[image: image1.png]



STATE OF INDIANA

Request for Proposal 12-109
INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

On Behalf Of

Indiana Department of Education
Solicitation For:

PARCC Item Tryout, Field Testing, Operational Form Construction, and Embedded Research
Response Due Date:  6/1/2012
Nicole Kenney, Deputy Commissioner
Indiana Department of Administration

Procurement Division

402 W. Washington St., Room W478

Indianapolis, Indiana  46204

SECTION ONE

GENERAL INFORMATION AND REQUESTED PRODUCTS/SERVICES

1.1
INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Indiana statute, including IC 5-22-9, the Indiana Department of Administration (IDOA), acting on behalf of the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE), requires PARCC Item Tryout, Field Testing, Operational Form Construction, and Embedded Research for the IDOE and participating PARCC members.  It is the intent of IDOA to solicit responses to this Request for Proposals (RFP) in accordance with the statement of work, proposal preparation section, and specifications contained in this document.  This RFP is being posted to the IDOA website (http://www.IN.gov/idoa/2354.htm) for downloading. A nominal fee will be charged for providing hard copies.  Neither this RFP nor any response (proposal) submitted hereto are to be construed as a legal offer.  

1.2
DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Following are explanations of terms and abbreviations appearing throughout this RFP. Other special terms may be used in the RFP, but they are more localized and defined where they appear, rather than in the following list. 

IAC
The Indiana Administrative Code.

IC
The Indiana Code.
Full Time Equivalent
The State defines FTE as a measurement of an employee's

(FTE)
productivity on a specific project or contract.  An FTE of 1 would mean that there is one worker fully engaged on a project.  If there are two employees each spending 1/2 of their working time on a project that would also equal 1 FTE.

Implementation 
The successful implementation of the services as specified in the contract resulting from this RFP.

Installation
The delivery and physical setup of products or services requested in this RFP.

Other Governmental 

Body
An agency, a board, a branch, a bureau, a commission, a council, a department, an institution, an office, or another establishment of any of the following:
(1) The judicial branch.
(2) The legislative branch.
(3) A political subdivision (includes towns, cities, local governments, etc.)
(4) A state educational institution

Products
Tangible goods or manufactured items as specified in this RFP.

Proposal
An offer as defined in IC 5-22-2-17.

Respondent
An offeror as defined in IC 5-22-2-18.  The State will not consider a proposal responsive if two or more offerors submit a joint or combined proposal.  One entity or individual must be clearly identified as the Respondent who will be ultimately responsible for performance of the contract.
Services
Work to be performed as specified in this RFP.

State 
The State of Indiana

State Agency
As defined in IC 4-13-1, “state agency” means an authority, board, branch, commission, committee, department, division, or other instrumentality of the executive, including the administrative, department of state government.

Vendor
Any successful Respondent selected as a result of the procurement process to deliver the products or services requested by this RFP.

1.2.1
Project Terms and Definitions

· Accessible Portable Item Profile (APIP) Standard: The APIP Standard provides assessment programs and question item developers a data model for standardizing the interchange file format for digital test items. The standard builds on the IMS GLC Question and Test Interoperability (QTI) v2.1 specification.

· Additional and Supporting Content: This term is specific to Mathematics content. The Additional and Supporting Content in a grade/course is determined by that grade level's Additional and Supporting Clusters as identified in the PARCC Model Content Frameworks for Mathematics. 

· Analytic Writing: Writing that places a premium on using evidence while demonstrating logical integration and coherence in order to inform/explain, convey an opinion, advance an argument, or simultaneously meet a combination of these purposes. Notably, narrative elements may also be included in analytic writing, but informative/explanatory or opinion/argumentative elements must be included for a piece to be considered analytic writing. 

· Anchor Text: This term is relevant only for ELA/Literacy assessment components. An anchor text is the extended text used during the research simulation task in conjunction with the additional short texts read during the research simulation task. (See also: Extended Text). 

· Assessment System: A cohesive set of assessments that serve summative and other purposes. There are five major components to the PARCC assessment system. Three of these components—the Performance-Based Assessment, End-of-Year Assessment, and Speaking/Listening Assessment—are required. The Performance-Based Assessment and End-of-Year Assessment will measure the full range of the Common Core State Standards and contribute to students’ summative scores. 

· Bias: is, in a statistical context, a systematic error in a test score. In discussing test fairness, bias may refer to construct underrepresentation or construct-irrelevant components of test scores that differentially affect the performance of different groups of test takers. 

· Blueprint: A blueprint is a guide for indicating the content and structure of an assessment. It is an exact and detailed chart designating the minimum score points supporting each claim. A blueprint may designate the total number of tasks and/or items for any given assessment component. There will be separate blueprints for English Language Arts/Literacy and for Mathematics for each assessment component for each grade level. 

· Claim: A statement about students indicating what they know and can do. Claims are supported by evidence gathered from student responses. The claims about students’ knowledge and skills are developed according to the purpose of the assessment (e.g., assessing progress or end-of-course knowledge) and the domain covered therein. When the purpose is summative, claims are written to represent the set of skills and knowledge that students must acquire by the end of a period of instruction, such as a school year (see also: Master Claim, Reporting Categories, Supporting Reporting Categories). 

· Common Education Data Standards (CEDS): Common Education Data Standards are the most common education data elements used to support the effective exchange of data within and across states, as students transition between educational sectors and levels, and for federal reporting. This common vocabulary enables more consistent and comparable data to be used throughout all education levels and sectors necessary to support improved student achievement. The standards are being developed by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) with the assistance of a CEDS Stakeholder Group that includes representatives from states, districts, institutions of higher education, state higher education agencies, early childhood organizations, federal program offices, interoperability standards organizations, and key education associations and non-profit organizations. CEDS is a voluntary effort and will increase data interoperability, portability, and comparability across states, districts, and higher education organizations. 

· Complexity: The intended cognitive demand of an item or task from a student in understanding and responding to it. For example, an item or a task requiring students to predict a phenomenon based on data presented in a graph will be expected to be more complex (or more challenging, or more cognitively complex) than an item or task requiring students to describe the same data presented in the graph. 

· Device: Digital tools that students may use to respond to the PARCC assessments. The use of this term is meant to imply no preference for a specific platform. PARCC‘s expectation is that the assessment will be delivered on the widest possible range of platforms. 

· Diagnostic Assessment: Diagnostic assessments are designed to measure students’ strengths and weaknesses in terms of specific standards or knowledge and skills. These assessments are developed to inform instructional strategies, remediation, and intervention. Development of diagnostic assessments requires a theoretical framework that explains how students learn different skills and knowledge, and how such skills and knowledge are interrelated. Results of such assessments inform what particular standards students need to master in order to master the next set of knowledge and skills within their reach. 
· Embedded Support: Any tool, support, scaffold, link, or preference that is built into the assessment system with the explicit expectation that the feature will help many diverse students, some whom we cannot predict in advance will use and benefit from the support. Embedded supports will be readily available individually on-screen, stored in a tool palette, or accessible through a menu or control panel as needed. To the extent possible, supports will be consistent through subtests. When an embedded support is made available to all users, it is considered a function of Universal Design. When a support is made available to only a subset of users based on their learner profile, it is considered an accessibility feature. 

· Evidence(s): Any type of information gathered from student responses supporting claims about student performance in reference to the construct being measured in the assessment. Evidences are derived from observable student behavior(s) in response to assessment items or tasks. Each evidence is linked to a particular claim. 

· Evidence Statement: Statements that indicate what students must demonstrate in an assessment in support of the claims about the students in that assessment. Evidence statements describe the observable student behavior(s) or work product(s) that support claims about students’ mastery of particular standards. In other words, evidence statements describe what one can point to, highlight, or underline in a student work product that substantiates that the standard has been mastered by that student. Evidence statements must be aligned with particular standards. (See also: Claim). 

