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I. K-3 Reading Assessment Suite
Background
SB 391, Nevada’s Read by Grade Three Initiative, was passed by the Nevada State Legislature during the 2015 legislative session. This initiative became effective on July 1, 2015. SB 391 was designed to dramatically improve student achievement by ensuring that all students will be able to read proficiently by the end of the 3rd grade. SB 391 requires all school districts and governing bodies of charter schools to develop locally based literacy plans aimed at improving the literacy of all K-3rd grade students. This statute also requires every K-3 site to designate a Reading learning strategist to oversee literacy-based professional learning activities. SB 391 emphasizes the implementation of early intervention measures in Reading achievement for K-3 students. Every elementary site is required to conduct systematic progress monitoring of the Reading performance of all K-3 students with Reading assessments that have been approved by the Nevada State Board of Education by regulation. The following provides a listing of specific assessment requirements included in this statute.  

SB 391 Requirements Specifically Addressing the Assessment of Reading:

A. Nevada State Board of Education Oversight: 

The Nevada State Board of Education is responsible for:
	 
· Approving valid and reliable assessments by regulation [Section 5:1].

B. Required Assessment Components in Local Literacy Plans:

Section 5 of SB 391 also requires the board of trustees of each school district and the governing bodies of each charter school to:

· Prepare a plan to improve the literacy of pupils enrolled in kindergarten and grades 1, 2, and 3. 
Such a plan must include:

· Procedures for assessing a pupil’s proficiency in the subject area of Reading using valid and reliable assessments that have been approved by the State Board by regulation [Section 5:1 (b)]. 

· Within the first 30 days of school after the pupil enters kindergarten or upon enrollment in kindergarten if the pupil enrolls after that period; and during grades 1, 2, and 3. 
[Section 5:1 –B (1)]

C. Required Actions to take for students determined to be “deficient in Reading”: 

· If a pupil enrolled at a public elementary school in kindergarten or grade 1, 2 or 3 exhibits a deficiency in the subject area of reading based upon state or local assessments and the observations of the pupil’s teachers, the principal of the school must provide written notice of the deficiency to the parent of legal guardian of the pupil within 30 days after the date on which the  deficiency is discovered [Section 9].

Should a student be identified as “deficient in reading”, each entity is mandated to:
· Establish a plan to monitor the progress of the pupil in the subject area of reading [Section 9:1]Based on the above language of SB 391, an entire suite of reading assessments is required for a successful implementation of this law. This includes the following types of assessments: a. Universal Screening Tools; b. Diagnostic Tools; c. Interim Tools; d. Progress Monitoring Tools and
e. Summative Tools.  

	 
Purpose of Request
The primary legal purpose of this Request for Information (RFI) is to solicit a suite of Reading assessment tools that would effectively meet the assessment mandates of SB 391. Once a team of Reading experts has scored all submitted applications, a final listing of accepted vendors will be submitted to the Nevada State Board of Education for formal review. NDE will then conduct its own review process inclusive of a regulatory Workshop. The ultimate goal is to determine one or more approved assessments to be legally identified through regulation (upon approval by all required legislative bodies).  

The State Board of Education’s approved list will be made available to Nevada school districts and charter schools via the Nevada Department of Education’s website:  http://www.doe.nv.gov.  Districts and schools will be required to choose from the approved list for their K-3 Reading assessment system. This RFI does not include a provision for expenditure of state funds to providers on the list. There is no guarantee that providers will be selected by districts/schools. The state may revise its criteria over time as needed.

The primary educational purpose of this RFI is for all Nevada school districts and charter schools to begin utilizing a common set of screening instruments, diagnostic tools, interim, progress monitoring and summative assessments in Reading for K-3 students. It is recommended that interim assessments be administered to all students three times each school year. Those students identified as having a “reading deficiency” must then have diagnostic assessments administered to pinpoint those students’ specific area(s) of weakness, and provide in-depth information about students’ skills and instructional needs.  Students identified with a reading deficiency are required to have an intervention plan.  The students’ plan will include targeted, scientifically-based or evidence-based intervention instruction to address and remediate the students’ specific diagnosed “reading skill deficiencies”.  Then, once instruction has begun, teachers must use progress monitoring assessments to determine whether students are making adequate progress and to determine whether instruction needs to be adjusted. 

