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Executive Summary

The Colorado Standards and Assessments Task force, established by HB 14-1202, selected Augenblick,
Palaich and Associates (APA) to conduct a study regarding assessment use in Colorado districts and
schools. The study does not draw conclusions or recommendations, instead gathering needed
information for the Task Force in the areas of assessment timelines; annual costs for CDE and districts;
time spent to prepare for and administer assessments; opportunity costs of diverting time and resources
from instruction; perceived benefits and impacts of assessments; and suggested changes to the state
assessment system. APA gathered this information through document review, a statewide survey of
district administrators, school administrators and teachers, follow-up interviews with five districts about
assessment costs, and gathering information from CDE.

The statewide survey was conducted online, with an email invitation sent to the superintendents of all
school districts in the state, including the Charter School Institute, for transmission to school staff and
teachers. State membership organizations and Task Force members also used their networks to
encourage responses. The survey received 87 district level responses, 212 school level responses, and
1,800 teacher level responses. The received responses were largely representative of the larger group of
districts, schools, and teachers in the state in terms of regional distribution, district size, urban,
suburban, or rural location, and need of the student body. The number and representativeness of
responses mean that estimates from survey respondents are generalizable to the state as a whole, with
a margin of error of about 2 percentage points for teachers and 6 percentage points for school and
district level responses.

The survey asked respondents to indicate the assessment used to meet state requirements for school
readiness and READ Act assessments. It also asked respondents to report which assessments were
mandated by the district or the school, in addition to state assessments. The majority of districts,
schools, and teachers used the TS Gold to meet state readiness assessment requirements and the
DIBELS Next to meet READ Act requirements. If a district or school did not use those assessments,
however, a wide range of assessments was used to meet state requirements. Districts and schools also
used a wide range of assessments, including district-created assessments, as local assessments. This
means students in different districts are unlikely to take the same package of state and local
assessments.

The state is transitioning in assessments used, replacing the TCAP assessment with PARCC. Respondents
were asked to report their past experiences with the TCAP assessment, including the time required by
the assessment and the impacts and benefits of the assessment. Respondents were asked about
potential changes to the PARCC assessment. Responses about TCAP cannot be generalized to PARCC,
and vice versa.
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In quantifying time spent by teachers and students preparing for, administering, and taking
assessments, the study focused only on time spent on the mechanics of assessments. These estimates
do not include instructional time on subjects that will be covered by the assessments. Across district-
level, school-level, and teacher respondents, no group reported consistently higher or lower time
estimates than other groups. For student time, we asked for separate time estimates for special
education students, English Language Learner (ELL) students, and general education students. Time
estimates for special education and ELL students were not significantly higher than those for general
education students, but that same time may be more resource intensive because of the need for a 1-to-
1 aide or other additional resources. Time to prepare for and take assessments varied significantly
across assessments, with some taking much longer than others. The following table illustrates the total
student time spent preparing for and taking state and local assessments, by grade level.

Total Time Spent by General Education Students Preparing for
and Taking State and Local Assessments

Grade

Total Number
of Hours

Preparing
Number of Days

Preparing

Total Number
of Hours
Taking

Number of
Days Taking

Kindergarten 34.8 5.8 34.3 5.7
1st 38.1 6.4 47.9 8.0
2nd 39.9 6.7 51.1 8.5
3rd 70.8 11.8 67.4 11.2
4th 83.6 13.9 72.7 12.1
5th 83.2 13.9 71.8 12.0
6th 52.9 8.8 40.5 6.7
7th 69.6 11.6 47.7 8.0
8th 68.9 11.5 46.4 7.7
9th 48.4 8.1 39.1 6.5
10th 48.9 8.2 36.5 6.1
11th 67.2 11.2 42.8 7.1
12th 54.1 9.0 35.0 5.8

The survey also asked respondents to estimate the amount of time teachers spent preparing for and
administering assessments. Again, no respondent group reported consistently higher or lower time
estimates than other groups. Time estimates for teachers of untested subjects were lower than those
for teachers of tested subjects. Estimates for specialist teachers were similar to those for teachers of
tested subjects. The following tables report teacher time. For elementary school teachers, where a
teacher is likely to be the teacher of a tested subject for all assessments, the tables report the time
estimate for the teacher of a tested subject. For secondary school teachers, the tables report a range,
with the lower number the time required of a teacher of an untested subject and the higher time for the
teacher of a tested subject.
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Total Time (In Hours) Spent by Teachers Preparing and Administering State Assessments

Grade
School

Readiness
READ

Act TCAP CMAS ACT
Kindergarten 0.0
1st 63.4
2nd 63.4
3rd 63.4 40.9
4th 40.9 33.6
5th 40.9 33.6
6th 23.6 - 40.9
7th 23.6 - 40.9 14.0 - 33.6
8th 23.6 - 40.9 14.0 - 33.6
9th 23.6 - 40.9
10th 23.6 - 40.9
11th 23.6 - 40.9 13.4 - 24.6
12th 28.0 – 67.1