· Evidence-Based Selected Response (EBSR): This term is relevant only for ELA/Literacy assessment components. This term refers to a specific item model where students are required to answer a two part selected-response question. The first part of this item model is a traditional selected-response item. In the second part of the item, the student is required to demonstrate the ability to cite evidence from the text in determining the response to the first part of the item. To demonstrate this ability, students may be asked to grid in the line(s) of text the student wishes to cite or alternatively to choose which from a set of lines of text presents the best citation. The Contractor(s) will work closely with PARCC to determine the best means to determine student abilities to cite evidence using this innovative item type. 
· Evidence-Centered Design (ECD): Evidence-Centered Design is a process of assessment development that involves gathering, organizing, and transforming information in a variety of representational forms within the framework of a clearly articulated assessment argument. It includes the following: identifying potential claims about what constitutes student proficiency; identifying evidence (what students might say, do, or produce that will constitute observable evidence for the claims); and identifying the kinds of situations or tasks that might produce this evidence. 
· Extended Text: This term is relevant only for ELA/Literacy assessment components. The range of text lengths that may be used to measure reading comprehension is delineated in the ELA Technical Plan of this RFP. A text that is designated as an “extended text” is one that is closest in length to the maximum length listed for a given grade-level. As part of the research simulation task, one extended text is used in conjunction with additional short texts. In this case, the extended text is referred to as the extended “anchor text.” (See also: Anchor Text). 
Fairness in Testing:  This refers to perspectives on the ways that scores from tests or items are interpreted in the process of evaluating test takers for a selection or classification decision. Fairness in testing is closely related to test validity, and the evaluation of fairness requires a broad range of evidence that includes empirical data, but may also involve legal, ethical, political, philosophical, and economic reasoning.

· Final Deliverable(s): A tangible or intangible object produced as a result of the project that is intended to be delivered to the Department/PARCC. A deliverable could be a final report, document, technical diagram, completion of a major service, or a building block of an overall project. All Final Deliverables, tangible or intangible, must be supported by documented evidence of completion (e.g., using a report or alternative form of tangible documentation). 
· Hand Scoring: The use of trained human judges to assign ratings to student’s work on the writing prompts or on the performance-based tasks in ELA/L and mathematics.
· Integrative Task: This term is specific to Mathematics content. A task that clearly codes to a cluster heading, without clearly coding to any single standard in the cluster; or a task that clearly codes to a domain or grade/course, without clearly coding to any single cluster in the domain or grade/course. This might arise from a task that incorporates several individual standards as identifiable component parts, or it might arise from synthesis of individual standards. Not every cluster or domain will be assessed using integrative tasks. The presence of integrative tasks in the assessment design is not intended to permit loose interpretations of the standards. Such tasks are used where necessary to measure plausible and immediate implications of what is written in the standards, without ever slipping into the imposition of additional requirements. 
· Interim Deliverable(s): For the purposes of this RFP an Interim Deliverable shall be defined as a tangible or intangible object produced as a result of the project that is intended to be delivered to the customer to show progress towards completion of the Final Deliverable. This could be a draft report, plan, document, or technical diagram. All Interim Deliverables, tangible or intangible, must be supported by documented evidence of completion (e.g., using a report or alternative form of tangible documentation). 
· Interoperability: The ability of two or more systems or components to exchange information and to use the information that has been exchanged. Interoperability must be distinguished from Open Standards. Although the goal of each is to provide effective and efficient exchange between computer systems, the mechanism for accomplishing that goal is very different. Open Standards imply interoperability ab-initio, i.e., by definition, while interoperability does not, by itself, imply wider exchange between a range of products, or similar products from several different vendors, or even past future revisions of the same product. 

· Item: An individual test question or activity that students complete. All items are assumed to be scored to allow students to earn points to be attributed to a claim. 
· Item accessibility: This terminology refers to the degree to which items/tasks, stimuli, passages, performance tasks, online tools, and graphics are made available to and appropriate for as many test-takers as possible, beginning in the initial test design stages and continuing throughout the test development process. Item design increases access for all participating students, not just those with special needs or limited English proficiency. Item writers must consider accessibility in the text and graphical presentation of the item/task' students’ interaction with the item/task; student navigation between items, screens, and sections; and mode of student responses. 
· Item Calibration: This is the process of estimating the location of an item on a scale where that scale may be based on classical true score theory or latent trait theory.

· Item Difficulty: Observed statistic (or estimated parameter) for an item that is based on the proportion of students responding correctly to that item. While it is true that more complex items usually have higher difficulty, item difficulty and complexity are not the same. (See also: Complexity). 
· Item Generation Model: For ELA/Literacy, a model to develop operational items (sometimes referred to as a task model by those publishing research on ECD). An item generation model allows test developers to generate an operational item that elicits targeted evidence aligned to one or more standards. Each item generation model has fixed features—the structural elements of the model that are common to all operational items developed using this model. Each item generation model can also have variable features—those elements that can vary to create different/unique items. On the sample item generation model provided (see Appendix B, Attachment 7 of the Item Development RFP.  Section 1.3.1 of this RFP contains a direct link to the Item Development ITN solicited by the State of Florida), the variable features are in italics. For the End-of-Year Assessment, item generation models may not necessarily combine in ways that fulfill the requirements of a specified task generation model. Instead, an item generation model may generate an item that “stands alone” eliciting evidence aligned to one or more standards without logically cohering to a collection of items. For the Mid-Year Assessment (MYA) and Performance-Based Assessment (PBA) components of the PARCC English Language Arts/Literacy summative assessment, all items will be developed as part of a task. In other words, the item generation models used on the MYA and PBA must combine in ways that fulfill the requirements of a specified task generation model.
· Key-based Scoring:  Key-based scoring refers to the use of an answer key to assign ratings or correct/incorrect scores to students’ answers on true/false and multiple-choice response formats.

· LEA: A Local Educational Agency (LEA) is a school district that operates local elementary, middle, and/or high schools for members of a community. 
· Link: A hypermedia feature that allows the student to access a definition, audio pronunciation, graphic representation, etc. Such links are embedded in text and signal a way for students to get more information about a term or concept. 
· Linking: Linking is the use of statistical techniques to adjust scores obtained on different test forms measuring the same construct so that they are comparable.
· Major Content: This term is specific to Mathematics content. The major content in a grade/course is determined by that grade level‘s Major Clusters as identified in the PARCC Model Content Frameworks for Mathematics (with designations for high school courses to come in the final Frameworks). Note that tasks on PARCC assessments providing evidence for Sub Claim A about Major Content will sometimes require the student to apply knowledge, skills, and understandings from across several Major Clusters. 
· Master Claim: The master claim is about the overall performance goal for PARCC assessments—students must demonstrate that they are college- and career-ready by the end of high school, or ―on track for college and career readiness at other grades. The extent to which a master claim is true is indicated by scale scores. 
· PARCC: The Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) is a PARCC of states working together to develop a common set of assessments in English Language Arts/Literacy and Mathematics anchored in what it takes to be ready for college and careers. These new assessments will build a pathway to college and career readiness by the end of high school, mark students’ progress toward this goal from 3rd grade forward, and provide teachers with timely information to inform instruction and provide student support. The PARCC assessments will be ready for states to administer during the 2014-2015 school year. PARCC grant timelines as referenced throughout this solicitation adhere to the 2014-2015 administration. 

· PARCC Governing Board: PARCC is state-led with a subset of PARCC states making up its Governing Board. States represented on this Board are considered "Governing States," and have made the strongest commitment to PARCC and its activities and, therefore, have the most decision-making authority. 

