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PROCUREMENT SPECIFICATIONS

General Requirements:

The purpose of the Request for Quotation (RFQ) is to seek bids from vendors qualified to
provide, as per federal requirements, a pre-field test and a post-field test alignment study of the
21 Century West Virginia Content Standards and Objectives and the West Virginia Educational
Standards Test 2 (WESTEST 2) assessments in three content areas — reading/language arts,
mathematics and science for seven grade levels -- grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 11. The West
Virginia Department of Education (WVDE) requires a vendor with a proven record of expertise,
capacity and delivery to complete the federal mandate for a high quality alignment study. An
unbiased external reviewer must conduct the study.

The external alignment study must address, both quantitatively and qualitatively, the
comprehensiveness of tests in terms of gaps and weaknesses, emphasis and depth of knowledge
as well as thinking skill distribution to ensure the alignment of content and performance
descriptors with the assessment.

WVDE also requests that the vendor provide an item review of the WESTEST 2 Field
Test Item bank prior to the development of field test forms. This review would occur
immediately upon award of the contract, anticipated no sooner than March 2008. The report
would identify item alignment issues and sources of challenge that would prevent the item from
being used in the field or operational test forms. The team must include external reviewers with
the review being conducted in West Virginia.

I. Scope of the Work (Future Deliverables):
A. Future deliverables which the vendor is required to meet upon reward of the contract
include an external alignment of the WESTEST 2 to the 21% Century West Virginia Content
Standards and Objectives. The pre-field test alignment is to be conducted in May 2008 and
the post-field test alignment is to be conducted in November 2008. After award, the
successful vendor will be required to develop clearly articulated procedures that address the

following criteria:

Linkage of the assessment to the grade level content standards and objectives
Alignment of grade level performance descriptors with the assessment

Show the coverage of assessment to the breadth of the standards

Evaluate the alignment of items and standards complexity — depth of knowledge
Show categorical concurrence of items matching to standards

Cognitive complexity as related to the grade level descriptors

Provide balance of representation of items on the assessment

Established training process and materials for reviewers

I N =

B. The study to be developed must provide the following products for both a pre-field test
and post-field test alignment study:
o A written summary report that provides results of the analysis of the
reading/language arts, mathematics and science alignment for grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8and 11

o Explicit identification data detailing whether the standards and assessments are
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C.

aligned or not aligned

o Graphs, tables, charts, as appropriate, to report the analysis for each criterion for
each standard within a content area

o Data file summarizing how each reviewer coded each item

» A report on inter-rater (reviewer) reliability

¢ Recommended action to correct alignment deficiencies

Review of the Field Test Item Bank shall provide the following information:

a. A written summary report that provides results of the analysis of the WESTEST 2
Field Test Item Banks for reading/language arts, mathematics and science for
grades 3, 4, 5, 6,7, 8 and 11 that identifies the content match, level of complexity
and sources of challenge, if any, for each item in the field test item bank

b. Suggested edits that need to be made to identified items to rectify the deficiencies
found

The pre-field test Initial Study Reports must be completed and submitted to WVDE by

June 30, 2008 and the post-field test Final Study Reports must be completed and submitted to
WVDE by December 31, 2008. The review of the Field Test Item Bank will be conducted in
March and the final report is anticipated to be submitted to WVDE by April 15, 2008.

Evaluator Qualifications:

The evaluator must:

Provide documentation including reports that the vendor has completed three or more
state alignment evaluations of state assessments by grade level to the state’s content
standards and academic achievement descriptors in each of the following content areas:
reading/language arts, mathematics and science as per the respective state content
standards and descriptors by grade level that were in any Federal Title I Peer Review
conducted from February 2005 to date.

Provide names of reviewers, their content specialization and a list of their work
experience in participating in previous pre-field test and post-field test alignment studies
and/or a Field Test Item Bank review. Also, provide names of any other staff required
and their previous work experience with alignment studies. The vendor's selected
reviewers for the project must have previously participated in similar reviews for three
statewide or large district alignment studies.

Incurring Costs:

The state and any of its employees or officers shall not be held liable for any expenses

incurred by any bidder responding to this RFQ for expenses to prepare, deliver the bid, or to
attend any meetings, oral presentations or protest hearings.

Price Quotations:

The price(s) quoted in the bidder’s proposal will not be subject to any increase and will

be considered firm for the life of the contract.
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OPERATING ENVIRONMENT

The West Virginia Department of Education is located in Building 6, 1900 Kanawha
Boulevard, East, Charleston, West Virginia 253035.

The RFQ is issued by the Purchasing Division on behalf of the Office of Assessment and
Accountability of the West Virginia Department of Education. After award, the contact person
for the duration of the contract will be Brenda West, Assistant Director, Office of Assessment
and Accountability, who can be reached at (304) 558-2546 and bwest@access.kllwv.ﬁs.

