, and reporting all data.
· Providing all data files to the CDE.
· Preparing and delivering minutes or transcripts of each standard setting meeting to the CDE within 10 working days following each meeting.
3. Standard Setting Report. The technical proposal must acknowledge and ensure that the successful bidder will prepare a report that summarizes the outcomes of the study, which must be reviewed and approved by the CDE. The technical proposal must also provide a detailed description of the standard setting report, including, but not limited to, the following sections:

· Study rationale and design

· Characteristics of participants (e.g., which LEA, the occupational role or title in the LEA, ethnicity/gender data)

· Procedures, materials, and data collection methods
· Data analyses for cut points and consequence analyses

· Performance level descriptors for all performance levels at all grades

· Recommended performance-level cut points for all scores and grades including consequence data for all grades

· Analysis and understanding of the existing Title III accountability system

· Communication materials for school districts, teachers, and parents/guardians to describe the cut points and descriptors 

3.6.27.C Cut Score Validation Study

The technical proposal must describe in detail the bidder’s process to conduct a cut score validation study to evaluate the degree to which the cut scores and performance levels of the initial and summative assessments accurately distinguish between levels of students’ English proficiency. The detailed process must address the following:
1. Study Design. The study must use a pool of California teachers with expertise in ELD to interview/observe ELs representing the range of proficiency levels and grades/grade spans assessed by the ELPAC, at participating schools selected by the successful bidder. The educators must be teachers of ELs at the selected schools who will interview/observe their own EL students. Selected teachers must neither have been the ELPAC test examiner for those students nor have used the ELPAC or any other formal published test with their students.
The study design must include, but not be limited to, the following topics:

· Purpose of the study

· Design of the study

· Description of the training the educators will receive. The successful bidder must provide, at a minimum, training on: (1) the performance level descriptors and (2) how to conduct the interview/observation using a standardized protocol.
2. Study Report. A comprehensive report containing final results of the study must be submitted to the CDE for approval with the following topics:

· Purpose of the study

· Design of the study

· Description of the training the educators received

· Educators’ evaluations of the training and the interview/observation protocol and process

· Data analyses 

· Limitations 

· Conclusions 

· Recommendations 

4.
GENERAL PROPOSAL INFORMATION
4.1
 Bidder Eligibility 
Sole proprietorships, partnerships, public or private agencies, unincorporated organizations or associations may submit proposals in response to this RFP. The bidder must be legally constituted and qualified to do business within the State of California. If required by law, any business entity required to be registered with the California Secretary of State must submit a current Certificate of Good Standing issued by the California Secretary of State. The required document(s) may be obtained through the Certification Unit at (916) 657-5251 or through the following Web site: http://www.sos.ca.gov/business/be/information-requests.htm.
Note: Allow sufficient time to obtain the certificate from the California Secretary of State. 


If the bidder’s legal status does not require a filing or registration with the California Secretary of State, a separate paragraph in the Technical Proposal must clearly state the bidder’s legal status and evidence that it is legally constituted and qualified to do business with the State of California. With the exception of organizations whose legal status precludes incorporation (i.e., public agencies, sole proprietorships, partnerships), bidders that are not fully incorporated by the deadline for submitting proposals will be disqualified.

The bidder responding to this RFP must serve as the Prime Contractor and will be the responsible entity in ensuring that all tasks and activities are competently and successfully completed.

4.2  Minimum Qualifications for Bidders 
Bidders must have a minimum of three years of recent (within the last 5 years) full-time experience in:

a. Developing and administering large-scale assessments (e.g., statewide tests including those used for federal accountability purposes)
b. Producing and delivering test administration and scoring training 
c. Scoring and reporting student results for large-scale assessments
d. Ensuring the validity and reliability of large-scale assessments through analysis and technical reports
4.3
 RFP Schedule of Events
	Activity
	Action Date

	Release of Request for Proposals
	December 3, 2014

	Bidders’ Conference
	December 12, 2014 (2:30 p.m. PT)
1430 N Street, Room 4101 (Tentative)

	Intent to Submit a Proposal Due 
	December 15, 2014 (12 noon PT)

	Receipt of Questions from Bidders Due
	December 19, 2014 (5 p.m. PT)

	CDE Response To Questions Received
	
January 13, 2015 (Tentative)

	Proposals Due

	January 23, 2015 (12 noon PT)

	Review of Proposals 





	February 2–6, 2015 (Tentative)

	Bid Opening 
	February 12, 2015 (Tentative) (10 a.m. PT)
1430 N Street, Room 1801

	Five-day Posting of Intent to Award

(5-business day posting period)





	February 23–27, 2015 (Tentative)

	


Anticipated Contract Start Date





	April 1, 2015 


4.4 Bidders’ Conference

A bidders’ conference will be conducted on the date and time specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events at 1430 N Street, Room 4101, Sacramento, California. The purpose of the bidders’ conference is for CDE to provide an overview of the RFP including DVBE requirements and for potential bidders to ask clarifying questions. Written questions regarding the RFP may be submitted at the bidders’ conference. Written questions regarding the RFP will be included in the response to questions posted on the CDE Web site [or may be e-mailed to all those who submitted a Letter of Intent upon the bidder’s request]. Therefore, all questions asked during the bidders’ conference must also be submitted in writing. Questions may also be submitted outside the bidders’ conference as described in Section 4.7. Responses to questions regarding DVBE will be posted on CDE’s Web site, only as available.

Cost of travel and all other expenses incurred to attend the bidders’ conference is the sole responsibility of the proposed bidder/attendee and will not be reimbursed by CDE.

4.5 Contract Funding and Time Period
Time Period

It is anticipated that the contract start date will begin approximately on April 1, 2015, and will be end approximately on December 31, 2018 with two one-year options for renewal. The actual starting date of the contract is contingent upon approval of the agreement by the Department of General Services (DGS). At the sole discretion of the CDE, the contract may be extended by written agreement and formal amendment between the parties, for an additional year, at the same or lower rates, under the same terms and conditions.
Funding 

Contract funding is contingent upon appropriation in the annual Budget Act. The total amount available for this project is $40,820,000.00. Fiscal year amounts are as follows:
FY 2014–15
$7,820,000.00

FY 2015–16
$8,500,000.00
FY 2016–17
$11,750,000.00
FY 2017–18
$11,750,000.00
FY 2018–19
$1,000,000.00
If insufficient funds are appropriated for the work in this contract, the CDE may cancel the contract with no liability of any kind accruing to or against the CDE, its employees, agents, contractors or representatives and the successful bidder shall not be obligated to perform any work, or the Contract may be amended by the CDE and the successful bidder to reflect a reduction of work and the reduced appropriation subject to appropriate government agency approval. 
4.6 Intent to Submit a Proposal 
Bidders are required to submit an Intent to Submit a Proposal (Attachment 11), mailed, e-mailed or faxed, that must be received by the time, day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. The Intent to Submit a Proposal does not require an organization to submit a proposal however, a proposal will not be accepted unless an Intent to Submit a Proposal (Attachment 11) is submitted on time.

The Intent to Submit a Proposal must be signed by the bidder or the bidder’s representative and must include the title of the person signing the Intent to Submit a Proposal and show the date of submission. In the case of e-mailing an electronic signature must be affixed. Questions regarding this RFP may be included with the Intent to Submit a Proposal (See also Section 4.6) and must be mailed, e-mailed, or faxed by the time, day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events.
The Intent to Submit a Proposal and questions regarding the RFP must be mailed, 
e-mailed, or faxed to:

Kerri Wong
California Department of Education

Assessment Development and Administration Division
1430 N Street, Suite #4409
Sacramento, CA  95814

Fax: 916-319-0967
E-Mail: kewong@cde.ca.gov

It is the bidders’ responsibility to ensure that the Intent to Submit a Proposal is received by the Assessment Development and Administration Division at the address listed above no later than the time, day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. If the Intent to Submit a Proposal (Attachment 11) is not received by the date and time specified, the bidder’s subsequent proposal shall not be accepted.
4.7 Questions and Clarifications

Bidders may submit questions, requests for clarification, concerns, and/or comments (hereinafter referred to collectively as “questions”) regarding this RFP. All questions must be submitted in writing and may be submitted with the Intent to Submit a Proposal (Refer to Section 4.6). The bidder must include its name, e-mail address, and telephone number with its submission of questions. The bidder should specify the relevant section and page number of the RFP for each question submitted. Questions must be received by the time, day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. CDE will make every effort to e-mail its responses to the questions to all who submitted an Intent to Submit a Proposal by the time, day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. At its discretion, the CDE may respond to questions that are submitted late or not in proper form. The CDE reserves the right to rephrase or not answer any question submitted.
Written questions regarding the RFP will be included in the response to questions posted on the CDE Web site which will occur tentatively on the time, day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events.

All questions must be submitted either by e-mail, facsimile, or mail (express or standard). Address e-mails to the contact person identified in Section 4.6 of this RFP.

4.8 Cost of Preparing a Proposal

The costs of preparing and delivering the proposal are the sole responsibility of the bidder. The State of California will not provide reimbursement for any costs incurred or related to the bidder’s involvement or participation in the RFP process.

4.9 Definitions

· “Anchor (or benchmark) papers” shall mean student response papers on the constructed-response items that best represent each score point on the scoring rubric. These papers are used to help test scorers maintain consistency in their scoring.
· “Answer book” shall mean a scannable book for marking student responses. 
· “Assessment” shall mean any systematic method of obtaining information from tests and other sources, used to draw inferences about characteristics of people, objects, or programs, as defined in Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (2014). 
· “Bidder” shall mean each and every business entity, sole proprietorship, partnership, public or private corporation, agency, organization, or association that submits a proposal in response to the RFP.

· “Calendar day(s)” shall mean all days Monday through Sunday of any given month.
· “Computer-based assessment” shall mean a test in which items and instructions are delivered on a computer. 

· “Contract” shall mean the requirements set forth in this RFP and the technical and cost proposals submitted by the bidder and approved by the Department of General Services.
· “Contractor” shall mean the successful bidder selected by the CDE as the business entity to administer its proposal and subsequent contract to support the accomplishment of any task(s) described in this RFP.

· “Cost reimbursement contract” provides for payment of allowable incurred costs related to services performed, to the extent prescribed in the contract. These contracts establish an estimate of total cost for the purpose of obligating funds and establishing a ceiling that the successful bidder may not exceed for each line item, except as specified in RFP. Section 11, Budget Detail and Payment Provisions, Article 11.6 Budget Adjustments.
· “Cut score” or “cut point” shall mean the minimum scores needed to attain any performance level on the initial and summative assessments of the ELPAC.
· “Differential item functioning (DIF)” shall mean the difference in item performance between two comparable groups of examinees.
· “District coordinator” shall mean the person designated by the district superintendent or charter school administrator, who is responsible for the overall testing process for the ELPAC.
· “Edition (year of test administration)” shall refer to the ELPAC initial assessment or the annual ELPAC summative assessment administered in single grades or grade spans.
· “Examiner’s Manual” shall mean a document that contains specific instructions for the administration of the test.

· “Fiscal year” shall mean the state fiscal year July 1 through and including the following June 30.

· “Item bank” shall mean a software application consisting of a front-end program and a back-end database that stores item data such as p-value, point-biserial, and other statistical information.
· “Local educational agency” (LEA) shall mean any school district, county office of education, special state school, or public charter school (testing independently of its chartering authority).

· “Portions of work” shall be defined for the purposes of compliance with Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise (DVBE) requirements. Public Contract Code Section 10115.12(a)(2) precludes the use of more than one subcontractor to perform a “portion of work” as defined by the bidder in his or her proposal as a subcontractor identified as a DVBE to be used for that portion of work.
· “Special test versions” shall mean test forms that have been modified to meet the needs of students with disabilities (e.g., large print and braille versions).