Eligibility Requirements for K-3 Reading Assessment Suite
To be included on the list of Read by Grade 3 Nevada State Board of Education Approved List of Reading Suites, providers must include reading assessments that first meet the minimum threshold criteria in Part A below, followed by the criteria in Part B below.  

PART A:
· The assessments have been designed to screen for, diagnose, and measure changes in early reading ability across a school year and across grade-levels.

· The universal screening assessments can be administered per the 30-day requirement in SB 391.

· The interim assessments can be administered no less than three times each school year from Kindergarten through Grade 3.

· The assessments have established cut-scores that identify students with “reading deficiencies” across the school year.

· The assessments have been psychometrically reviewed by the vendor or an outside evaluator.

· The assessments must measure the acquisition of early literacy skills including, but not limited to, phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension, when applicable.

· The assessments must be aligned to the Nevada Academic Content Standards (NVACS) including the five components of Reading noted in the foundational skills. 
PART B:
· The instruments have validity, reliability and consistency in scoring and include alternative forms available for multiple assessments with demonstrated equivalence or comparability.  

· The instruments demonstrate evidence of content and construct validity and evidence of criterion/predictive validity that accurately identifies students with a “reading deficiency.”

· There is a determination of cut-scores that has been based upon a well-designed study. The assessments have cultural validity, and fairness and bias issues have been addressed, the assessments are accessible to all learners, considers minimizing language load and the format 
is not a barrier to student performance.

· The assessments demonstrate a standardization of materials and procedures for administration. The assessment system is provided in paper/pencil and/or computer-based/online form, and preferably provides capability of accessing assessment data immediately (in real-time) through an electronic database. Computer-based/online is preferable, but not required.

· The assessments must be “user friendly.” The amount of time needed to administer the assessments, as well as to score them, is reasonable and balanced to information provided. 

· The differing needs of students are specifically addressed and accommodations are clearly stated and described for students with disabilities and for English Language Learners.  

· All costs for materials are inclusive including any additional data platform or storage costs.

· The assessments are designed such that, time away from instruction is minimal; no additional personnel are required; training is readily available including on-line formats; materials for training are provided or easily accessible; reports provide guidance for interpretation and are useful to educators, administrators, and parents.

· The data system provides electronic student, class, school, and district/charter school reports on assessment results preferably includes a data reporting system that allows for disaggregating data by student subgroups (including, but not limited to, economically disadvantaged, major racial or ethnic groups, students with disabilities, and English language learners). Such reporting is conducted in a timely fashion.
Review Process
The format outlined below must be followed in order to assure consistent application of the evaluation criteria. An electronic version and 3 hard copy versions of the proposal must be submitted to dberger@doe.nv.gov.   The hardcopy submission must be received by NDE no later than Monday, January 4, 2016 at 5:00 p.m. (PST).   The electronic version should include all required pieces of the proposal as one document. Faxes will NOT be accepted.  Incomplete proposals will NOT be considered. 

The written submission of the proposal will be reviewed by a team of readers with experience in the content areas outlined in this Request for Information. Proposals will be scored using the attached rubric. A list of applicants with successful written proposals, that have met all criteria, will be presented as part of a formal regulatory workshop on February 1, 2016.   Applicants that do not meet the qualifications will be notified and may appeal the decision and/or reapply in future years.
Please see below for a detailed timeline. 
Timeline

	Monday, December 7,  2015
	Request for Information is made available on the NDE website.


	Monday, January 4,  2016
	Proposals must be submitted to NDE by 5:00 p.m. (PST)


	Thursday, January 7, 2016 
	Independent Review Team (including experts in Reading Assessment) conducts formal review of proposals.