SEETE




Fixed firm price for the Content and Assessment Alignment Study as described on pages
2 and 3 of this document that includes all deliverables. The pre-field test Initial Study Reports are
due on June 30, 2008. The post-field test Final Study Reports will be due by December 31,
2008. The contract will be in effect for up to one year from the submission. After submission of
the Final Study Reports, there will be a twelve-month period for any necessary refinement. The
Final Study Reports will be issued after the additional review is completed. The review of the
Field Test Item Bank will be conducted in March and the Final Item Bank Review Repori is
anticipated to be submitted to WVDE by April 15, 2008

The projected costs for the Pre-field Test and Post-Field Test alignment studies for the three
content areas arca as follows:

Honorarium for reviewers and consultant $ 104,660
Preparations for the study $ 2880
Data analysis and report writing $ 12,600
Meeting Expenses 5 22190
Travel (to included lodging) for reviewers $_ 40,930 -
Normals, including printing, mailing $ 700 ]
Subtotal (for pre and post alignment studies) $ 183,900

The projected costs for Review of the Field Test Item Bank for the three content areas are as
follows:

TR TRE

Honorarium for reviewers and consultant $ 48,400 3
Preparations for the study $ 1,440 -
Data analysis and report writing $ 6,300 mj
Meeting Expenses $ 11095

Travel (to included lodging) for reviewers $__ 20465

Normals, including printing, mailing $ 350

Subtotal (for Review of Field Test Item Bank) $ 88,050

HER T

Cost shall be all-inclusive. No separate reimbursement will be made for any travel, overhead or
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Incidental expenses
The box provided for the Total Quotation Cost requires the bidder to certify, by authorized
signature, that what is being bid is deliverable and the prices are correct as of the date of this

proposal and will remain the same for the life of the contract.

(Payment upon delivery and subsequent Invoices from vendor)

TOTAL QUOTATION COST

The total, not-to exceed cost, for this quotation is:

Pre-field Test and Post-field Test $183,900
Review of Field Test Item Bank $ 88,050
TOTAL $271,950
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RFQ No. EDD288492

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
Purchasing Division

PURCHASING AFFIDAVIT

West Virginia Code §5A-3-10a states: No contract or renewal of any contract may be awarded by the state or
any of its political subdivisions to any vendor or prospective vendor when the vendor or prospective vendor or
a related party to the vendor or prospective vendor is a debtor and the debt owed is an amount greater than

one thousand dollars in the aggregate

DEFINITIONS: -
“Debt” means any assessment, premium, penalty, fine, tax or other amount of money owed to the state or any
of its political subdivisions because of a judgment, fine, permit violation, license assessment, defaulted
workers’ compensation premium, penalty or other assessment presently definquent or due and required to be
paid to the state or any of its political subdivisions, including any interest or additional penalties accrued

thereon.

“Debtor” means any individual, corporation, partnership, association, limited liabiiity company or.any other form
or business association owing a debt to the state or any of its political subdivisions. “Political subdivision”
means any county commission; municipality, county board of education; any instrumentality established by a
county or municipality; any separate corporation or instrumentality established by one or more counties or
municipalities, as permitted by law, or any public body charged by law with the performance of a government
function or whose jurisdiction is coextensive with one or more counties or municipalities. “Related party” means
a party, whether an individual, corporation, partnership, association, limited liability company or any other form
or business association or other entity whatsoever, related to any vendor by blood, marriage, ownership or
contract through which the party has a relationship of ownership or other interest with the vendor so that the
party will actually or by effect receive or control a portion of the benefit, profit or other consideration from
performance of a vendor contract with the party receiving an amount that meets or exceed five percent of the

total contract amount.

EXCEPTION: The prohibition of this section does not apply where a vendor has contested any fax
administered pursuant to chapter eleven of this code, workers’ compensation premium, permit fee or
environmental fee or assessment and the matter has not become final or where the vendor has entered into a
payment plan or agreement and the vendor is not in default of any of the provisions of such plan or agreement.

LICENSING: Vendors must be ficensed and in good standing in accordance with any and all state and local
laws and requirements by any state or local agency of West Virginia, including, but not limited to, the West
Virginia Secretary of State’s Office, the West Virginia Tax Department, West Virginia Insurance Commission,
or any other state agencies or political subdivision. Furthermore, the vendor must provide all necessary
releases to obtain information to enable the Director or spending unit to verify that the vendor is licensed and in
good standing with the above entities.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The vendor agrees that he or she will not disclose o anyone, directly or indirectly, any
such personally identifiable information or other confidential information gained from the agency, unless the
individual who is the subject of the information consents to the disclosure in writing or the disclosure is made
pursuant to the agency's policies, procedures and rules. Vendors should visit www.sfate.wv.us/admin/
purchase/privacy for the Notice of Agency Confidentiality Policies.

Under penalty of law for false swearing (West Virginia Code, §61-5-3), it is hereby certified that the vendor
acknowledges the information in this said affidavit and are in compliance with the requirements as stated.

