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1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this procurement is to implement a process to produce a set of
recommendations to assist the National Assessment Governing Board in developing
achievement levels for the 2011and 2013 National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) Writing assessments. Specifically, the requirement is for designing and
conducting an achievement levels-setting activity for the 2011 NAEP for grades 8 and 12
in writing, and for grade 4 writing in 2013, in accordance with the Board’s policies on
standard setting, and for designing and conducting related studies. The Request for
Proposals (RFP) identifies the specific requirements of the Governing Board as detailed
in this Statement of Work.

The achievement levels shall be established by the Board to define what students should
know and be able to do in writing at grades 4, 8, and 12. The achievement levels will be
used for reporting NAEP results to the American public. In arriving at a policy decision
on writing achievement levels, the National Assessment Governing Board will be
informed by the recommendations for the achievement levels produced under this
contract.

2. BACKGROUND

2.1 History of NAEP

For over four decades, NAEP has provided information on the achievement and
performance of students in the United States. The National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), within the Department of Education, has responsibility for
administering NAEP. The National Assessment Governing Board (hereafter referred to as
the Governing Board or the Board) is responsible for setting policy for NAEP.

For most assessments, nationally representative samples of students (from 35,000 to
100,000) are drawn from three grade levels for assessments in various subject areas. The
resulting data on student knowledge and performance have been accompanied by
descriptive background information allowing analyses of a variety of student experiences
and background factors that relate to student achievement. NAEP, known as “The
Nation’s Report Card,” is the most comprehensive and only continuing, valid source of
information on what U.S. students know and can do. Tracking student performance has
permitted the nation to assess U.S. students’ academic progress over time.



2.2

Enabling Legislation for NAEP Achievement Levels

Public Law 107-279— The National Education Statistics Act of 1994, as amended by the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (see excerpts related to the Board and achievement
levels in Appendix A), contains the authorizing legislation for the NAEP as well as for
the Governing Board. The following are among the specific responsibilities assigned to
the Governing Board in the legislation:

Select the subject areas to be assessed (consistent with section 303(b);
Develop appropriate student achievement levels as provided in section 303(e);
Develop guidelines for reporting and disseminating results;

Develop standards and procedures for regional and national comparisons.

Section 303(e) states as follows:

a.

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS-

(1) ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS- The National Assessment Governing Board shall

develop appropriate student achievement levels for each grade or age in each
subject area to be tested under assessments authorized under this section,
except the trend assessment described in subsection (b)(2)(F).

(2) DETERMINATION OF LEVELS-
A. IN GENERAL- Such levels shall--
(1) be determined by--

(I) identifying the knowledge that can be measured and verified objectively using

widely accepted professional assessment standards; and

(IT) developing achievement levels that are consistent with relevant widely

accepted professional assessment standards and based on the appropriate level
of subject matter knowledge for grade levels to be assessed, or the age of the
students, as the case may be.

. NATIONAL CONSENSUS APPROACH- After the determinations described

in subparagraph (A), devising a national consensus approach.

. TRIAL BASIS- The achievement levels shall be used on a trial basis until the

Commissioner for Education Statistics determines, as a result of an evaluation
under subsection (f), that such levels are reasonable, valid, and informative to
the public.

. STATUS- The Commissioner for Education Statistics and the Assessment

Board shall ensure that reports using such levels on a trial basis do so in a
manner that makes clear the status of such levels.



E. UPDATES- Such levels shall be updated as appropriate by the National
Assessment Governing Board in consultation with the Commissioner for
Education Statistics.

The legislation requires that the Board develop achievement levels that are
consistent with relevant, widely accepted, professional assessment standards and
based on the appropriate level of subject matter knowledge for grade levels to be
assessed.

2.3 National Assessment Governing Board Policy on Achievement Levels

To accomplish its legislated responsibilities, the Board has established a policy
framework entitled Developing Student Performance Levels on the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (amended March 4, 1995, http://www.nagb.org/policies/pl’
index.htm ).

The policy specifies:

The purpose for developing student performance levels on NAEP is to
clarify for all readers and users of NAEP data that these are expectations
which stipulate what students should know and should be able to do at
each grade level and in each content area measured by NAEP.

The policy specifies three achievement levels, as follows:
The levels-setting process shall produce three threshold points for each
content area and at each grade level assessed, demarcating entry into three
categories: basic, proficient, and advanced. These levels are defined as:

Proficient This level represents solid academic performance
for each grade assessed. Students reaching this
level have demonstrated competency over
challenging subject matter, including subject-matter
knowledge, application of such knowledge to real
world situations, and analytical skills appropriate
to the subject matter.

Basic This level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for

proficient work at each grade.

Advanced This level signifies superior performance beyond
proficient.

It also specifies:


http://www.nagb.org/policies/pl

Developing achievement levels shall be a widely inclusive activity of the
Board, utilizing a national consensus approach, and providing for the
active participation of teachers, other educators (including curriculum
specialists and school administrators at the local and state levels), and non-
educators including parents, members of the general public, and specialists
in the particular content area;

and:

Proposed achievement levels shall be reviewed by a broad constituency,
including consumers of NAEP data, including policymakers, professional
groups, the states and territories. In carrying out its responsibilities, the
Board will ordinarily engage the services of a contractor who will prepare
recommendations for the Board’s consideration on the levels, the
descriptions, and the exemplar exercises.

The Board’s Achievement Level policy and the guidelines regarding implementation of
the policy are provided in http://www.nagb.org/policies/pl-index.htm .

In addition to the policy highlights and definitions presented above, technical proposals
submitted in response to the Request for Proposals shall reflect the entire scope of the
Board policy in discussing issues and design features of the writing levels-setting activity
for grades 8 and 12 in 2011, and grade 4 in 2013.

2.4  Achievement Levels Activities 1992 through 2009, and 2010 Plans

The Governing Board has completed comprehensive processes to set achievement levels
on the 1992 NAEP assessments in mathematics and reading, the 1994 assessments in
U.S. history and geography, the 1996 assessment in science, the 1998 assessments in
civics and writing, the 2005 assessment in twelfth grade mathematics, the 2006
assessment in twelfth grade economics, and the 2009 assessment in science. These levels
have been used in reporting NAEP results for the subjects in subsequent assessment years
(e.g., in 1994, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2006, and 2007 Report Cardsl). In addition to national
data, assessments in mathematics, reading, writing, and science provide state-level
information on school performance based on comparable, representative samples of
students at grades four and eight. The 2009 Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA)
included 18 large urban districts in the assessments of reading, mathematics, and science.
Although twelfth grade has not been a part of the main NAEP State assessment program,
a pilot study included eleven states in the 2009 assessments of reading and mathematics,
the results of which will be released in late 2010. The number of states included in the
grade 12 assessment for 2011 will be increased, although the number of states that will
volunteer is not yet known.

' The 2010 NAEP Report Card in science is slated for release in late 2010.
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The achievement levels-setting procedures to date were accomplished under the direction
of the Board through contracts with ACT Inc. (Formerly American College Testing). This
work was accomplished with the assistance of a number of technical teams; input from a
broad spectrum of educational, assessment, business, and policy groups and the general
public; involvement of local, state, and federal individuals and organizations; and
evaluations by various technical teams and advisory panels. The achievement levels-
setting process was implemented in accordance with the policy framework, definitions,
and technical procedures outlined in the Board’s Achievement Levels policy. Additional
technical and procedural issues arising from previous levels-setting efforts are presented
in the next section.

Student performance results reported by achievement levels are widely used by

NAEP stakeholders such as educators and policy makers at national and state

levels. The achievement levels provide useful means of understanding and

interpreting NAEP scores, and have been accepted as good indicators of student
performance. For example, most recently, the Final Report on the Evaluation of

NAEP describes the strengths of NAEP achievement levels as follows:

“As a policy decision, achievement levels can be set with consideration of
multiple factors that inform the final decision. In education, the primary source of
evidence comes from studies that involve educators’ judgments about student
performance based on a policy definition...Many of the procedures for setting
achievement levels for NAEP are consistent with professional testing
standards....The use and interpretation of achievement levels are also components
of a program’s validity framework.

Recommendation #3 in the final report states:

“NAEP should continue to explore methodologies for setting achievement levels.
Stakeholders continue to use achievement levels as one means of interpreting
NAEP results...”

Recommendation #4 states:

“The validity evidence collected by NAEP from internal and procedural sources
suggest that the methodology was implemented as intended and that panelists had
a positive experience with the process...the internal and procedural evidence
supports the validity of the process...”

The final report encouraged NAEP to prioritize gathering external validity
evidence that supports the uses and interpretations of its achievement levels.

The Board is committed to reporting achievement level data for all subjects and grades
tested in the National Assessment. Previous achievement levels activities have provided

2Us. Department of Education, Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development, Evaluation of
the National Assessment of Educational Progress, Final Report, Washington DC 2009. Pages 69, 76-77,
and 95.



an excellent foundation upon which to base future levels-setting efforts. The contractor
shall consider the findings of these major levels-setting activities, in the design of
achievement levels-setting procedures for the writing assessment. Notwithstanding the
benefits of past experience, it should be noted that the 2011 NAEP writing assessment is
a new writing assessment framework and is unique in that it is the first wholly
computerized NAEP assessment ever implemented. One must also note that the NAEP
writing assessment is a fully direct assessment of writing, i.e., the exercises are entirely
constructed response and are holistically scored on a multi-point scale. The contractor
shall address these two assessment characteristics in developing the methods and
procedures for the achievement level-setting (ALS) process. The contractor shall follow
the basic tenets and procedures in the Board’s policy on achievement levels throughout
the study.