	Friday, January 15,  2016
	All applicants are notified of preliminary status in review process. 


	Monday, February 1, 2016 
	A list of recommended K-3 Reading Assessment suites and/or Kindergarten Entry Assessments is presented in public Regulatory Workshop (facilitated by Superintendent of Public Instruction).


	February-March, 2016 
	Based on results of Regulatory Workshop, NDE collaborates with Nevada’s Legislative Counsel Bureau to incorporate the recommended lists and processes into legal regulatory language. 


	Thursday, April 28, 2016 (tentative) 
	NDE presents a proposed list of K-3 Reading Assessment Suites and/or Kindergarten Entry Assessments to the Nevada State Board of Education for consideration of final approval (by regulation). 


	May, 2016 
	The Nevada Department of Education posts to its website the Nevada State Board approved list of Read by Grade 3 Reading Assessment Suites and/or Kindergarten Entry Assessments. 
















Required Format
Proposals should include the RFI required elements outlined below. Do not send the full RFI as part of the organization’s proposal.

· All pages must be standard letter size, 8-1/2” x 11” using no smaller than 12 point type.

· Publishers who have an interest may submit no more than a two-page narrative which addresses the criteria for approved interim assessments. The criteria for approval may be found in the Eligibility Requirements section of this RFI. Use document footer with the name of the entity and page numbers.

· Use 1-inch margins.

· All interested publishers must submit the assessment suite, or provide access to the suite they wish to have included on the approved list, via a web source with access clearance, in its entirety. Supplemental materials such as technical adequacy reports should also be submitted. All materials submitted will become the property of the Nevada Department of Education. 

· Proposals will only be considered complete when the following have been received; electronic document in PDF format, separate technical reports referred to in the proposal, supplemental materials, and a copy, or electronic access to, the specific assessment.

All supplemental and assessment materials should be sent to:  

Nevada Department of Education
Attn: Office of Student and School 
Ms. Debbie Berger – Administrative Assistant II
700 East Fifth Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Required Elements

A complete proposal includes:

Part I: Cover page
Part II: Detailed description outlining how the assessment suites meet the referenced 	criteria 
Part III: Copy of the assessments in their entirety 
Part IV: Supplemental or ancillary materials designed for the assessment

Completed proposals must be received by 5:00 p.m. (PST), January 4, 2016 to:
Nevada Department of Education
Office of Student and School Supports
700 East Fifth Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701
Attention: Debbie Berger, Administrative Assistant

Also submit an electronic copy of the proposal to:
dberger@doe.nv.gov
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	PART I: COVER PAGE (Complete and attach as the first page of proposal)

	
Name of Entity:

	
Contact Person for the Proposal:

	
Mailing Address:

	
Telephone:
	
Webpage: 

	
Email:

	
 Name of the Reading Assessment Suite (if identified): 

	  Please check the types of assessments and supplemental documents that have been included in 
  your K-3 Reading Assessment Suite: 


	
· K-3 Universal Screening Assessment for Reading
· K-3 Reading Diagnostic Assessment 
· K-3 Interim Reading Assessment
· K-3 Summative Reading Assessment*                                                                
· Technical Adequacy Report
· Supplemental Materials
· Other (Please explain)                         
*Nevada’s 3rd Grade SBAC Assessment will be utilized for all 3rd grade students


Please check that a Kindergarten Entry Assessment and supplemental documents have been included in your proposal: 




· Kindergarten Entry Assessment(s) 
· Supplemental Materials
· Other (Please explain)    



Nevada Department of Education
Date Received (official stamp):




Logged in by:  ______________________________________

							



							Signature of Reviewer ____________________________Date________________

   Proposal #: 

   Reviewer: _________________________





Nevada’s Read by Grade 3 Suite of Reading Assessments
and/or Kindergarten Entry Assessment 
Reviewer’s Scoring Sheet 