Total Time (In Hours) Spent by Teachers Preparing and Administering Local Assessments

Grade
School

Readiness
Early

Literacy Interim PWR Other
Kindergarten 98.9 60.8 7.7
1st 100.9 70.9 8.7
2nd 98.9 72.4 8.9
3rd 94.8 68.9 8.9
4th 88.6 67.0 8.9
5th 88.6 65.8 8.9
6th 28.8 - 67.9 6.6 - 8.9
7th 29.9 - 70.4 6.7 - 8.2
8th 30.4 - 71.6 6 - 8.2
9th 25.1 - 59.2 1.1 - 7.8 6 - 8
10th 24.3 - 57.2 1.2 - 8.4 6 - 8
11th 22.6 - 53.2 1.4 - 10.0 6 - 8
12th 21 - 51 1.1 - 8.1 6 - 8

Through interviews with district, school, and parent representatives from five districts, APA gathered
information about three kinds of costs: capacity costs, to reach needed capacity; opportunity costs from
diverting resources to assessments; and direct costs of purchasing assessment materials, paying for
substitutes or stipends, printing costs for reports, and providing snacks and incentives. Capacity costs
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varied widely, as districts start from very different places in the base level of technology. The following
table illustrates the total direct assessment costs incurred by schools, districts, and the state, with
approximately $36.7 million of cost contributed by CDE. Only accounting for direct costs, and not the
additional opportunity costs incurred by redirected staff time or capacity costs to ensure needed
technology is in place if not already present, in total $70-$90 per student is spent on assessments.

Total Direct Assessment Costs Incurred by Schools, Districts, and the State

Costs Based on Average
Costs Based on Weighted

Average
State Assessments $53,249,941 $44,944,910
Local Assessments $25,128,725 $16,184,812
Total $78,378,666 $61,129,722

The survey also asked respondents about the impacts and benefits of assessment. Respondents rated
impacts in the categories of technology; logistics management; other staff time; direct costs; and
schedule interruption. There were similar impact ratings across respondent role and category of impact.
There was significant variation in ratings across assessment, with higher impacts for state assessments,
especially CMAS and TCAP, and lower impacts for local assessments and the ACT. Respondents also
rated impacts in the categories of instructional; assessing content mastery; accountability and
comparison; evaluation; and feedback to families and students. Overall, teachers indicated less benefits
from assessments than district and school respondents. Respondents rated the benefits lower in
comparison and evaluation than in other categories. Again, there were lower benefits indicated for state
assessments than for local assessments.

The survey then asked respondents for their opinion, in their role, of whether they agreed that the
benefits of assessment outweighed the impact. Overall, district and school respondents gave similar
answers, with teachers less likely to agree that benefits outweighed impacts. The lowest rates of
agreement were for CMAS, TCAP, and the state school readiness assessment. The highest rates of
agreement were for the ACT and local interim assessments.

District and school level respondents reported their rating of district capacity to implement the state
assessment system. Overall, districts and schools reported having less than full capacity in all categories.
The area of lowest capacity for districts and schools was funding and resources. Respondents also
indicated relatively low capacity in the areas of training/professional development, having sufficient
devices to administer online assessments, and having needed IT staff.

Finally, survey respondents were asked about what changes they would make to state assessments. A
minority of respondents at all levels suggested keeping assessments as they were. However, a minority
of respondents at all levels suggested eliminating the assessments entirely. In general, respondents
favored reducing the length of assessments or reducing the number of students or grades taking the
assessments.
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The results of the survey of district, school, and teacher respondents provide important information
about the effects of the state and local assessment systems on those stakeholders. The sizeable number
of respondents, who are largely representative of the distribution of districts, schools, and teachers in
the state of Colorado, mean that survey responses are strongly indicative of effects and opinions for the
state as a whole. Notably, there were no clear trends in differences between responses from urban,
suburban, and rural districts.

Estimates provided by the three levels of respondents indicated large variance in the amount of time
required for teachers and students to prepare for, administer, and take assessments. Despite this
variation, it is clear that both teachers and students are spending a significant amount of time that could
otherwise be devoted to instruction on these assessment-related activities. This was true across levels
of respondent and categories of teachers and students. Additionally, respondents from all three levels
indicated significant impacts and relatively few benefits for most assessments. This meant that when
asked their opinion about the relative benefits and impacts of assessments, a majority of respondents at
all levels reported disagreement that the benefits of assessments outweighed the impacts. This
disagreement was especially prevalent for the TCAP and CMAS assessments. The one exception is the
ACT, for which respondents reported much higher benefits and far fewer impacts.  Respondents then
suggested changes to assessments, focusing on reducing the length and number of grades of students
taking assessment or reducing to the federal minimum.
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Introduction
Established by the Colorado General Assembly (HB14-1202), the Colorado Standards and Assessments
Task Force is charged with studying the implications of the statewide assessment system for school
districts, public schools, charter schools, educators and students and preparing a report of findings,
including legislative recommendations, by January 31, 2015. The Task Force is comprised of 15 members
representing parents, teachers, administrators, school board members and the business community.