· “Specifications” shall mean the minimum specifications required by the CDE for a task, subtask, or activity. Specifications provided in this RFP represent a comprehensive outline of the detail required in the bidder’s proposal for successful accomplishment of a task, subtask, or activity.

· “Subcontract” shall mean any and all agreement(s) between a bidder and another entity (including but not limited to an individual or business) for the accomplishment of any task, subtask or activity, in whole or in part, described in this RFP, or to provide goods or services in support of the work described in this RFP.

· “Subcontractor” shall mean each and every entity (including but not limited to an individual or business) with whom a bidder enters into any agreement for the accomplishment of any task, subtask, or activity, in whole or in part, described in this RFP, or to provide goods or services in support of the work described in this RFP. All persons who are not employees of the bidder are to be considered subcontractors.
· “Successful bidder” shall mean the business entity selected by the CDE as the business entity to administer its proposal and subsequent contract to support the accomplishment of any task(s) described in this RFP.

· “Test book” shall mean a scannable book that contains the test questions. If the test book is unmarked, then the test examiner may reuse the test book.
· “Test components” shall mean the clusters of item types that address the many English Language Development Standards assessed within each ELPAC domain. The reading domain, for example, contains the test components of Reading Comprehension.
· “Test examiner” shall mean an employee of the LEA who is proficient in English and has received training specifically designed to prepare him or her to administer the test.   
· “Test materials” shall mean the answer book, test book, and examiner’s manual used to administer the entire assessment. Only the CDE, contractor, and LEA staff who have signed a test security affidavit are permitted to handle test materials.
· “Universally Designed Assessment” shall mean an assessment that is “designed from the beginning to be accessible and valid with respect to the widest possible range of students, including students with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency” (Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Subtitle B, Chapter II, Part 200, Subpart A, Section 200.2[b][2]).
· “Working day(s)” shall mean any or all days Monday through Friday, inclusive, but exclusive of the CDE-observed holidays.

5.
 PROPOSAL SPECIFICATIONS

5.1
Technical Proposal Requirements

Each bidder must submit a technical proposal that contains all of the required items listed below. One original (clearly marked original) and ten (10) copies of the technical proposal, along with all required attachments, must be sealed, marked, and packaged separately from the cost proposals. Also refer to RFP Section 5.2 Required Forms/ Attachments for attachments that must accompany the technical proposal and RFP Section 5.4 Submission of Proposal, for submittal details.
Separately, each bidder must submit a Cost Proposal that includes the costs for completing all tasks in the technical proposal. Do not submit any cost information with the Technical Proposal. Also refer to RFP Section 5.2 Required Forms/Attachments for attachments that must accompany the cost proposal and RFP Section 5.4 Submission of Proposal, for submittal details.
DO NOT include the "budget" or any financial or cost information with the Technical Proposal. 
A. Organization Structure and Personnel Resources – The content of this section must describe how the bidder proposes to organize its resources necessary to complete the tasks and deliverables contained in RFP Section 3. Scope of Project. The content must demonstrate the bidder’s ability to provide the services set forth in this RFP. 
This section of the Technical Proposal must address the following:

1. Services and activities. Provide a description of the nature of the bidder’s services and activities. Indicate when the bidder, if a business, was established; its brief history; and location. List the location(s) of the office(s) from which the primary work of this project will be conducted. 
2. Project Manager. Identify by name, the Project Manager to be employed, and describe how the proposed Project Manager meets the minimum qualifications stated below. The Technical Proposal must describe how the bidder’s Project Manager will effectively coordinate, manage, and monitor the efforts of the assigned staff, including subcontractors and/or consultants, to ensure that all tasks, activities, and functions are completed effectively and in a timely manner.

Project Manager: 

This person is the bidder’s primary person assigned to oversee the project. The Project Manager must be an employee of the prime bidder and will act as the liaison between the CDE and all other project staff. The Project Manager is responsible for ensuring completion of all project deliverables. Minimum qualifications: three years of recent (within the last five years) experience managing a project comparable to the size and scope of the services described in this RFP.   

The Project Manager must be accessible to the CDE Contract Monitor at all times during normal CDE business hours. In addition to other specified responsibilities, the Project Manager will be responsible for all matters related to the bidder’s project staff/personnel including, but not limited to:

a. 
Supervising, reviewing, monitoring, training, and directing all project staff/personnel.
b. Overseeing personnel assigned to complete the required work as specified.
c. Maintaining project files.
d. Implementing and maintaining quality control procedures to manage conflicts, ensure product accuracy, identify critical reviews and milestones.
e. Submitting monthly progress reports and invoices in a timely matter. 

3. Fiscal Manager. Identify by name the Fiscal Manager to be employed and describe how the proposed Fiscal Manager meets the minimum qualifications stated below. The Technical Proposal must describe the fiscal accounting processes and budgetary controls that will be employed to ensure the responsible use and management of contract funds and accurate invoicing. 

Fiscal Manager:

This person is the bidder’s fiscal person responsible for the fiscal oversight and management, invoicing and accounting for this entire project. The Fiscal Manager must be an employee of the prime bidder. Minimum qualifications: The Fiscal Manager must possess a degree in accounting or related field, and have at least three years of recent experience (within the last five years) providing fiscal oversight and management of large complex contracts comparable to the size and scope of the services described in this RFP.
4. Key Personnel. Identify by name and position title all key personnel who will exercise a major management and/or administrative role on behalf of the bidder or who will have significant responsibility for completing or assisting with the completion of tasks described in Section 3. Scope of Project. “Key personnel” are defined as those people in conjunction with the Project Manager who will exercise a major management and/or administrative role on behalf of the bidder (directing, overseeing and/or coordinating the work of assigned staff, subcontractors and/or independent consultants performing task and activities) or who will have significant responsibility for completing or assisting with the completion of tasks described in this RFP. “Key personnel” does not include clerical staff.  

5. Key Personnel Qualifications. Describe in detail how the proposed Key Personnel identified above meet the minimum qualifications stated below. The Technical Proposal must describe the expertise and professional qualifications of all Key Personnel.   
Key Personnel:

Key Personnel must have the following desirable qualifications:

a. A bachelor’s degree and/or relevant experience as described in performing the duties described in this RFP.
b. A minimum of three years of experience and demonstrated work history conducting the tasks as described in this RFP, including experience in development, administration, scoring, reporting, and analysis of results for large-scale assessment programs; hosting secure computer-based test delivery systems; data management; and providing professional support services.
c. Assigned Key Personnel must be capable of assisting the Project Manager in all aspects of project work. 
6. Current Résumés for Key Personnel. Provide résumés for all Key Personnel  identified who will exercise a major management and/or administrative role on behalf of the bidder (directing, overseeing and/or coordinating the work of assigned staff, subcontractors and/or independent consultants performing task and activities) or who will have significant responsibility for completing or assisting with the completion of tasks including but not limited to Project Manager, Fiscal Manager, independent consultants, managers, supervisors, and all other Key Personnel. To the extent possible, résumés should not include personal information such as social security number, home address, home telephone number, marital status, sex, birth date, etc.
7. Subcontractors. Provide the full legal names of all proposed subcontractors (including independent consultants) that will be used to perform services. For each subcontractor include:
a. A clear description of the functions, activities, and responsibilities that will be performed by each subcontract or and/or independent consultants. 

b. A brief explanation as to why the subcontractor or independent consultant was selected including expertise, knowledge, specialty, and past experience. 
c. A résumé for each subcontractor’s Key Personnel and independent consultants. To the extent possible, résumés should not include personal information such as social security number, home address, home telephone number, marital status, sex, birthdate, etc. All subcontractors must conform to all requirements of this RFP. (Refer to RFP Section 4.9 for the definition of “subcontractor.”)
d. A letter of agreement, signed by an official representative of each subcontractor or independent consultant, acknowledging their intended participation/availability and confirmation that they have been made aware of the terms and conditions of the proposed contract.

e. The full legal names of all proposed subcontractors (including independent consultants) that will be used to perform services on the Bidder Declaration (GSPD-05-105) in accordance with the instructions stated on the form (Refer to Section 5.2).
8. Personnel Labor Hours by Task. For each individual and job position title identified above (including any subcontractors), include the specific tasks each individual/job position will perform and the specific number of labor hours the individual/job position title will devote to each task contained in Section 3. Scope of Project, on Attachment 2, Sample Technical Proposal Personnel Labor Hours Worksheet. A Personnel Labor Hours Worksheet (Attachment 2) must be completed for each fiscal year covered under this contract or part thereof. The labor hours specified in the Personnel Labor Hours Worksheet (Attachment 2) must correlate with the labor hours contained in the Cost Detail Worksheets (Attachment 3). (Refer to Section 5.3 for submission instructions for Attachment 3.) 
Do not include cost information with the Technical Proposal. Cost information included in any section or in any required attachment to the Technical Proposal may result in disqualification and removal of the proposal from further review at the sole discretion of the CDE.
9.
Subcontractor Labor Hours by Task.
If subcontractors (including independent consultants) are being used, separate Technical Proposal Personnel Labor Hours Worksheets (Attachment 2) must be completed for each subcontractor. A Personnel Labor Hours Worksheet must be completed for each fiscal year contained in this contract or part thereof. The labor hours specified in the Technical Proposal Personnel Labor Hours Worksheet (Attachment 2) must correlate with the labor hours contained in the Cost Detail Worksheets (Attachment 3). Refer to Section 5.3 for instructions regarding Attachment 3.

Do not include cost information with the Technical Proposal. Cost information included in any section or in any required attachment to the Technical Proposal may result in disqualification and removal of the proposal from further review at the sole discretion of the CDE.
10. Organization Chart. Include an organization chart showing the relationship of key personnel working on this project. The organization chart must show the relationship between the bidders’ Project Manager and all key personnel of the bidder’s organization and all other parties (subcontractors and/or independent consultants) that will have primary responsibility for managing, directing, overseeing and/or conducting the work of the project.   

Additionally, the organization chart must include the job position title and name of Key Personnel, subcontractors and/or independent consultants identified above, as well as, the job position title and name of each supervisor who has approval authority over Key Personnel, subcontractors and/or independent consultants and the relationship of the individuals to the bidder, i.e., bidder, bidder’s employee, subcontractor, or subcontractor’s employee.

11. Changes to Key Personnel. The selected Contractor cannot change or substitute the assigned Project Manager, Fiscal Manager, Key Personnel, subcontractors or independent consultants without the CDE Contract Monitor’s prior approval and formal amendment approved by the Department of General Services. The substitute Project Manager, Fiscal Manager and Key Personnel shall meet or exceed the qualifications and experience level of the previously assigned Project Manager, Fiscal Manager, Key Personnel. (Refer to RFP Sections 5.1.A.2, A.3, A.5 and A.7 for Qualifications.) The Technical Proposal must specify that the bidder will comply with the Changes to Key Personnel Requirements.
12. Computer-based Assessments, if applicable. Include a description of the organization’s structure and personnel resources related to the development and administration of computer-based assessments.
B.  Capacity 


The proposal must describe the bidder’s capacity and ability to perform and administer all tasks related to this project. If the bidder will be subcontracting a portion of the work, the proposal must include a description of the subcontractor’s capacity and ability to perform the portion of the work in which the subcontractor will be involved. The bidder also must provide a description of the organization’s capacity related to the development and administration of computer-based assessments.
The proposal must also describe the bidder’s capacity to conduct computer-based assessments in the future.
C.  Bias 

The proposal must describe the bidder’s ability to conduct services without bias or preconceived opinions in determining the outcome of this study. 