· PARCC Leadership Team: Each governing state has a representative on the PARCC K–12 Leadership Team. The K–12 Leadership Team is responsible for coordinating all aspects of the development of PARCC assessments. It directs all of PARCC‘s operational programs and serves as the conduit to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Governing Board. 

· PARCC Operational Working Groups: There are a wide range of committees, working groups and teams of education leaders tasked with specific advisory, technical and operational goals. These committees are responsible for structuring, leading, and contextualizing the major assessment design and development activities. 

· Performance-Based Task: For ELA/Literacy, an operational task generated from a task generation model which provides students with an authentic or realistic scenario. In performance-based tasks, evidences are observable in students’ work products. 

· Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs): There are two types of PLDs: general and specific. The general PLDs convey policy goals. For example, the policy board setting the standards might require that one of the performance levels indicate readiness for the next grade level. These policy level PLDs are usually not grade level or subject specific. On the other hand, specific PLDs indicate the minimum knowledge or skills required at each performance level for the given grade and subject. This second type of PLDs indicates “how well” students are expected to perform on the content standards and “how good is good enough” to be judged as having achieved specific performance standards. Draft PLDs (sometimes called target PLDs) are useful early in the assessment design process to inform the range of task complexity required at each grade level to ensure reliable measurement across all performance categories. In an evidence-centered design approach to assessment development, task models are directly informed by draft PLDs. 

· Practice-Forward Tasks: This term is specific to Mathematics content. A practice-forward task is intentionally designed or intentionally selected to elicit one or more particular practices in connection to specified content. Each targeted practice or its absence is observable in the student‘s response, whether directly through observing student work or indirectly through an incorrect answer to a problem in which the practice will have made a correct answer much more likely. Thus, a requirement of practice-forward tasks is that it be unlikely or impossible to earn full credit on the task without engaging in the practice. General examples of practice-forward tasks might include: 

· Tasks that require execution of the modeling cycle in high school (MP.4; see CCSSM pp. 72,73) 

· Tasks that require the student to justify or prove a statement, or critique such reasoning (MP.3) 

· Tasks that reward seeing structure in an algebraic expression and using the structure to rewrite it for a purpose (MP.7). 

· Practice-Integrated Content Standard: A content standard or part thereof in which one or more practices is explicit. Examples: practice standard MP.3 is explicit in content standards 3.NF.3b and in part of 4.NF.2; practice standard MP.4 is explicit in part of content standard F-BF.2. 

· Practice-Related Content Standard: A content standard or part thereof in which one or more practices is implicit. Examples: practice standards MP.1, 2, 7, and 8 are implicit in content standard 4.NBT.5 (see PARCC Model Content Framework for Mathematics, p. 21). 

· Preference: A feature that can be changed by the user but is thought to be irrelevant to performance (e.g., choice of writing with a pen with blue ink or a pen with black ink on the quality of a written essay). Examples of a preference could include allowing the user to: enlarge the font size, alter the line spacing, alter the leading (space between lines) and margins, change the font color, or alter the background color. Often it is useful to have students interact with the system to select preferences before a time task begins. Preferences may be linked with the learner profile and stored for use across subtests and/or sessions. 

· Progression-Sensitive Task: This term is specific to Mathematics content. A task intentionally designed or intentionally selected to be informative about students’ location along a specified content progression in the Common Core State Standards. Progression-sensitive tasks trace coherent progressions in the standards and can play an important role in the assessment design. Example: Write 1/2 + 1/3 + 1/4 as a fraction. This computation is likely beyond the reach of a typical student who meets the grade 4 standards, yet likely within the reach of a typical student who meets the grade 5 standards. A similar example that requires more strategy and persistence will be: Write 3/4 – 1/10 + 1/8 as a fraction. 

· Prose Constructed Response (PCR): This term is relevant only for ELA/Literacy assessment components. This term refers to a specific item model where students are required to produce written prose in response to a prompt. Prose constructed-response items always measure the writing claim (Writing and Language Standards). Additional information about this item model is provided in the ELA Technical Plan of this RFP. 

· Question and Test Interoperability (QTI): Defines a standard format for the representation of assessment content and results, supporting the exchange of this material between authoring and delivery systems, repositories and other learning management systems. It allows assessment materials to be authored and delivered on multiple systems interchangeably. It is designed to facilitate interoperability between systems. 

· Readiness Tool: Online dynamic and interactive technology readiness tool to support technology transitions and implementation that is jointly being developed for the SMARTER Balanced Assessment PARCC (SBAC) and PARCC. The tool is planned to be ready for use in early 2012 and its resulting data available in the months that follow.

· Reporting Categories: Reporting Categories correspond to the master and major claims about student performances that are supported by sufficient evidence to yield scale scores. (see also: Supporting Reporting Categories, Master Claims). 

· Rule-based Scoring: Rule-based scoring refers to using sets of decision rules to assign ratings or correct/incorrect scores to students’ answers on gridded-response, short constructed response and other constrained constructed response formats
· Scaffold: A support that is provided initially but subsequently faded and withdrawn. Training wheels are often considered a scaffold as they help a beginning/novice bike rider but subsequently become unnecessary. Scaffolds and supports are identical with the exception of the expectation for how long it will be used (temporarily vs. always). 

· Scenario: A problem/ issue/ question that establishes the context for a task. 

· Schools Interoperability Framework (SIF): A technical blueprint for enabling diverse applications to interact and share data related to entities in the preK–12 instructional and administrative environment. The SIF Implementation Specification defines architecture requirements and communication protocols for software components and the interfaces between them that enable diverse applications to interact and share data efficiently, reliably, and securely, regardless of the platform hosting those applications. 

· SEA: A State Educational Agency (SEA) is a state department of education that is responsible for providing information, resources, and technical assistance on educational matters to schools and residents.

· Short Text: This term is relevant only for ELA/Literacy assessment components. The range of text lengths that may be used to measure reading comprehension is delineated in the ELA Technical Plan of this RFP. A text that is designated as a “short text” is one that is close in length to the minimum length listed for a given grade-level. 

· Sub Claim/Supporting Claim: A claim that supports another higher level claim. Each sub claim is related to students’ mastery of particular knowledge and skills based on the evidence outlined in evidence statements. Note that a sub claim can be under another sub claim. 

· Summative Assessment: The purpose of summative assessments is to measure the level of competency of a student against all of the knowledge and skills within the domain of interest at the end of an instructional phase such as an entire school year. In the case of PARCC, summative assessments will measure the full range of the Common Core State Standards and will be designed to report the extent to which students are “on track” or “ready” for college and careers. In the PARCC assessment system, the summative assessment includes the combination of the Performance-Based Assessment and the End-of-Year Assessment, and may include the Mid-Year Assessment after further study. 

· Support: A context-specific performance aid. Some directions may need to be provided concerning how this type of aid can be used. Spell checking may be a tool that is provided in workspaces that involve writing but disabled in contexts that involve mathematical problem solving.

· Tag, Tagging, Tagged: In order to gather data from an assessment, pieces of data must have specific computer coding associated with the data. The computer is then able to “gather” all pieces of data with the same code together. To “tag” a piece of data (e.g. an item, a graphic, a passage) is to associate that piece of data with a specified code. The act of associating the code with a piece of data is called “tagging.” Data that has been coded is said to be “tagged.”

· Task: This term has content-specific meanings. Respondents must be careful to use the definitions provided below in the context of the specific content (ELA/Literacy or Mathematics) being referenced. 

In ELA/Literacy a task is an operational, coherent collection of items. Some collections of items (tasks) are cohesive only insofar as they are linked to a shared stimulus (e.g., a collection of items that are connected to a specific reading passage). Some tasks have more extensive cohesive qualities. For the purposes of the PARCC ELA/Literacy assessments, all tasks must clearly reflect a specified task generation model.  