Key objectives of the Task Force include understanding:

 Combined impact of statewide and local assessments on classroom instruction.

 Feasibility of allowing school districts and charter schools flexibility regarding statewide
requirements for academic performance and flexibility to reduce the amount of duplication in
testing caused by administering both statewide and local assessments.

 Capacity of school districts and charter schools to implement standards and assessments in
compliance with state requirements, including but not limited to: available resources for
creating or purchasing and implementing curricula, including textbooks; technology and
broadband access; the proportional use of curricula, including textbooks, broadband, and
technology, for testing and for educational purposes other than testing; and the adequacy of
staffing and PD for staff.

 Feasibility and consequences of extending timelines and implementing hold harmless periods in
all state accountability systems for districts, the state charter school institute, public schools,
and educators.

 Feasibility and consequences of allowing parents to excuse their children from statewide
assessment programs without negatively impacting individual school districts, public schools,
teachers, or principals.

To help inform their work, the, Task Force selected Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) to conduct
a study regarding assessment use in Colorado districts and schools. APA is a nationally recognized firm
with over 30 years of experience helping stakeholders at the national, state and local levels analyze
education policy issues.

APA’s role was to provide the Task Force with the data needed to meet the Task Force’s charge, not to
make specific recommendations. Therefore, the study was designed to provide needed information for
the Task Force to draw their own conclusions and recommendations, including the following data
related to statewide and local assessments:

 Assessment timelines;
 Annual costs to the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) and districts to prepare for and

administer assessments;
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 Time spent to prepare for and administer assessments;
 Opportunity costs to school districts and charter schools of diverting time and resources to

preparation and administration of assessments and away from instruction;
 Perceived benefits and impacts of assessments; and
 Suggested changes to state assessment system

APA gathered this information through document review, a statewide survey of district administrators,
school administrators, and teachers, follow-up interviews with five districts regarding assessment costs,
and gathering state-level information from Department of Education staff.

This report is structured as follows:

1. Description of data collection methods;
2. Summary of district and school participation in the survey and interviews;
3. Findings regarding state and local assessments; and
4. Conclusions regarding combined impact of state and local assessments on instruction.
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Data Collection Methods

Document Review
APA conducted a review of relevant existing documents and data such as: prior studies, including the
2014 WestEd Assessment Study, CDE assessment policy materials, assessment timelines, records of
assessment administration time requirements, existing data on parent opt out, and other relevant
materials in order to gain a greater understanding of assessments in the state, and benchmark results
gathered during the present study.

Assessment Context

This report discusses a number of assessments. Appendix G contains an acronym list for assessments,
as well as charts indicating which are state assessments and which are local assessments, mandated
by either a school district or a school.

Colorado is currently transitioning its major state student assessments. After using the Colorado
Student Assessment Program (CSAP) assessment for English language arts and mathematics
assessments for a number of years, Colorado implemented the Transitional Colorado Assessment
Program (TCAP) assessment starting in the 2012 school year. That year, Colorado also joined the
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) consortium. Limited pilot
testing for PARCC took place in some districts in Spring 2014, with the assessment entirely replacing
TCAP in the 2014-15 school year.

This means that at the time the survey was administered, all districts had experience administering
TCAP, while only some districts had piloted PARCC and none had fully implemented it. As PARCC is a
different assessment, with different time frames and test items, it cannot be assumed that the
experience with and response to PARCC will mirror that with TCAP. Reported time estimates are for
actual experiences implementing the TCAP assessment. Similarly, the benefits and impacts questions
ask about the actual impacts and benefits of TCAP implementation. However, when respondents
were asked about assessment timelines, costs, or future changes to state assessments, they were
asked about proposed changes to the PARCC assessment.

The Colorado Measures of Academic Success (CMAS) assessments, covering science and social
studies, were also piloted in spring of 2014. The CMAS science exams were required for all 5th and 8th

grade students and the social studies exams required for all 4th and 7th grade students. The CMAS
science and social studies exams were then required for all 12th grade students in the fall of 2014.