D.  Facilities and Resources


The proposal must describe in detail the prime bidder’s company/business and its ownership structure. The proposal must include a detailed description of the prime bidder’s and, if any, subcontractor’s, facilities and equipment. Describe the location(s) of the office(s) from which the primary work on this contract is to be performed. 
The proposal must also describe the prime bidder’s facilities, equipment, and resources and support for the bidder’s ability to conduct computer-based assessments in the future.
E.   Bidder References 


Provide three (3) references using the Bidder Reference Form included in this RFP as Attachment 8. References may be contacted to verify the information provided on the form. Failure to complete and include the form with the Technical Proposal will cause your proposal to be rejected and deemed non-responsive. 

5.2 Required Forms/Attachments
The bidder’s Proposal must be submitted as specified in Section 5.4 and must include the following correctly completed attachments:

A. Bidder Certification Sheet (RFP Attachment 1) must be completed and signed by an individual who is authorized to bind the bidder contractually.  The Bidder Certification Sheet must be completed and submitted with the original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal.
B. Technical Proposal Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet (RFP Attachment 2) must be completed for each fiscal year, or part thereof. If subcontractors are being used, a separate Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet must be submitted for each subcontractor.
C. Cost Worksheets (RFP Attachment 3) information must be submitted in a separate sealed envelope as instructed in RFP Section 5.4. Do not submit any cost information with the Technical Proposal. Failure to adhere to these instructions will result in disqualification of the proposal. 
D. Contractor Certification Clauses CCC-307 (RFP Attachment 5). The CCC-307 is also available on-line at: http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/ols/CCC-307.doc). Page one must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form and included in the Original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal.

E. Federal Certifications (RFP Attachment 6) must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form and included in the Original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal.

F. Darfur Contracting Act Certification (RFP Attachment 7) must be completed if the business entity (bidder) currently or within the previous three years has had business activities or other operations outside the United States. Or, if the business entity (bidder) has not within the previous three years had business activities or other operations outside the United States, then the or Darfur Contracting Act Certification Supplemental (RFP Attachment 7a) form must be completed. The completed form must be signed and dated with an original signature and included in the Original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal.

G. Bidder References (RFP Attachment 8) Bidders must provide three (3) references using the Bidder Reference Form included in this RFP. References may be contacted to verify the information provided on the form. Failure to complete and include the form with the Technical Proposal will cause your proposal to be rejected and deemed non-responsive.

H. Small Business Preference Sheet (RFP Attachment  9) must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form included in the Original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal. If the preference is being claimed, a print out from the Office of Small Business and Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise Services (OSDS) Web site http://www.bidsync.com/DPXBisCASB must be included. 

I. Attachment Checklist (RFP Attachment 10) must be completed and submitted with the original Technical Proposal, along with originals of all correctly completed required forms/attachments. A copy of the form and required forms/attachments must be included with each copy of the Technical Proposal. The CDE will review the contents of the Attachment Checklist for the presence and completion of all required forms/attachments. Proposals that do not provide all of the correctly completed forms/attachments as required by the RFP will be rejected as non-responsive.

J. The Bidder Declaration (GSPD-05-105), must be completed in accordance with the instructions provided on the form, a commitment letter and a print out from the OSDS website http://www.bidsync.com/DPXBisCASB for each participating DVBE must be included with each copy of the Technical Proposal. Additionally, all subcontractors proposed to be used for this project must be identified on the GSPD-05-105 (See RFP sections 5.1.E, 5.2.2 and Attachment 4 of this RFP for more information). The GSPD-05-105 can be accessed at: http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/pd/delegations/GSPD105.pdf 
K. The Payee Data Record (STD. 204) must be fully completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form included with the Original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal. This form may be accessed at: http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/dgs/fmc/pdf/std204.pdf.
L. Target Area Contract Preference Act (TACPA) Preference (STD. 830) must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form included with the Original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal if bidder is seeking to obtain TACPA preference. This form may be accessed at: http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/pd/poliproc/tacpapage.pdf.
5.2.1 Conditional Attachments

The following two (2) Attachments are required by the successful bidder of this RFP, upon award of the contract, and do not need to be included with the bidders’ Technical Proposal. However, bidders’ are required to certify on the Bidder Certification Form (RFP Attachment 1)  that Attachment 12 and Attachment 13 will be completed and signed in accordance with the instructions indicated below:

1. The Conflict of Interest and Confidential Statement (RFP Attachment 12) must be completed, signed and dated by the successful bidder, and all its subcontractors, as a condition of receipt of the contract. By signing the Bidder Certification Sheet (RFP Attachment 1), the bidder agrees to comply with this requirement.  

2. The California Department of Education Computer Security Policy (RFP Attachment 13) must be completed, signed and dated by the bidder, subcontractors and each of their employees engaging in services to CDE related to this RFP and the resulting contract and kept on file by the bidder and made available to the CDE upon request, as a condition of receipt of the contract. By signing the Bidder Certification Sheet (RFP Attachment 1) the bidder agrees to comply with this requirement.  

5.2.2 Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise (DVBE) Program Requirements (Public Contract Code Section 10115 et Seq.)


In accordance with Public Contract Code section 10115 et.seq., and California Military and Veterans Code section 999, et. Seq., every bidder must comply with the Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise (DVBE) program participation requirements. These requirements apply whether conducting business as a public agency, profit or non-profit individual, partnership or corporation. In order to be deemed responsive and eligible for award of the contract, the bidder must attain the prescribed goal.

This solicitation requires a minimum 3% DVBE participation percentage (goal). The DVBE Participation goal must be based on the total contract dollar value. A proposal will be disqualified if DVBE requirements are not met.  

RFP Attachment 4 contains information and instructions in which each bidder must comply with in order to achieve the required participation percentage (goal). All bidders must document DVBE participation commitment by completing and submitting the Bidder Declaration (GSPD-05-105) with the Technical Proposal (Refer also to RFP Section 5.2 j). The GSPD-05-105 can be accessed at: http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/pd/delegations/GSPD105.pdf. 

When completing the declaration, bidders must identify all subcontractors proposed for participation in the contract. Bidders shall identify the percentage figure (must be 3% or more) representing the rate of participation for each subcontractor rather than an actual dollar figure. No actual dollar figures should appear on the GSPD-05-105 form. 

The successful bidder is contractually obligated to use the subcontractors for the corresponding work identified unless the CDE agrees to a substitution and it is incorporated by amendment to the contract. Bidders must provide notification to DVBE Subcontractors immediately after an award is announced by the CDE. 

Final determination of “meeting the goal” by the bidder shall be at the sole discretion of the CDE.

Please note that Step 3 of the DVBE Participation Goals (page 4 of 9, RFP Attachment 3), Advertisement Requirement, has been waived; however, bidders will still be required to comply with meeting the participation goal of three (3) percent. 

5.2.3  Preference Programs

The State of California (State) has the following preference programs to encourage participation in state contracts by various segments of the business community:

a.  Small Business Preference

A five percent (5%) bid preference is available to a certified small business firm. The Small Business preference will be applied to those bidders declaring their eligibility on the Small Business Preference Sheet (Attachment 9). Information regarding this preference program may be obtained at http://www.pd.dgs.ca.gov/smbus/default.htm. 
b. 
DVBE Incentive Option

In accordance with Section 999.5(a) of the Military and Veterans Code, an incentive will be given to responsive and responsible bidders who commit to DVBE participation as outlined below. The incentive amount for awards based on the lowest responsive/responsible Cost Proposal received will vary in conjunction with the percentage of DVBE participation. The incentive is only given to those bidders who are responsive to the DVBE Program Requirements and DVBE participation in the resulting contract. The following table represents the percentages that will be applied towards the bidder’s Cost/Price Proposal amount:

	Confirmed DVBE Participation of:
	DVBE Incentive:

	5% or Over
	5%

	4% to 4.99% inclusive
	4%

	3% to 3.99% inclusive
	3%


Refer to RFP Attachment 4, California Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise Program Requirements for specific information regarding the DVBE Incentive Option.

Bidders must also comply with the requirements and instructions specified in Section 5.2.j of this RFP.
c.
Target Area Contract Preference Act

Information regarding this preference program may be obtained at http://www.pd.dgs.ca.gov/disputes/default.htm. Bidders seeking to obtain a Target Area Contract Preference Act (TACPA) preference must complete and submit the TACPA Preference Request, STD. 830 form, with their Bid submission. The STD. 830 form is available to download at the link provided above.

5.3  Cost Proposal Requirements

Separate from the Technical Proposal, the bidder must include the costs for all tasks contained in the Scope of Project as described in Section 3. All costs must be included in a format similar to Attachment 3. Sample Cost Worksheet

A. Cost Worksheets (cost proposal) must be submitted in a separately sealed envelope, marked as specified in Section 5.4. The contract will be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder meeting all of the requirements of this RFP. The lowest responsible bidder will be determined by the lowest total amount for the overall contract. The resulting contract will be a cost reimbursement contract. (Refer to RFP, Section 4.9 for the definition of cost reimbursement).

B. The detailed costs and estimated labor hours by task and by each fiscal year in  Attachment 3, Sample Cost Worksheet must correspond with the labor hours by task and by each fiscal year in  Attachment 2, Technical Proposal, Personnel  Labor Hours Worksheet (refer to Section 5.1 Technical Proposal Requirements). Failure to provide detailed costs by task and by fiscal year may result in the disqualification of the bidder’s proposal. Detailed costs must correlate with the tasks set forth in Section 3 of this RFP.

C. The total contract bid amount must be for all tasks specified in the Scope of Project (Refer to Section 3, Scope of  Project, for required tasks/subtasks), including work performed by subcontractors, and all related labor costs, travel, overhead or indirect costs, etc. for each of the fiscal years covered by this contract or part thereof (Refer to item G. in this section). Except as noted, bidder is responsible for all logistics and costs incurred by bidder or other program participants, including, but not limited to, travel costs (e.g. meals and lodging),  and meeting costs (e.g. meeting materials, interpreters, video hook-up fees, facilities rental, etc.). The successful bidder is not responsible for costs of outside observers or CDE staff. 
D. No costs, direct or indirect, shall be omitted from the Cost Proposal. Computations must accurately compute and calculated to the exact cent (expressed in dollars to two (2) decimal places). 

E. Cover Sheet - The first page of the Cost Proposal must be a Cover Sheet. Only the Cover Sheet will be read at the bid opening. The Cover Sheet must indicate the TOTAL amount for the overall contract without any cost breakdowns. 

The Cover Sheet should state:

[Name of bidder] proposes to conduct the work associated with the administration of the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC) for $ [insert bid amount].
F. The costs/rates must be reasonable. Any proposed costs submitted by the bidder that are not included in the total amount for the overall contract as stated on the Cover Sheet, are not binding on CDE, or the State of California, and the bidder will be legally bound to fully perform all work for the total amount stated and absorb such amounts not included.
G. The following fiscal years must be addressed in the cost proposal:

Fiscal Year
2014–15 




















 April 1, 2015–June 30, 2015
Fiscal Year
2015–16  
























July 1, 2015–June 30, 2016
Fiscal Year 2016–17 


July 1, 2016–June 30, 2017
Fiscal Year 2017–18

July 1, 2017–June 30, 2018

Fiscal Year 2018–19

July 1, 2018–December 31, 2018
H. Cost Proposals must provide the computation for all costs and ensure that costs accurately compute. Travel and per diem rates must not exceed those established for the State of California’s non-represented employees, computed in accordance with and allowable pursuant to applicable California Department of Human Resources regulations (Refer to RFP, Attachment 14). The Cost Proposal must specify what is included/covered for any direct costs, overhead and indirect cost rates proposed. (Refer to Attachment 3. Sample Cost Worksheet instructions)
I. Every component of the cost is subject to reasonableness of cost justification to DGS, who may approve it at its discretion. If any portion of the cost is rejected by DGS, then the entire bid may be rejected.

J. The cost proposal will NOT be opened unless the technical proposal has successfully met the requirements of Phase II, Technical Evaluation (See RFP Attachment 15). 