Operational tasks must be equipped with teacher directions, student directions, scoring tools, and all other ancillary materials needed for administration of the collection of items. The number of tasks on any operational form may be defined by the operational blueprint used to develop the test form. The Mid-Year and Performance-Based Assessments are comprised of two large tasks, one focused on research and one focused on reading literature. 

· Task Generation Model: This term has content specific meanings. Respondents must be careful to use the definitions provided below in the context of the specific content (ELA/Literacy or Mathematics) being referenced.

· In ELA/Literacy, a task generation model allows test developers to generate many different tasks that are roughly equivalent for multiple operational assessments. Each task generation model has fixed features—the structural elements of the model that are common to all operational tasks developed using this model. Each task generation model can also have variable features—those elements that can vary to create different/unique performance-based tasks. See APPENDIX B, Attachments 3-6 of the Item Development ITN for sample ELA/Literacy task generation models. Section 1.3.1 of this RFP contains a direct link to the Item Development ITN solicited by the State of Florida.
· In Mathematics, a task generation model also allows test developers to generate multiple, roughly equivalent tasks. A model indicates the following with necessary metadata: 

a. Claim(s) for which evidence is being provided 

b. Particular standard(s) being assessed 

c. Important features of the task (practice-forward, integrative, etc.) 

d. “Markup” of the task showing any parameters that can change from instance to instance of the task 

e. Limits on parameters and additional guidance for task developers. 

f. If appropriate, annotations of the rubric that elucidate the evidence generated by the task. 

g. If appropriate, notes on technologically enhanced features of the task. 

See APPENDIX D of the Item Development ITN for a sample Mathematics task generation model. Section 1.3.1 of this RFP contains a direct link to the Item Development ITN solicited by the State of Florida.
· Task Models: In ECD, task models describe how to structure the kinds of situations in an assessment to obtain the evidence needed to support claims about students’ knowledge and skills. Task models identify variables that describe features of tasks to be presented to the student in light of the type of evidence that the tasks will yield. They describe how the assessment materials must be presented to the students and expected student work products in response to the assessment materials for the purposes of the PARCC assessments, given the differences in the assessment design for ELA/Literacy and Mathematics, the role of task models is somewhat different. 

· Technology-Enhanced Items: These are items that utilize technology in presenting assessment materials to students and capturing student responses in a way that cannot be accomplished without the use of such technology. Such items might include simulation, interactivity, and often allow for various types of constructed response. Technology-enhanced items may be designed to target content standards that in the past have been difficult to measure or may be designed to allow for efficiencies in test administration (e.g. to more efficiently capture data than traditional short answer items, thereby reducing student testing time or the amount of hand-scoring required). 

· Universal Design Principles: Principles guiding the designing environments, products, and communications in a way that is inherently accessible to all intended users. 

· Universal Design for Assessment:  refers to principles that support a flexible design approach for test items such that all participating students are able to demonstrate what they know and can do regardless of physical, sensory, behavioral, or cognitive impairment, and recognizing that no single model will meet all students’ needs. 

· Vertical Scale: A single, unidimensional scale that allows for the monitoring and tracking of student growth and progress across grades. 

· Work Tasks/Activities: Activities that must be accomplished within a defined period of time with a defined start and end date, which are linked and performed to achieve the completion of Interim and Final Deliverables for a project. All Work Tasks/Activities must be supported by documented evidence of completion (e.g., using a report or alternative form of tangible documentation). 

1.3
PURPOSE OF THE RFP

The purpose of this RFP is to select one or more vendors that can satisfy IDOE and other PARCC-participating states’ need to conduct item tryout, field testing, operational form construction, and embedded research for the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) assessment system. It is the intent of IDOE to contract with one or more vendors that provides quality services that meet the needs described within the RFP. 

The activities in this RFP are divided into four phases.  The first phase, the Item Tryout Phase, will occur in spring 2013.  The purpose of the item tryout is to better understand how assessment items, tasks, and innovations are functioning and to refine test administration, data collection, scoring materials and procedures.  The second phase, the field test phase, will occur in the spring of 2014.  The purpose of the field test is to collect large and representative samples of student performance for each field tested item to use in estimating linked item parameters.  Items with linked item parameters will be used to assemble alternate forms for operational use in subsequent years.  In the third phase, the items and their associated item parameters will be used to construct a number of operational forms.  The fourth phase includes research to be planned and implemented in support of the PARCC assessment activities. Research activities will occur throughout the item tryout and field test phases, as well as during summer 2013 following item tryouts. Each phase of activities is described in greater detail in the following sections.

A portion of the items developed for the summative Performance-Based Assessment (PBA) and End-of-Year Assessment (EOY) components, as well as the non-summative Mid-Year Assessment (MYA) component will be used in item tryouts in spring 2013. For some of the items in tryouts additional research will be conducted with individual students in summer of 2013. All items that will appear in the first operational assessment in 2014- 2015 school year will be field tested in spring 2014.The innovative nature of these items will require additional research during both item try out and field test phases to construct a high-quality assessment.

This solicitation does not include the tryout or field testing of items for PARCC‘s Diagnostic Assessment component or the Speaking/Listening component.

PARCC encourages responses/replies that demonstrate strong partnerships between organizations. Organizations, regardless of size, that can provide a compilation of high-quality, innovative solutions for each subject, grade and item type into one response/reply are ideal. Attention will be paid to the ability of an organization to provide a documented commitment to the requested work through staff allocation, creative partnerships and innovative thinking.

Ensuring low costs of administration, while maintaining quality, is another critical PARCC strategy for long-term sustainability. PARCC’s vision includes a commitment to the development of a secure, sustainable, standards-based assessment that will be used by all member states. This sustainable solution must ensure the lowest possible cost impact to states both during and at the conclusion of the PARCC grant timeline.

This RFP consists of two components as described below. Respondents may respond to one or both of the following components:

A. Component 1 – Item Tryout, Field Testing and Forms Construction

This component will contain all the work necessary to conduct the item tryouts, field test, and operational forms construction as described in Attachment E. 
B. Component 2 – Research Activities

This component will contain all the work necessary to conduct the research activities as described in Attachment E. 
Note:  The vendors and their subcontractors, who were awarded the Item Development contracts, will not be awarded a contract for Component 2-Research Activities.  On April 17, 2012, Florida posted an Intent to Award the Item Development contracts to ETS and Pearson.
The Respondent, along with its subsidiaries and affiliates, is limited to one Reply. A Reply can contain both Component 1 and Component 2, or either Component 1 or Component 2.  Respondents are at liberty to include a Subcontractor(s) of their choice. However, all Subcontractor(s) are subject to approval of PARCC and the Department prior to contract execution. Subcontractor(s) can be included in multiple Replies.

The Contractor will assume responsibility for all services offered in the response/ whether or not they are performed or produced by the Contractor or by its Subcontractors. The IDOE will consider the Contractor to be the sole point of contact for contractual matters, including payment of any and all contract invoices. As noted above, all Sub Contractors must be acceptable to PARCC and the IDOE; changes in Sub Contractors could be required prior to the contract award or during the life of the contract.

1.3.1
Additional Resources
The PARCC Item Development ITN can be found here: http://myflorida.com/apps/vbs/vbs_www.ad.view_ad?advertisement_key_num=98159 

The Model Content Frameworks can be found here:

http://www.parcconline.org/parcc-content-frameworks 

1.4 SUMMARY SCOPE OF WORK

1.4.1
Background

PARCC is a consortium of states working together to develop a common set of assessments in English Language Arts/literacy and Mathematics in response to the awarding of a Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant funded in fiscal year 2010 under the auspices of the U.S. Department of Education‘s 2010 Race to the Top Assessment Program. Authorized under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), the Race to the Top Assessment Program provides funding to consortia of states (at least 15 member states and five Governing States as defined in the notice inviting applications (NIA) issued in the Federal Register on April 9, 2010) to develop assessment systems that provide valid, reliable, and fair performance results for individuals and groups of students against a common set of college and career readiness standards. The assessments are to be designed to encourage best practice in instruction and measurement.