The 2011 NAEP Writing Framework and the Test Specifications, adopted by the
Governing Board, are available on the Governing Board’s website
(www.nagb.org/frameworks). The framework and test specifications for the 2011 writing
assessment focus on developing a comprehensive and challenging assessment. The
writing content measured by NAEP was informed by international assessments, state
content standards and graduation requirements, research on writing development and
assessment in writing, the craft of writing and technology, and best practices. The writing
framework was widely distributed for public review and evaluation, and the comments
were very positive. The writing NAEP has included direct writing tasks for students
since 1992. The new framework and test specifications call for expanding the contexts for
writing in the 21% century, and they are designed to support the assessment of writing as a
purposeful act of thinking and expression used to accomplish many different goals.
Although NAEP cannot assess all contexts for student writing, the results of the 2011
NAEP Writing assessment will offer new opportunities to understand students’ ability to
make effective choices in relation to a specified purpose and audience for their writing in
an “on-demand” writing situation. In addition, the assessment results will provide
important information about the role and impact of new technologies on writing in K-12
education and the extent to which students at grade 12 are prepared to meet
postsecondary expectations.

2.5 Overview of Technical and Procedural Issues

During the process of setting achievement levels for NAEP, several technical and
procedural issues have been raised and discussed by the Board. The contractor shall
address these issues and others as it sees fit, in its technical approach for setting
achievement levels on the 2011 NAEP writing assessment at grades 8 and 12, and at
grade 4 in 2013.

2.5.1 Standard Setting Methodology

The contractor shall use sound standard-setting methodologies for the 2011/2013
writing achievement levels-setting (ALS) activities. The methods employed shall
have a solid (but not necessarily extensive) research base and shall exhibit all the


www.nagb.org/frameworks

technical characteristics necessary to meet the current psychometric standards in the
field.

Since 1992 a variety of methodologies has been used to develop the achievement
levels in various content areas. The Governing Board has extensive experience with
the modified Angoff procedure for NAEP achievement levels setting. The final
version of the evolution of the methodology for NAEP is represented by the 1998
ALS procedures for civics and writing.

Modifications of the bookmark process were used for setting achievement levels for
the 2005 grade 12 mathematics NAEP3, for the 2006 grade 12 economics NAEP, and
for the 2009 science NAEP.

The Mapmark procedure used for NAEP incorporates item maps to show the
location of each item with respect to the score scale, given a mapping criterion of
RP=.67 (a .67 probability of correct response). The Board has approved the use of
this mapping criterion in previous achievement levels-setting procedures. Because
the actual cut score is determined by the RP criterion, the Board continues to remain
interested in more information regarding achievement levels-setting panelists’
understanding of this criterion and how it impacts the outcomes of the achievement
levels-setting process.

During the last 20 years that NAEP has been developing achievement levels much
standard-setting research has been conducted that has expanded the repertoire of
methodologies available. Many methods involve ratings of test items and the
associated scoring rubrics; several involve ratings of students and student work; yet
others involve ratings of score profiles; and a few are classified as compromise
methods.* The contractor’s work shall further the information available to the
Governing Board regarding appropriate and valid standard-setting methodologies for
a wholly-computerized and constructed response assessment. Although no specific
standard-setting methodology is required, the contractor shall follow these principles
in its study design and execution of the deliverables:

(1) be consistent with the 2011 NAEP writing scoring, scaling, and analysis
technology;

(2) employ sound statistical procedures for computing cutscores and mapping
judgments to the NAEP scale;

(3) maximize the use of available data and minimize the loss of data;

(4) allow participants to consider more complex aspects of NAEP such as the holistic
scoring of constructed responses;

(5) incorporate the use of computers in the ALS process to the extent feasible;

(6) identify all policy decisions in advance, for Board resolution; and

? Ibid, see Chapter 2 of the Final Report which provides a detailed review of the 2005 mathematics
achievement levels which concluded that the achievement levels were sound and valid for NAEP reporting.
* An excellent summary of each of these methods can be found in Hambleton, R.K. & Pitoniak, M.J.
(2006). Setting performance standards. In R. Brennan (Ed.), Educational measurement, 4" ed. (pp. 43311
470). Washington DC: American Council on Education and Westport CT: Praeger Publishers.
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(7) be feasible, clear, concise, simple to explain and implement.

The proposed methodology shall include ways to enhance the procedural validity of
the process and evidence of the external validity of the outcomes.

2.5.2 Use of Feedback during the ALS Process

The Board is interested in informing the judgments of panelists efficiently and
effectively through the provision of feedback. The contractor must provide detailed
information regarding the feedback to be provided to inform panelists about their
judgments. The contractor shall also show ways to inform the panelists about the
relationships of their judgments to student performance and the achievement levels
definitions and to provide a rationale for the feedback information, including the
timing and frequency of such feedback. The proposal shall provide sample feedback,
including numeric, graphic, and interactive formats, to provide a rationale for the
feedback information, including the timing and frequency of such feedback. Types of
feedback shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(1) p-value data for each item, overall and conditional on each rubric score
point;

(2) inter-rater consistency data;
(3) intra-rater consistency data;

(4) impact or consequences data (provided at least once during the standard-
setting process and prior to recommendations of final cutscores).

2.5.3 Training and Instructions for Panelists

The largest investment in standard setting is in the training procedures that are used to
ready panelists to make their judgments and to provide NAGB with well-informed
recommendations. It is, therefore, important that the contractor shall create training
as standardized as possible across the various grades and subgroups within the grades.
All panelists at all grade levels shall view the same training materials and hear a
consistent interpretation from the lead trainer. Consequently, plenary sessions for all
participants shall be implemented at several points throughout the standard-setting
sessions, including, but not limited to, the following:

(1) overview of the entire process and the agenda, specific activities, and time
allotted;

(2) context of the standard-setting study, including purpose of the assessment, how it
was developed, content coverage, why achievement levels are being developed,
role of panelists, and role of Board;

(3) instruction in the 2011 writing framework, assessment and item specifications,
and scoring rubrics;

(4) instruction in understanding and internalizing the achievement level descriptions
and borderline performance;

(5) instruction in the standard-setting methodology being used;

(6) instruction in specific process tasks (e.g., rating tasks) panelists will complete;



(7) instruction in all feedback;

(8) review of cutscores, cut score variability, and impact data; and

(9) instruction in the use of new information when first introduced for
implementation in the process.

The Standards’ support the need for thorough training for participants, “Special care
must be taken to assure that judges have a sound basis for making the judgments
requested. Thorough familiarity with descriptions of different proficiency categories,
practice of judging task difficulty with feedback on accuracy, the experience of
actually taking a form of the test, feedback on the failure rates entailed by provisional
standards, and other forms of information may be beneficial in helping judges to
reach sound and principled decisions.

(p. 60)”

The contractor shall structure the training process so that the panelists are introduced
to the “big” picture in the plenary sessions to indicate the tasks they will be
completing. They then must be given more detailed instruction and training in the
implementation of the instructions, with ample opportunity for asking questions and
discussion with their peers in the breakout groups, under the direction of process and
content facilitators. The training modules should build on one another so that there
are appropriate amounts of repetition and reinforcement throughout the process.

Facilitators provided by the contractor shall include a lead trainer who assumes
responsibility for the plenary sessions and for ensuring standardization in the process,
as well as content and process facilitators who assume responsibility for each grade
level group. Depending on the role of computers in the training proposed, there may
be a need for one or more technical/computer facilitators as well. The contractor
shall provide credentials of proposed facilitators to demonstrate their technical and
content expertise.

Due to the nature of the 2011 NAEP writing assessment, the contractor shall provide
information and some initial training materials in advance of convening the panelists
to maximize efficient and effective use of time for the ALS process. The contractor
shall use the most current, innovative and cost-effective methods for training
panelists. The contractor shall consider use of interactive web-based training and
other innovative modes for delivery of training, along with a clear rationale for the
timing and materials to be provided via each mode of training.

2.5.4 Composition, Size, and Timing of Panels

The composition of the achievement levels panels—two-thirds educators and one-
third non-educators—has been deemed appropriate by the Board since the beginning
of its standard setting initiative in 1992. According to Board policy, the panelists
must represent a balance of demographic characteristics such as gender,

5 AERA, APA, NCME. (1999). Standards for educational and psychological testing. Washington, DC: AERA.



race/ethnicity, and geographic region. Issues relating to the panel size and timing of
the panel meetings will depend on the overall design proposed by the offeror.
Sufficient time is essential for the panelists to receive training and perform the ALS
tasks appropriately. In addition, the scheduling of meetings should provide for the
maximum time possible for all components of the achievement levels process,
including Board direction and decision-making, as well as the preparation of reports
of the NAEP results in terms of the achievement levels.

2.5.5 Judgments Using Empirical Data

Consistent with the Board’s policy, the achievement level panelists should be
presented with extensive information regarding the assessment. At an appropriate
time during the levels-setting activities, the contractor shall present participants with
actual student performance on the assessment items and with information regarding
performance over all items relative to the proposed cut scores. The rationale for
providing panelists with the specific empirical data, the timing of the introduction of
such information within the process, and the impact on the panelists’ ratings must be
clearly specified and documented. Offerors shall recommend data both to inform the
panelists’ judgments during the levels-setting activities and to inform the Board’s
decision regarding the achievement levels.

2.5.6 Describing the Achievement Levels

The Governing Board will engage content experts, outside the scope of this
procurement, to develop final achievement level descriptions from the preliminary
descriptions that appear in the 2011 NAEP Writing Framework
(www.nagb.org/frameworks). The Governing Board will provide the final
recommended descriptions to the contractor to use in the ALS process. The
descriptions are the fundamental component of NAEP achievement levels, and they
shall be central to the judgmental process.

2.5.7 Policy Guidance for Developing the Achievement Levels

The Governing Board has established policy guidelines and procedures for
developing achievement levels. These documents are referenced earlier as
http://www.nagb.org/policies/pl-index.htm . Offerors are to ensure that these are
taken into account when submitting responses to the RFP. In addition, composition
of the panels described above must adhere to the specific requirements stated in the
policy guidance.