	 K-3 Reading Assessment Suite

	Cover Materials

	Proposal Form/Cover Page
	0 points


	Section
	Criteria
	Points Awarded/Points Possible

	
	Validity, Reliability, and Consistency in Scoring Protocols 
	
_______/10 points

	
	Evidence of Content and Construct Validity 
	
_______/22 points

	
	Administration and Scoring 
	
_______/10 points

	
	Utility (User-friendly) 

	
_______/6 points

	TOTAL (K-3 Reading Assessment Suite)
	
_______/48 POINTS

	

	Kindergarten Entry Assessment

	
	Validity, Reliability, and Consistency in Scoring Protocols
	
________/8 points

	
	Administration, Scoring, and  Utility 
	
________/12 points

	
	Content
	
________/12 points

	TOTAL (Kindergarten Entry Assessment)

	
_______/32 points 

	

	GRAND TOTAL (K-3 Reading Assessment Suite + Kindergarten Entry Assessment) 
	
_______/80 POINTS

	

	
	Copy of all assessments:
Screening, Diagnostic, Interim, Progress Monitoring, Summative, KEA, Supplemental Materials
	List of Additional Materials Submitted: 

 


GENERAL COMMENTS: Please indicate support for scoring by including overall strengths and weaknesses. These comments are used on feedback forms to applicants.
Strengths:
(1) 	

(2) 	

Weaknesses:
(1) 	

(2) 	

Recommendations:
			Recommended _____                            Not Recommended _____		  	

Nevada’s Read by Grade 3 Scoring Rubric – K-3 Reading Assessment Suite

	Criterion
	Specific Indicators
	Rating
	Notes

	 Validity, Reliability and Consistency in Scoring:

	1.  Evidence of test reliability and consistency in scoring 
 
	Results of reliability studies are reported for each grade assessment
Evidence includes:	
The studies are appropriate given the purpose of the measure.
For each grade-level, studies provide evidence of:
· Split-half reliability
· Coefficient alpha
· Test-retest reliability
· Classification consistency 
	DOES NOT MEET - evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS - partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS - most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. Correlations demonstrate ranges of .7 or higher. (2)

	

	
	Standard error of measurement or standard estimate of error is reported
Evidence includes: 
· SEM estimates are reported for score ranges and cut-scores.
· SEM estimates are reported for score ranges and cut-scores for each assessment (grade-level, form, subtest).
	DOES NOT MEET - evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS --Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)





	

	
	Inter-rater reliability studies have been conducted.  Study sample used to establish inter-rater reliability represents test administrators.  
Evidence includes:
· Inter-rater reliability studies have been conducted for each grade level and are based on a representative sample of educators who will administer and score the assessment.  
· Inter-rater reliability coefficients exceed .7.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)

	

	
	Studies have been conducted to establish reliability with all subcategories of students who will take the assessment.
Evidence Includes:
Studies that demonstrate reliability has been established from scoring samples of students that include: Non-ELLs with and without reading deficiencies and ELLs with and without reading deficiencies.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	2. Alternative forms available for multiple assessments with demonstrated equivalence or comparability
	If alternative forms are provided, all forms have demonstrated evidence of equivalence or comparability such as test-retest, parallel form and internal consistency.



· Technical reviews indicate all forms for each grade level have demonstrated evidence of comparability and content specifications. 