5.4 Submission of Proposal

A. Proposals must provide clear and concise descriptions of the bidder’s ability to satisfy the requirements of this RFP. The proposals must include all requirements specified in this RFP. Omissions, inaccuracies or misstatements will be sufficient cause for rejection of a proposal.

B. The technical proposal must include a Table of Contents which identifies by page number all the section and subsection headings in the Technical Proposal.

C. The original proposal must be single sided and marked “Original Copy”. All documents contained in the original proposal package must have original signatures and must be signed by the person who is authorized to bind the bidder. All additional sets of the proposal may contain photocopies of the original package. Due to limited storage space, the proposal package should be prepared in the least expensive method. Do not use fancy bindings such as spiral bindings or 3-hole punch.

D. CDE does not accept alternate Agreement language from a bidder. A proposal with such language will be considered a counter proposal and will be rejected. The State General Terms and Conditions (GTC) are not negotiable. The GTC 610 may be viewed at: http://www.dgs.ca.gov/ols/home.aspx.
E. Proposals shall be submitted in two (2) separate sealed packages/envelopes:

1st sealed Package/Envelope: Technical Proposal – Original Technical Proposal and ten (10) copies with all requirements specified in Sections 5.1, 5.2 and 5.4 of this RFP.
2nd sealed Package/Envelope: Cost Proposal – Original Cost Proposal and ten (10) copies with all requirements specified in Section 5.3.
F. Proposals must be received by the CDE no later than the time, day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. The proposal package/envelope must be plainly marked with the RFP number and title, your firm name, address, and must be marked with “DO NOT OPEN”, as shown in the following example: 
	1st SEALED PACKAGE/ENVELOPE
	2nd SEALED PACKAGE/ENVELOPE

	
	

	Agency/Firm Name
	Agency/Firm Name

	Address
	Address

	RFP Number CN140284
	RFP Number CN140284

	RFP Title [Insert RFP Title]
	RFP Title [Insert RFP Title]

	
	

	TECHNICAL PROPOSAL
	COST PROPOSAL

	DO NOT OPEN
	DO NOT OPEN

	
	



Proposals not submitted under sealed cover and marked as indicated above may be rejected. If the proposal is made under a fictitious name or business title, the actual legal business name of bidder must be provided.
G. All proposals shall include the documents identified in this RFP’s Required Attachment Checklist, Attachment 10. Proposals not including the proper “required attachments” shall be deemed non-responsive. A non-responsive proposal is one that does not meet the proposal requirements.
H. Proposals must be submitted for the performance of all tasks described herein. Any deviation from the tasks described in Section 3. Scope of the Project will not be considered and will cause a proposal to be rejected.

I. Both of the individually sealed and labeled proposals (Technical and Cost Proposals) can be packaged and mailed together. Label and mail the package, in accordance with the instructions provided below, to the following location:
California Department of Education

Assessment Development and Administration Division
1430 N Street, Suite 4409
Attention: Kerri Wong
Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

In the upper portion of the sealed mailed envelope, label outer package:

RFP CN140284
RFP: English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC)
Firm Name: ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​________________________

DO NOT OPEN

J. Each Technical Proposal will be reviewed to determine if it meets the proposal requirements contained in RFP Section 5.1 Technical Requirements and 5.2 Required Attachments.
K. A proposal may be rejected if it is conditional or incomplete, or if it contains any alterations of form or other irregularities of any kind. CDE may reject proposal that is non responsive, does not meet the technical standards, or is not from a responsible bidder, or may choose to reject all proposals. CDE may also waive any immaterial deviations in a proposal. CDEs waiver of immaterial defect shall in no way modify the RFP document or excuse the bidder from full compliance with all requirements if the bidder is awarded the contract.
L. Costs for developing proposals, and in anticipation of award of the contract, are the sole responsibility of the bidder and shall not be charged to the State of California.

M. Only an individual who is authorized to contractually bind the bidder shall sign the Bidder Certification Sheet (Attachment 1). The individual signing the Bidder Certification Sheet must indicate his/her position title. The mailing address, telephone number, and fax number of the authorized representative who signed the Bidder Certification Sheet must be included.

N. A bidder may modify a proposal after its submission by withdrawing its original proposal and resubmitting a new proposal prior to the bid submission deadline. Proposal modifications offered in any other manner, oral or written, will not be considered.

O. A bidder may withdraw its proposal by submitting a written withdrawal request to CDE that is signed by the bidder’s authorized representative. A bidder may thereafter submit a new proposal prior to the bid submission deadline. Proposals may not be withdrawn without cause subsequent to bid submission deadline.
P. The CDE may modify the RFP up to the specified time and date stated for submission of proposals by issuance of an addendum to all parties who received a proposal package. All addenda will be posted on BidSync: http://www.bidsync.com/ as well as the CDE’s Funding website: http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/af/ 
Q. CDE reserves the right to reject all proposals. The CDE is not required to award a contract.
R. Bidders are cautioned not to rely on CDE during the evaluation of the proposals to discover and report to bidders any defects and/or errors made to the documents submitted. Before submitting documents, bidders should carefully proof them for errors and adherence to the RFP requirements.

S. Where applicable, bidders should carefully examine the work specifications. No additions or increases to the agreement amount will be made to due to lack of careful examination of the work specifications.

T. More than one proposal or a proposal that includes various options or alternatives from an individual, firm, partnership, corporation or association under the same or different names, will be rejected. Reasonable grounds for believing that any bidder has submitted more than one proposal for the work contemplated herein will cause the rejection of all proposals submitted by that bidder. If there is reason for believing that collusion exits among the bidders, none of the participants in such collusion will be considered in this or future procurements.
6.  EVALUATION PROCESS
Each proposal, including cost proposal, shall be evaluated to determine responsiveness to the general requirements and components, as well as format and content requirements, as described in this RFP.  Each bidder’s proposal will be evaluated per the criteria in Attachment 15, to determine the quality and degree of responsiveness to the requirements in this RFP. The evaluation process is designed to determine the quality of the bidder’s submission. 

Each proposal shall be evaluated to determine responsiveness to the general requirements and components, as well as format and content requirements, as described in this RFP. 
A. Formal Requirements

1. At the time of technical proposal opening, each Technical Proposal will be checked for the presence or absence of required information (Pre-Evaluation, Phase I) in conformance with the submission requirements of this RFP. Proposals that do not provide requested information will be rejected as non-responsive.
2. Technical Proposals that contain false or misleading statements, or which provide references, which do not support an attribute or condition claimed by the proposer, shall be rejected.

3. CDE will evaluate each Technical Proposal to determine its responsiveness to CDE’s needs. Technical Proposals) will be rated by an evaluation panel using a consensus process for determining final scores as noted below.

4. Technical Evaluation
a. Phase I: Pre-Evaluation Review – Attachment Checklist
The CDE will review the contents of the Attachment Checklist for the presence of all correctly completed required forms/attachments. Bidders will be rated on the basis of Pass/Fail. Proposals that do not provide all of the forms/attachments, correctly completed as required by the RFP will be deemed as non-responsive and the bidder will receive a Fail for this portion of the evaluation process, which will result in the elimination of the bidder’s Proposal from further consideration. 
b. Phase II: Technical Proposal Evaluation

An evaluation panel will evaluate those Technical Proposals that meet the proposal submission requirements. The evaluation will be based on the criteria shown on Phase II, Technical Proposal Evaluation, Attachment ​15. Only those Technical Proposals that achieve the required minimum points stated in Attachment 15 will move on to the Public Opening of the Cost Proposal. Those Technical Proposals receiving less than the minimum points stated in Attachment 15, will not receive further consideration.
B.  Public Opening of the Cost Proposal

1. Cost Proposals will be opened for bidders who achieved the required minimum points in Phase II, Technical Proposal Evaluation. The final selection will be made on the basis of the lowest responsive Cost Proposal from a responsible Bidder. The Public Opening of the Cost Proposal will be held at 1430 N Street, Suite 4101 Sacramento, California, 95814 at the time, day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events.  
2.   The CDE Contracts Office will review the Cost Proposals for compliance with the standards and requirements in the RFP (See Cost Proposal Evaluation, Attachment 15, Adherence to Cost Proposal Requirements section) including a review comparing the hours in the Cost Proposal with the hours in the Technical Proposal, Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet component of the Technical Proposal. The CDE reserves the right, at its sole discretion, to overlook, correct, or require a bidder to remedy any obvious clerical or incidental mathematical errors on a proposal, if the correction does not result in an increase in the bidders’ total price. Bidders may be required to initial corrections. Inconsistencies between the Technical Proposal and the Cost Proposal may result in the rejection of the proposal. 
3. The Small Business, Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise (DVBE), and TACPA preference program incentives will be computed by the CDE Contracts Office if the required documentation is included in the proposal. Adjustment to the bid price will be made accordingly. The preference program incentives are used only for computation purposes to determine the winning bidder and does not alter the amounts of the resulting contract. 

4. If no proposals are received containing bids offering a price, which in the opinion of the CDE is a reasonable price, CDE is not required to award an Agreement (PCC Section 10344 [d]).

5. Every component of the cost is subject to reasonableness of cost justification to DGS, who may approve it at its discretion. If any portion of the cost is rejected by DGS, then the entire bid may be rejected.
C. Miscellaneous Award Issues

1. CDE does not negotiate rates and/or costs listed on any Cost Proposal submitted.

2. An error in the proposal may cause rejection of that bid; however, the CDE may, at its sole discretion, retain the proposal and require certain corrections. In determining if a correction will be made, the CDE will consider the conformance of the bid to the format and content required by the RFP, and any unusual complexity of the format and content required by the RFP.

If the bidder’s intent is clearly established based on review of the submitted proposal, the CDE may, at its sole discretion, require a bidder to correct an error based on that established intent. The CDE may, at its sole discretion, require a bidder to correct obvious clerical errors or incidental mathematical computation errors. The CDE may, at its sole discretion, require a bidder to correct incidental errors of omission, and in the following three situations, the CDE will take the indicated actions if the bidder’s intent is not clearly established by the complete bid submittal:

a. If a deliverable, task, sub-task, or staff is described in the narrative and omitted from the cost proposal, it will be interpreted to mean that the deliverable, task, sub-task, or staff will be provided by the bidder at no cost.
b. If a deliverable, task, or sub-task is not mentioned at all in the bidder’s proposal, the bid will be interpreted to mean that the bidder does not intend to perform that deliverable, task, or sub-task.
c. If a deliverable, task, or sub-task is omitted, and the omission is not discovered until after contract award, the bidder shall be required to perform that deliverable, task, or sub-task at no cost.

3. The bidder is advised that should this RFP result in an award of a contract, the contract will not be in force and no work shall be performed until the contract is fully approved by the Department of General Services and the bidder is notified by the CDE Contract Monitor that services may begin.
7.  AWARD AND PROTEST
A. Notice of Intent to Award will be posted for five (5) working days beginning on the day and date specified in RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events, in the CDE lobby located at 1430 N Street, Sacramento, California, and on the CDE Funding Web page at  http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/af/. During the same period, proposals and rating sheets will be available for public inspection at 1430 N Street, Suite 4409, Sacramento, California, during normal business hours. After the five (5) day notice has been completed, the proposed awardee will be formally notified by mail. 
B. If prior to the formal award, any bidder files a protest with the Department of General Services against the awarding of the contract, the contract shall not be awarded until either the protest has been withdrawn or the Department of General Services has decided the matter. Within five (5) days after filing the protest, the protesting bidder shall file with the Department of General Services, a full and complete written statement on the grounds that the (protesting) bidder would have been awarded the contract had the CDE correctly applied the evaluation standards in the RFP, or if the CDE followed the evaluation and scoring methods in the RFP. It is suggested that bidders submit any protest by certified or registered mail to:
	DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
	DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

	Contracts Office
	Office of Legal Services

	Attn: Sueshil Chandra
	Attn: Protest Coordinator

	1430 N Street, Suite 1802
	707 Third Street, 7th Floor

	Sacramento, CA 95814
	West Sacramento, CA 95605

	
	

	Fax Number (916) 319-0124
	Fax Number (916) 376-5088


8. DISPOSITION OF PROPOSALS


Upon proposal opening, all documents submitted in response to this RFP will become the property of the State of California, and will be regarded as public records under the California Public Records Act (Government Code section 6250 et seq.) and subject to review by the public. The State cannot prevent the disclosure of public documents. However, the contents of all proposals, draft proposals, correspondence, agenda, memoranda, working papers, or any other medium which discloses any aspect of the bidder’s proposal, shall be held in the strictest of confidence until the “Notice of Intent to Award” is posted. We recommend that bidders register the copyright for any proprietary material submitted.