2.6 Technical Direction of the Contract

The process by which the National Assessment Governing Board reaches decisions on
the achievement levels for the writing assessments will be informed by the technical
work of this contract. For achievement levels-setting initiatives, the Board has assigned
the Committee on Standards, Design and Methodology (COSDAM) the responsibility to
monitor and oversee the levels-setting process. The performance of this work shall be
subject to the direction of the Governing Board Contracting Officer (CO), guided by the
Contracting Officer’s Representative’s (COR’s) technical direction.


http://www.nagb.org/policies/pl-index.htm
www.nagb.org/frameworks

Such technical direction shall consist of, but shall not be limited to, the following
activities:

* Monitoring the contractor’s performance to ensure compliance with the technical
requirements of the contract;

* Providing direction to the contractor to ensure compliance with appropriate Board
policies and specifications as contained in the appendices to this statement of work
and as communicated through regularly scheduled reviews of work-in-progress by
COSDAM and the Board; and

» Recommending to the Contracting Officer final acceptance or rejection of all
deliverables based on the review and disposition of deliverables by COSDAM and the
Board.

The contractor shall work closely with the COR in all aspects of the work and
communicate at least once per week to report on the project status. The ability of the
contractor’s staff to communicate effectively and productively with the COR is critical.
The COR will closely monitor the contractor’s work to ensure performance of activities
as specified in the contract and to guarantee technical quality, policy relevance, and
objectivity. All contract-related communications or proposed changes in the scope of
work will be directed to the Contracting Officer. All deliverables shall be sent to the CO,
with a copy to the COR.

The Contractor shall appoint an external Technical Advisory Committee on Standard
Setting (TACSS) to advise the contractor. The TACSS shall be constituted as follows:
(1) a minimum of five well-respected measurement experts with
national/international reputations;
(2) members shall have expertise in large-scale assessment standard-setting;
(3) at least one member shall have prior experience in NAEP standard setting;
(4) at least one member who is a state testing director/coordinator;
(5) arepresentative of the Design, Analysis, and Reporting (DAR) contractor
(currently ETS) for NAEP.

Letters of agreement from proposed TACSS members to serve as consultants/advisors to
the contractor shall be included with the proposal submission. The contractor shall not
engage the services of the consultants at proposed costs without the prior approval of the
Contracting Officer.

Monthly meetings shall be scheduled for technical reviews of past and future activities
and requirements for achievement levels setting work. These meetings will include the
Project Director and the COR for the writing NAEP achievement levels setting work and
the COR for the National Center for Education Statistics and the DAR Project Director
for the writing NAEP analysis work. Additional staff may be included at the discretion
of the respective projective directors and CORs. These meetings will be conducted via
teleconference and web-based conferencing.
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2.7 Item Security and Data Release

The Governing Board is especially sensitive to the fact that many groups and individuals
will have access to various parts of the secure NAEP item pool during the achievement
levels-setting process, and they will have information on item data prior to the official
release of data. The contractor shall ensure that data is securely controlled as well as
confidentiality maintained by employees at all times. Security is a serious concern and it
is the contractor’s responsibility to guarantee security for NAEP materials once in the
contractor’s control.

It is the responsibility of the contractor to develop an effective security procedure,
demonstrate how security procedures will be employed and to follow its security plan at
all times during the contract. The contractor shall specifically address security procedures
for (1) item distribution, (2) item review, (3) data review, and (4) hotel and other staff
security maintenance. The contractor shall include security procedures and plans in a
Design Document to be produced as specified under Task 2 in the Scope of Work,
described in Section 3.2.2 below. These plans must be approved in writing by the CO
before implementation.

NCES requires that any person(s) who will be reviewing or using secure data or materials
sign compliance forms during the course of this contract. These forms will be supplied by
the COR for the contractor to complete. The contractor shall forward two copies of all
compliance forms to the COR, with a copy to the CO, who will forward one copy to the
NCES COR for the NAEP Design, Analysis, and Reporting (DAR) contractor and retain
the second for NAGB’s records.

3. SCOPE OF WORK

3.1 Overview of the Procurement

In planning for and setting achievement levels for the 2011 writing assessment, the
contractor shall perform the following tasks and provide the following services:

(A)Design a process to assist the Board in setting achievement levels on the 2011 writing
assessment for grades 8 and 12, and for grade 4 writing in 2013. The process must
conform to the policy framework, definitions, and technical procedures outlined in
the Board’s policy on setting achievement levels (see
http://www.nagb.org/policies/pl-index.htm ). This policy states that the Board will
define three levels of achievement — basic, proficient, and advanced — for each
grade and subject tested by the National Assessment.

For this procurement, the offeror is required to design a procedure for implementing a
technically sound methodology for setting writing achievement levels modified to
comply with the specific requirements of Governing Board policies and this statement
of work, and consistent with the specific characteristics of the assessment, and
reflecting the principles outlined in Section 2.5.
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(B) Design a small-scale field trial for the purpose of testing the computer-based
procedures and processes to be implemented. This may involve a small scale study
for each grade, but it must be implemented as a panel study prior to implementation
of the pilot study for each grade level.

(C) Design a pilot study to implement the exact procedures designed for setting the 2011
NAEP Writing achievement levels. (See the report for 2006 economics pilot at
www.nagb.org/publications/achievement. Additional resources are available at
www.nagb.org.) A smaller number of panelists may be considered for the pilot study,
but the number shall be sufficient to produce reliable results.

(D)Design a special study to be implemented in the pilot study using NAEP (non!!
released) prompts and writing assessment materials from the 2007 writing
assessments at grades 8 and 12 to set cut scores using 2011 NAEP achievement levels
descriptions. This shall be a small scale study using the same panel design and
composition for the special study as for the pilot study. The study will be embedded
in the pilot study, with separate panels for the separate study. This research study is
for the purpose of providing information for exploring the relationship between
performance on the new computer-based assessment and the previous paper and
pencil assessment.

(E) Conduct the achievement levels-setting process to use the informed judgments of
well-qualified and broadly representative panels to recommend achievement level cut
scores consistent with the achievement levels definitions for basic, proficient, and
advanced levels and to identify exemplar prompts/responses for each level.

(F) Design a process to capture and document the elements of the achievement levels-
setting process and panelists’ reactions to each. The extent to which this information
provides evidence of procedural validity shall be evaluated and reported.

(G)Design, implement, and report on research to provide the Board with validity
information relevant to evaluating the cut scores recommended and to assist the
Board in reaching a policy decision regarding the achievement levels to use for
reporting student performance on the 2011 writing NAEP.

(H)Produce a final report of the recommended descriptions, cut scores, and exemplar
items for the achievement levels that documents the process and provides
recommendations for future levels-setting efforts. The Governing Board plans to
distribute these reports widely to various assessment and subject-matter stakeholders.
Thus, the reports must be technically precise and complete, as well as comprehensible
to a wide-ranging audience. The report quality should meet professional standards
for publication.

(I) Ensure the effectiveness of the achievement levels-setting process. The contractor,

under the technical direction of the COR and following the policies of COSDAM,
shall:
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10.

Address the policy and technical issues relevant to establishing achievement
levels for the 2011 NAEP writing.

Design achievement levels-setting activities to conform to the Board’s policies
on achievement levels, with appropriate modifications for the unique design,
format, and implementation of the writing assessment and other requirements
specified in the procurement.

Obtain comment from a broad spectrum of educators, policymakers, and the
general public on the levels-setting design described in the Design Document
specified in Task 2 of the Scope of Work.

Engage a broadly representative and well-qualified group of state and local
educators (public and private), scholars, writers, employers, business and civic
group representatives, and other interested citizens to serve as panelists in
carrying out the achievement levels-setting activities.

Conduct the achievement levels-setting activities; perform analyses on the data
obtained from the procedures; produce achievement levels that are technically
sound and coherent.

Design and implement a procedure for selection of prompts and student
responses to illustrate each level of achievement at each grade level and
recommend those to the Board to be used for reporting results on the 2011
writing assessment.

Design and implement studies to collect information in support of the procedural
validity of the recommended achievement levels. The Board wishes to have
evidence of the procedural validity of the process and of the external validity of
the outcomes. Further evidence of external validity will be collected under a
separate contract.

Produce a series of reports of the final recommended achievement levels,
descriptions, and exemplar prompts/responses and the methodological and
technical procedures implemented to generate and support the validity of the
recommended levels. These reports collectively shall provide detailed
documentation of the writing achievement levels-setting process, as well as
recommendations for future achievement levels-setting efforts.

Provide reports on progress of the contract to COSDAM and to the Board for
each quarterly Board meeting

Attend meetings and provide reports on the progress of contract work to select

meetings of committees, panels, and advisory groups in support of the NAEP
program.
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3.2 Procurement Tasks

To accomplish the purposes of this procurement, the contractor shall carry out the tasks
outlined below and shall be expected to engage in creative, effective, and cost-efficient
approaches to accomplish the setting of achievement levels on the 2011 writing
assessment.

3.2.1 Taskl: Develop Planning Document

Within 10 calendar days following the award of the contract, the contractor’s key
management staff will meet with the CO, COR and other key Governing Board staff in
Washington, D.C. to further understand the details of work to be done and make any
necessary schedule changes. If necessary, the meeting will also clarify the working
relationships that will exist among the parties in accomplishing tasks identified in this
scope of work.

Based on the schedule of activities discussed and the agreements reached at this initial
meeting, the contractor shall prepare and provide to the CO, with a copy to the COR, a
Planning Document which, like the technical proposal, further outlines by task, as well as
chronologically for the contract period, each activity to be performed under this
procurement in a level of detail that allows long-range planning for the Board and Board
staff. This Planning Document shall also serve as a monitoring document for keeping the
contract on schedule. The Planning Document shall be submitted within thirty calendar
days of the award of the contract. Upon request by the COR, the contractor shall provide
an updated version of the Planning Document to reflect changes in the schedule of
activities. The contractor shall submit two printed copies of the updated version will be
submitted with one copy in electronic format in Microsoft Word 2007.

3.2.2 Task 2: Design Achievement Levels-setting Procedures and Produce a
Design Document

The contractor shall develop a comprehensive document, which provides the rationale for
the design of the achievement levels-setting activities for the 2011 grades 8 and 12 and
2013 grade 4 writing assessments. (See the table in Section 3.3 for a list of project
deliverables.)