Vendor's Name: /1/ or mam L, (/LA/EL

Authorized Signature: ﬂ//_w/%d Z ,{A/{/( Date: // AP ,/Z‘ 20}. loodf

Purchasing Affidavit (Revised 06/15/07)
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Proposal to Conduct Three Alignment Studies to Determine the Alignment between
the 21* Century West Virginia Content Standards and Objectives and the West
Virginia Educational Standards Test 2 (WESTEST 2) Assessments for Reading/

Language Arts Grades 3-8 and 11, Mathematics Grades 3-8 and 11, and
Science Grades 3-8 and 11

Submitted by Norman L. Webb, A Private Contractor
3913 Priscilla Lane
Madison, Wisconsin 53705-5215
March 20, 2008

Abstract

This is a proposal to conduct three alignment studies of the 21% Century West
Virginia content standards and objectives and the West Virginia Educational Standards
Test 2 (WESTEST 2) assessments for three content areas—reading/language
arts/language arts (grades 3-8 and 11), mathematics (grades 3-8 and 11), and science
(grades 3-9 and 11). Three groups—one for language arts, one for mathematics, and one
for science-—of six reviewers each will conduct a 1) Field Test Item Bank review analysis
one month from the contract approval; 2) a Pre-field Test alignment study in the last
week of May, and 3) a Post-field Test alignment study in November 2008, Three content
experts for each group will be from states other than West Virginia with no connection to
West Virginia and three reviewers from West Virginia. The budget for the proposal
inciudes travel and stipends for the external and West Virginia reviewers. The total
amount for the three alignment analysis for the work described in this proposal is
$271,950.

Each of the three analyses will be done at a three-day institute conducted in the
Charleston, West Virginia. A web-based tool, the Web Alignment Tool (WAT), will be
used for reviewers to enter data, for analyzing the data, and for producing data tables. For
each study three reports will be produced, one for each content area of language arts,
mathematics, and science. Each report will describe for each grade the alignment between
West Virginia content standards and the assessment. Four alignment criteria will be used
to describe the alignment—categorical concurrence, depth-of-knowledge consistency,
range-of-knowledge correspondence, and balance of representation. Four depth-of-
knowledge levels will be used to analyze the content complexity for the regular
assessment. Information will be reported by assessment items and by the main areas of
expectations (standards). The reports will include a commentary on what would be
required for each of the assessments to be fully aligned based on the four criteria if the
assessments are not considered fully aligned. A fifth criterion, source-of-challenge, will

also be used and reported. Reviewers will identify any item with a misplaced challenge

such as an unfair bias for a subgroup, an acceptable answer or content requirement other
than the targeted standard/objective, or poor item construction.
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SCOPE OF WORK AND DELIVERABLES
I. In Scope

An alignment process developed by the contractor, Norman L. Webb, will be used
in this analysis. This process has been used to analyze curriculum standards and
assessments in over 25 states to meet or to prepare to meet the Title I compliance as
required by the United States Department of Education (USDE). Three of the first four
states that have met the USDE requirements used the process to evaluate alignment of
their standards and assessments. It should be noted, however, that compliance is an
agreement between the state and the United States Department of Education and the
acceptance of the process has to be agreed upon by these two agencies and cannot be
guaranteed by the contractor.

Trained teams of reviewers will conduct the alignment analysis, teams of six
reviewers for each content area (reading/language arts, mathematics, and science). Six
reviewers rather than eight will produce reasonable reliability of results while reducing
costs. These reviewers, knowledgeable content area experts, will use a web-based
software called the Web Alignment Tool (WAT) ( hitp://www.wcer . wisc.edu/wat )
developed under the direction of Norman Webb at the Wisconsin Center for Education
Research in cooperation with the Council of Chief School Officers (CCSSO) and funded
by the National Science Foundation and the United States Department of Education.

The team of reviewers in each content area for each study will analyze the
alignment of the West Virginia’s standards and WESTEST 2 assessments or items from
the item bank. The West Virginia standards will be entered into the WAT. The team of

reviewers will reach consensus on the depth-of-knowledge level for each objective under

the state standards.

Then the team of reviewers will use the WAT to code items in the item bank for
the Item Bank Review and one form for each grade of the assessment for the Pre-field
Test and Post-field Test reviews. Findings for each content area will be reported on four
alignment criteria along with source-of-challenge issues and other notes. Detailed
information will be provided electronically for each item and each state standard. This
information will allow state officials to judge the acceptability of individual items on the
assessments and the coverage at the grade level of expectations.

For each study, one written report will be prepared for each content area.
(language arts, mathematics, and science) for a total of nine reports. For the Item Bank
Review, the reports will describe the distribution of items by content standards,
objectives, and DOK levels. Items with source-of-challenge issues will be identified
along with any other issues. The number of potential assessment forms aligned with the
WYV standards and objectives will be described.

For the Pre-field Test and Post-field Test studies, the reports will describe the
overall alignment of each assessment form with the West Virginia content standards. The
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overall alignment will be reported as acceptable, needs improvement, or unacceptable.
Each content area report will include a section for each assessment describing in some
detail what changes are needed to improve the alignment. Although information on
needed changes will not be reported item by item (information on this will be included in
the appendices), tables will be included that will report what standards reviewers coded to
each item. A sample report can be provided. The tables that will be included for each
assessment for each content area include: '

e Summary of results for each of the four alignment criteria

e Comments made by reviewers on items identified as having a source of challenge

issue by item number.

o The depth-of-knowledge level (DOK) value for each assessment item given by
each reviewer. The intraclass correlation for the group of reviewers is given on
the last row.

All notes made by reviewers on items by item number.