Evidence includes:
· Sufficient forms are provided to allow for progress monitoring between interim assessments.
· Split-half reliability.
· Coefficient alpha reliability. 
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)



PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
 MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence correlations demonstrate ranges of .7 or higher. (2)
	

	Content and Construct Validity


	1. Evidence of content and construct  validity 





	Evidence reported to demonstrate the assessment helps correctly identify students with “significant reading deficiencies” so that successful remediation and intervention can be provided; studies have been conducted with similar assessments to show that the assessment measures reading ability, not other irrelevant criteria.
Evidence includes:
· A clear description is provided that demonstrates the purpose of the assessment is to screen students for reading concerns. 
· Content specifications for each grade-level, including a complete description of the test content, purpose(s), and intended use(s), and assessment blueprint as appropriate,  is provided. 
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	
	Reading levels are reported for passages and how levels were established.  Reading levels of assessment passages have been field-tested or have other evidence.
Evidence includes:
· Field testing populations should be clear and should mirror the school/district demographics.
· Statistics used to establish the reading levels are reported with both ELL and Non-ELL populations.
· Findings from a content review by field experts, including teachers in tested grade levels.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)

PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	
	If appropriate, findings from alignment studies to demonstrate alignment with Colorado Academic Standards for Language Arts and resolution for any resulting concerns.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)

	

	
	There are studies of construct validity, such as convergent and discriminant analysis, demonstrating correlations of .7 or above.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)




MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	2. Evidence of criterion/predictive validity accurately identifying students with “reading deficiency” 

	Evidence reported to demonstrate that the assessment has established criterion and/or predictive validity to correctly identify students with and without a “reading deficiency.”
Evidence includes:
· A clear definition of the criterion or measure that were used to establish concurrent validity.
· Studies with similar assessments that demonstrate the assessment measures reading ability, not other irrelevant criteria. Predictive validity correlations above .7.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	3. Determination of cut-scores based upon well-designed pilot study 

	The assessment has established cut-scores for decision making about students’ “significant reading deficiency” using adequate demographics representing (i.e., 10% ELL and 25% F/R lunch), appropriate criterion assessment, adequate sample size, and appropriate statistics.
Evidence indicates: 
· Includes a description of the process used to establish the cut points.
·  A full description of the norming sample.


· The norming sample is a large representative national sample of students at the same grade level and is representative of the testing population according to gender, ELL status, special needs status and F/R lunch status.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)

	

	
	Studies of classification accuracy analysis provide evidence that the measure appropriately identifies students as indicated in the description of purpose of the assessment, demonstrating values that exceed .8 or higher. 
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence.(1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	
	Acceptable, recognized procedures are followed for setting cut-scores.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence.(0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	
	SEM estimates are reported for cut-scores with guidance for score interpretation.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	4. Universal Design 

	Evidence reported to demonstrate that the assessment has cultural validity, that fairness and bias issues have been addressed; the assessment is accessible to all learners, considering minimizing language load; the format is not a barrier to student performance.
Evidence includes: 
· Addressed issues of equity of utility for all populations.
· Results of bias reviews and plans that have addressed any concerns.
· At least two to three types of classification, reliability, and validity study data have been disaggregated by subgroups and meet the criteria.
· Culturally diverse students were included throughout the entire process of test development. For example in the samples of pilot students, in cognitive interviews, etc.

· The content of the reading materials does not favor mainstream culture.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)

PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	5.Third party evaluation conducted 

	Evidence reported to demonstrate that an independent, qualified third party has provided a thorough and unbiased evaluation of the quality of the assessment.





	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)

MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	Administration and Scoring 

	1. Standardization of materials and procedures for administration  
	Administration protocol is scripted and provides precise guidelines; administration windows are clearly identified; materials are provided or clear guidelines are provided if materials are to be created; includes both electronic and hard copy administration manual that is clear and concise.


	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)



	

	2. Efficiency of administration  

	The amount of time needed to administer the assessment is reasonable and balanced to the information provided.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	3. Efficiency of scoring 
	The amount of time needed to score the assessment is reasonable and balanced to the information provided; computer-assisted scoring is available; procedures for calculating scores are clear; scores can be stored and reported electronically.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence.(0)

PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	4. Accommodations clearly stated and described for students with disabilities and students with special needs (504, etc.)