The Partnership procured the development of items for three components of the PARCC assessment system under a different solicitation: the summative PBA and EOY components, as well as the non-summative MYA component. PARCC assessments will be administered in both computer-based and paper-based formats. Items may be presented in paper and pencil format in cases where technological infrastructure is lacking.   For the computer-based assessment, many of the items developed for the PBA, EOY, and MYA components will be innovative, computer-enhanced items.  Whether computer-based or paper-based, PARCC assessments will elicit complex demonstrations of learning and measure the full range of knowledge and skills necessary to succeed in college and 21st-century careers. The three components mentioned above will feature a mix of performance-based, constructed-response tasks, and, for computer-based assessments, technology-enhanced, computer-scored items aligned to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). 

1.4.2
English Language Arts/Literacy Innovations

The English Language Arts/literacy (ELA/literacy) items will include a number of innovations.  An important purpose of the Item Tryout Phase is to gain a better understanding of how items incorporating these innovations are functioning with the targeted student population.  The following innovations will be incorporated into ELA/literacy items but innovations may not be limited to those described here.

A. Creation of innovative writing items that require students to use and analyze texts

The Common Core State Standards for ELA/literacy, particularly Writing Standards 8 and 9, require students to demonstrate their ability to write using and analyzing texts. Consequently, the consortium desires innovative writing prompts that clearly demonstrate that students can use what they have read to develop their writing and use evidence from the reading passage to demonstrate reading comprehension.

B. Creation of scoring innovations 

The complex and innovative items to be developed for these next generation assessments should create opportunities for innovations in scoring.  Technology-enhanced items and evidence-based selected response (EBSR) items using scoring innovations may be able to allow for partial credit rather than binary credit allocations.  

C. Authentic Scenarios for Tasks

A desired innovation is for these tasks to present authentic scenarios and for the order of the items and student activities within the task to mirror instructional opportunities for literary analysis or research to the largest extent possible.

D. Measuring vocabulary

The PARCC ELA/literacy assessments will focus exclusively on measuring Tier II words—also referred to as academic vocabulary. In addition, items measuring vocabulary interpretation and use must provide sufficient context for students to determine the meaning of the word (or phrase). Ideally, the targeted word or phrase will be used multiple times throughout the text, providing multiple contexts to which students may refer when determining its meaning. Here too, innovations in scoring may allow for multiple means to earn credit from a single item or for partial, rather than binary credit to be awarded.

1.4.3
Mathematics Innovations

Like the ELA/literacy items, the mathematics items will include a number of innovations.  An important purpose of the Item Tryout Phase is to gain a better understanding of how mathematics items incorporating these innovations are functioning with the targeted student population.  The following innovations will be incorporated into the mathematics items but innovations may not be limited to those described here.

A. Quality assessment of individual content standards with machine scoring of responses entered by computer interface
Tasks should minimize or avoid common drawbacks of selected-response, e.g., possibility of guessing; possibility of using a choice-elimination strategy where doing so is not central to the task; restriction to problems with a unique answer (sometimes mathematically unnatural or, in the context of applications, sometimes artificial).

B. Practice-forward tasks

Some tasks will be intentionally designed or intentionally selected to elicit one or more particular practices in connection to specified content.  Each targeted practice or its absence is observable in the student’s response, whether directly in student work or indirectly through an incorrect answer to a problem in which the practice would have made a correct answer much more likely. Thus, a requirement of practice-forward tasks is that it be unlikely or impossible to earn full credit on the task without engaging in the practice.

C. Tasks assessing conceptual understanding with machine scoring of responses entered by computer interface

It is important to assess conceptual understanding, where the standards explicitly call for it.   It might be that many or most of these are short tasks that are computationally non-intensive are easy to answer quickly if the student understands the concept in question, but difficult to answer at all if the student doesn’t understand the concept.

D. Integrative tasks with machine scoring of responses entered by computer interface

An integrative task is one that may best be coded to a cluster heading, domain heading, or grade/course title, rather than a specific standard. If specific standard(s) can be identified they would also be noted.

E. Fluency assessment with machine scoring of responses entered by computer interface

An important special case of innovation A (above) is to assess fluency (accurate and reasonably fast computation), where the standards explicitly call for it.

F. Expressing mathematical reasoning

PARCC has solicited development of tasks that call for written arguments/ justifications, critique of reasoning, or precision in mathematical statements 

G. Modeling/application

PARCC has also solicited development of tasks that involve real-world contexts or scenarios and require the student to apply knowledge and skills articulated in specified standards.  Each task consists of several related questions, or a single prompt with a longer response required, or a combination.

H. Technology-enhanced tasks

The chief role of technology enhancement is to measure the widest possible range of the standards in a cost-effective way.

In the aggregate, PARCC estimates spending approximately $30,800,000 for item tryout, field testing, operational form construction, and embedded research.  The State is not in a position to guarantee that future spending and future projects will be based on this particular phase of work or the dollar amount associated with this phase.  Nevertheless, the amount provided is to aid prospective respondents in responding to this RFP.  These figures are an estimate only and are not to be construed as an amount offered under this RFP.

1.5
RFP OUTLINE

The outline of this RFP document is described below:

	Section
	Description

	Section 1 – General Information and Requested Products or Services
	This section provides an overview of the RFP, general timelines for the process, and a summary of the products/services being solicited by the State/Agency via this RFP

	Section 2 – Proposal Preparation Instruction
	This section provides instructions on the format and content of the RFP including a Letter of Transmittal, Business Proposal, Technical Proposal, and a Cost Proposal

	Section 3 – Proposal Evaluation Criteria
	This sections discusses the evaluation criteria to be used to evaluate respodents’ proposals

	Attachment A 
	Sample Contract

	Attachment B 
	Indiana Economic Impact Form

	Attachment C
	Cost Proposal Template

	Attachment D
	Business Proposal Template

	Attachment E
	Detailed Scope & Technical Proposal Template


1.6
QUESTION/INQUIRY PROCESS

All questions/inquiries regarding this RFP must be submitted in writing by the deadline of rfp@idoa.IN.gov3:00 p.m. Eastern Time on 5/11/2012.  Questions/Inquiries may be submitted via email to  and must be received by the time and date indicated above.  

Following the question/inquiry due date, Procurement Division personnel will compile a list of the questions/inquiries submitted by all Respondents.  The responses will be posted to the IDOA website according to the RFP timetable established in Section 1.23.  The question/inquiry and answer link will become active after responses to all questions have been compiled.  Only answers posted on the IDOA website will be considered official and valid by the State.  No Respondent shall rely upon, take any action, or make any decision based upon any verbal communication with any State employee.

Inquiries are not to be directed to any staff member of IDOE. Such action may disqualify Respondent from further consideration for a contract resulting from this RFP.

If it becomes necessary to revise any part of this RFP, or if additional information is necessary for a clearer interpretation of provisions of this RFP prior to the due date for proposals, an addendum will be posted on the IDOA website. If such addenda issuance is necessary, the Procurement Division may extend the due date and time of proposals to accommodate such additional information requirements, if required.