The DOK level and objective code assigned by each reviewer for each item.
Standards coded to each item by reviewer.

Items coded by reviewers for each standard.

¢ Number of reviewers coding an item by standard.

e g

Preliminary findings and data tables can be submitted to West Virginia .
Department of Education (WVDE) within two weeks following an institute. Reports will
be submitted one month after the institute.

2. Technical Environment

Content area expert reviewers will analyze the West Virginia content standards %
and the assessments using the definitions of four Depth-of-Knowledge (DOK) levels for L
the regular assessment. A sample of the DOK definitions for language arts is attached. =

Pre-field Test and Post-field Test

For the Pre-field Test and Post-field Test studies, the content standards and each
assessment form will be compared using four alignment criteria:

e (Categorical Concurrence. The criterion of categorical concurrence between
standards and assessment is met if the same or consistent categories of content
appear in both documents.

s Depth-of-Knowledge Consistency. Depth-of-knowledge consistency (using the
DOK) between standards and assessment indicates alignment if what is elicited
from students on the assessment is as demanding cognitively as what students are
expected to know and do as stated in the standards.

o Range-of-Knowledge Correspondence. The range-of-knowledge criterion is used
to judge whether a comparable span of knowledge expected of students by a
standard is the same as, or corresponds 1o, the span of knowledge that students
need mn order to correctly answer the assessment items/activities.
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e RBalance of Representation. The balance-of-representation criterion is used to
indicate the degree to which one indicator is given more emphasis on the
assessment than another.

Field Test ltem Bank

For the Field Test Item Bank review, the distribution of the items by
standard/objective and DOK level will be reported. The four above alignment criteria will
be used to report on the number of possible distinct forms that could be created from the
items in the item bank that would be aligned and have an acceptable level for each
criterion. The budget is based on the assumption that the item bank has 100 items for
each grade for each content area. If there will be more items, then reviewers will be
divided into smaller groups of two or three reviewers in order to analyze all of the items.
Smaller groups will only be used after reviewers have been trained and demonstrate they
all have a common understanding of the procedures, standards, and DOK levels.

Acceptable Levels for Each Criterion

Results from each analysis will be reported on the four alignment criteria. An
acceptable level has been identified for each of these four criteria. State staff will be
asked to review the acceptable levels for each of four alignment criteria and to make
modifications if warranted. Acceptable levels that have been used are:

e Categorical Concurrence: The assessment has at least six items measuring
content from a standard.

s Depth-of-Knowledge Consistency: At least 50% of the assessment items
corresponding to indicators within a standard are at or above the depth-of-
knowledge level of the corresponding indicators.

o Range-of-Knowledge Correspondence: A least 50% of the indicators for a
standard have at least one related assessment item.

e Balance of Representation: An index value of .7 or higher is obtained on an index,
based on the difference in the proportion of indicators and the proportion of items
corresponding to the indicator.

Any source-of-challenge issues (whether the primary difficulty of the assessment
items is significantly related to students” knowledge and skill in the content area as
represented in the standards) with assessment items will also be reported.

3. Work and Deliverables

Data for the three studies for the three content areas will be collected at three-day

institutes held in Charleston, West Virginia.

Field Test Item Bank Review Within one month after approval of the
contact or the end of Apnil 2008 which ever
is the earliest. (Given that the proposals will
not be opened until March 25, producing a
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report by April 15. is unrealistic. The work
will be done as soon as possible.)

Pre-field Test Study Last week in May 2008 {e.g. 28, 29, 30)
Post-field Test Study In November 2008 at a mutually agreed
upon time.

The budget has been developed for the Pre-field Test and Post-field Test studies
that one assessment form will be analyzed for each grade for language arts, mathematics,
and science. The budget for the Field Test Item Bank review assumes that there will be
100 1tems per grade. Generally about one half day is required for training and one day for
three tests. Reviewers will be required to sign a confidentiality form and not to disclose
any information about any assessment items for test security.

At all three 1nstitutes reviewers will be trained in the alignment-analysis coding
scheme. An experienced person knowledgeable of the alignment analysis process will
iead each group and train the reviewers.

Standards and Assessments

In preparation for the alignment study, West Virginia officials, testing company
representatives, and Norman Webb will identify the state content standards, objectives,
and the assessment items and forms that will be included in the analysis. This will be
done by conference calls and email exchanges between Norman Webb and department
officials. To be assured there is complete understanding between all parties, consultation
on what materials should be included in the analysis is helpful. Identifying the content
area objectives and standards and assessments may require some deliberation to assure a
full understanding of how the state intends to use the standards and assessments. For
example, some states may not expect the state-administered assessments to measure
students’ knowledge of all of the standards or expectations because teachers are expected
to assess students’ attainment of some of the standards in their classrooms (e.g. listening
in language arts). Once there is a clear understanding as to what content standards,
objectives, and assessments are to be included in the analyses; the contractor will enter or
verify the standards that have been already entered into the Web Alignment Tool for each
content area.