9.
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SERVICES
Service shall be available no sooner than the start date set by CDE and the bidder, after all approvals have been obtained and the contract is fully executed. Should the bidder fail to commence work at the agreed upon time, CDE, upon five (5) days written notice to the Contractor, reserves the right to terminate the Agreement. In addition, the bidder shall be liable to the State for the difference between the bidder’s cost proposal price and the actual cost of performing work by the second lowest bidder or by another Contractor.
All performance under the contract shall be completed on or before the termination date of the contract.
No oral understanding or agreement shall be binding on either party.
If a bidder is awarded a contract and refuses to sign the contract presented for signature within the time and manner required, the bidder will be liable to CDE for actual damages resulting to CDE therefrom or ten percent of the amount proposed, whichever is less.
 10.
SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

10.1  Computer Software Copyright Compliance

By signing this agreement, the contractor certifies that it has appropriate systems and controls in place to ensure that state funds will not be used in the performance of this contract for the acquisition, operation or maintenance of computer software in violation of copyright laws.
10.2  IT Information Technology Requirements 

For contracts that require the Contractor to develop, modify or maintain any type of Web product (which includes but is not limited to a Web page, Web document, Web site, Web application, or other Web service), or contracts that include a Web product as a deliverable or result, the Contractor hereby agrees to adhere to the following CDE standards:

A.   All Web site and application pages/documents that can be seen by users must be reviewed and approved as required by the CDE’s DEAM 3900 process. Contractor agrees to work through the CDE Contract Monitor for this agreement to ensure the DEAM 3900 process is implemented. 

B.   Web sites and Web applications must adhere to the appropriate CDE Web standards as specified at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/di/ws/webstandards.asp.

C.   Contractor must provide the application and/or Web site source code (for all non-proprietary software systems or components paid for by the CDE), collected data, and project documentation in a form to be specified by the CDE according to the following time frame: 

1. For new sites/applications:  Within 30 days of implementation. For multi-year agreements, material must also be provided annually on the contract date anniversary during the contract period. 

2. For existing sites/applications:  Within 90 days of the contract renewal or amendment execution. For multi-year agreements, material must also be provided annually on the contract date anniversary during the contract period. 

D. Contractor shall monitor the Web site/application on a monthly basis (or more frequently if necessary) to identify and correct the following issues: 

1.  Broken links 

2.  Dated content 

3.  Usability issues 

4.  Circumstances where the contractual agreement is not followed 

E. Contractor agrees to not violate any proprietary rights or laws (i.e., privacy, confidentiality, copyright, commercial use, hate speech, pornography, software/media downloading, etc.). Also, the Contractor agrees to make all reasonable efforts to protect the copyright of CDE content and to obtain permission from the CDE Press to use any potentially copyrighted CDE material, or before allowing any other entity to publish copyrighted CDE content. 

F. Contractor agrees that any Web applications, Web sites, data or other files which may be needed to restore the system in the event of disaster are backed up redundantly, and that a detailed, tested plan exists for such a restoration. 

G. Contractor shall provide the CDE with Web site usage reports on a monthly basis during the contract period for each Web page, document or file which can be viewed by users. Additionally, the Contractor shall provide an easy mechanism for users to provide feedback on the site/application, such as a feedback form. 

10.3
Data Management Requirements  

A. 




Definitions: The following definitions apply for the purposes of this agreement:
“Public Information” means information maintained by state agencies that is not exempt from disclosure under the provisions of the California Public Records Act (Government Code Sections 6250-6265) or other applicable state or federal laws, whether or not marked “confidential,” “proprietary,” “privileged” or with similar markings. 

“Confidential Information” means information maintained by state agencies that is exempt from disclosure under the provisions of the California Public Records Act (Government Code Sections 6250-6265) or other applicable state or federal laws, whether or not marked “confidential,” “proprietary,” “privileged” or with similar markings. Confidential Information includes Sensitive and Personal Information.

“Data” means any data or information, whether confidential or publicly available.

“Sensitive and Personal Information” means information that is personally identifiable, whether or not marked in any manner, including: any name, telephone, e-mail address, street address, date of birth, social security number, government license or ID number, account or bank card number, security code, password, pupil information, educational record, medical information or record, and health information or record. Sensitive and personal information may occur in public and/or confidential records. Files and databases containing sensitive and/or personal information require special precautions to prevent inappropriate disclosure. 

“Preferred Variation” means the particular variation of the name, definition, and format for a data element or code set (if applicable) that are preferred by the CDE for collecting or storing any particular data element. To date, hundreds of common data elements have been specified (contact the Data Management Division for the most recent published list of Preferred Variations).
B.
  Use and Disclosure: 

1.
While working with the CDE, the contractor may gather, process, 
or otherwise be intentionally or inadvertently exposed to Confidential Information. (In the course of performing this agreement, the Parties may gather processes or otherwise be intentionally or inadvertently exposed to Confidential Information.) The contractor (Parties) must use, disclose, manage, and protect Confidential Information in accordance with all applicable federal and California state laws. (The Parties must use, disclose, manage, and protect Confidential Information in accordance with the contractual provisions set forth below, as well as all applicable federal and California state laws.) Applicable laws include, but are not limited to: the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1984 (FERPA; 20 U.S.C. Sec. 1232g), the Information Practices Act (California Civil Code Sec. 1798, et seq.), the Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA), and California Education Code sections 49069 to 49079. 

2.


The contractor, its employees, agents, and subcontractors shall protect from 

unauthorized disclosure of all Personal Information, Sensitive Information, or Confidential Information. The contractor, its employees, agents, and subcontractors promise not to copy, give or otherwise redisclose such Sensitive, Confidential, or Personal information to any other person or entity unless the redisclosure is permitted by federal and state law, the CDE has approved the redisclosure, and the CDE has on file a CDE confidentiality agreement that is signed by the party to whom the information has been disclosed. 

3. Each Party shall use Confidential Information only as necessary to perform its obligations hereunder. Each Party shall disclose Confidential Information only to its employees who 1) have a need to know such information for the purposes of performing such obligations hereunder, 2) have executed formal compliance agreements regarding confidentiality and non-disclosure, and 3) have completed the training on data security and privacy required hereunder within the past 12 months.
4. The contractor shall advise the CDE Contract Monitor immediately in the event that the contractor, its employees, agents, and subcontractors either learn or have reason to believe that any person who has access to confidential information has or intends to disclose that information in violation of this agreement. 

5.
The contractor acknowledges that any and all data that are collected, developed 

and/or generated by the work performed for the CDE are the sole and exclusive 

property of the CDE. 

C.  Data Handling: 
Each Party shall collect, store and manage data in accordance with the following provisions:

1.
Preferred Variations: Each Party acknowledges that the CDE has established a “common data architecture” with Preferred Variations for hundreds of common data elements. Each Party agrees to use the CDE’s Preferred Variation for each data element collected or stored hereunder. In the event the CDE has not yet formulated a Preferred Variation for a particular data element to be collected or stored by the Parties, the Party shall notify the CDE within 10 business days, and the CDE shall thereafter coordinate stakeholder discussions to identify issues and, promptly thereafter, develop and provide the Parties with the specifications for the Preferred Variation of such data element.

2.
Data Dictionaries: In accordance with CDE specifications, each Party shall develop, maintain and provide to the CDE a complete data dictionary for all data collected, stored or provided to other Parties hereunder.

3.
Data Destruction: Each Party shall return or destroy any and all data: 1) provided by the CDE hereunder, or 2) owned by the CDE, immediately upon the CDE’s request or immediately upon termination of this agreement. Unless otherwise agreed to in writing by the CDE, such destruction shall include data that is publically available; however, nothing herein shall prevent the Parties from thereafter obtaining such data from publically available sources.
D. 
Data Security: 

Each Party shall 1) prevent unauthorized access, modification, destruction and dissemination of the data provided hereunder, 2) ensure that data provided hereunder are kept secure and confidential and 3) maintain the integrity, completeness and accuracy of data provided hereunder, including as a minimum, doing the following: 

1. Requiring any contractor with access to systems containing data to sign an agreement preventing use or disclosure of data, except as permitted hereby, before performing work. 
2. Ensuring that each and every employee of such Party or its contractor, vendor and agent with the potential for exposure to the data exchanged hereunder exercises security precautions to prevent unauthorized use, access, modification or disclosure of any Confidential Information. Each Party shall keep such signed documents on file and make them available to the other Parties upon request.
3. Encrypting any Confidential, Personal and Sensitive Information that is transmitted electronically or stored on portable electronic devices. Such encryption shall comply with any reasonable standards specified by the CDE.
4. Locking any repository for the data and restricting access to those personnel who meet the use and disclosure requirements set forth above.
5. Properly securing and maintaining any and all computer systems (hardware and software applications) used in the performance of this contract. This includes ensuring all security patches, upgrades, and anti-virus updates are applied as appropriate to secure data that may be used, transmitted, or stored on such systems in the performance of this contract. 

6. Designating a Security Officer to oversee such Party’s data security program, carry out privacy programs and to act as the principle point of contact responsible for communicating on security matters with the CDE.
7. Providing training on data privacy and security policies, at least annually, to any employees and the employees of any contractor, consultant or vendor with access to systems containing data exchanged hereunder. Each person trained shall sign a certification indicating his or her name and the date when training was completed. Each Party shall retain such written certifications for CDE inspection for a period not less than three years following agreement termination.
8. Immediately reporting (within two hours of discovery) to the CDE any breach of security, as that phrase is used in California Civil Code section 1798.29(d). The CDE contact for such notification is as follows:
Mark Lourenco, Information Security Officer

California Department of Education

Technical Services Division – Information Security Office

1430 N Street, Suite 3712

Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

Office phone: 916-322-8334
The contractor shall take prompt corrective action to cure any such breach of security. The contractor shall investigate such breach and provide a written report of the investigation to the CDE, postmarked within thirty (30) working days of the discovery of the breach to the address above.

10.4. 
Resolution of Disputes
If the contractor disputes any action by the CDE Contract Monitor arising under or out of the performance of this contract, the contractor shall notify the project monitor of the dispute in writing and request a claims decision. The CDE Contract Monitor shall issue a decision within 30 days of the contractor's notice. If the contractor disagrees with the CDE Contract Monitor’s claims decision, the contractor shall submit a formal claim to the Superintendent of Public Instruction or the Superintendent's designee. The decision of the Superintendent shall be final and conclusive on the claim unless the decision is arbitrary or capricious. The decision may encompass facts, interpretations of the contract, and determinations or applications of law. The decision shall be in writing following an opportunity for the contractor to present oral or documentary evidence and arguments in support of the claim. Contractor shall continue with the responsibilities under this Agreement during any dispute.
10.5
 Prior Approval of Out-of-State Travel
All out-of-state travel by the contractor or subcontractor(s) for purposes of this contract is subject to prior written approval by the CDE project monitor specified in this contract.