In developing the rationale for the design, the contractor shall follow the Board’s policy
on setting achievement levels. In addition to other factors, the design rationale must
clearly reflect consideration of the following.

A. Outcomes and issues related to the activities of the Board regarding the previous
establishment of achievement levels;

B. The unique design features of the 2011 writing assessment (Please see the Writing
Framework and Test Specifications at www.nagb.org/frameworks for details);

C. Relevant research and advances in the field of standard setting.
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The contractor shall make the designs creative and effective in the descriptions of
panelists’ tasks; the presentations of training, instructional, and informational materials;
the displays of performance results and other feedback; the use of technology to collect,
analyze and report panelists’ recommended levels; the collection of procedural validity
evidence, and other components of the achievement levels activities. The Governing
Board is particularly interested in ways to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the
achievement levels-setting process through the use of computers in the process.

The design document for the writing ALS process shall include, but not be limited to,
discussions of the following features of the process.

A. Achievement Levels-Setting Methodology —The Governing Board has
experience with a variety of methodologies for setting achievement levels on
polytomous items. The 1992 writing standard setting employed a ‘paper selection’
method in which student response papers were selected to represent the standards.
The ‘ACT/NAGB’ method was used for the 1998 writing ALS, which employed a
‘mean estimation’ method. In addition, a number of alternative methods for setting
standards on polytomous items were used in field studies and pilot studies from 1992
through 1998 (though never operationally implemented), including the ‘percent
correct’ method in the 1994 U.S. history pilot; the ‘proportional’ method for the 1994
geography pilot; the ‘Hybrid’, ‘ISSE’, and Booklet Classification methods for the
1998 writing field trial; the ‘Reckase’ method; and an ‘item mapping’ method for the
1998 field trial in civics.®

Since 2000, the Board has gained experience with the ‘Mapmark’ method, a variation
on the ‘Bookmark’ process. This method was implemented for the 2005 grade 12
mathematics ALS; a modification, ‘Mapmark with whole booklets’, was implemented
in the 2006 grade 12 economics standard setting; and Mapmark was again used in the
2009 science assessment ALS in grades 4,8, and 12.

Except for writing, each of these earlier assessment were a mix of dichotomous and
polytomous items, and were administered using a paper-and-pencil format. The
current writing assessment in this contract is wholly computer-administered, and
consists solely of constructed response exercises, scored on a multi-point holistic
scale. Therefore, the contractor shall explore various alternative designs for the
standard setting process, and recommend a procedure for setting achievement levels
for writing at grades 4, 8, and 12.

The panelists will need to use computers to take the NAEP assessment and to
understand the process that students experience. Further, the use of computers shall
be incorporated into the ALS process to the extent feasible. It is not the Board’s
intent that the entire ALS process be computer-based. Computers used in the NAEP
writing administration will be made available to the contractor for use by the panelists

® Loomis, S.C. & Bourque, M.L. (2001). From tradition to innovation: Standard setting on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress. In G.J. Cizek (Ed.) Setting performance standards: Concepts,
methods, and perspectives (pp. 175-217). Mahwah NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.
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throughout the writing achievement levels-setting process. Computers to be used for
the ALS process—for collecting ratings of ALS panelists, providing feedback about
the ratings, collecting evaluation data, or computing cut scores, for example—must be
provided by the contractor. Each panelist shall have two computers available for use
throughout the process.

The recommended methodology must meet all requirements for NAEP achievement
levels setting. The contractor must provide a rationale for this methodology and
explain the reasons why this procedure is being recommended. It would be helpful to
the Board to be able to review both the pros and cons of various methods the
contractor considered as reasonable alternatives for the writing NAEP, along with the
contractor’s final recommendation proposed for this work.

A small-scale field trial shall be conducted for the purpose of testing the logistics
associated with the use of computers during the ALS process. In addition, the
contractor shall execute a pilot study to implement the exact procedure planned for
the operational achievement levels-setting process. The contractor is encouraged to
be innovative and to propose a cost efficient design for the studies that maintains the
independence of the outcomes of the panels. The size of panels for the pilot may be
smaller than that proposed for the operational achievement levels-setting panels, but
in all cases the pilot panel size (ideally 20 at each grade level) shall be adequate to
provide evidence of the technical soundness of the procedures implemented.

The offeror shall demonstrate an understanding of the procedures and describe the
general plan for implementation of each element. The descriptions shall include an
evaluation of the proposed methodology, significant citations in the literature,
documented use by state(s) or other large-scale assessment programs, and other
supporting information.

B. Achievement Levels Panels — Procedures shall be outlined for obtaining broadly
representative panelists to participate in the achievement levels activities. All panelists
must be well qualified by content knowledge and by familiarity with the knowledge,
skills, and abilities in writing of students in the grade level assessed by NAEP for
which the panelist is to serve as a member. Panels shall be composed of two-thirds
(70%) educators and one-third (30%) non-educators and reflect an overall balance of
gender, race/ethnicity, and geographic location. Classroom teachers currently engaged
in writing/language arts instruction at the grade level assessed by NAEP (4™, 8" and
12™) should comprise 55% of the group. Other educators comprising 15% of the group
should include individuals such as post-secondary writing/language arts faculty
teaching introductory courses, high school writing/language arts education faculty,
literacy coaches, and state and local curriculum directors. Representatives of the
general public should have background or experience in the craft of writing and with
students in the general age and grade level of the assessment.
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The offeror shall identify a sufficient number of panelists to employ a split or parallel
panel design in the standard-setting process. A parallel panel design at each grade
level has been used in earlier standard-setting processes with great advantage, not the
least of which is providing some initial validity evidence for the standards being
recommended.

The pilot shall include a special study using previous NAEP (non-released) prompts
and writing assessment materials to set cut scores using 2011 NAEP achievement
levels descriptions. This shall be a small scale study using replicate panels for the
pilot study only. This research study is for the purpose of providing information for
exploring the relationship between performance on the new computer-based
assessment to the previous paper and pencil assessment.

An honorarium of up to $100 per day will be paid to all NAEP achievement levels-
setting panelists (operational, pilot study, and field trial). In addition, expenses for
travel, meals, and lodging in compliance with Federal Travel Regulations will be
paid, and substitute teacher costs will be reimbursed directly to schools. For purposes
of providing cost estimates, the contractor may offer an average of $100 per day for
substitute teacher reimbursements. The contractor may propose other incentives to
encourage panelists’ participation, but justification must be provided to support the
effectiveness of the incentive.

C. Briefing Materials — The contractor shall outline in the design document the
types of background materials to be compiled and disseminated in advance of the
meetings to the achievement levels participants for each procedure. These materials
are intended to orient the panelists to the purpose of the activity; provide information
on NAEP, The National Assessment Governing Board, and the NAEP writing
assessment; and provide the appropriate frame of reference.

D. Achievement Levels Setting - The discussion of the actual levels-setting tasks
shall outline the nature of the tasks and the procedures to be implemented. This will
include the training of panelists; the contractor’s key staff involved; the number,
timing, and length of panel meetings; and the type and scheduling of information
presented to panelists. Each levels-setting activity must include a segment in which
panelists take a grade-level form of the writing NAEP assessment under conditions as
similar as practicable to the NAEP administration procedures.

Information on student performance relative to the achievement levels shall be
presented to panelists as feedback during the process. However, the initial panelists’
judgments shall be based solely on the achievement levels definitions and the
panelists’ understanding of the framework, scoring system, and students’ responses
unlinked to any scoring data regarding actual student performance. Thereafter,
feedback shall be provided to panelists, including student performance data and
impact data. Previous experiences with NAEP achievement levels-setting activities
shall be explicitly taken into account in the design of each proposed process.
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E. Information Processing and Feedback- The design document shall present plans for
panelists’ computerized data entry, and the contactor’s proposed analysis of data obtained
from all phases of the ALS activities. Offerors are encouraged to take full advantage of
the latest technology in the process of training and providing information to panelists and
in the process of capturing judgments and other information from panelists. Offerors shall
also provide sample of feedback they plan on using to inform panelists of their judgments
(both individual and groups). Plans shall also outline a strategy for examining and
displaying results for presentation to COSDAM and to the full Board.

F. Achievement Levels Descriptions and Sample Exercises/Responses —The
Governing Board shall conduct a process, outside the scope of this procurement, to
finalize the achievement levels descriptions. The Governing Board will provide the final
descriptions to be used in the achievement levels process to the contractor at least two
weeks before the Design Document due date. The contractor shall design and implement
a procedure for the selection of sample exercises and student responses to represent each
achievement level, taking into account both the verbal descriptions and the numerical cut
scores associated with each level. The exercises are to be used to illustrate the
knowledge, skills, and abilities in writing attained by students performing at each level of
achievement. The selection of exemplar items is a task of the achievement levels-setting
panel and should be scheduled just after the final cut scores have been recommended.
The exemplar items will be included in the Board’s evaluation of the outcomes of the
ALS process. The contractor may propose ways to vet the exemplar items to recommend
to the Governing Board.

G. Public Comment — The contractor shall describe procedures for collecting public
comment from a broad spectrum of groups and individuals concerned with the design of
the writing levels-setting procedures. In addition, the contractor is encouraged to design
procedures to collect public comment regarding the outcomes of the levels-setting
procedures. Comments shall be obtained from the education community—public and
private—including state testing directors and writing/language arts curriculum
coordinators, and from key stakeholder groups in the business community. The
contractor shall produce a detailed plan for announcing the public comment component to
ensure a high rate of response. The information generated through collection of public
comment may contribute to the evidence regarding the validity of the process.