Logistics

The state officials and the testing company representatives are to arrange to have
enough assessments at the institute, at least one for each content area reviewer. The items
in the item bank for the Field Test Item Bank review will need to have a sequence
number, page number, or some form of an identification number. If possible, the items in
the item bank should be grouped into packets of 30 or 40 items for ease of handling. Only
the item stem and choices or the item prompt and answer location for a constructed
response should be included for each item. Any other information that sometimes
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accompanies items in an item bank, such as targeted objective or standard, assigned DOK
level, or estimated difficulty level should be removed.

For all three studies, it is helpful to have other materials including any scoring
guides and answer keys. The science reviewers particularly benefit from having an
answer key. The state officials will be expected to provide the contractor prior to the
analyses information on the items and assessments including the number of items, the
number of items on each assessment, the point value assigned to each item, and any items
that would not count towards a student’s score or other items on each assessment that
should be excluded from the analysis. The contractor needs to be sure he understands the
full coverage of the assessments including point values assigned to items, the number of
items for each assessment, and scoring guide information. This information will be
entered into the WAT prior to the institute. No field test items should be included in the
analysis for the Post-field test analysis.

The three-day alignment institutes will require a computer facility with a
sufficient number of computers (N=18) so that each reviewer has one computer
connected to the Internet. The budget is based on the contractor assuming all costs
associated with renting rooms and computers. The contractor will work with WVDE staff
to locate and arrange to have an appropriate facility mcluding a hotel, community
college, school, or some other venue. The facility preferably will include at least three
rooms for training and discussion by content area. A large area for the full group to meet
1s requested for the opening training on the first morning only. Then three breakout
rooms are required, one for each-group, for discussion of the standards. The breakout
rooms could be the computer rooms if they are separate rooms. It is expected that WVDE
staff will work with the contractor to arrange for an appropriate facility and for an
adequate number of computers to conduct the alignment institute. Al of the computers
will need to be connected to the Internet. There should be access to a printer.

Operation of Alignment Institute

Each alignment institute will begin with Norman Webb explaining the analysis
process and the products of the analysis. Particular circumstances associated with the
state should be discussed with Norman Webb prior to the institute. These include, but are
not limited to, such issues as whether each assessment form is to be administered only
once, whether a different set of standards and objectives are to be measured by the
assessments over a specified number of years, or if assessments results are to be used in
specific ways. Decisions regarding these issues may require some modifications in the
coding procedures.

Next, after obtaining an overview of the alignment process, reviewers will be
trained on the process and the DOK levels. Specialists in each content area will be trained
separately. Agreement among reviewers will be checked during the training. It should be
noted that six reviewers 1s a reasonable number of reviewers to achieve adequate
intraclass correlations in assigning DOK levels to items with appropriate training. Exact
agreement is desirable, but not necessary since results will be averaged among the total
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number of reviewers. Training will include reviewing sample standards and assessment
items and deciding on what DOK level will be assigned to each. The contractor will
provide enough copies of training materials so that each reviewer will have a description
of the DOK levels and example of assessment items and standards by level. The overall
review of the process and training should require about two hours.

For each study, three teams of reviewers, each team with a trained leader, will be
responsible for coding the DOK level of an assessment item for each grade level and then
assigning the item to a specific objective or standard. Even though the West Virginia
content standards may not be necessarily exhaustive, the analysis will code items to
objectives and a generic objective (all other content under a standard not addressed by
listed objectives) under each state standard. This will help to determine if assessment
items measure some range of content.

The process will begin with each content area team members individually
assigning a DOK level to each objective under each goal and standard by grade. The
group of reviewers will reach consensus on the DOX level of each objective. The
consensus DOK value for each indicator will be used to compare with the DOK levels of
assessment items. At this time, reviewers will discuss what is incorporated into each
standard and objective and what students are expected to know and to do. The consensus
process for the Field Test Item Bank analysis will be circumvented because of time.

Next, reviewers will independently review each assessment item and assign a
DOK level to the item. Each reviewer will then code the objective he or she feels the item
is measuring, i.e., what students are expected to know or do. Up to three objectives can
be coded as corresponding to (or hitting) each item. Reviewers will be asked to identify
any item with a source-of-challenge problem-—an item in which the main challenge in the
item is other than knowledge of the content area being tested. They also will be asked to
identify any other noticeable deficiency of items and statement of standards. It should be
kept in mind, however, that the main purpose of the Pre-field Test and the Post-field Test
analyses is less to critique specific items or standards as it is to analyze the alignment
between the assessments and the standards. Depending on the length of the assessment,
the coding of one assessment and objectives will require about three hours.

Reports and Deliverables

All of the reviewers’ codes for an assessment will be entered into the WAT. A
specific format for this analysis will be developed. Tables from the WAT for the
analyzed content areas will be available within a week or two of the analysis. Summary
statistics will be prepared for each of the four criteria—categorical concurrence, depth-of-
knowledge consistency, range-of-knowledge correspondence, and balance of
representation. Reviewer results will be reported by providing the average percent across
state standards that officials agree on for the acceptable level for each criterion.