	The differing needs of students with disabilities are specifically addressed.
Evidence includes:
· Any accommodations do not compromise the interpretation or purpose of the test.
· Specific administration guidelines are provided for implementing any accommodations.
· How to address accommodations is specifically addressed in the training materials or program.
· Suggested accommodations are research or evidence-based.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence.(0)
PARTIALLY MEETS -partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	5. Accommodations clearly stated and described for  English Language Learners 

	The accommodations directly address the linguistic needs of the student.
Evidence includes: 
· Any accommodation does not compromise the interpretation or purpose of the test.
· Specific administration guidelines are provided for implementing any accommodations.
· How to address accommodations is specifically addressed in the training.
· Suggested accommodations are research or evidence-based.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	Utility

	1. Scores are easily interpreted to determine a “reading deficiency” 
	Scores clearly specify whether a student is categorized as having a “significant reading deficiency”. 
Evidence includes:
· Score ranges or a scale is provided.
· Guides for interpretation of scores are provided.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence.(1)


MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	2. Cost effective:  Materials, administration costs including personnel, scoring, and training 
	Materials are provided or easily accessible; time away from instruction is minimal; no additional personnel required; all costs inclusive including any additional data platform or storage costs; minimal data entry is required.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)

MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	3. Reports provide guidance for interpretation useful to educators, administrators, and parents 

	Information is displayed in a format and language that is understandable to educators, administrators and parents;
· Data reports are easily read and interpreted.
· Clear description of how to interpret results.
· Reports provide trajectory for student progress. 
· District, school, classroom, and student reports provided.
· Reports available in real-time.
· Reports can be exported to data-base formats. 
· Reports available in languages other than English.
· Customer service is available provided for users. 
	 DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)

MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	


*Rubric adapted with permission from Colorado Department of Education, 11-19-15 
II. Kindergarten Entry Assessment

Background (How does the KEA fit into the Read by Grade 3 RFI process?)

Over the last decade national interest in assessing children as they enter kindergarten has greatly increased across the United States. In 2012, the Nevada Early Childhood Advisory Council (NECAC) noted that “supporting information from NCLS research and RTT-ELC applications indicate that 42 total states have developed or are in process of developing some form of kindergarten entry assessment”(NECAC, p. 24). These national developments prompted the Nevada’s Early Childhood Advisory Council to conduct a formal study of the state’s needs in this regard. Their work titled Needs Assessment for Nevada’s Kindergarten Entry Assessment Project (2012) included interviews, focus groups, and surveys that were conducted across the entire state. One major finding of this work stated that “every school district in Nevada utilizes assessment with children in kindergarten. . . process have been selected to meet local needs, and therefore differences exist” (p.28).  The findings of this project culminated with a set of eight recommended practices for assessment planning – all of which revolved around one driving constant that Nevada does, indeed, need a universal kindergarten entry assessment. By 2014 Nevada applied for and was granted a U.S. Department of Education and the U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services Preschool Development Grant. With matching state funds secured during the 2015 Nevada State Legislature, NDE’s Office of Early Learning and Development has begun implementing mandated activities of this grant. One of these activities includes the identification and approval of a universal kindergarten entry assessment to be used across the entire state. The “adding on” of this KEA component to this Request for Information was deliberate and intentional. Although the state of Nevada is interested in proposals inclusive of both the KEA and the K-3 Reading Assessment Suite, companies may apply for one or both of these assessment components.

Purpose of Request

The legal purpose of this request is twofold. The first is to satisfy the assessment mandates set forth within the Nevada Preschool Development Grant, including the collection of longitudinal data. The second is to satisfy the assessment requirements set forth within The Read by Grade 3 Initiative (SB 391).  By combining the KEA with the K-3 Reading Assessment Suite a very appropriate and practical foundation of vertical alignment will be established across the entire kindergarten through 3rd grade age span. This practice would result in a robust assessment framework for early literacy across Nevada. 