The contractor shall submit the Design Document specified in this section to the National

Assessment Governing Board through the CO for review, recommendations, and/or
approval within 90 days of the award of the contract.
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3.2.3

Task 3: Conduct Achievement Levels-Setting Process

Task 3 is to implement the Design Document developed in Task 2 in order to generate
recommendations that will assist the Board in establishing achievement levels on the
NAEP 2011 writing assessment. The following timeline presents the projected dates for
key activities associated with the 2011 writing assessment for grades 8 and 12 and
reporting of results and the 2013 writing assessment at grade 4 and reporting of results.
Please note that some dates may change; all dates are subject to the operational and
reporting timelines established by NCES and the Board.

NAEP Writing Assessment Schedule

Activity

Projected Dates*

Operational 2011 Writing Assessment for grades
8 and 12

February — March
2011

e Scoring Item Data
e Scaling and Analysis of Data April — June 2011
e Data Available to Achievement Level-setting Contractor | June — August 2011
e Governing Board Sets Writing Achievement Levels for September 2011
Grades 8 and 12 May 2012
e Release the Nation’s Report Card for 2011 Writing,
Grade 8 and 12 September 2012
e QOperational 2013 Writing Assessment for Grade 4 February — March
e Scoring Item Data 2013
e Scaling and Analysis of Data April — June 2013
e Data Available to Achievement Levels-setting Contractor | June — August 2013
e Governing Board Sets 2013 Writing Achievement Levels | September 2013
for Grade 4 May 2014
e Release The Nation’s Report Card for 2013 Writing
Grade 4 August 2014

*These dates are approximate with each activity dependent on the previous ones. Exact
dates will be finalized after NCES and the Board negotiate key dates with their
contractors.

In planning and conducting the ALS work, the contractor shall coordinate all project
tasks with the assessment schedule, allowing adequate time for review and decision-
making by the COR, COSDAM, and the Board. For planning purposes, the contractor
should allow 30 calendar days for review and evaluation of the Design Document and
results from any panel meetings approved for implementation in this contract. The
contractor may schedule 10 working days for reviews that only involve the Governing
Board COR.
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The contractor shall:

(A)Identify specific groups and individuals to be involved in the achievement levels-
setting process.

(B) Describe the roles of various participants in the achievement levels-setting process.
The ALS process shall be designed to ensure the active involvement of relevant
groups and individuals once they have been identified and asked to participate.

(C) Develop a set of public comment collection activities that may include, but will not
be limited to, meetings, canvassing of various groups and individuals, hearings, and
written and oral communication that represent the contractor’s best effort to involve a
broadly representative group in developing the achievement levels-setting activities
and recommendations for the Governing Board.

(D)Be responsible for all plans and costs of logistical arrangements related to
implementation of the proposed set of activities. Timelines for these activities shall be
provided to the COR well in advance of their occurrence, and in accordance with the
timelines specified in the approved Planning Document. Such arrangements include,
but are not limited to the following activities.

1.

2.

W

.°\

10.

11.

Arranging for suitable meeting space and equipment to support the ALS
process

Making all travel, lodging, and group meal arrangements and paying for or
reimbursing expenses for meeting participants (exclusive of outside observers,
evaluators, Board members, and Governing Board staff). Reimbursement of
lodging and meals shall be in accordance with Federal Travel Regulations (see
www.gsa.gov for current per diem amounts).

Reimbursing the cost of substitute teachers for teacher panelists

Paying honorarium to panelists

Collecting signed non-disclosure agreements prior to distribution of secure
materials

Developing meeting agendas

Preparing briefing materials and disseminating the materials at appropriate
times

Preparing and making available minutes or transcripts of all meetings and
conferences within one week following the relevant meeting or conference
Obtaining the NAEP writing test prompts, student responses, performance
data, and any other data needed to inform panelists and implement the ALS
process from the NAEP Design, Analysis, and Reporting (DAR) contractor,
via the Governing Board COR

Preparing all training materials with any associated computerized
presentations and data collection software

Conducting meetings for the achievement levels-setting activities
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12. Establishing quality control checks on panelist-entered data (e.g., out-of-range
or out-of sequence data), verifying all panelist-entered data, analyzing, and
reporting all data resulting from the achievement levels activities

13. Preparing and presenting reports for COSDAM and the Board

14. Providing courtesy responses to all participants for the Board including
preparation of individual letters of commendation and appreciation for the
COR’s signature

15. Preparing and distributing press releases to the local newspapers of panelists
to notify the local community of the contributions of the panelists.

The contractor shall arrange for working lunches for participants in the achievement
levels-setting panels. These lunches are to be provided on-site in order to minimize the
time requirements for meals. Previous experience indicates that panel meetings extend
for approximately 10 hours each day. In order to stay within that very long working day,
it is necessary to provide lunches for panelists to allow them to continue talking and
exchanging ideas regarding the judgmental process of setting achievement levels.
Participants will be required to arrange for breakfast and dinner on their own, before and
after the achievement levels procedures have been implemented each day. This
arrangement has proven to be necessary for completion of the tasks at appropriate times
to complete the work, and it has proven to be the most cost efficient procedure. The
contractor shall not reimburse per diem expenses for the meals provided to the attendees
during the achievement levels-setting meetings. All other meals required during the
period of travel and participation in the achievement levels-setting process will be
reimbursed at the government per diem rate for the meeting site, minus the amount spent
on the provided meals.

(E) The contractor shall organize and structure the project to encourage effective
participation of various groups and ensure appropriate timing of activities. Plans to
accomplish this and pertinent timelines will be addressed in the offeror’s proposal. It
is critical that stakeholders be given the maximum opportunity to participate in the
decision-making process.

(F) The contractor shall identify a minimum of five (5) outside technical consultants to
serve on the Technical Advisory Committee on Standard Setting (TACSS). The
TACSS must include individuals with expertise in NAEP scaling and analysis
procedures and in achievement levels-setting procedures. At least one TACSS
member shall have been involved in a previous NAEP achievement levels-setting
process for the Board. In addition, one member of the Design, Analysis, and
Reporting contractor’s staff who is directly involved with all operational procedures
involving NAEP data scaling and analysis shall be included on the TACSS. (ETS,
Inc. is currently the Design, Analysis, and Reporting contractor. The COR will notify
the achievement levels-setting contractor of the ETS representative to serve on the
TACSS when the person has been named.) Finally, at least one state testing
director/coordinator shall be included. Names, affiliations, background résumé, and
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Letters of Agreement from proposed TACSS members shall be provided in the
proposal for Governing Board approval.

While the contractor is required to engage a broad range of highly technical persons
in advising on all technical issues that are raised during the period of this contract, all
decisions, advice, and recommendations made to the Board shall be the sole
responsibility of the contractor.

The contractor shall schedule twelve two-day in-person TACSS meetings over the
course of the ALS process for the 2011 writing NAEP for grades 8 and 12 and
approximately six two-day in-person TACSS meetings over the course of the ALS
process for the 2013 writing NAEP for grade 4. These TACSS meetings shall occur
at key points during the planning and implementation phases of the contract. The
contractor should fully inform TACSS and promote effective advice on all technical
aspects of the project.

The contractor shall arrange travel and lodging for the technical advisors. The most
efficient and cost effective plan for technical panel meetings is to have technical
advisors travel on meeting dates, when feasible. This arrangement minimizes the
number of nights for which lodging is required while maximizing the hours available
for effective meeting time. In order to maximize effective meeting time, however, it
is generally necessary for the contractor to provide working lunches to the
participants at the technical committee meetings so that the presentations and
discussions of technical issues and resolutions can continue. Attendees will be
expected to make their own arrangements for breakfasts and dinners which will be
scheduled outside the meeting times. Per diem expenses for the meals provided to
attendees will not be reimbursed. All other meals associated with attendance at
technical committee meetings are to be reimbursed at the government per diem rate
for the meeting site, minus the cost of the lunch.

(G) The contractor is responsible for providing all numerical and other data necessary to
calculate the final recommended achievement level cut scores and to identify items
selected to illustrate each achievement level. The Design, Analysis, and Reporting
contractor to NCES is ultimately responsible for ensuring that the data are mapped
onto the NAEP scale for reporting NAEP results. The ALS contractor and DAR
contractor will participate in monthly meetings with the respective CORs to help
assure that all appropriate information and materials are shared efficiently and
effectively.

(H) One or more key staff of the contractor (to be specified by the COR) shall be
expected to attend the Governing Board quarterly meetings and any special meetings
of COSDAM or the Board that may be required to facilitate the goals of this contract.
In addition, one or more key persons on the contractor’s ALS staff may be asked to
prepare and present reports on contract activities to other groups that advise the
NAEP program.
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The projected dates of the Governing Board meetings are posted at www.nagb.org at
http://nagb.org/newsroom/b-meeting-date.htm .

For planning purposes, the project director or one other key member of the
contractor’s project staff shall attend all Governing Board meetings and make
presentations regarding the activities of the project. Further, the contractor shall plan
for at least two extra meetings of COSDAM when the contractor’s key staff will fully
brief the Committee on the results of the ALS process during a one-day meeting. One
or two members of the TACSS may also be invited to attend the meeting, with
approval of the COR, and should be used for budget and personnel estimation
purposes.

Task 3 must be completed in time for the resulting cut scores and illustrative items to be
used for reporting the 2011 Writing NAEP. The current plan is to report the results by
September 2012. To meet this schedule, several targets must be met.

1. First, the pilot study must be conducted and a report prepared for presentation to
COSDAM at the March 2012 meeting of the Governing Board.

2. The achievement levels panel must be convened and a report prepared for
presentation to COSDAM in a focused briefing session in March 2012.

3. An Interim Report of the recommendations resulting from the levels-setting activities
and the collection of additional evidence shall be due at least 2 weeks prior to the
May 2012 meeting of the Board to allow adequate time for Board input and decision-
making regarding the achievement levels.

4. The contractor must be prepared to recommend achievement levels to the Governing
Board at the May 2012 quarterly Board meeting in order to have the report released in
September 2012.