Deliverables of this contract will include written reports and data delivered
electronically. More explicitly, the deliverables for each of three analyses will include:

K|

T T T IE

Bl




» Three written reports—one for language arts, one for mathematics, and one for
science—reporting the results of the analysis on the four criteria for each assessment;

» Explicit statement if state standards and assessments are aligned or not aligned and
what action is needed to make the standards and assessments aligned;

e Tables reporting the analysis for each criterion by state standard within a content
area; : ,

o Electronic files summarizing how all of the reviewers coded each item;

e Any other data files as requested by WVDE officials; and

* A report on the reliability among the reviewers for each analysis.

WORK PLAN

Project Plan/Timeline

2008

April 1 Award of Contract

April 28-30  Field Test Item Bank Institute

May 15 Report on the Field Test Item Bank Analysis
May 28-30  Pre-field Test Institute

June 30 Pre-field Test Reports

November 12-14 Post-field Test Institute

December 15 Draft reports for Post-field Test
December 31 Final Post-field test reports

The above days for the alignment institutes are tentative and will have to be
mutually agreed upon with the WVDE staff. The location will need to be decided by the
WYVDE officials. The location has been set for the Charleston area. The contractor is to
identify the external reviewers (three) for each of the three groups for each study. The
WVDE officials are to identify three content experts from West Virginia for each group.
The budget includes stipends and travel expenses for all reviewers including external and
West Virginia reviewers.

Norman Webb will talk with state officials and test contractors to review all of the
conditions for the study, clarify the standards, gather information on the assessments, and
review all of the information to be included in the reports. The contractor is expected to
receive from the state most of the necessary information on the content standards,
objectives, and assessments. The state is expected to identify the reviewers from West
Virginia.

At each three-day alignment institute, each day will be about eight hours of
intense work. Preliminary information on the results as presented in the tables will be
available within two weeks following the institute. The results will be analyzed and
interpreted over the three to four weeks following the institute. Reports of preliminary,
findings will be prepared on or about one month after the institute, and sent to the
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designated state officials. The final reports will be prepared on or before the dates given
in the above timeline after receipt of comment from state officials.

Prior to each alignment analysis institute, the WVDE or testing contractor will be
expected to provide the following:

1. Three reviewers from West Virginia for each content area

2. West Virginia standards documents (electronic form if available)

3. Any other relevant documents

4. Assessment forms to be analyzed, one copy for each reviewer

5. Assessment administration instructions (if available)

6. Scoring keys, rubrics, and other scoring directions, including sample student work for
~ open-ended items

7. Item statistics, if available

8. Information on the assessments such as number of items, point value for items, any

items that should be excluded from the analysis, etc.
9. A non-disclosure form for reviewers to sign

Reports

For each analysis, a written report will be prepared for each language arts,
mathematics, and science. These reports will describe the overall alignment of the content
standards with each assessment or the potential of alignment for the item bank analysis.
The overall alignment will be reported as acceptable, needs improvement, or
unacceptable. Each content area report will include a section on each assessment
describing in some detail what changes are needed to improve the alignment. Although
information on needed changes will not be reported item by item, tables will be included
that will report what standards and strands/domains reviewers coded each item. The table
of contents for the report will be similar to the following:

Executive Summary
Introduction
Alignment Criteria Used for This Analysis
Categorical Concurrence
Depth-of-Knowledge Consistency
Range-of-Knowledge Correspondence
Balance of Representation
Source-of-Challenge Criterion
Findings
Standards ,
Alignment of Curriculum Standards and Assessments
Source of Challenge
General Comments Made by Reviewers’
Reliability Among Reviewers
Summary
References
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Tables

Two printed copies of each report will be provided if requested along with an
electronic copy in Microsoft® Word. Progress reports will be provided as required. The
tables that will be included for each assessment for each content area include:

¢ Summary of results for each of the four alignment criteria

s Comments made by reviewers on items identified as having a source of challenge

issue by item number. _

e The depth-of-knowledge level (DOK) value for each assessment item given by
each reviewer. The intraclass correlation for the group of reviewers is given on
the last row.

All notes made by reviewers on items by item number.

The DOX level and standard code assigned by each reviewer for each item.
Standards coded to each item by reviewer

Items coded by reviewers for each standard

Number of reviewers coding an item by standard

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Roles and Responsibilities

Norman L. Webb will direct the alignment studies and oversee the preparation of
all of the reports. He will be responsible for identifying and obtaining the participation of
all of the 9 external reviewers, three for each review team, for each study. The West
Virginia Depariment of Education is expected to identify the 9 reviewers from West
Virginia for each study. All of the reviewers should be experienced and very
knowledgeable of the K-12 curriculum in the content area, assessments, and the
alignment process. The external reviewers will be identified from content experts and
reviewers who have participated in prior analyses. The external reviewers and the internal
reviewers will be responsible for doing the actual analyses.