1.7 DUE DATE FOR PROPOSALS 
All proposals must be received at the address below by the Procurement Division no later than 3:00 p.m. Eastern Time on 6/1/2012. Each Respondent must submit one original hard-copy (marked “Original”) and one original CD-ROM (marked "Original") of the proposal, including the Transmittal Letter and other related documentation as required in this RFP. The original CD-ROM will be considered the official response in evaluating responses for scoring and protest resolution. The respondent's proposal response on this CD may be posted on the IDOA website, (http://www.in.gov/idoa/2462.htm) if recommended for selection. Each copy of the proposal must follow the format indicated in Section Two of this document.  Unnecessarily elaborate brochures or other presentations, beyond those necessary to present a complete and effective proposal, are not desired. All proposals must be addressed to:

Indiana Department of Administration

Procurement Division

402 West Washington Street, Room W478

Indianapolis, IN 46204

If you hand-deliver solicitation responses: 
To facilitate weapons restrictions at Indiana Government Center North and Indiana Government Center South, as of July 21, 2008, the public must enter IGC buildings through a designated public entrance. The public entrance to Indiana Government Center South is located at 302 W. Washington St. (the eastern-most Washington St. entrance). This entrance will be equipped with metal detectors and screening devices monitored by Indiana State Police Capitol Police.  

Passing through the public entrance may take some time. Please be sure to take this information into consideration if your company plans to submit a solicitation response in person.  

If you ship or mail solicitation responses: United States Postal Express and Certified Mail are both delivered to the Government Center Central Mailroom, and not directly to the Procurement Division.  It is the responsibility of the Respondent to make sure that solicitation responses are received by the Procurement Division at the Department of Administration’s reception desk on or before the designated time and date.  Late submissions will not be accepted.  The Department of Administration, Procurement Division clock is the official time for all solicitation submissions.

All proposal packages must be clearly marked with the RFP number, due date, and time due. Any proposal received by the Department of Administration, Procurement Division after the due date and time will not be considered. Any late proposals will be returned, unopened, to the Respondent upon request. All rejected proposals not claimed within 30 days of the proposal due date will be destroyed.

No more than one proposal per Respondent may be submitted. 

The State accepts no obligations for costs incurred by Respondents in anticipation of being awarded a contract.

All proposals submitted to the State should be double-sided and printed on 30% post-consumer recycled content paper or tree-free paper.  When possible, soy ink should be used.

1.8
PRE-PROPOSAL CONFERENCE

It is the decision of the State to not have a pre-proposal conference for this request for proposal. 
1.9
MODIFICATION OR WITHDRAWAL OF OFFERS

Modifications to responses to this RFP may only be made in the manner and format described in Section 1.6 and clearly identified as a modification.  

The Respondent’s authorized representative may withdraw the proposal, in person, prior to the due date.  Proper documentation and identification will be required before the Procurement Division will release the withdrawn proposal.  The authorized representative will be required to sign a receipt for the withdrawn proposal.

Modification to, or withdrawal of, a proposal received by the Procurement Division after the exact hour and date specified for receipt of proposals will not be considered. 

1.10
PRICING

Pricing on this RFP must be firm and remain open for a period of not less than 180 days from the proposal due date.

Please refer to the Cost Proposal sub-section under Section 2 for a detailed discussion of the proposal pricing format and requirements.

1.11
PROPOSAL CLARIFICATIONS AND DISCUSSIONS, AND CONTRACT DISCUSSIONS

The State reserves the right to request clarifications on proposals submitted to the State.  The State also reserves the right to conduct proposal discussions, either oral or written, with Respondents.  These discussions could include request for additional information, request for cost or technical proposal revision, etc. Additionally, in conducting discussions, the State may use information derived from proposals submitted by competing respondents only if the identity of the respondent providing the information is not disclosed to others.  The State will provide equivalent information to all respondents which have been chosen for discussions.  Discussions, along with negotiations with responsible respondents may be conducted for any appropriate purpose.
The Procurement Division will schedule all discussions.  Any information gathered through oral discussions must be confirmed in writing.  

A sample contract is provided in Attachment A.  Any requested changes to the sample contract must be submitted with your response (See Section 2.3.5 for details).  The State reserves the right to reject any of these requested changes.  It is the State’s expectation that any material elements of the contract will be substantially finalized prior to contract award. 

1.12
BEST AND FINAL OFFER 

The State may request best and final offers from those Respondents determined by the State to be reasonably viable for contract award.  However, the State reserves the right to award a contract on the basis of initial proposals received. Therefore, each proposal should contain the Respondent’s best terms from a price and technical standpoint. 

Following evaluation of the best and final offers, the State may select for final contract negotiations/execution the offers that are most advantageous to the State, considering cost and the evaluation criteria in this RFP.

1.13
REFERENCE SITE VISITS

The State may request a site visit to a Respondent’s working support center to aid in the evaluation of the Respondent’s proposal.  Site visits, if required will be discussed in the technical proposal.

1.14
TYPE AND TERM OF CONTRACT 

The State intends to sign a contract with one or more Respondent(s) to fulfill the requirements in this RFP. 
The term of the contract shall be for a period of 24 months from the date of contract execution.  

1.15
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

Respondents are advised that materials contained in proposals are subject to the Access to Public Records Act (APRA), IC 5-14-3 et seq., and, after the contract award, the entire RFP file may be viewed and copied by any member of the public, including news agencies and competitors. Respondents claiming a statutory exception to the APRA must place all confidential documents (including the requisite number of copies) in a sealed envelope clearly marked “Confidential” and must indicate in the Transmittal Letter and on the outside of that envelope that confidential materials are included. The Respondent must also specify which statutory exception of APRA that applies. The State reserves the right to make determinations of confidentiality. If the Respondent does not identify the statutory exception, the Procurement Division will not consider the submission confidential.  If the State does not agree that the information designated is confidential under one of the disclosure exceptions to APRA, it may seek the opinion of the Public Access Counselor.  Prices are not confidential information.

1.16
TAXES

Proposals should not include any tax from which the State is exempt. 
1.17
PROCUREMENT DIVISION REGISTRATION

In order to receive an award, you must be registered as a bidder with the Department of Administration, Procurement Division.  Therefore, to ensure there is no delay in the award, all Respondents are strongly encouraged to register prior to submission of their response.  Respondents should go to www.in.gov/idoa/2464.htm .
1.18
SECRETARY OF STATE REGISTRATION



If awarded the contract, the Respondent will be required to register, and be in good standing, with the Secretary of State.  The registration requirement is applicable to all limited liability partnerships, limited partnerships, corporations, S-corporations, nonprofit corporations and limited liability companies.  Information concerning registration with the Secretary of State may be obtained by contacting:

Secretary of State of Indiana

Corporation Division

402 West Washington Street, E018

Indianapolis, IN 46204

(317) 232-6576

www.in.gov/sos
1.19
COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION

Responses to this RFP serve as a representation that it has no current or outstanding criminal, civil, or enforcement actions initiated by the State, and it agrees that it will immediately notify the State of any such actions. The Respondent also certifies that neither it nor its principals are presently in arrears in payment of its taxes, permit fees or other statutory, regulatory or judicially required payments to the State.  The Respondent agrees that the State may confirm, at any time, that no such liabilities exist, and, if such liabilities are discovered, that State may bar the Respondent from contracting with the State, cancel existing contracts, withhold payments to setoff such obligations, and withhold further payments or purchases until the entity is current in its payments on its liability to the State and has submitted proof of such payment to the State. 

1.20
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT

The Respondent specifically agrees to comply with the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq. and 47 U.S.C. 225).

1.21
SUMMARY OF MILESTONES

The following timeline is only an illustration of the RFP process.  The dates associated with each step are not to be considered binding.  Due to the unpredictable nature of the evaluation period, these dates are commonly subject to change.  At the conclusion of the evaluation process, all Respondents will be informed of the evaluation team’s findings.

Key RFP Dates
	Activity
	Date

	Issue of RFP
	5/1/2012

	Deadline to Submit Written Questions
	5/11/2012

	Response to Written Questions/RFP Amendments
	5/18/2012

	Submission of Proposals
	6/1/2012

	The dates for the following activities are target dates only.  These activities may be completed earlier or later than the date shown.