3.2.4 Task 4: Develop Final Reports

The achievement levels are the primary means of reporting student performance for The
Nation’s Report Card. ™ Documentation of the process is a vital part of setting and
reporting NAEP achievement levels. The quality and content of the final reports
prepared by the contractor is of utmost importance to the Governing Board. The
contractor shall prepare two comprehensive final reports for the 2011 writing NAEP ALS
process for grades 8 and 12 and two for the 2013 writing NAEP ALS process for grade 4.
While other aspects of the final reports are deemed important, the following two
requirements for the final reports shall be fully met. The first requirement is to provide a
clearly stated and well-organized documentation of the logistic, methodological, and
technical aspects of the ALS process for the Board. The second requirement is to assure
that these reports are of a quality and style that will yield information accessible to the
broad audience for NAEP achievement levels. The audience for the reports is the
Governing Board, the education community, education policy makers, and the general
public.
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When submitting all final reports, the contractor shall include an executive summary, the
full text and discussion, and appendices containing all relevant tabularized materials, as
well as a listing of (a) members of the Governing Board; (b) members of COSDAM; (c)
the Governing Board staff assigned to the project; and (d) names of reviewers, as
appropriate.

The executive summary and the full text and discussion components shall be written in a
way that allows each to be presented as a standalone document suitable for public
distribution separate from the appendices (for those who wish only a textual summary of
the information). Two copies of all deliverables shall be sent to the CO with the COR
copied. All reports, both interim/draft and final versions, shall be provided in electronic
format to the COR as a Microsoft Word file in the latest version released prior to
deliverable submission. Two copies of final project deliverables identified in Section 3.3
Project Deliverables, including appendices, must be submitted DVD to the Contracting
Officer. A redacted copy of the process report and technical report must be prepared for
posting on the website and distribution. This version must exclude specific item
identification information and information to identify individual panelists beyond their
name and role in the process.

The Process Report shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

A. Description of Achievement Levels-Setting Process — The procedural aspects
of the entire achievement levels-setting process, including the trial studies and the
pilot studies, shall be documented in a way consistent with providing evidence of
procedural validity. This shall include descriptions of participants, training,
meetings, tasks, materials, results, and final recommendations.

B. Recommended Achievement Levels — Three recommended levels—basic,
proficient, and advanced—shall be presented. All relevant data obtained during
the ALS process must be aggregated for presentation to the Board, including
appropriate summary statistics, estimates of reliability, and confidence intervals.
Additionally, achievement level data for groups and subgroups included in NAEP
reporting shall be included in briefings to the Board.

C. Achievement Levels Descriptions and Exemplars — Clear and coherent
descriptions of what students should know and be able to do in writing at each
achievement level for grades 8 and 12 will be developed by the Board and
provided for use throughout the achievement levels-setting process.
Prompts/responses selected according to the design recommended by the
contractor and approved by the Governing Board shall illustrate the achievement
levels. The procedure must produce sufficient items to assure appropriate
representation of achievement at each level and for each grade. Procedures used
for selecting exemplar items to be illustrative of the achievement levels shall be
clearly described and documented. The relationship and alignment to the
achievement levels definitions and the scale score range shall be made explicit.
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D. Public Comment — Procedures and results related to obtaining public comment
on the design of the process and on the recommended achievement levels must be
summarized for the Board in the final report.

E. Recommendations for Future Achievement Levels-setting Activities — Based
on the levels-setting activities conducted under this procurement and previous
procurements, the contractor shall provide a thoughtful and reflective discussion
of recommendations for future achievement levels-setting efforts.

The Technical Report prepared for this contract shall include, but not be limited to,
complete documentation of the ALS aspects delineated below. While the audience for the
technical report may be somewhat more limited than that for the Process Report, the
Technical Report must be clear, concise, and complete; and interested persons—
including persons who are not trained in educational measurement—must be able to
understand it.

A. Technical Advice — All technical advice and decisions reached during this
project shall be documented and summarized. In addition, a complete set of
minutes for the TACSS meetings shall be appended to the report.

B. Data Analysis Procedures — All analysis techniques, decisions, formulas, and
procedures must be documented clearly and completely. Original data forms,
software created under the contract, and all raw data shall become the property of
the Governing Board and shall not be released by the contractor to any other
parties without written consent from the Governing Board. These data and
software will be provided to the CO in electronic form, in addition to the written
documentation.

C. Pilot Activities —Technical aspects of the pilot activities conducted as part of the
level-setting process shall be described and documented in this report including
data collection activities, data analysis, and results.

D. Materials Analysis and Description — All materials used throughout the process
including briefing booklets, agendas, block pairings and block assignments to
panelists, a tracking of item adjustments (e.g., items whose rubrics were changed
for example from an 8-point scale to a 6-point scale in the course of the scoring
and scaling), and other relevant information shall be described and documented.
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33 Schedule of Project Deliverables

For each deliverable, an electronic version and five draft copies shall be submitted to the
CO, copying the COR, for Board review before final submission. The Governing Board
recommends that sufficient time be included in the schedule to consider feedback from
the review of the draft in preparation of the final document. It is of paramount importance
that the schedule for activities and deliverables be strictly adhered to and that the
contractor allows sufficient time for Board review.

The following schedule provides a summary of the major project deliverables, and the
due dates for each document.

Writing Levels-setting Activities: Project Deliverables

Document Due Date

Planning Document October 31, 2010

Design Document January 7, 2011

Interim 2011 Writing Process Report May 2012

Final 2011 Writing Process Report July 27, 2012

Final 2011 Writing Technical Report August 10, 2012

Interim 2013 Writing Process Report May 2014

Final 2013 Writing Process Report July 31, 2014

Final 2013 Writing Technical Report August 22,2014

Progress Reports (Monthly) By the 15" of each month*

*The date can be based on the contractor’s budget cycle, but it must be set for the same
date each month.

The contractor shall consult with COR before making any major technical decision
concerning a deliverable product. To facilitate this communication, the contractor shall
have an electronic system for transferring information via facsimile machine and e-mail.
This electronic system shall be fully accessible to staff seven days a week, 24 hours a
day.

Monthly Reports

The contractor shall submit monthly progress reports, summarizing contractual
activities and financial expenditures to the Board for the duration of the project. Monthly
progress reports shall describe contractual activities, including major tasks and
accomplishments, problems and suggested solutions, significant activities and events, any
decisions that may be needed from the Board, and plans for the next reporting period.
These progress reports shall be submitted by the tenth day of each month (or on a
specified date agreed upon by the CO and the contractor for the preceding month. The
CO, through the COR, will respond within five calendar days to each monthly progress
report with any technical direction or re-direction that may be warranted in order to carry
out Board policy and direction.
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In addition to monthly progress reports, the contractor shall provide monthly reports on
financial expenditures through invoice submissions. Each invoice shall include the
following information:

(a.) A summary of the overall project costs broken down by the five task areas described
in Section 3.2 Procurement Tasks. This will include task/contract funding; tasks costs
by current reporting period; cumulative costs for each task; and a balance of funds for
the overall contract.

(b.)Following this summary, the contractor shall provide, by task, a breakdown of labor
and other direct costs. Labor hours will be depicted by individual staff and/or
consultant tallied by approved labor rates and labor costs for staff. Detail for other
direct costs shall be summarized by line item description and cost. Budgeted versus
actual costs for each line item will be provided. Sufficient detail for each cost, such as
lodging and per diem, supplies, etc. shall be provided to substantiate billed costs.

A sample of the required invoice information is provided in Attachment B to the RFP.
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Contract #:
BUDGET SUMMARY

ED-NAG-10-R-0004

Attachment B: Sample Invoice

Invoice submission at nagbinvoicing@ed.gov; with a copy to the COR, see solicitation requirements

Contact:

National Assessment Governing Board

800 North Capitol Street NW, Suite 825

Washington, DC 20002

Insert Contractor Contact information for invoice questions:

CONTRACT BUDGET SUMMARY

Contract #:

Period of Performance: 9/29/2010 - 09/24/2011 (insert dates in contract)

Billing Period:

Direct Labor (Billing Period):

Other Direct Costs (Billing Period):

Contract Current Cumulative Contract % of Budget
Description Budget Expenditures Expenditures Balance Expended

(lllustrative numbers ONLY)
Task 1: Develop Planning Document $14,390 $5,000 $10,000 $4,390 69.49%
Task 2: Design ALS Procedures/Design Document $43,180 $5,000 $20,000 $23,180 46.32%
Task 3: Conduct ALS Process $1,509,970 $5,000 $20,000 $1,489,970 1.32%
Task 4: Develop Final Reports $144,450 $5,000 $20,000 $124,450 13.85%
Total Contract $1,711,990 $20,000 $70,000 $1,641,990 4.09%




Contract #:

Task 1: Develop Planning Document

Attachment B: Sample Invoice: Example By Task

Contract # :

Period of Performance:

Year 1

Billing Period:

Direct Labor:

Other Direct Costs:

Task 1: Develop Planning Document

Current Cumulative Total Contract Contract
Personnel/Direct Labor Budget Labor Labor Labor Task Task Task
Hours Hours Rate Hours Costs Budget Balance
Person 1 40 8 $120 16 $1,920 $6,000.00 $4,080.00
Person 2 40 8 $60 16 $960$3,000.00 $2,040.00
Person 3 8 8 $50 8 $400 $4,000.00 $3,600.00
Person 4 8 8 $40 8 $320 $1,000.00 $680.00
Person 5 8 4 $35 4 $140 $1,000.00 $860.00
Person 6 8 8 $30 8 $240 $1,000.00 $760.00
Person 7 0 0 0 $0
Person 8 0 0 0 $0
Person 8 0 0 0 $0
Person 10 0 0 0 $0
Person 11 0 0 0 $0
Person 12 0 0 0 $0
Total Direct Costs 112 44 60 $3,980 $16,000.00 $12,020.00
Other Direct Costs (ODCs)* Task
Budget Current Cumulative Balance
Forms and Supples $10.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00
Postage & Distribution $30.00 $5.00 $5.00 $25.00
Travel $3,340.00  $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $2,340.00
Consultants $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Wokshops $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other Direct Costs (ODCs)* $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total Other Direct Costs $3,380.00 $1,010.00 $1,010.00 $2,370.00
Overhead Add $0.00
Total Direct and Other Direct (Add $14,390.00
Fee (Calculate 8%) $0.00
Total $14,390.00

* Provide detail of Other Direct Costs by task (for all four solicitation tasks); This is an example of Task 1




Solicitation: ED-NAG-10-R-0004
Attachment C: Billing Instructions

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT GOVERNING BOARD

BILLING INSTRUCTIONS

PROPER INVOICING REQUIREMENT—Cost Type Contracts

The Department of Education (ED) is required to reconcile Invoices/Vouchers against the applicable
receipts/supporting documentation for all Cost-Type (Cost Reimbursement, T & M, etc.) Contracts
awarded. FAR 31.2 requires Contract Officers to review vouchers/invoices and ensure that billed costs
are allowable, allocable and reasonable.