The educational purpose of this request is to identify one or more Kindergarten Early Assessment tools to be used as a universal screener for every child who is entering a Nevada public and/or charter kindergarten setting.  It cannot be understated enough that the practice of assessment with children at these early stages of development is tenuous at best – lengthy, drawn-out complex assessment protocols are not a good fit for the needs of Nevada’s teachers at this time. It is NDE’s determination that the primary purpose for its ultimate choice of a kindergarten entry assessment is one that “creates a snapshot focusing on key components of readiness rather than all facets” (McClelland, et al., 2014). McClelland’s team describes the state of Oregon’s approach to kindergarten entry assessment: 
		
		Initial kindergarten entry skills in math concepts, letter sounds, and letter names,
		which are assessed by asking children to respond . . . the KEA includes a set of ratings
		teachers complete based on their observations of the child to tap social-emotional
		behavior and self-regulation (2014). 




Eligibility Requirements for Kindergarten Entry Assessment

To be identified as one of Nevada’s kindergarten entry assessments, providers must include kindergarten entry assessments that first meet the minimum threshold criteria below. This list of criteria is based on the eight best practices cited within Nevada’s Early Childhood Advisory Council’s 2012 KEA Needs Assessment document. 

Minimum Criteria:
The kindergarten entry assessment must:

· be a universal screening instrument for all Nevada public school district and/or charter school kindergarten settings
· reflect developmentally, culturally, and linguistically appropriate practices
· not function as a tool to screen children in or out of kindergarten
· include complete training guidelines to effectively equip all assessors
· address multiple developmental domains
· identify children in need of additional instruction in order to provide them with early intervention services that best meet their needs
· align with embedded learning opportunities and curriculum
· result in data that has been gathered via multiple methods


Review Process
The review process for the Kindergarten Entry Assessment will occur simultaneously with the review process for the K-3 Reading Assessment Suites. However, the review team of experts will be asked to utilize a separate rating scale for the kindergarten entry assessment (see pages 24-30). 


Required Format
Should interested parties choose to add a KEA component to their proposal, the exact same format is to be used. It is simply requested that the KEA piece be added as a supplementary section to the K-3 Reading Assessment Suite.


Required Elements
The KEA component is to be embedded into the entire proposal. The following modified list of elements is to be used should a proposal include the KEA section:

Part I: Cover Page – The same cover page that has been used for the K-3 Assessment Suite is to be used.

Part II: Following the detailed description on the K-3 Assessment Suite, please include an additional 	detailed description outlining how the kindergarten entry assessment meets the referenced 	criteria. NOTE: This criteria is completely independent of the criteria required for the K-3 
	assessment suite. Please see the specific KEA Scoring Rubric for a listing of this criteria.

Part III: Copy of the assessment in its entirety. (Add the KEA to the K-3 assessments)

Part IV: Add a set of supplemental or ancillary materials designed specifically for the KEA.


Nevada’s Read by Grade 3 Scoring Rubric – Kindergarten Entry Assessment 

	Criterion
	Specific Indicators
	Rating
	Notes

	 Validity, Reliability and Consistency in Scoring:

	1.  Evidence of test reliability and consistency in scoring 
 
	Results of reliability studies are reported for this assessment
Evidence includes:	
· The studies are appropriate given the purpose of the measure. Studies provide evidence of appropriate reliability measures. 

· Studies have been conducted to establish reliability with all subcategories of students who will take the assessment. (e.g. 
Non-ELLs with and without deficiencies and ELLs with and without deficiencies).


	DOES NOT MEET - evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS - partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS - most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. Correlations demonstrate ranges of .7 or higher. (2)

	

	2. Evidence of content and construct  validity 





	Evidence reported to demonstrate the assessment helps correctly screen students for kindergarten readiness so that successful remediation and intervention can be provided. Studies have been conducted with similar assessments to show that the assessment measures kindergarten readiness, not other irrelevant criteria.
Evidence includes:
· A clear description is provided that demonstrates the purpose of the assessment is to screen students for kindergarten readiness. 
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)

	

	3. Universal Design 

	Evidence reported to demonstrate that the assessment has cultural validity, that fairness and bias issues have been addressed; the assessment is accessible to all learners, considering minimizing language load; the format is not a barrier to student performance.
Evidence includes: 
· Addressed issues of equity of utility for all populations.
· Results of bias reviews and plans that have addressed any concerns.
· At least two to three types of classification, reliability, and validity study data have been disaggregated by subgroups and meet the criteria.
· Culturally diverse students were included throughout the entire process of test development. For example in the samples of pilot students, in cognitive interviews, etc.