The information gathered on the READ Act combines both interim and diagnostic assessments
together.
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Statewide Online Survey
APA developed a statewide assessment use survey for superintendents, principals and teachers. The
statewide survey was developed collaboratively with Task Force members. Initial beta testing was done
by a number of district and school representatives for clarity. APA also worked with the Task Force to
develop specific definitions to be used for the survey, including definitions for activities like “preparing
for” and “administering” assessments. The survey instruments are included as Appendices A-C.
Definitions given to survey respondents are included as Appendix D.

Survey questions included:

1. When assessment results are available to district staff, school staff, teachers, and families and
students;

2. Time spent by teachers to prepare for and administer assessments;
3. Time spent by students to prepare for and take assessments;
4. Other impacts of assessments, such as impacts due to technology availability, logistics

management, loss of support staff time, direct costs, and schedule interruption;
5. Benefits of assessments, such as instructional, measuring mastery of content standards,

comparability for accountability, evaluation, and feedback for families and students;
6. Whether respondents felt that the benefits outweigh the impacts or not; and
7. Any changes that respondents would make to the state assessment system.

Additionally, for local assessments, superintendents and principals were asked about: (1) the grades in
which the assessment is administered and (2) the frequency with which assessments are administered
during a year. Superintendents and principals were also asked about their capacity to implement the
state assessment system. The survey for teachers was shorter and focused only on the assessments in
which they are directly involved.

The survey was conducted online; an email invitation with a survey link was sent to the superintendents
of all school districts in the state, including the Charter School Institute. Superintendents were asked to
share the information about the survey and link for survey completion with school staff and teachers in
their districts. Additionally, state membership organizations were also asked to share the survey with
their members and Task Force representatives reached out to their own networks to encourage
participation. The survey window was open for two and a half weeks and closed on October 29, 2014.
Several rounds of follow up were done to encourage participation and sample representativeness.

Cost collection interviews with district and charter representatives (district-level and school-level)
APA held five interviews with district-level and school-level representatives focused on collecting
specific resource information about state and common local assessments, including opportunity costs
from diverting resources and time from instruction or other district functions. APA then applied costs to
the resources identified and developed per pupil costs which were modeled for the state.
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Data collection from CDE representatives
Originally, APA intended to interview CDE staff in order to: (1) understand how the state perceives the
feasibility and consequences of allowing districts and charters flexibility regarding assessment
objectives, extended assessment timelines, hold harmless periods, and opt out; and (2) collect
information regarding associated assessment costs incurred at the state-level. CDE representatives
made a number of presentations directly to Task Force staff regarding the first set of items, so APA
worked with CDE staff via email to collect the needed cost information.

District and School Participation
Statewide Survey
The following tables 1.1- 1.7 detail the survey responses received from district administrators, school
administrators, and teachers, as compared to the state population.  Participation is disaggregated by
district size, region, location distinction (urban, suburban and rural), and need (“low need” being less
than the state average Free and Reduced Lunch percentage, and “high need” being above that state
average). The “other” category in each group includes the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind,
BOCES organizations, and the Charter School Institute.

Overall, participation at the district, school, and teacher level was robust and, with some exceptions,
representative of the statewide distribution of districts, schools, and teachers. The volume and
representativeness of responses means that responses at each level serve as reasonable estimates of
responses from the statewide population as a whole. There is a possibility that the voluntary nature of
the survey has a small bias on responses, as respondents had to choose to complete the survey.

District-level Participation
Table 1.1 and 1.2 detail district-level survey participation and compare the sample against the state.
Note that a handful of districts submitted responses from more than one district administrator, so there
may be more responses than possible districts in a category.

Table 1.1
Statewide Survey: District-level Participation

Total number of districts in Colorado 179
Number of district administrator responses 87
Number of unique districts 64
District participation rate 36%

Overall, 87 completed district administrator responses were received from 64 unique districts;
accounting for districts that had more than one district administrator response, the overall participation
rate was 36 percent.
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Table 1.2
Statewide Survey: District-level Sample Compared to State Population

District Sample State Population
N % N %

Region
Metro 26 29.5 18 9.7
North Central 6 6.8 20 10.8
Northeast 6 6.8 32 17.2
Northwest 7 8.0 19 10.2
Pikes Peak 16 18.2 26 14.0
Southeast 10 11.4 28 15.1
Southwest 4 4.5 23 12.4
West Central 9 10.2 12 6.5
Other 3 3.4 8 4.3
Size
Very Large 16 18.2 10 5.4
Large 6 6.8 10 5.4
Moderate Large 10 11.4 8 4.3
Moderate 4 4.5 26 14.0
Small 14 15.9 42 22.6
Very Small 34 38.6 82 44.1
Other 3 3.4 8 4.3
Location
Urban 25 29.8 16 9.0
Suburban 11 13.1 14 7.9
Rural (Rural/Small Rural) 48 57.1 148 83.1
Need
High Need 51 58 120 64.5
Low Need 34 38.6 58 31.2
Other 3 3.4 8 4.3