11. 
BUDGET DETAIL AND PAYMENT PROVISIONS:
11.1.  
Invoicing and Payment:
For services satisfactorily rendered, and upon receipt and approval of the invoices, the State agrees to compensate the Contractor for actual expenditures incurred in accordance with the rates specified herein, which is attached hereto and made a part of this agreement.

Payment of the invoice will not be made until the CDE accepts and approves the invoice. To be approved the invoice must include the level of detail described in the Budget for each task and for the fiscal year in which the expense was incurred. Further, the invoice must be easily comparable by CDE staff to the Budget contained herein. No line item invoiced may exceed the corresponding line item amount stated in the Budget unless the contractor requests and obtains approval in accordance with Article 11.6. Budget Adjustments. 

Invoices shall include the Agreement Number CN140284 and shall be submitted in arrears, along with a progress report (See Exhibit A, III. Progress Reports), not more frequently than monthly in duplicate to:

California Department of Education


                                     Assessment Development & Administration Division
                                  1430 N Street, Suite 4409

                                Sacramento, CA 95814

                                    Attention: CDE Project Monitor
11.2  
Payment:




Payment will be made in accordance with, and within the time specified in, Government Code Chapter 4.5, commencing with Section 927.
11.3  
Travel:














































All travel costs shall be reimbursed at rates not to exceed those established for CDE’s nonrepresented employees, computed in accordance with and allowable pursuant to applicable California Department of Human Resources regulations.

11.4

Budget Contingency Clause:
A. 
It is mutually understood between the parties that this Agreement may have been written before ascertaining the availability of congressional or legislative appropriation of funds, for the mutual benefit of both parties in order to avoid program and fiscal delays that would occur if the Agreement were executed after that determination was made.

B. This Agreement is valid and enforceable only if sufficient funds are made available to the State by the United States Government or the California State Legislature for the purpose of this program. In addition, this Agreement is subject to any additional restrictions, limitations, conditions, or any statute enacted by the Congress or the State Legislature that may affect the provisions, terms or funding of this Agreement in any manner.

C.
It is mutually agreed that if the Congress or the State Legislature does not appropriate sufficient funds for the program, this Agreement shall be amended to reflect any reduction in funds.

D.
Pursuant to GC, Section 927.13, no late payment penalty shall accrue during any time period for which there is no Budget Act in effect, nor on any payment or refund that is the result of a federally mandated program or that is directly dependent upon the receipt of federal funds by a state agency.

E.
CDE has the option to terminate the Agreement under the 30-day termination clause or to amend the Agreement to reflect any reduction in funds.

11.5   
Payment Withhold For Separate And Distinct Tasks:
In accordance with Public Contract Code section 10346, the State shall withhold ten percent (10%) of each progress payment for each separate and distinct Task. Funds withheld for each separate and distinct Task will be paid upon satisfactory completion of that Task, as determined by the State. A Task is deemed satisfactorily completed upon acceptance and written approval by the State for all deliverables or services for that Task, including submission of monthly progress reports. The progress reports shall include at a minimum: Task number and title; deliverables or services performed; dates of performance and completion; and the results and progress of the project/work. Those annual activities that are completed and repeated in their entirety each year shall be considered separate and distinct tasks that are to be paid in full following satisfactory completion in each year of the contract. 

Final Payment is not a progress payment and is not subject to the 10% withholding.
11.6



  


Budget Adjustments: 

Contractor may make minor adjustments to the budget by diverting surplus funds in one line item to other line items; provided, however, that: i) Contractor may use no more than ten percent (10%) from one single line item to defray allowable direct costs under other budget line items within the same fiscal year; ii) the adjustment is documented in the “Ten Percent No-Cost Budget Adjustment” Form (CO-230); iii) the CDE Project Monitor and a CDE Division Director approves the CO-230 in advance; and iv) the adjustment can be done only one time per fiscal year and cannot exceed ten percent (10%) of a single line item. Requests for budget adjustments must be submitted to the CDE Contract Monitor via email and a copy of the signed CO-230 must accompany any invoice for which the adjustment is applicable. Contractor may not make any adjustments until formal prior written approval has been obtained from the CDE Contract Monitor and CDE Division Director, through this CO-230 process. 

Any other budget adjustment (i.e., more than 10%, multiple line items, etc.) requires a formal contract amendment and approval by the State Department of General Services, if applicable. 

Rates may not be increased through any type of budget adjustment. 

12. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS:

12.1 Contracts Funded By The Federal Government : 
It is mutually understood between the parties that this contract may have been written before ascertaining the availability of congressional appropriation of funds, for the mutual benefit of both parties, in order to avoid program and fiscal delays which would occur if the contract were executed after that determination was made.

This contract is valid and enforceable only if sufficient funds are made available to the State by the United States Government for Fiscal Year(s) covered by this agreement for the purposes of this program.  In addition, this contract is subject to any additional restrictions, limitations, or conditions enacted by the Congress or any statute enacted by the Congress, which may affect the provisions, terms, or funding of this contract in any manner.

It is mutually agreed that if Congress does not appropriate sufficient funds for the program, this contract shall be amended to reflect any reduction in funds.

The department has the option to void the contract under the 30-day cancellation clause or to amend the contract to reflect any reduction of funds.

The recipient shall comply with the Single Audit Act and the reporting requirements set forth in OMB Circular A-133.

12.2 Computer Software Copyright Compliance: 
By signing this agreement, the contractor certifies that it has appropriate systems and controls in place to ensure that state funds will not be used in the performance of this contract for the acquisition, operation or maintenance of computer software in violation of copyright laws.




12.3 Contractor Evaluation (Rev. 3/06): 
Within sixty (60) days after the completion of this Agreement, the Project Monitor shall complete a written evaluation of Contractor’s performance under this Agreement.  If the Contractor did not satisfactorily perform the work, a copy of the evaluation will be sent to the State Department of General Services, Office of Legal Services, and to the Contractor within 15 working days of the completion of the evaluation. (Public Contract Code Section 10369)

12.4 Contractor’s Rights And Obligations: 

Public Contract Code Sections 10335 through 10381 contains language describing the contractor's duties, obligations and rights under this agreement.  By signing this agreement, the contractor certifies that he or she has been fully informed regarding these provisions of Public Contract Code.

12.5 Right To Terminate: 

The State reserves the right to terminate this agreement subject to 30 days written notice to the Contractor. Contractor may submit a written request to terminate this agreement only if the State should substantially fail to perform its responsibilities as provided herein.

However, the agreement can be immediately terminated for cause.  The term “for cause” shall mean that the Contractor fails to meet the terms, conditions, and/or responsibilities of the contract. In this instance, the contract termination shall be effective as of the date indicated on the State’s notification to the Contractor.

This agreement may be suspended or cancelled without notice, at the option of the Contractor, if the Contractor or State’s premises or equipment are destroyed by fire or other catastrophe, or so substantially damaged that it is impractical to continue service, or in the event the Contractor is unable to render services as a result of any action by any governmental authority.

12.6 Prohibition Against Outside Agreements:  

The contractor or subcontractor(s) shall not enter into agreements related to products and/or services of this contract with any out-of-state agency or organization.  Any out-of-state agency or organization shall negotiate with the CDE for products and/or services pertaining to this contract.


12.7 Material Developed Under The Terms Of This Agreement: 
All materials developed under the terms of this agreement shall be considered a work made for hire.  The State, therefore, reserves the exclusive right to copyright and publish, disseminate, and otherwise use the material developed under the terms of this agreement in whatever way it deems appropriate.

Any material that is not acceptable to the state may be rejected by the State at its discretion.  Notice of such a rejection shall be given to the contractor by the state within ten (10) days of receipt of the materials, and final payment shall not be made for such material until substantial compliance has been obtained within the time and manner determined by the State.

12.8 Staff Replacements: 

The contractor will be required to obtain prior approval from the CDE contract monitor before changing professional project personnel.

12.9 Potential Subcontractors:
Nothing contained in this Agreement or otherwise, shall create any contractual relation between the State and any subcontractors, and no subcontract shall relieve the Contractor of his responsibilities and obligations hereunder. The Contractor agrees to be as fully responsible to the State for the acts and omissions of its subcontractors and of persons either directly or indirectly employed by any of them as it is for the acts and omissions of persons directly employed by the Contractor. The Contractor's obligation to pay its subcontractors is an independent obligation from the State's obligation to make payments to the Contractor. As a result, the State shall have no obligation to pay or to enforce the payment of any moneys to any subcontractor.
12.10 Contract Requirements Related To The DVBE Participation Goal:
Substitution: 
If awarded the contract, the successful bidder must use the DVBE subcontractors and/or supplier(s) in its proposal unless the contractor requested substitution via prior written notice to the CDE and the CDE may consent to the substitution of another person as a subcontractor in any of the following situations:

A.  When the subcontractor listed in the bid, after having had a reasonable opportunity to do so, falls or refuses to execute a written contract, when that written contract based upon the general terms, conditions, plans and specifications for the project involved or the terms of that subcontractor's written bid, is presented to the subcontractor by the prime contractor.

B.  When the listed subcontractor becomes bankrupt or insolvent or goes out of business.               

C.  When the listed subcontractor fails or refuses to perform the subcontract.

D.  When the listed subcontractor fails or refuses to meet the bond requirements of the prime contractor.

E.  When the prime contractor demonstrates to the CDE that the name of the subcontractor was listed as a result of an inadvertent clerical error.

F.  When the listed subcontractor is not licensed pursuant to the Contractor's License Law, if applicable, or any applicable licensing requirement of any regulatory agency of the State of California.

G.  When the CDE determines that the work performed by the listed subcontractor is substantially unsatisfactory and not in substantial accordance with the plans and specifications, or that the subcontractor is substantially delaying or disrupting the progress of the work.

The request and the State's approval or disapproval is NOT to be construed as an excuse for noncompliance with any other provision of law, including but not limited to the Subletting and Subcontracting Fair Practices Act or any other contract requirements relating to substitution of subcontractors.

Failure to adhere to at least the DVBE participation proposed by the successful bidder may be cause for contract termination and recovery of damages under the rights and remedies due the State under the default section of the contract.

Reporting: 
The contractor must agree to provide reports of actual participation by DVBEs (by dollar amount and category) as may be required by the CDE to document compliance.

Compliance Audit: 
The contractor must agree that the State or its designee will have the right to review, obtain, and copy all records pertaining to performance of the contract.  The contractor must agree to provide the State or its designee with any relevant information requested and shall permit the State or its designee access to its premises, upon reasonable notice, during normal business hours for the purpose of interviewing employees and inspecting and copying such books, records, accounts, and other material that may be relevant to a matter under investigation for the purpose of determining compliance with this requirement.  The contractor must further agree to maintain such records for a period of five years after final payment under the contract.
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Smarter Balanced Technology Requirements
The following is provided as an example of a computer-based assessment, taken from the Smarter Balanced Technology Web page at http://www.smarterbalanced.org/smarter-balanced-assessments/technology/:
The Smarter Balanced Technology Strategy Framework and Testing Device Requirements provide minimum hardware specifications and basic bandwidth calculations. These can help schools and districts to evaluate whether their computers and networks will support the administration of the assessment system. The framework was developed with input and feedback from Smarter Balanced member states, work groups, and data from an online inventory of technology resources launched in 2012. 

The requirements apply only to the Smarter Balanced assessments and should not be considered minimum specifications to support instruction, which may require additional technology. In addition, all hardware decisions should consider the individual needs of students. Some students may need hardware that exceeds these minimum guidelines, some students may require qualitatively different hardware, and some students may need assistive technology to meet special needs.