	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)

PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	4.Third party evaluation conducted 

	Evidence reported to demonstrate that an independent, qualified third party has provided a thorough and unbiased evaluation of the quality of the assessment.





	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)

MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	Administration, Scoring, and Utility

	1. Standardization of materials and procedures for administration  
	Administration protocol is scripted and provides precise guidelines; administration windows are clearly identified; materials are provided or clear guidelines are provided if materials are to be created; assessment administration training and technical assistance are available; includes both electronic and hard copy administration manual that is clear and concise.


	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)




	

	2. Efficiency of administration  

	The amount of time needed to administer the assessment is reasonable and balanced to the information provided.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	3. Efficiency of scoring 
	The amount of time needed to score the assessment is reasonable and balanced to the information provided; computer-assisted scoring is available; procedures for calculating scores are clear; scores can be stored and reported electronically.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence.(0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	4. Accommodations clearly stated and described for students with disabilities and students with special needs (504, etc.)

	The differing needs of students with disabilities are specifically addressed.
Evidence includes:
· Any accommodations do not compromise the interpretation or purpose of the test.
· Specific administration guidelines are provided for implementing any accommodations.
· How to address accommodations is specifically addressed in the training materials or program.
· Suggested accommodations are research or evidence-based.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence.(0)
PARTIALLY MEETS -partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	5. Accommodations are clearly stated and described for  English Language Learners 

	The accommodations directly address the linguistic needs of the student.
Evidence includes: 
· Any accommodation does not compromise the interpretation or purpose of the test.
· Specific administration guidelines are provided for implementing any accommodations.
· How to address accommodations is specifically addressed in the training.
· Suggested accommodations are research or evidence-based
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2)
	

	6. Cost effective:  Materials, administration costs including personnel, scoring, and training 
	Materials are provided or easily accessible; time away from instruction is minimal; no additional personnel required; all costs inclusive including any additional data platform or storage costs; minimal data entry is required.
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (1)
 MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (2) 
	

	Content


	1. Kindergarten entry assessment  is a universal screening instrument for all Nevada public school district and/or charter school kindergarten settings
	Kindergarten screening provides a “snapshot” of children’s skills upon entry into kindergarten that assesses academic and behavior skills. 

	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (2) 
MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (4) 
	

	2. Test items demonstrate a clear alignment to Early Childhood domains
	The screening instrument demonstrates that it effectively measures:

· initial kindergarten
           entry skills:
          [e.g. math concepts.  letter sounds, letter names, concepts of print, early writing] 

· social-emotional competence: [i.e. self-regulation, identify and understand one’s own feelings, empathy for others, ability to get along with peers.] 

· Proposed KEA demonstrates alignment with other Pre-K assessments offered by the vendor. 




	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (2)

MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (4) 
	

	3. Test items demonstrate a clear alignment to the Nevada Academic Content Standards

	The KEA clearly aligns with the Nevada State Standards
Evidence includes:

· An alignment to the Nevada Early Learning Standards. 
· An alignment to Nevada’s Early Childhood Education Crosswalk. 
	DOES NOT MEET-evidence was not provided for this criteria or information does not demonstrate evidence. (0)
PARTIALLY MEETS-partial evidence was provided related to the criterion and/ or data provided demonstrates weak evidence. (2)

MEETS OR EXCEEDS –most information for the criterion is provided.   Information and data provided suggests acceptable or strong evidence. (4) 
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