Looking at how the sample compares to the state disaggregated by region, the sample includes a greater
proportion of metro districts, and includes a smaller percentage of districts from the North Central,
Northeast and Southwest region. Looking next at district size, the sample includes a greater number of
very large districts and a smaller number of moderate size districts than the state makeup. When the
sample is compared against the state for location designation (urban, suburban, rural), there is an
overrepresentation of responses from urban and suburban districts, and an underrepresentation of rural
districts.  As a part of the study’s analysis which will be detailed in a subsequent section, APA will be
disaggregating district responses by location to ensure that the unique perceptive of each of these
subgroups is understood. Finally, when considering need, as defined by a district’s free and reduced
lunch percentage being above or below the state average, the sample was fairly close to the state
population.
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School-level Participation
Tables 1.3 and 1.4 examine school administrator participation. Tables 1.5 and 1.6 then present teacher
(and other school-level staff members) participation. Finally Table 1.7 considers charter participation.

Table 1.3
Statewide Survey: School-level Administration Participation

Total number of schools in Colorado 1,825
Number of participating school administrators 212
Overall participation rate 12%

Table 1.4
Statewide Survey: School-level Sample Compared to State Population

School Administrator Sample State Population
N % N %

Region
Metro 115 54.3 790 43.3
North Central 30 14.2 240 13.2
Northeast 6 2.8 84 4.6
Northwest 17 8.0 113 6.2
Pikes Peak 17 8.0 294 16.1
Southeast 2 0.9 75 4.1
Southwest 9 4.3 89 4.9
West Central 9 4.3 104 5.7
Other 7 3.3 36 2.0
Size
Very Large 103 48.6 931 51.0
Large 22 10.4 249 13.6
Moderate Large 13 6.1 150 8.2
Moderate 20 9.4 165 9.0
Small 6 2.8 172 9.4
Very Small 41 19.3 122 6.7
Other 7 3.3 36 2.0
Location
Urban 115 56.1 903 50.5
Suburban 29 14.2 333 18.6
Rural (Rural/Small Rural) 61 29.8 553 30.9
Need
High Need 97 45.8 797 43.7
Low Need 108 50.9 992 54.4
Other 7 3.3 36 2.0

School administrators were more likely to be from a Metro district than the state population, and less
likely to be from the Pikes Peak region. The sample was very representative of the population by district
size; the only notable variations being the under representation of schools from small districts and the
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over representation of schools from very small districts. The distribution of schools in the sample across
urban, suburban and rural categories was very close to the statewide distribution. Disaggregation by
need was also very similar.

Table 1.5
Statewide Survey: Teacher Participation

Total number of teachers in Colorado 50,228
Number of participating teachers 1,800
Overall participation rate 4%

Table 1.6
Statewide Survey: Teacher Sample Compared to State Population

Teacher Sample State Population
N % N %

Region
Metro 1,145 63.6 25,918 51.6
North Central 136 7.6 6,870 13.7
Northeast 37 2.1 944 1.9
Northwest 23 1.3 2,275 4.5
Pikes Peak 239 13.3 8,945 17.8
Southeast 21 1.2 814 1.6
Southwest 61 3.4 1,357 2.7
West Central 122 6.8 2,275 4.5
Other 16 0.9 828 1.6
Size
Very Large 928 51.6 31,110 61.9
Large 200 11.1 7,662 15.3
Moderate Large 164 9.1 4,001 8.0
Moderate 50 2.8 3,513 7.0
Small 29 1.6 2,233 4.4
Very Small 413 22.9 882 1.8
Other 16 0.9 828 1.6
Location
Urban 1,165 65.3 30,099 60.9
Suburban 259 14.5 10,365 21
Rural (Rural/ Small Rural) 360 20.2 8,936 18.1
Need
High Need 831 46.2 19,217 38.3
Low Need 953 52.9 30,183 60.1
Other 16 0.9 828 1.6

Eighteen hundred teachers participated in the survey for a participation rate of 4 percent. This sample
size means the percentage estimates shown in this report are accurate for the population of Colorado
teachers, plus or minus approximately 2 percentage points.
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Teachers from the metro area were more represented in the sample than the population and teachers
from the North Central and Pikes Peak region were under represented. When considering the sample
disaggregated by size, teachers from very large and large districts were underrepresented and teachers
from very small districts were overrepresented. There were slightly more teachers from urban areas
than the state distribution and slightly fewer teachers from suburban areas. Finally, when looking at the
sample compared to the state based on need, more low need districts are overrepresented and high
needs districts underrepresented.

Table 1.7
Statewide Survey: Charter Participation

N % of Sample
Charter Schools 33 15.6%
Charter Teachers 146 8.1%

Table 1.7 shows charter participation in the survey. Thirty-three charter school administrators
participated in the survey, so nearly 16 percent of the total school administrator sample was from
charters. Looking at the teacher sample, 146 teachers or 8.1 percent of the sample teach in charter
schools.