	Proposal Evaluation
	TBD

	Proposal Discussions/Clarifications (if necessary)
	TBD

	Oral Presentations (if necessary)
	TBD

	Best and Final Offers (if necessary)
	TBD

	Contract Award
	8/3/2012


SECTION TWO
PROPOSAL PREPARATION INSTRUCTIONS
2.1
GENERAL

To facilitate the timely evaluation of proposals, a standard format for proposal submission has been developed and is described in this section. All Respondents are required to format their proposals in a manner consistent with the guidelines described below:

· Each item must be addressed in the Respondent’s proposal. 

· The Transmittal Letter must be in the form of a letter. The business and technical proposals must be organized under the specific section titles as listed below.
2.2
TRANSMITTAL LETTER  
The Transmittal Letter must address the following topics except those specifically identified as “optional.”


2.2.1
Agreement with Requirement in listed in Section 1

The Respondent must explicitly acknowledge understanding of the general information presented in Section 1 and agreement with any requirements/conditions listed in Section 1.

2.2.2
Summary of Ability and Desire to Supply the Required Products or Services

The Transmittal Letter must briefly summarize the Respondent’s ability to supply the requested products and/or services that meet the requirements defined in Section 2.4 of this RFP. The letter must also contain a statement indicating the Respondent’s willingness to provide the requested products and/or services subject to the terms and conditions set forth in the RFP including, but not limited to, the State’s mandatory contract clauses.

2.2.3   Signature of Authorized Representative

A person authorized to commit the Respondent to its representations and who can certify that the information offered in the proposal meets all general conditions including the information requested in Section 2.3.4, must sign the Transmittal Letter. In the Transmittal Letter, please indicate the principal contact for the proposal along with an address, telephone and fax number as well as an e-mail address, if that contact is different than the individual authorized for signature.

2.2.4 Respondent Notification 

Unless otherwise indicated in the Transmittal Letter, Respondents will be notified via e-mail. 

It is the Respondent’s obligation to notify the Procurement Division of any changes in any address that may have occurred since the origination of this solicitation.  The Procurement Division will not be held responsible for incorrect vendor/contractor addresses.

2.2.5    Other Information

This item is optional. Any other information the Respondent may wish to briefly summarize will be acceptable.

2.3
BUSINESS PROPOSAL

The Business Proposal must address the following topics except those specifically identified as “optional.” The Business Proposal Template is Attachment D.

2.3.1
General (optional)

This section of the business proposal may be used to introduce or summarize any information the Respondent deems relevant or important to the State’s successful acquisition of the products and/or services requested in this RFP.


2.3.2
Respondent’s Company Structure

The legal form of the Respondent’s business organization, the state in which formed (accompanied by a certificate of authority), the types of business ventures in which the organization is involved, and a chart of the organization are to be included in this section. If the organization includes more than one product division, the division responsible for the development and marketing of the requested products and/or services in the United States must be described in more detail than other components of the organization.

2.3.3
Company Financial Information

This section must include the Respondent’s financial statement, including an income statement and balance sheet, for each of the two most recently completed fiscal years. The financial statements must demonstrate the Respondent’s financial stability.  If the financial statements being provided by the Respondent are those of a parent or holding company, additional financial information should be provided for the entity/organization directly responding to this RFP.
2.3.4 Integrity of Company Structure and Financial Reporting

This section must include a statement indicating that the CEO and/or CFO has taken personal responsibility for the thoroughness and correctness of any/all financial information supplied with this proposal.  The particular areas of interest to the State in considering corporate responsibility include the following items: separation of audit functions from corporate boards and board members, if any, the manner in which the organization assures board integrity, and the separation of audit functions and consulting services.  The State will consider the information offered in this section to determine the responsibility of the Respondent under IC 5-22-16-1(d).

The Sarbanes Oxley Act of 2002, H.R. 3763, is NOT directly applicable to this procurement; however, its goals and objectives may be used as a guide in the determination of corporate responsibility for financial reports.


2.3.5
Contract Terms/Clauses

A sample contract that the state expects to execute with the successful Respondent(s) is provided in Attachment A.  This contract contains both mandatory and non-mandatory clauses.  Mandatory clauses are listed below and are non-negotiable.  Other clauses are highly desirable.  It is the State’s expectation that the final contract will be substantially similar to the sample contract provided in Attachment A.

In your Transmittal Letter please indicate acceptance of these mandatory contract terms (see section 2.2.2).  In this section please review the rest of the contract and indicate your acceptance of the non-mandatory contract clauses.  If a non-mandatory clause is not acceptable as worded, suggest specific alternative wording to address issues raised by the specific clause.  If you require additional contract terms please include them in this section.  To reiterate, it is the State’s strong desire to not deviate from the contract provided in the attachment and as such the State reserves the right to reject any and all of these requested changes.

The mandatory contract terms are as follows: 

· Authority to Bind Contractor

· Duties of Contractor, Rate of Pay, and Term of Contract 

· Compliance with Laws

· Drug-free Workplace Provision and Certification

· Funding Cancellation

· Indemnification

· Governing Laws

· Non-discrimination clause

· Payments

· Penalties/Interest/Attorney’s Fees

· Non-collusion and Acceptance

Any or all portions of this RFP and any or all portions of the Respondents response may be incorporated as part of the final contract


2.3.6
References

The Respondent must include a list of at least (2) clients for whom the Respondent has provided products and/or services that are the same or similar to those products and/or services requested in this RFP. Information provided should include the name, address, and telephone number of the client facility and the name, title, and phone/fax numbers of a person who may be contacted for further information. 


2.3.7
Registration to do Business



Secretary of State

If awarded the contract, the Respondent will be required to be registered, and be in good standing, with the Secretary of State.  The registration requirement is applicable to all limited liability partnerships, limited partnerships, corporations, S-corporations, nonprofit corporations and limited liability companies. The Respondent must indicate the status of registration, if applicable, in this section of the proposal.

Department of Administration, Procurement Division

Additionally, respondents must be registered with the IDOA.  This can be accomplished on-line at http://www.in.gov/idoa/2464.htm. 

The IDOA Procurement Division maintains two databases of vendor information. The Bidder registration database is set up for vendors to register if you are interested in selling a product or service to the State of Indiana.  Respondents may register on-line at no cost to become a Bidder with the State of Indiana.  To complete the on-line Bidder registration, go to http://www.in.gov/idoa/2464.htm. The Bidder registration offers email notification of upcoming solicitation opportunities, corresponding to the Bidder’s area(s) of interest, selected during the registration process. Respondents do need to be registered to bid on and receive email notifications.  Completion of the Bidder registration will result in your name being added to the Bidder’s Database, for email notification.  The Bidder registration requires some general business information, an indication of the types of goods and services you can offer the State of Indiana, and locations(s) within the state that you can supply or service. There is no fee to be placed in Procurement Division’s Bidder Database.  To receive an award, you must be registered as a bidder. Problems or questions concerning the registration process or the registration form can be e-mailed to Amey Redding, Vendor Registration Coordinator, aredding@idoa.in.gov, or you may reach her by phone at (317) 234-3542.
  


2.3.8
Authorizing Document 

Respondent personnel signing the Transmittal Letter of the proposal must be legally authorized by the organization to commit the organization contractually. This section shall contain proof of such authority. A copy of corporate bylaws or a corporate resolution adopted by the board of directors indicating this authority will fulfill this requirement.


2.3.9
Subcontractors

The Respondent is responsible for the performance of any obligations that may result from this RFP, and shall not be relieved by the non-performance of any subcontractor. Any Respondent’s proposal must identify all subcontractors and describe the contractual relationship between the Respondent and each subcontractor. Either a copy of the executed subcontract or a letter of agreement over the official signature of the firms involved must accompany each proposal.