The following are documents available on the Smarter Balanced Technology Web page at http://www.smarterbalanced.org/smarter-balanced-assessments/technology/:

· Current list of approved testing devices and secure browsers on the Smarter Balanced Test-Taking Devices and Approved Secure Browsers Web page at http://www.smarterbalanced.org/test-taking-devices-approved-secure-browsers/ 
· Technology Strategy Framework and Testing Device Requirements Executive Summary (revised 08/26/14) (PDF) at http://www.smarterbalanced.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Executive_Summary_Tech_Framework.pdf 

· Technology Strategy Framework and Testing Device Requirements (revised 08/26/14) (PDF) at http://www.smarterbalanced.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Tech_Framework_Device_Requirements_11-1-13.pdf 

· Technology Strategy Framework and Testing Device Requirements Q&A (PDF) at http://www.smarterbalanced.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Technology-Strategy-Framework-QA.pdf 

· A bandwidth test will measure current Internet bandwidth available at a school site. For example, SchoolSpeedTest from Education Superhighway is available at http://schoolspeedtest.org and SpeedTest.net is available at http://speedtest.net.

· The Technology Readiness Calculator at http://www3.cde.ca.gov/sbactechcalc/ can help schools estimate the number of days and associated network bandwidth required to complete the assessments given the number of students, number of computers, and number of hours per day computers are available for testing at the school. 

Assessment Software
Smarter Balanced has developed an open source platform for delivery of interim and summative assessments. Details about the software and how it may be used to benefit other organizations are available at http://SmarterApp.org.
Summary of CELDT Test Components with Items Aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards

	Domain
	CELDT Test Components with Alignment
	Number of Items in CELDT Item Pool
	Number of Items with Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment

	Listening
	Extended Listening Comprehension 
(Gr. K–12)
	108
	91
	84

	Total Listening Items
	374*
	91
	24

	Reading
	Fluency and Vocabulary (Gr. 4–12)
	195
	15
	8

	
	Reading Comprehension (Gr. K–12)
	302
	237
	78

	Total Reading Items
	711*
	252
	35

	Speaking
	Speech Functions (Gr. 2–12)
	86
	86
	100

	
	4-Picture Narrative (Gr. K–5)
	35
	16
	46

	Total Speaking Items
	342*
	102
	30

	Writing
	Short Compositions (Gr. 2–12)
	33
	33
	100

	Total Writing Items
	416*
	33
	8

	Total Items All Domains
	1,843**
	478
	26


Note: These numbers are based on the 1,843 items in the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) item pool (i.e., all study sample, training, calibration, and other non-study items from 2009–10 to 2013–14) rated as aligned with the 2012 English Language Development (ELD) Standards.

CELDT test components and grade spans shown are those with items aligned with the 2012 ELD Standards.
*Domain total number of items includes all items in the CELDT item pool for this domain, not just those with alignment to standards.

**Includes all items in the CELDT item pool.

Data Elements

Following is an alphabetical list of all data elements displayed through the item bank. This is followed by the codes used in various tables. Note: Not all elements listed are related to the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC).
	Field name
	Description
	Range of or typical values
	Where displayed

	AADIFClass1
	African-American DIF classification
	A, B, C, S with + or -
	Worksheet, Stat card

	AdminGrade
	Grade form was administered to
	2-11 or 99 (for unspecified)
	Worksheet, Stat card

	AdminMonth_or_Season
	Month or season of administration
	E.g., Sep, Fall, etc.
	Worksheet, Stat card

	AdminType
	Type of administration
	E.g., FT, OT, etc.
	Worksheet, Stat card

	AdminYear
	Year of administration
	nnnn
	Worksheet, Stat card

	AnswerKey
	Correct answer (0 or null for constructed-response)
	A-D, 1-4, or 0 or blank
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	Approved
	Yes if passage was approved
	Yes/No
	Passage card

	Approved
	Yes if rubric was approved
	Yes/No
	Rubric tab

	Approved
	Yes if item was approved
	Yes/No
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	ArtDescription
	Description of artwork
	Text
	Art card, Worksheet

	ArtID
	Index into ArtParent table
	Number
	Art card, passage card, item card, worksheet

	ArtView
	Art image
	Image
	Image on art card

	Author
	Name of passage author
	Text
	Passage card

	Braille
	"Yes" if item has been Brailled, "Brailleable" if item has not been Brailled but can be, "No" if item cannot be Brailled
	Yes, No, or "Brailleable"
	Worksheet, item card

	BValue
	IRT difficulty parameter.  (In the AIR database this is the equated b from the items table.)
	-5 to +5
	Worksheet, Stat card

	CIDCode
	CID code used for legacy STAR items
	7-digit code
	Worksheet

	Comment
	Text of comment on item
	Text
	CRP/User Comment card

	Content
	Content area within domain
	See content table, below
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	CopyrightHolder
	Name of copyright holder
	Text
	Art card, Passage card

	CRPComment
	Yes if this is a CRP comment, else no
	Yes/No
	CRP/User Comment card

	Date
	Date comment was created
	Text
	CRP/User Comment card

	Developer
	Name of vendor that developed item
	ETS, AIR, CTB, or HEM
	Worksheet, Item card

	DIFAny
	Set to C- or X if any group has DIF class 1 of C-
	Text
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Domain
	Domain
	See domain table, below
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	EmbeddedCode
	Code created from other fields
	Text
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	ExactRaterAgreement
	% of exact agreement for CR item
	0 to 100
	Worksheet, Stat card

	FitIndex1
	IRT fit index 1
	Number
	Worksheet, Stat card

	FitIndex2
	IRT fit index 2
	Number
	Worksheet, Stat card

	FormName
	Name of form
	E.g., "Spring 2000 Form 12"
	Worksheet

	FormNumber
	Form number
	Text, with * for integrated admin
	Worksheet, Stat card

	GenderDIFClass1
	Gender DIF classification
	A, B, C, S with + or -
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Genre
	Passage genre
	See genre table, below
	Worksheet, Passage card

	Grade
	Grade
	1-12, 99
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	GradeDescription
	Description of grade or content (if multi-grade)
	1-12, 99, or content area
	Worksheet

	HispDIFClass1
	Hispanic DIF classification
	A, B, C, S with + or -
	Worksheet, Stat card

	IAFLAGA
	Flag for very difficult item
	A or blank
	Worksheet

	IAFLAGD
	Flag for option have higher P+ than key
	D or blank
	Worksheet

	IAFLAGH
	Flag for very easy item
	H or blank
	Worksheet

	IAFLAGOmit
	Flag for high rate of item omits
	O or blank
	Worksheet

	IAFLAGR
	Flag for item with low item-total correlation
	R or blank
	Worksheet

	IRTReview
	IRT model-data fit review category
	A, B, C, D, F or blank
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card

	IRTSequenceNumber
	Sequence of the item as calibrated
	Number
	Worksheet, Stat card

	ItemAdminType
	How item was administered on the form
	FT or OT
	Stat card

	ItemBrailleView
	Braille image
	Image
	Item card

	ItemID
	Record ID, assigned in SA database
	Number
	Worksheet

	ItemNumber
	Iitem code used by SA
	Text
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	ItemText
	Item text (for searching only)
	Text
	Worksheet


	temType
	Type of response called for
	CR or MC
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	ItemView
	Item image
	Image
	Item card

	LevelCognitive
	Estimated cognitive level of item
	Low, medium, high
	Worksheet

	LevelDifficulty
	Estimated difficulty of item
	Low, medium, high
	Worksheet

	LevelPerformance
	
	Low, medium, high
	Worksheet

	MaxItemInfo
	Maximum item information reached
	Number
	Stat card

	NTotal
	# responses to item
	Number
	Worksheet, Stat card

	ObtainID
	Index into copyright table
	Number
	Resource tab

	PassageCode
	Passage code used in SA database
	Text
	Worksheet, Item card, Passage card, Passage review tab

	PassageText
	Text of passage (for searching)
	Text
	Worksheet

	PassageView
	Passage image
	Image
	Image on Passage card

	PctAbottom
	% of bottom scoring group who chose option A
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctAmiddle
	% of middle scoring group who chose option A
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctAtop
	% of top scoring group who chose option A
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctBbottom
	% of bottom scoring group who chose option B
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctBmiddle
	% of middle scoring group who chose option B
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctBtop
	% of top scoring group who chose option B
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctCbottom
	% of bottom scoring group who chose option C
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctCmiddle
	% of middle scoring group who chose option C
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctCtop
	% of top scoring group who chose option C
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctDbottom
	% of bottom scoring group who chose option D
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	Pctdistractor1
	% selecting option 1 for MC
	0 to 100
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Pctdistractor2
	% selecting option 2 for MC
	0 to 100
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Pctdistractor3
	% selecting option 3 for MC
	0 to 100
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Pctdistractor4
	% selecting option 4 for MC
	0 to 100
	Worksheet, Stat card

	PctDmiddle
	% of middle scoring group who chose option D
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctDtop
	% of top scoring group who chose option D
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctOMIT
	% omitting
	0 to 100
	Worksheet, Stat card

	PctOmitbottom
	% of bottom scoring group who omitted item
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctOmitmiddle
	% of middle scoring group who omitted item
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PctOmittop
	% of top scoring group who omitted item
	0 to 100
	Worksheet

	PositionOnForm
	Item position on the form
	Text
	Worksheet, Stat card

	PreviousArtCode
	Art code in previous item bank
	Text
	Art card

	PreviousItemCode
	Previous item code
	Text
	Worksheet

	PreviousPassageCode
	Previous passage code
	Text
	Worksheet

	PrintExpirationDate
	Date print copyright expires
	Date
	Art card, Passage card

	ProjectName
	Name of project
	See project table, below
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	Ptbis1
	Correlation between responses to option 1 and total test score
	-1 to +1
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Ptbis2
	Correlation between responses to option 2 and total test score
	-1 to +1
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Ptbis3
	Correlation between responses to option 3 and total test score
	-1 to +1
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Ptbis4
	Correlation between responses to option 4 and total test score
	-1 to +1
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Ptbis5
	Correlation between responses to option 5 and total test score
	-1 to +1
	Stat card

	PtbisValue
	Correlation between correct response and total test score
	-1 to +1
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card

	PValue
	Proportion correct (for MC), or average score (for CR)
	0 to 1 for MC, 0 to n for CR
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card

	Rbi1
	R-biserial for option 1
	Approx -1.5 to +1.5
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Rbi2
	R-biserial for option 2
	Approx -1.5 to +1.5
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Rbi3
	R-biserial for option 3
	Approx -1.5 to +1.5
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Rbi4
	R-biserial for option 4
	Approx -1.5 to +1.5
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Rbi5
	R-biserial for option 5
	Approx -1.5 to +1.5
	Stat card

	RbiValue
	R-biserial
	0 to 1
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card

	Recommendation
	Results of committee rating
	See rating results table, below
	Item card comments

	Report_Category
	Text of reporting category
	Text
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	ResourceID
	Index into LstResource table
	Number
	Item card, Resource tab, worksheet

	ResourceView
	Image of resource
	Image
	Image on Resource tab

	ReviewComment
	Reviewers' comments on passage
	Text
	Passage review

	ReviewDate
	Date of passage review
	Date
	Passage review

	ReviewName
	Name of review committee
	See review table, below
	Passage review

	ReviewRecommendationID
	Index into Review recommendation table
	Number
	Passage review

	RubricID
	Index into RubricParent
	Number
	Item card, Rubric tab, worksheet

	RubricText
	Text of rubric
	Text
	Rubric tab

	SessionNumber
	Session # in which it was administered
	Number
	Worksheet, Stat card

	StandardCode
	Standard code
	E.g., 6WH5.2.1
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	StandardSet
	Text of standard set
	Text
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	StandardSetID
	Index into StandardSet table
	Number
	Worksheet

	StatAnchor
	Yes if item was used as an anchor item on this form
	Yes/No
	Worksheet, Stat card