All invoices/vouchers must be accompanied by all applicable receipts/supporting documentation for
each reimbursable cost listed (/.e. - travel, ground transportation, FedEx, postage, consultant
charges/payments - name of consultant, date work completed, and payment amount). Additionally, all
invoices/vouchers must contain detailed labor hours (labor hours per individual or per labor category)
per task, exact travel location and number of days traveled for both the Prime and Subcontractor.

FAR 31.201-2 (d) Determining Allowability—Contractors are responsible for accounting for costs
appropriately and for maintaining records, including supporting documentation, adequate to
demonstrate that costs claimed, are allocable to the contract, and comply with applicable cost
principles in this subpart and agency supplements. The Contract Officer may disallow all or part of a
claimed cost that is inadequately supported.

31.205-46 Travel Cost—Travel Cost are comprised of cost for transportation, lodging, meals, and
incidental expenses. Cost incurred for lodging, meals, and incidental expenses shall be considered
reasonable and allowable only to the extent that they do not exceed on a daily basis the
maximum per diem rates in effect at the time of travel as set forth in the Federal Travel
Regulations, prescribed by the General Services Administration (see hyperlink below), for travel
in the contiguous United States and the Joint Travel Regulation, Volume 2, DoD Civilian Personnel,
Appendix A, prescribed by the Department of Defense, for travel in Alaska, Hawaii, and outlying areas
of the United States.

http://www.gsa.gov/Portal/gsa/ep/contentView.do?contentType=GSA BASIC&contentld=17943

In special or unusual situations, actual costs in excess of the above-referenced maximum per diem
rates are allowable provided that such amounts do not exceed the higher amounts authorized for
Federal civilian employees. For such higher amounts to be allowable, all of the following conditions
must be met:

For the purposes of this document, the terms Invoice and Voucher are synonymous
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http://www.gsa.gov/Portal/gsa/ep/contentView.do?contentType=GSA_BASIC&contentId=17943

e One of the conditions warranting approval of the actual expense method, as set forth in the
regulations referenced in FAR 31.205-46, must exist.

e A written justification for use of the higher amounts must be approved by an officer of the
contractor’s organization or designee to ensure that the authority is properly administered and
controlled to prevent abuse.

e If it becomes necessary to exercise the authority to use the higher actual expense method
repetitively or on a continuing basis in a particular area, the contractor must obtain advance
approval from the Contract Officer.

e Documentation to support actual costs incurred shall be in accordance with the contractor’s
established practices provided the contractor’s established practices require a receipt for each
expenditure of $75.00 or more (per FAR 31.205-46). Approved justification must be retained.

NOTE: If neither the city nor the county is listed on the GSA Per Diem Site, the location is considered
a standard CONUS destination with a rate of $70.00 for lodging and $46.00 for meals and incidental
expenses (M&IE). Additionally, the M&IE for the first and last days of travel are only 75% of
the M&IE for the actual meeting/conference days.

Travel Costs shall be allowable only if the following information is documented:
e Date and place (city, town, or other similar designation) of the expenses;
e Brief purpose of the trip; and
e Name of person on trip and that person’s title or relationship to the contractor.

NOTE: Airfare/Trainfare costs in excess of the lowest customary standard, coach, or equivalent
airfare offered during normal business hours are unallowable except when such accommodations
require circuitous routing, require travel during unreasonable hours, excessively prolong travel, result
in increased cost that would offset transportation savings, are not reasonably adequate for the physical
or medical needs of the traveler, or are not reasonably available to meet mission requirements.
However, in order for airfare costs in excess of the above standard airfare to be allowable, the
applicable condition(s) set forth above must be documented and justified.

Any Invoice/Voucher submitted without copies of all applicable receipts attached will be rejected or
suspended without payment. Once rejected or suspended, an invoice may be re-submitted, but
will be accepted only if accompanied by all required receipts/supporting documentation.

32.905 Payment Documentation and Process-- Payment will be based on receipt of a
proper invoice and satisfactory contract performance.

Content of a proper invoice:
e Name and address of the contractor.
¢ Invoice date and invoice number. (Contractors should date invoices as close as possible
to the date of mailing or transmission.)

For the purposes of this document, the terms Invoice and Voucher are synonymous
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e Contract number (10 digits) or other authorization for supplies delivered or services
performed (including order number and contract line item number).

e Description, quantity, unit of measure, unit price, and extended price of supplies
delivered or services performed.

e Shipping and payment terms (e.g., shipment number and date of shipment, discount
for prompt payment terms). Bill of lading number and weight of shipment will be shown
for shipments on Government bills of lading.

e On first page, signature of financial officer of the contractor’s authorizing that the
invoice is complete and follows the applicable regulations. Title and phone number and
emailing address of signing official.

e Name (where practicable), title, phone number, and emailing address of person to
notify in the event of a defective invoice, if different than the signing official.

e Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN). (Unless mutually agreed that this information is
required in the contract only).

e Electronic funds transfer (EFT) banking information. (Unless mutually agreed that this
information is required in the contract only).

NOTE: If the invoice does not comply with all of the requirements listed above, the invoice
must be returned to the contractor within 15 calendar days after receipt with the reasons why
it is not a proper invoice.

Direct any questions concerning ED’s Proper Invoicing Requirement—Cost Type Contract to your
Contract Officer.

For the purposes of this document, the terms Invoice and Voucher are synonymous

3o0f3



Solicitation: ED-NAG-10-R-0004
Attachment D: Past Performance Form

National Assessment Governing Board

CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

Contractor Name and Address (Identify Division)

(Please correct the above as needed.)

1.

Contract Number:

2. Type of Contract:
3. Contract Value (Current plus any unexercised options):
4. Period of Performance (including any option periods):

5. Description of Requirement:

6. Ratings. Summarize contractor performance and circle or type in the number below that corresponds to the
performance rating for each category. Please see the attachment, which explains the rating scale.

0 | Comments:
1
2
3
Quality: 4
0 | Comments:
1
2
Problem 3
Resolution: 4
0 | Comments:
1
2
Cost 3
Control: 4
0 | Comments:
1
2
3
Timeliness: 4
0 | Comments:
1
2
Business 3
Relations: 4
0 | Comments:
1
2
Customer 3
Service: 4

7. Total score:




Solicitation: ED-NAG-10-R-0004
Attachment D: Past Performance Form

Evaluated by:

Agency/Organization Date
(In accordance with the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act, the following information will not be released to the contractor.)

Name and Title Telephone number
Signature E-mail address




Please return this form to the following address:

E-mail or fax to: 202-357-0392
Attn: Moira Baran, or
Moira.Baran@ed.gov

SOURCE SELECTION INFORMATION—SEE FAR 3.104

Information entered on this form will be used in source selection decisions and is
protected under subsection 3.104 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation. Do not disclose
information entered on this form to the contractor or to any other person except as
authorized by the National Assessment Governing Board Contract Officer.

Supplementary Questions

To assist the National Assessment Governing Board Contract Officer, we would greatly
appreciate your taking the time to answer the following questions, if any, related to the contractor’s past
performance:




Contractor Performance Evaluation

Instructions for Completing Contractor Performance Information Form

Based on the rating area elements presented below and the rating guidelines on the back of this sheet, please
evaluate contractor performance in each of the rating areas. On the “Contractor Performance Information”
form, circle (or type in the “Comments:” area) the rating from 0 to 4 that most closely matches your
evaluation of the contractor’s performance. Please add written comments for each rating. If you wish, you
may attach additional comments or information. We would also appreciate your answers to the specific
questions, if any, on the back of the form. Please return the form to the address indicated on the back of the
form. Thank you for your time and your cooperation.

The Department of Education will use the information from this form to evaluate offerors competing for

contract awards. We may release the information from this form to the contractor during negotiations or
debriefings. If we release information from this form, we will not release your name to the contractor.

Elements within Each Rating Area

Quality of Product or Service

- Compliance with contract requirements
- Accuracy of reports

- Appropriateness of personnel

- Technical excellence

Problem Resolution

- Anticipates and avoids or mitigates
problems

- Satisfactorily overcomes or resolves
problems

- Prompt notification of problems

- Pro-active

- Effective contractor-recommended
solutions

Cost Control

- Within budget

- Current, accurate and complete billings

- Costs properly allocated

- Unallowable costs not billed

- Relationship of negotiated costs to actual
- Cost efficiencies

Timeliness of Performance

- Meets interim milestones

- Reliable

- Stays on schedule despite problems

- Responsive to technical direction

- Completes work on time, including wrap-
up and contract administration

- No liquidated damages assessed

Business Relations

- Effective management

- Use of performance-based management
techniques

- Business-like concern for the customer's
interests

- Effective management and selection of
subcontractors

- Effective small/small disadvantaged
business subcontracting program

- Reasonable/cooperative behavior

- Effective use of technology in
management and communication

- Flexible

- Minimal staff turnover

- Maintains high employee morale

- Resolves disagreements without being
unnecessarily litigious.