Generalizability
Overall, there were a large number of respondents at the district, school, and teacher levels.
Additionally, the individuals who responded were largely representative of the state as a whole in terms
of regional distribution, district size, geographic level (urban/suburban/rural), and district need level.
Combined, the number and representativeness of respondents mean this distribution of responses is
typical of the state as a whole. However, all respondents chose to take the survey, which means they
may be different from district and school staff and teachers who did not choose to respond to the
survey. Thus, while the number and representativeness of respondents suggests the survey results can
be generalized to all Colorado districts, schools, and teachers, the self-selected nature of the survey
means there may be some systemic differences between respondents and the state as a whole.

Cost Collection Interviews
APA conducted follow up interviews via webinar with five Colorado districts of varying size and from
different parts of the state. These districts were: Aurora Public Schools, Center School District, Eagle
County Schools, Kit Carson School District, and Poudre School District. The five districts were asked to
include district representatives, school administrators, teachers (charter and traditional), and the parent
representative from their district accountability committee if available. The instrument used to guide
cost collection interviews is included as Appendix E.
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Findings
The initial component of the survey focused on documenting the existing assessment landscape and
context at the district, school, and teacher level. To develop an assessment inventory, respondents at all
three levels were asked about what assessments are administered to students, both to fulfill state
assessment requirements and district and school mandated local assessments. This allows for analysis of
the range and number of additional assessments mandated by districts and schools and which
assessments localities are using to meet state assessment requirements.

Respondents were also asked about assessment timelines, including both time windows for assessment
administration and timelines for receipt of assessment results. This allowed examination of when
audiences at the district, school, teacher, and student level received feedback from each assessment.

Finally, to document the teacher and student time spent on assessments, respondents were asked to
estimate the amount of time that teachers spend preparing for and administering assessments, and the
time students spend preparing for and taking those assessments. Teacher estimates were broken down
by teachers in a tested subject, teachers in an untested subject, and specialist teachers. Similarly,
student estimates were broken down by special education students, English Language Learner (ELL)
students, and general education students. This creates a nuanced picture of the time spent by students
and teachers both before and during assessment administration.

Assessments Used
In general, respondents indicated using a wide range of assessments, both to meet state assessment
requirements and as district or school mandated assessments. While certain assessments are more
popular, it is likely that students are taking different packages of assessments, depending on their school
and district. The following Tables 2.1- 2.4 present the percentage of districts and schools that report
using different assessments to meet school readiness or READ Act requirements, or as a local
assessment.

Table 2.1
School Readiness Assessment

Assessment Used

District
Administrators

School
Administrators Teachers

% N % N % N
To fulfill state mandate
TS GOLD 75.9% 66 56.6% 64 58.9% 73
Other School Readiness Assessment 23.0% 20 38.1% 43 41.9% 52
As an additional local assessment
Bracken School Readiness 4.6% 4 0.0% 0 - -
Other School Readiness Assessment 17.2% 15 22.1% 25 - -

The majority of schools, districts and teachers indicate they use the TS GOLD assessment to meet school
readiness requirements; currently, TS GOLD is the only approved assessment for meeting state
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mandated school readiness requirements with additional assessment options possible in the future.
Over 20 percent of schools and districts use an additional local school readiness assessment.

Table 2.2
READ Act Assessment/Early Literacy

Assessment Used

District
Administrators

School
Administrators Teachers

% N % N % N
To fulfill state mandate
Aimsweb 5.7% 5 9.7% 11 16.1% 88
DIBELS Next 74.7% 65 61.1% 69 41.1% 225
FAST 1.1% 1 17.7% 20 1.5% 8
I Ready 16.1% 14 0.0% 0 30.1% 165
ISEP ER, Istation 1.1% 1 0.0% 0 2.7% 15
PALS 11.5% 10 7.1% 8 11.5% 63
STAR 20.7% 18 12.4% 14 13.5% 74
Other READ assessment 9.2% 8 12.4% 14 26.8% 147
As an additional local assessment
DIBELS Next 40.2% 35 31.9% 36 - -
PALS 5.7% 5 1.8% 2 - -
DRA-2 46.0% 52 0.0% 1 28.7% 25
Other READ assessment 11.5% 10 0.9% 0 1.1% 1
District-Created 10.6% 12 0.0% 0 10.3% 9

The majority of districts, schools and teachers are using the DIBELS Next assessment to fulfill the read
Act, with 30-40 percent of districts and schools expanding their use of the DIBELS Next beyond READ Act
requirements, such as in additional grades.