CAPABILITIES AND QUALIFICATIONS OF ORGANIZATION
Norman Webb will do the described work as a private contractor. He has

conducted alignment studies for over 25 states or commonwealths and the country of
Qatar. Through his work at the Wisconsin Center for Education Research at the
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University of Wisconsin he developed in 1997 the procedures to do the alignment study
while working on the National Institute for Science Education, funded by the National
Science Foundation, and in cooperation with the Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSS0). His work on alignmerit influenced the specification of alignment criteria by the
U.S. Department of Education. Over the past five years, he has conducted alignment
studies for the Technical Issues for Large-Scale Assessment (TILSA) collaborative of the
CCSSO0. Results from his study of the alignment of standards and assessments in four
states have been published by CCSSO (Webb, 2003). At the American Educational
Research Association annual meeting in 2002, he gave five presentations and papers on
alignment including one invited presentation by the Classroom Assessment Special
Interest Group. At the most recent AERA annual meeting, he gave another presentation
on alignment. In addition to being one of the leading experts on alignment, Dr. Webb
does research and evaluation through the Wisconsin Center for Education Research on
systemic reform and curriculum. He has worked in the areas of mathematics education,
assessment, and evaluation for over 30 years.

Prior Experience

In 2007, he conducted alignment studies for South Dakota, Texas, North Dakota,
1llinois, Michigan, Kentucky, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Missouri, and the American
Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence. For West Virginia, he completed a two-
phase alignment study in language arts/language arts, mathematics and science (June
2003 through April 2004) and more recently an analysis of West Virginia’s new
assessment for students with disabilities (Feb and April 2006). In 2004-2005, he
completed alignment studies in language arts, science, mathematics, and social studies for
Delaware; in language arts, mathematics, science, and history for West Virginia (May
2004 through July 2004); in language arts and mathematics for grades 3, 5, and 7 Hawaii
(May through June 2004); in language arts and mathematics for grades 4, 6, and 8
Alabama (September 2004 through December 2004); and in language arts and
mathematics for the state of Michigan comparing the Michigan Education Assessment
Program (MEAP) with the SAT, PSAT, ACT, PLAN, and WorkKeys (November 2004
through January 2005), grades 3-8 MEAP (September 2005), high school Merit
Examination and English Language Proficiency (May 2006). In 2005-2006, he has
completed or is currently working on an alignment study for the country of Qatar in
English, mathematics, science, and Arabic for grades 1-12 (May 2005 through January
2006); Vermont in language arts and mathematics to analyze the state high school
standards with the SAT and ACT (June through August 31, 2005); North Carolina for
language arts, mathematics, science, and alternate assessments for grades 3-8, and high
school (August 2005 through July 2006); and Puerto Rico in Spanish, English as a second
language, and mathematics for grades 3-8 and 11 (October 2005 through January 2006).
Norman Webb wrote a monograph on alignment for the National Institute for Science
Education, with the cooperation of the Council of Chief State School Officers, in 1997,
Since then he has worked with the Council of State School Officers and others to refine
his alignment process. In 2004 and 2005, he worked with the CCSSO Technical Issues in
Large-Scale Assessment collaborative to develop a Web-based tool for analyzing the
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alignment of assessments and curriculum standards. This work was funded in part by the
U.S. Department of Education and the National Science Foundation.

Norman Webb has conducted alignment studies for states that have received Approval for
their assessment systems from the U.S. Department of Education:

West Virginia (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS, Alt)

Tennessee (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS)

North Carolina (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS)

Delaware (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS)
Other states he has conducted alignment studies for that may have received approval, but
a current list was not found include: :

Alabama (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS)

Georgia (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS)

Missouri (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS)

Mississippi (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS)

THinois (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS, Alt)

Kentucky (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS)

Wisconsin (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS, Alt)

Texas (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS, Alt, ESL)

Puerto Rico (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS)

North Dakota (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sc1 5, 8, HS)

South Dakota (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 3, 8, HS)

Hawati (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS)

Michigan (ela 3-8, HS, math 3-8 HS, sci 5, 8, HS, Alt, ESL) _
He has done or his staff has done some alignment work for these additional states:

Louisiana

Oklahoma

South Carolina

Maine

Idaho

California

New Mexico

Wyoming

All reports I produced are the property of the funding state. I cannot release a report

without proper approval. I would be more than willing to provide copies of any report
with the name of the state and other identifying information removed.
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COMPENSATION AND PAYMENT

—py

The details of the budget are listed in the cost proposal. The major cost for the
analysis is the honoraria and travel expenses for reviewers. The budget also includes the
cost for Brian Vesperman, the software engineer who developed the WAT, to provide
technical support. If the computer facility is provided, then the total expense can be
reduced by the amount for facility rental.

i
L=

It is requested that half of the total cost for a study be paid on receipt of an invoice
directly following the alignment institute. The remainder of the cost for the study should
be paid on receipt of an invoice after two reports have been submitted.
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Appendix
Depth-of-Knowledge Definitions for Language Arts and Writing

Reading/language arts DOK Levels

In language arts, four DOK levels were used to judge both reading/language arts
and writing indicators and assessment tasks. The reading/language arts levels are based
on Valencia and Wixson (2000, pp. 909-935). The writing levels were developed by
Marsha Horton, Sharon O’Neal, and Phoebe Winter.

Reading/language arts Level 1. Level 1 requires students to receive or recite facts
or to use simple skills or abilities. Oral reading/language arts that does not include
analysis of the text, as well as basic comprehension of a text, is included. Items require
only a shallow understanding of the text presented and often consist of verbatim recall
from text, slight paraphrasing of specific details from the text, or simple understanding of
a single word or phrase. Some examples that represent, but do not constitute all of, Level
1 performance are:

e Support ideas by reference to verbatim or only slightly paraphrased details from
the text.