Customer Service

- Understands and embraces service and
program goals

- Team approach with the customer

- Satisfaction of end users with the
contractor’s service

- Positive customer feedback

- Prompt responses

- Courteous interactions

- Effective escalations and referrals

- Initiative and proactive improvements

- Creative service strategies



Quality of Product or Service
0 - Unsatisfactory
1 - Poor

2 - Fair

3 - Good
4 - Excellent

Problem Resolution
0 - Unsatisfactory
1 - Poor

2 - Fair
3 - Good

4 - Excellent

Cost Control
0 - Unsatisfactory

1 - Poor
2 - Fair

3 - Good
4 - Excellent

Timeliness of Performance
0 - Unsatisfactory
1 - Poor
2 - Fair
3 - Good
4 - Excellent

Business Relations
0 - Unsatisfactory
1 - Poor
2 - Fair
3 - Good
4 - Excellent

Customer Service
0 - Unsatisfactory

1 - Poor
2 -Fair
3 - Good

4 - Excellent

Rating Guidelines

Nonconformance jeopardizes the achievement of contract goals; default.
Nonconformance requires major agency intervention to ensure achievement of
contract goals; show cause or cure notices.

Quality meets specifications in most cases, however, some agency intervention
required to ensure achievement of contract requirements.

Quality meets specifications in all cases.

Quality exceeds specifications in some cases.

Inadequately resolved problems jeopardize contract goals.

Significant agency intervention required to resolve problems jeopardizing contract
goals.

Some agency intervention required to resolve problems jeopardizing contract goals.
Successfully overcomes or resolves all problems and achieves contract goals with
minimal agency intervention.

Anticipates and avoids most problems and successfully overcomes all unforeseen
problems.

Cost increases jeopardize achievement of contract goals; or billings routinely include
unallowable costs.

Significant cost increases; or some inaccurate billings including some with unallowable
costs.

Minor cost increases; or some inaccurate billings, but a minimal (1-2) number with
unallowable costs.

Contractor performed within costs; but some late billings, none with unallowable costs.
Costs were less than the amount cited in the contract; and billings accurate and timely.

Delays jeopardize the achievement of contract goals.

Other significant delays.

Minor delays.

All deliverables on time.

All deliverables on time with some ahead of schedule; or stays on schedule despite
unforeseen circumstances.

Unethical or illegal business practices.

Business practices are not attuned to customer support.

Business practices are somewhat attuned to customer support.

Business practices focus on customer support.

Highly effective, proactive business practices focused on customer support.

Response to service requests is routinely late, ineffective, or rude; customers express
frustration or anger about many interactions; complaints are unresolved; contractor
seems unaware of service issues.

Response to service requests is often late, ineffective or rude; some complaints are
resolved.

Response to service requests is uneven in timing or effectiveness; customer
interactions are tenuous; contractor is trying hard and understands service issues.
Response to service requests is timely, effective and courteous; customers express
positive feedback; delivery of service is smooth and organized; collects customer
feedback; customer problems are resolved well.

Response to service requests is timely, effective and courteous; the contractor is
proactive in building good relations with customers, proposing new service strategies,
analyzing and reporting on service loads and collecting and using customer feedback.



Solicitation: ED-NAG-10-R-0004: Attachment E: Sample Cost Proposal Format; Summary; Page 1*

Developing Achievement Levels on the NAEP for Writing for Grades 8 and 12 in 2011 and Grade 4 in 2013

Offeror: Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Total Total
Planning Task 1 Design Task 2 Set Achiev. Task 3 Hours Final Reports Task 4 Hours Costs Labor Fee

Period of Performance: Document Hours Document | Hours Levels Hours

Labor Rates  Task 1: Task 1 Labor Task 2: Design Task 2 Labor |Task 3: Task 3 Labor |Task 4: Final Task 4 Labor Total Labor NAGB COST

(Loaded: Develop Costs ALS Costs Conduct ALS Costs Reports Costs Hours ESTIMATES

burdened) Planning Procedures & Process

Document Design
Document

Personnel/Direct Labor Hours Hours Hours Hours

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

$0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
Total Direct Costs 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
Other Direct Costs (ODCs) Estimate generated from actual ACT contract costs from Science ALS contract, see breakdown in workshop costs*

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 TOTAL
Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Reproduction $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Postage & Distribution $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Travel (see meetings for detail) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Consultants/Honorarium/sub pay $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Laptops** $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Meeting rentals (see meetings) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Other Direct Costs* $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
G&A (estimated x%)*** $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Direct and Other Direct Costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Fee *** \ '$0 \ '$0 \ '$0 30 \ $0
GRAND TOTAL ESTIMATE

Total | '$0 | S0 | $0 $0 $0
* Contractor to provide detailed assumptions of Other Direct Costs by task (for all four tasks)

** Laptops have not been budgeted for meetings, with assumption that they will be provided by NAEP Program (ED/IES), but it depends upon the offerors' proposal re: needing additional laptops




Solicitation: ED-NAG-10-R-0004: Attachment E: Sample Cost Proposal Format; Meetings, Page 2*

Developing Achievement Levels on the NAEP for Writing for Grades 8 and 12 in 2011 and Grade 4 in 2013

Travel Costs Breakdown

ir and Ground Transportatior] Lodging Meals and Incidental Costs TOTAL Honorarium A/V+ rentals
Period of Performance: # of # of Rate # of
Panelists

Task # and Purpose of Travel Location  Quantity Rate = TOTAL | Quantity Nights | Rate TOTAL @ Quantity Days Rate TOTAL [Teachers :r Day/to. Days Total TOTAL
1. Kick off meeting (1 meeting) Washington, DC 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 $0 $0
1. TACSS meetings (__meetings X ___members = y)**** St. Louis 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 0 $1,000 0 $0 $0
2. Field Trial (___ panelists+ __staff; honorarimu@100/day)*** |St. Louis 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 0 $100 0 $0 $0
2. Pilot Study (__ panelists + __ contractor staff)*** St. Louis 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 0 $100 0 $0 $0
3. Achievement Levels Meetings (__/grade +__ staff)*** St. Louis 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 0 $100 0 $0 $0
3. Substitute teacher pay (__teachers x __ days)** 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 0 $100 0 $0
4. Present report to COSDAM (__ meetings) Washington, DC 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 $0
4. Brief NAGB Board Washington, DC 1 $0 $0 1 0 $0 $0 1 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 $0
4. Brief NAGB Board Portland, OR 1 $0 $0 1 0 $0 $0 1 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 $0
4. Brief NAGB Board Miami, FL 1 $0 $0 1 0 $0 $0 1 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 $0
4. Brief NAGB Board Washington, DC 1 $0 $0 1 0 $0 $0 1 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 $0
TOTAL TRAVEL COSTS $0 $0 $0 %0 $0 $0
* This is a suggested cost proposal format only. The offeror's proposal may vary from this depending upon their methods proposed and still following requirements in the statement of work.
** Substitute teacher pay is at the rate of $100 per person per day. Also, need the substitute teacher pay for field trial, pilot, and ALS. Teachers are 55% of the panelists for each study.
*** We are authorizing payment of panelists at $100 per day. \ \ H \ \ \ \ \ \
*** TACSS members will need to be paid about $1,000 per day for each of the 2-day meetings, unless the offerors propose an alternate method. | \ \ [ ]
Please note that NAEP computers will be provided for use in the process, but the contractor will have to supply/rent computers for the actual ALS process: collect ratings, provide feedback, etc.

\ \ [ \ \ \ \ [




Solicitation: ED-NAG-10-R-0004: Attachment E: Sample Cost Proposal Format; Workshops, Page 3*

Developing Achievement Levels on the NAEP for Writing for Grades 8 and 12 in 2011 and Grade 4 in 2013

Meeting Cost Breakdown

Period of Performance: | | |
Purpose of Meeting Task  #of Participants Room Rental || Breakfast | | Breaks || Lunch ~ Equipment Rental ~ Total
Quantity Days Rate Quantity Days Rate Quantity Days Rate Quantity Days Rate

Technical Advisory meeting 0 X 0 0 0 $ - 0 $ - 0 $ - 0 -
Subtotal | $ -

Achievement Level Meetings 0 X 0 0 0 0 0 $ - 0 $ - 0 $ - 0 -
Subtotal | $ -

Total | $
\




Solicitation: ED-NAG-10-R-0004: Attachment E: Sample Cost Proposal Format; Travel Costs, Page 4*
Developing Achievement Levels on the NAEP for Writing for Grades 8 and 12 in 2011 and Grade 4 in 2013
Travel Costs Breakdown
‘ ‘ Air Travel / Personal Car Lodging Breakfast Lunch Dinner Site Transportation
Contractor / Mileage/ # of Quantity # of Quantity # of Quantity # of Quantity # of
Purpose of Travel Location on-Contractc|  Task Quantity Air Rate Quantity Nights Rate Per Day Days Rate Per Day Days Rate Per Day Days Rate Per Day Days Rate Total

Kick off meeting Washington, DC | | Contractor 1 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - $
TACSS meeting 1 St. Louis Non-contractol 1 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
TACSS meeting 2 St. Louis 1 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
TACSS meeting 3 St. Louis 1 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 0 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
TACSS meeting 4 St. Louis 1 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 0 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
|Expert panel meeting St. Louis 1 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 0 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Present report Washington, DC | | Contractor 2 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Present report Washington, DC | | Contractor 2 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Present report Washington, DC | | Contractor 2 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Present report Washington, DC | | Contractor 2 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Present results/attend 1 NAGB |Washington, DC | |Contractor 3 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Present results/attend 1 NAGB |Washington, DC | |Contractor 3 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
ALS meeting (Math) St. Louis lon-Contracto 3 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
ALS meeting (Reading) St. Louis lon-Contracto 3 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Brief NAGB Board Washington, DC | |Contractor| 4 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Brief NAGB Board Washington, DC | |Contractor| 4 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Brief NAGB Board Washington, DC | |Contractor| 4 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -
Brief NAGB Board Washington, DC | |Contractor| 4 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ - 0 1 $ -

Total Task 4.4
Period of Performance:

Total| | $

Total with only 4.2.1¢ $

Total with only 4.2.1k| $