	Status
	Current item status
	See status table, below
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	Strand
	Text of strand
	Text
	Worksheet, Item card, Stat card, Passage card

	SubCode
	Internal code for sorting standards
	Text
	Worksheet

	Title
	Passage title
	Text
	Passage card

	UnscaledBValue
	Unscaled b values
	Number
	Worksheet, Stat card

	UserName
	Name of user entering comment
	Text
	CRP/User Comment card

	WebExpirationDate
	Date web copyright expires
	Date
	Art card, Passage card


	Availability table:

	Code
	Availability

	1
	Available

	2
	Pilot Test Development

	3
	Field Test Development

	4
	Operational Test Development

	5
	Publicly Released

	6
	Not Available

	
	

	Classification table:

	Code
	Classification

	1
	Fiction/Literary/Narrative

	2
	Nonfiction/Informational/Expository

	3
	Business-Related/Task-Oriented/Functional

	
	

	Art Classification table:

	Code
	ArtClassification
	Code
	ArtClassification

	1
	Photo - Decorative
	11
	Advertisement

	2
	Photo - Functional
	12
	Resume

	3
	Illustration - Decorative
	13
	Dictionary Page

	4
	Illustration - Functional
	14
	Thesaurus Page

	5
	Friendly Letter
	15
	Poster

	6
	Business Letterhead
	16
	Table of Contents

	7
	Diagram
	17
	Index

	8
	Chart
	18
	Consumer Page

	9
	Map
	19
	Web Page

	10
	Timeline

	
	

	Content table:

	Code
	Content
	Code
	Content

	1
	History and Social Science Analysis Skills 
	13
	Earth Sciences

	2
	United States History and Geography
	14
	Investigation and Experimentation

	3
	World History and Geography
	15
	Life Sciences

	4
	World History
	16
	Physical Sciences

	5
	Reading
	17
	Physics

	6
	Writing
	18
	Mathematics

	7
	Algebra 1
	19
	California State History

	8
	Algebra II
	20
	Geography

	9
	Geometry
	22
	English Language Arts

	10
	Mathematics
	25
	Reading

	11
	Biology/Life Sciences
	26
	Writing

	12
	Chemistry
	27
	English Language Arts

	
	

	Domain table:

	Code
	Domain

	20
	History/Social Science

	21
	ELA

	22
	Mathematics

	23
	Science

	24
	Mathematics

	27
	ELA

	
	

	Gender table:

	Code
	Gender

	1
	Male

	2
	Female

	3
	Male/Female

	4
	N/A

	
	

	Genre table:

	Code
	Genre
	Code
	Genre

	1
	Story
	14
	Chart

	2
	Informational
	15
	Map

	3
	Poetry
	16
	Timeline

	4
	Fable
	17
	Advertisement

	5
	Folktale
	18
	Resume

	6
	Friendly Letter
	19
	Form

	7
	Business Letter
	20
	Dictionary Page

	8
	How To
	21
	Thesaurus

	9
	Drama
	22
	Posters

	10
	Myth
	23
	Table of Contents

	11
	Legend
	24
	Index

	12
	Biography
	25
	Consumer Page

	13
	Diagram
	26
	Web Page

	
	

	mc type table:

	Code
	MCType

	1
	Human

	2
	Animal

	3
	Human/Animal

	4
	Other

	5
	Does Not Apply

	
	


	Project table:

	Code
	ProjectName

	1
	CAHSEE

	2
	STAR

	3
	CELDT

	
	

	Review table:

	Code
	ReviewName
	Code
	ReviewName

	1
	Committee Review # 1
	39
	CDE Review

	2
	Committee Review # 2
	40
	Bias Review

	4
	Content Review
	41
	TAC Review

	6
	Senior Review # 1
	42
	Community Review

	7
	Senior Review # 2
	43
	HSEE Review

	8
	Bias Review
	44
	Board Review

	9
	SPAR Review
	45
	Senior Review # 2

	29
	Committee Review 1
	46
	Bias Review

	30
	Content Review #1
	48
	Content Review #1

	31
	Content Review #2
	49
	Content Review #2

	32
	Committee Review 1

	
	

	Status table:

	Code
	Status
	Code
	Status

	1
	In Development
	11
	Not Reviewed

	2
	Senior Review Cycle 1
	12
	Released

	3
	Senior Review Cycle 2
	13
	Used Operationally

	4
	ETS Princeton Review
	14
	Dropped

	5
	In Production
	15
	Emergency Form

	6
	Sent to Printer
	16
	Asterisk Item - DO NOT USE

	7
	DOE Review
	17
	Not Available

	8
	Rejected
	21
	Dropped

	9
	Field Test Ready
	22
	Emergency Form

	10
	Operational Ready

	
	

	Version table:

	Code
	Version

	1
	Original/Unedited

	2
	Version 1

	3
	Version 2

	4
	Version 3

	
	


	Rating results table:

	Code
	RatingResults

	1
	Accepted

	2
	Accepted Revised

	3
	Revised Resubmitted

	4
	Rejected


Number of Testing Materials Ordered
	2012–2013 CELDT Edition Initial and Additional Orders*

	Testing Materials Type
	Testing Materials Orders
	Five Percent Overage
	TOTAL**

	Form 1 Answer Book* 
	1,671,877 
	83,594
	1,755,471

	Form 1 Test Book*
	915,405 
	45,770
	961,175

	Form 1 Examiner’s Manual*
	48,202 
	NA
	48,902

	Large Print
	437
	NA
	437

	Braille
	113
	NA
	113

	
	
	
	
	2,767,808


*Note that the estimated number of testing materials required for the ELPAC may increase or decrease depending on English learner enrollment and the number of local educational agencies in the state. 

**Use this TOTAL to account for per pupil for all activities as appropriate to administering the ELPAC initial assessment and Form 1 of the ELPAC summative assessment. Adding the number of testing materials for Forms 2–6 of the ELPAC summative assessment will increase this TOTAL number.

Codes for Student Demographic Data
Primary Language Codes
	Code
	Language Name
	Code
	Language Name

	56
	Albanian
	51
	Kurdish (Kurdi, Kurmanji)

	11
	Arabic
	47
	Lahu

	12
	Armenian
	10
	Lao

	42
	Assyrian
	07
	Mandarin (Putonghua)

	61
	Bengali
	64
	Marathi

	13
	Burmese
	48
	Marshallese

	03
	Cantonese
	44
	Mien (Yao)

	36
	Cebuano (Visayan)
	49
	Mixteco

	54
	Chaldean
	40
	Pashto

	20
	Chamorro (Guamanian)
	41
	Polish

	39
	Chaozhou (Chiuchow)
	06
	Portuguese

	15
	Dutch
	28
	Punjabi

	16
	Farsi (Persian)
	45
	Rumanian

	05
	Filipino (Pilipino or Tagalog)
	29
	Russian

	17
	French
	30
	Samoan

	18
	German
	52
	Serbo-Croatian (Bosnian, Croatian, and Serbian)

	19
	Greek
	60
	Somali

	43
	Gujarati
	01
	Spanish

	21
	Hebrew
	46
	Taiwanese

	22
	Hindi
	63
	Tamil

	23
	Hmong
	62
	Telugu

	24
	Hungarian
	32
	Thai

	25
	Ilocano
	57
	Tigrinya

	26
	Indonesian
	53
	Toishanese

	27
	Italian
	34
	Tongan

	08
	Japanese
	33
	Turkish

	65
	Kannada
	38
	Ukrainian

	50
	Khmu
	35
	Urdu

	09
	Khmer (Cambodian)
	02
	Vietnamese

	04
	Korean
	99
	All other non-English languages


Primary Disability Codes
	Code
	Primary Disability Types

	000
	Student Receives No Special Education Services

	210
	Mental Retardation/Intellectual Disability (MR/ID)

	220
	Hard of Hearing (HH)

	230
	Deaf (DEAF)/Hearing Impairment (HI)

	240
	Speech or Language Impairment (SLI)

	250
	Visual Impairment (VI)

	260
	Emotional Disturbance (ED)

	270
	Orthopedic Impairment (OI)

	280
	Other Health Impairment (OHI)

	281
	Established Medical Disability

	290
	Specific Learning Disability (SLD)

	300
	Deaf-Blindness (DB)

	310
	Multiple Disabilities (MD)

	320
	Autism (AUT)

	330
	Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI)


Reporting Expectations for Special Studies and Research Projects

Special studies and research conducted by the successful bidder awarded the contract resulting from this Request for Proposal (RFP) must adhere to the American Educational Research Association (AERA) Guidelines for Reporting on Empirical Social Science Research (2006). The following requirements are adapted from the guidelines and represent the basic expectations of the department for reporting results of special studies and research projects contracted for by the California Department of Education (CDE).

Overall, reports on special studies and research projects must be: 

1. Warranted; that is, adequate evidence should be provided to justify the results and conclusions. 

2. Transparent; that is, reporting should make explicit the logic of inquiry and activities that led from the development of the initial interest, topic, problem, or research question; through the definition, collection, and analysis of data or empirical evidence; to the articulated outcomes of the study.

All reports on empirical research submitted to the CDE should include:

A. A problem formulation that provides a clear statement of the purpose and scope of the study. It should describe the question, problem, or issue the study addresses, situate it in context, and describe the approach taken to addressing it.

B. A review of the relevant scholarship that bears directly on the topic of the report. It should include a clear statement of the criteria used to identify and select the relevant scholarship in which the study is grounded. The rationale for the conceptual, methodological, or theoretical orientation of the study should be described and explained with relevant citations to what others have written.

C. A specific and unambiguous description of the design—the way the sources of evidence for data collection or data identification activities selected for and organized in the investigation. Significant developments or alterations in the research questions or design should be described and a rationale for the changes presented.

D. A complete description of the data or empirical materials that were collected, the methods used to collect the data, and the source(s) of the data or materials collected. The means of selection of the sites, groups, participants, events, or other units of study should be described.

E. A complete description of measurement instruments used or classification systems developed to analyze the data. The description must include evidence of the meaningfulness and appropriateness of the measure or classification system for capturing important characteristics of the groups or individuals being studied. With qualitative methods in particular, classification is integral to the data analysis process.

F. The procedures used for analysis should be precisely and transparently described from the beginning of the study through presentation of the outcomes. Descriptive and inferential statistics should be provided for each of the statistical analyses essential to the interpretation of the results. Any considerations that arose in data collection or identified during data analysis and processing that might compromise the validity of the statistical analysis or inferences should be reported.

1. For qualitative studies the procedures used for analysis should be precisely and transparently described from the beginning of the study through presentation of the outcomes. Analytic techniques should be described in sufficient detail to permit understanding of how the data were analyzed and the processes and assumptions underlying specific techniques. Analysis and interpretation should include information about any intended or unintended circumstances that may have significant implications for interpretation of the outcomes, limit their applicability, or compromise their validity. If coding processes are used, the description should include, as relevant, information on the backgrounds and training of the coders; inter-coder reliability or outcomes of reviews by other analysts; and, where relevant, indications of the extent to which those studied (participants) agree with the classifications.

2. For quantitative studies reporting should clearly state what statistical analyses were conducted and the appropriateness of the statistical tests, linking them to the logic of design and any claims or interpretations based on them. For each of the statistical results that is critical to the logic of the design and analysis, there should be included an indication of the uncertainty of the results such as a standard error or a confidence interval. When hypothesis testing is used, the test statistic and its associated significance level should be presented along with a qualitative interpretation of the meaningfulness of the results in terms of the questions the study was intended to answer.

A presentation of conclusions and recommendations that provide a statement of how claims and interpretations address the research problem, question, or issue underlying the research; (b) show how the conclusions connect to support, elaborate, or challenge conclusions in earlier scholarship; and (c) emphasize the theoretical, practical, or methodological implications of the study.
� American Educational Research Association. 2014. Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
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