» Use a dictionary to find the meanings of words.

e Recognize figurative language in a reading/language arts passage.

Reading/language arts Level 2. Level 2 includes the engagement of some mental
processing beyond recalling or reproducing a response; it requires both comprehension
and subsequent processing of text or portions of text. Inter-sentence analysis of inference
is required. Some important concepts are covered, but not in a complex way. Standards
and items at this level may include words such as summarize, interpret, infer, classify,
organize, collect, display, compare, and determine whether fact or opinion. Literal main
ideas are stressed. A Level 2 assessment item may require students to apply skills and
concepts that are covered in Level 1. However, items require closer understanding of text,
possibly through the item’s paraphrasing of both the question and the answer. Some
examples that represent, but do not constitute all of, Level 2 performance are:

e Use context cues to identify the meaning of unfamiliar words, phrases, and
expressions that could otherwise have multiple meanings.

s Predict a logical outcome based on information in a reading/language arts
selection.

e Identify and summarize the major events in a natrative.

Reading/language arts Level 3. Deep knowledge becomes a greater focus at Level
3. Students are encouraged to go beyond the text; however, they are still required to show
understanding of the ideas in the text. Students may be encouraged to explain, generalize,
or connect ideas. Standards and items at Level 3 involve reasoning and planning.
Students must be able to support their thinking. Items may involve abstract theme
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identification, inference across an entire passage, or students’ application of prior
knowledge. Ttems may also involve more superficial connections between texts. Some
examples that represent, but do not constitute all of, Level 3 performance are:

e Explain or recognize how the author’s purpose affects the interpretation of a
reading/language arts selection.

» Summarize information from multiple sources to address a specific topic.

» Analyze and describe the characteristics of various types of literature.

Reading/language arts Level 4. Higher-order thinking is central and knowledge is
deep at Level 4. The standard or assessment item at this level will probably be an
extended activity, with extended time provided for completing it. The extended time
period is not a distinguishing factor if the required work 1s only repetitive and does not
require the application of significant conceptual understanding and higher-order thinking.
Students take information from at least one passage of a text and are asked to apply this
information to a new task. They may also be asked to develop hypotheses and perform
complex analyses of the connections among texts. Some examples that represent, but do
not constitute all of, Level 4 performance are:

e Analyze and synthesize information from multiple sources.

e Examine and explain alternative perspectives across a variety of sources.

o Describe and illustrate how common themes are found across texts from different
cultures.

Writing Level 1. Level 1 requires the student to write or recite simple facts. The
focus of this writing or recitation is not on complex synthesis or analysis, but on basic
ideas. The students are asked to list ideas or words, as in a brainstorming activity, prior to
written composition; are engaged in a simple spelling or vocabulary assessment; or are
asked to write simple sentences. Students are expected to write, speak, and edit using the
conventions.of Standard English. This includes using appropriate grammar, punctuation,
capitalization, and spelling. Students demonstrate a basic understanding and appropriate
use of such reference materials as a dictionary, thesaurus, or Web site. Some examples
that represent, but do not constitute all of, Level 1 performance are:

¢ Use punctuation marks correctly. :
o Identify Standard English grammatical structures, including the correct use of
verb tenses.

Writing Level 2. Level 2 requires some mental processing. At this level, students
are engaged in first-draft writing or brief extemporaneous speaking for a limited number
of purposes and audiences. Students are expected to begin connecting ideas, using a
simple organizational structure. For example, students may be engaged in note-taking,
outlining, or simple summaries. Text may be limited to one paragraph. Some examples
that represent, but do not constitute all of, Level 2 performance are:
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» Construct or edit compound or complex sentences, with attention to correct use of
phrases and clauses. _

¢ Use simple organizational strategies to structure written work.

e Write summaries that contain the main idea of the reading/language arts selection
and pertinent details.

Writing Level 3. Level 3 requires some higher-level mental processing. Students
are engaged in developing compositions that include multiple paragraphs. These
compositions may include complex sentence structure and may demonstrate some
synthesis and analysis. Students show awareness of their audience and purpose through
focus, organization, and the use of appropriate compositional elements. The use of
appropriate compositional elements includes such things as addressing chronological
order in a narrative, or including supporting facts and details in an informational report.
At this stage, students are engaged in editing and revising to improve the quality of the
composition. Some examples that represent, but do not constitute all of, Level 3
performance are;

e Support ideas with details and examples.
e Use voice appropriate to the purpose and audience.
+ Edit writing to produce a logical progression of ideas.

Writing Level 4. Higher-level thinking is central to Level 4. The standard at this
level is a multi-paragraph composition that demonstrates the ability to synthesize and
analyze complex ideas or themes. There is evidence of a deep awareness of purpose and
audience. For example, informational papers include hypotheses and supporting
evidence. Students are expected to create compositions that demonstrate a distinct voice
and that stimulate the reader or listener to consider new perspectives on the addressed
ideas and themes. An example that represents, but does not constitute all of, Level 4
performance is: '

» Write an analysis of two selections, identifying the common theme and generating
a purpose that is appropriate for both.
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