Any subcontracts entered into by the Respondent must be in compliance with all State statutes, and will be subject to the provisions thereof. For each portion of the proposed products or services to be provided by a subcontractor, the technical proposal must include the identification of the functions to be provided by the subcontractor and the subcontractor’s related qualifications and experience.

The combined qualifications and experience of the Respondent and any or all subcontractors will be considered in the State’s evaluation. The Respondent must furnish information to the State as to the amount of the subcontract, the qualifications of the subcontractor for guaranteeing performance, and any other data that may be required by the State. All subcontracts held by the Respondent must be made available upon request for inspection and examination by appropriate State officials, and such relationships must meet with the approval of the State.

The Respondent must list any subcontractor’s name, address, and the state in which formed that are proposed to be used in providing the required products or services. The subcontractor’s responsibilities under the proposal, anticipated dollar amount for subcontract, the subcontractor’s form of organization, and an indication from the subcontractor of a willingness to carry out these responsibilities are to be included for each subcontractor. This assurance in no way relieves the Respondent of any responsibilities in responding to this RFP or in completing the commitments documented in the proposal. 

2.3.10 General Information

Each Respondent must enter your company’s general information including contact information.   

2.3.11 Experience Serving State Governments

Each Respondent is asked to please provide a brief description of your company’s experience in serving state governments and/or quasi-governmental accounts.

2.3.12 Experience Serving Similar Clients

Each Respondent is asked to please describe your company’s experience in serving clients of a similar size to the State that also had a similar scope.  Please provide specific clients and detailed examples.

2.4 TECHNICAL PROPOSAL

The Technical Proposal must be divided into the sections as described below.  Every point made in each section must be addressed in the order given. The same outline numbers must be used in the response. RFP language should not be repeated within the response. Where appropriate, supporting documentation may be referenced by a page and paragraph number. However, when this is done, the body of the technical proposal must contain a meaningful summary of the referenced material. The referenced document must be included as an appendix to the technical proposal with referenced sections clearly marked. If there are multiple references or multiple documents, these must be listed and organized for ease of use by the State. The Detailed Scope of Work & Technical Proposal Template is Attachment E.
The Respondent shall provide a response to how the requirements described in the detailed scope of work document, Attachment E, will be met. The Respondent shall describe the methodologies, quality management standards and best practices that will be employed in managing and completing the requirements in each of the required subsections listed below. The Respondent shall also identify where significant development difficulties may be anticipated and how they may be resolved. Any specific techniques to be used shall also be addressed.

The high level numbering and headings listed below shall be used and are referenced in the proposal template, Attachment E.  

2.4.1 Section 6, Item Tryout Phase 
2.4.2 Section 7, Field Test Phase 
2.4.3 Section 8, Operational Form Assembly 
2.4.4 Section 9, Research Studies 
2.4.5 Section 10, Deliverables 
2.4.6 Section 11, Management Plan
2.4.7
Section 12, Administration and Management

2.4.8
Section 13, Identification of Key Personnel

2.5 COST PROPOSAL

The cost information must detail the proposed cost associated with the completion of each requirement in the RFP and the proposed cost with all requirements combined.  The cost information should be cross-referenced to the technical information to assist the IDOE in the determination of costs associated with each of the requirements and activities.  The Cost Proposal Template is Attachment C.

Detailed pricing shall be included for each service component. The cost proposal response shall include a Project Budget and Budget Narrative for each service component in the format specified. The project budget will provide a breakdown of project costs by budget category, e.g., salaries and fringe benefits, supplies, contractual, indirect costs and profit percentages.

SECTION THREE
PROPOSAL EVALUATION

3.1
PROPOSAL EVALUATION PROCEDURE

The State has selected a group of personnel to act as a proposal evaluation team. Subgroups of this team, consisting of one or more team members, will be responsible for evaluating proposals with regard to compliance with RFP requirements. All evaluation personnel will use the evaluation criteria stated in Section 3.2.  The Commissioner of IDOA or his designee will, in the exercise of his sole discretion, determine which proposals offer the best means of servicing the interests of the State. The exercise of this discretion will be final.

The procedure for evaluating the proposals against the evaluation criteria will be as follows:

3.1.1
Each proposal will be evaluated for adherence to requirements on a pass/fail basis. Proposals that are incomplete or otherwise do not conform to proposal submission requirements may be eliminated from consideration. 

3.1.2
Each proposal will be evaluated on the basis of the categories included in Section 3.2. A point score has been established for each category.

3.1.3
If technical proposals are close to equal, greater weight may be given to price.

3.1.4
Based on the results of this evaluation, the qualifying proposal determined to be the most advantageous to the State, taking into account all of the evaluation factors, may be selected by IDOA and DOE for further action, such as contract negotiations. If, however, IDOA and DOE decide that no proposal is sufficiently advantageous to the State, the State may take whatever further action is deemed necessary to fulfill its needs. If, for any reason, a proposal is selected and it is not possible to consummate a contract with the Respondent, IDOA may begin contract preparation with the next qualified Respondent or determine that no such alternate proposal exists.

3.2
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Proposals will be evaluated based upon the proven ability of the Respondent to satisfy the requirements of the RFP in a cost-effective manner.  Each of the evaluation criteria categories is described below with a brief explanation of the basis for evaluation in that category. The points associated with each category are indicated following the category name (total maximum points = 107).  Negative points may be assigned in the cost score. Additionally, there is an opportunity for a bonus of five points if certain criteria are met. For further information, please reference Section 3.2.3 below. If any one or more of the listed criteria on which the responses to this RFP will be evaluated are found to be inconsistent or incompatible with applicable federal laws, regulations or policies, the specific criterion or criteria will be disregarded and the responses will be evaluated and scored without taking into account such criterion or criteria.

Summary of Evaluation Criteria:

	Criteria
	Points

	1.  Adherence to Mandatory Requirements
	Pass/Fail

	2.  Management Assessment/Quality (Business and Technical Proposal)
	80 points 

	3.  Cost (Cost Proposal)
	-20 to +20 available points 

(5 bonus points are available if certain criteria is met) 

	Total
	100 (105 if bonus awarded)


All proposals will be evaluated using the following approach.  

Step 1

In this step proposals will be evaluated only against Criteria 1 to ensure that they adhere to Mandatory Requirements.  Any proposals not meeting the Mandatory Requirements will be disqualified.  

Step 2

The proposals that meet the Mandatory Requirements will then be scored based on Criteria 2 and 3.   This scoring will have a maximum possible score of 100 points with a potential of 5 bonus points if certain criteria are met.  

Step 2 may include one or more rounds of proposal discussions focused on cost and other proposal elements.

The section below describes the different evaluation criteria.

3.2.1 Adherence to Requirements – Pass/Fail

Respondents passing this category move to Phase 2 and proposal is evaluated for Management Assessment/Quality and Price. 

The following 2 categories cannot exceed 100 points. 

3.2.2 Management Assessment/Quality - 80 points 

3.2.3 Price – 20 points available

Price will be measured against the State’s baseline cost for this scope of work.  The cost that the State is currently paying or its best estimate will constitute the baseline cost.  Cost scoring points will be assigned as follows: 

· Respondents who meet the State’s current baseline cost will receive zero (0) cost points.

· Respondents who propose a decrease to the State’s current costs will receive positive points at the same rate as bid increasing cost. 

· Respondents who propose an increase to the State’s current cost will receive negative points at the same rate as bid lowering cost. 

· Respondents who propose a 10% decrease to the State’s current baseline cost will receive all of the available cost points.

· If multiple Respondents decrease costs below 10% of the current baseline, an additional 5 points will be added to the Respondent proposing the lowest cost to the State. 

The Commissioner of IDOA or his designee will, in the exercise of his sole discretion, determine which proposal(s) offer the best means of servicing the interests of the State. The exercise of this discretion will be final.
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