Table 2.3
Local Assessments Used: Interim Assessments

Assessment Used

District
Administrators

School
Administrators Teachers

% N % N % N
NEWA/MAP 56.3% 49 31.4% 58 38.3% 349
Acuity 16.1% 14 24.9% 46 22.6% 206
Scantron Achievement Series 6.9% 6 4.9% 9 5.9% 54
STAR 26.4% 23 24.3% 45 20.7% 189
Galileo 5.7% 5 5.4% 10 2.7% 25
Aimsweb 17.2% 15 11.9% 22 9.7% 88
District Created 25.3% 22 20.5% 38 20.0% 182
Other Interim Assessment 10.3% 9 21.1% 39 16.9% 154

A wide variety of interim assessments are used in Colorado schools and districts, with some districts
using more than one. The most frequently used assessment is NWEA/MAP, followed by STAR, Acuity,
and district created interim assessments.
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Table 2.4
Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness (PWR) Assessments

Assessment Used

District
Administrators

School
Administrators Teachers

% N % N % N
Accuplacer 42.5% 37 44.1% 26 0.7% 2
ACT Explore/PLAN/Aspire 54.0% 47 86.4% 51 19.9% 58
SAT 12.6% 11 18.6% 11 70.8% 206
District Created 9.2% 8 1.7% 1 0 0
Other PWR Assessment 9.2% 8 3.4% 2 0 0

The majority of districts and schools use an additional ACT assessment such as the Explore, PLAN, or the
Aspire, and over 40 percent use the Accuplacer. Teacher responses were very different than district and
school responses, with seventy percent indicating that the PWR assessment that they were directly
involved in was the SAT.

Overall, this assessment inventory indicates that a majority of districts and schools are using the same
assessment to meet state assessment requirements. Among districts and schools that do not use the
most commonly used assessment, though, there is a diverse range of assessments being used to meet
those requirements. Districts and schools are also using a broad range of assessments when they choose
to administer additional interim or postsecondary and workforce readiness assessments. This means
that students are likely to be taking a different package of assessments from their peers in in different
schools and districts.

Assessment Timelines
APA sampled assessment calendars for a number of districts in the state to understand the total number
of weeks that assessment windows are open and when assessment windows occur. Assessment
windows are the broad period of time during which a district or school may administer an assessment
and individual students will be engaged in active test taking during only a small period of that window.
Developed as a composite of assessment calendars reviewed, the following is an example of what a
2014-15 testing calendar might look like for a district:

 School Readiness Assessment,1 week, August
 Initial READ ACT Assessment- 3 weeks, August/September
 Local Interim Assessment: 3 weeks, September
 Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness Assessment: 3 weeks, September/October
 CMAS: High School, 3 weeks, November
 Local Interim Assessment: 3 weeks, January
 ACCESS, 5 weeks, January/February
 READ Act progress monitoring: 3 weeks, January/February
 PARCC (Reading and Math): Performance Based, 5 weeks, March/April
 PARCC End of Year, 4 weeks April/May
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 CMAS: Elementary/Middle: PARCC Alt, 3 weeks, April/May
 ACT, one day, April
 READ Act progress monitoring: 3 weeks, May
 Local Interim Assessment: 3 weeks, May

Actual testing calendars by district will vary, but the above example is illustrative of what is experienced
in many district who administer required state and commonly used local assessments. In this composite
example, over 40 weeks of assessment windows are open for 10 unique assessments (with specific date
ranges overlapping) over a typical 36 week school year. This does not include additional formative
assessments, course exams, or AP/IB exams. As is apparent, assessment is a year long process with at
least one assessment testing window being open nearly every week of the school year.

Results Availability
For each assessment, district and school survey participants were asked when key audiences receive
assessment results. The timing of receipt of results is extremely important, as assessment results cannot
impact instruction or student evaluation until they are received. Table 3.1 shows the most frequent
response given from the survey. Notably, there were few delays in receipt of assessment results from
district to school to teacher to parents. Results from local assessments tended to come more quickly
than those from state assessments.

Table 3.1
When Assessment Results are Available to Key Audiences:

Most Frequent Response(s)

District Staff School staff Teachers Families/ Students

State Assessments

School Readiness
Under two

weeks,
Immediately

Under two
weeks,

Immediately
Immediately 2-4 weeks,

1-3 months

READ Act
Immediately,

Under two
weeks

Immediately,
Under two

weeks
Immediately 2-4 weeks,

1-3 months

TCAP 3-6 months 3-6 months 3-6 months,
6 months +

3-6 months,
6 months +

CMAS 3-6 months,
6 months +

3-6 months,
6 months +

6 months,
3- 6 months

6 months,
3- 6 months

ACT 1-3 months,
3-6 months

1-3 months,
3-6 months

1-3 months,
3-6 months

1-3 months,
3-6 months

ACCESS 3-6 months,
1-3 months

3-6 months,
1-3 months

3-6 months,
1-3 months

3-6 months,
1-3 months
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Table 3.1 (cont.)
When Assessment Results are Available to Key Audiences:

Most Frequent Response(s)
District Staff School staff Teachers Families/ Students

Local Assessments

School Readiness
Under two

weeks,
Immediately

Under two
weeks,

Immediately
Immediately Under two weeks,

2-4 weeks

Early Literacy
Immediately,

Under two
weeks

Immediately,
Under two

weeks
Immediately Under two weeks,

2-4 weeks

Interim
Immediately,

Under two
weeks

Immediately,
Under two

weeks

Immediately,
Under two

weeks

Under two weeks,
2-4 weeks

PWR 1-3 months,
2-4 weeks

1-3 months,
2-4 weeks

1-3 months,
2-4 weeks

1-3 months,
2-4 weeks

When results from assessments were available (as measured from when the assessment was
administered to when results were received) varied by assessment and by audiences.  School readiness
assessments and early literacy assessments provided the most immediate results to teachers since they
directly administer, enter, and score these assessments. School and district staff received these results
or have access to them in less than two weeks if not the same day. When families received these results
varied from under two weeks (when identified as a local assessment), to around a month. Through
interviews it was noted that these results are often shared during parent teacher conferences instead of
a report sent home. Similarly, local interim assessments provided results to teachers, school
administrators and district administrators almost immediately, with families receiving results in a
number of weeks. Again, during follow up interviews it was noted that these results are often shared
during parent teacher conferences instead of a report sent home.

Overall, local assessment results were available long before results of most state required assessments.
There seemed to be no significant delays in passing assessment results from district to school to teacher.
Aside from the results that are held for delivery at parent teacher conferences, parents and students
tended to receive assessment results very soon after results were available to district and school staff.

Teacher and Student Time Spent on Assessments
This section of the survey asked respondents to estimate the time that teachers and students spend
preparing for, administering, and taking assessments. It is important to note that estimates do not
include content instruction that will be tested by the assessment, such as learning a math concept that
will be covered by the TCAP assessment. These estimates include only preparation for the mechanics of
the assessments, such as using the testing technology, completing testing forms, or understanding
specific question formats. As such, these estimates provide a view of the time spent by teachers and
students on non-instructional issues as a result of these assessments.
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In the second part of this section, we present aggregates of time estimates for students, determining
total time preparing for and taking assessments for students by grade level. These time estimates
represent the impact of the state and local assessment systems on available instructional time.

For both teacher and student time estimates, respondents were asked about actual experience
preparing for and administering the TCAP assessment and were not asked about the PARCC assessment.

Overall, time estimates varied significantly across teacher role, student type, and assessment. Notably,
time estimates also varied across respondent role, without clear trends. For some assessments, teachers
reported higher time estimates than district and school administrators, while for other assessments,
district and school respondents indicated higher time estimates than teachers. Surprisingly, time
estimates for specialist teachers were not significantly higher than estimates for general education
teachers. Similarly, time estimates for special education and English Language Learner (ELL) students
were not significantly higher than those for general education students. While the variation in time
estimates indicates there is not a standard amount of time to prepare for, administer, or take
assessments, it also suggests variations in what activities and tasks were included in estimates by
respondents.

Teachers
Respondents were asked if they could estimate the total number of hours teachers spent to prepare for
and administer assessments. They were asked separately about time for teachers in key categories:
teachers of the tested subject(s), teachers in untested subject(s), and specialist teachers, such as ELL
teachers and Special Education teachers. The following definitions for “preparing for” and
“administering” an assessment were provided:

1. Teachers preparing for assessment: preparing for assessment includes training in the mechanics
of the assessments. It does not include instruction on content covered by the test.

2. Teachers administering an assessment: administering the assessment includes giving or
proctoring the assessment, set up time, distributing and collecting materials, scoring and
entering score data, and reporting time.

Tables 4.1-4.3 present figures for time spent for teachers to prepare for assessments. Tables 4.4- 4.6
then present results for the amount of time spent by teachers to administer assessments.
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Table 4.1
Time Spent by Teachers who Teach Tested Subject(s) Preparing for Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
School Readiness 15.5 16.9 40 10.8 23.0 71 15.3 25.8 54
READ Act 14.1 27.7 46 7.8 19.3 90 4.8 11.2 304
TCAP 29.1 80.4 53 15.4 28.1 164 32.2 80.7 616
CMAS 28.7 82.3 50 16.7 42.6 153 24.8 67.1 436
ACT 18.5 46.8 40 26.9 58.1 50 14.5 27.9 169
ACCESS 7.6 12.0 38 12.4 31.7 134 6.9 17.4 103

Local Assessments
School Readiness 7.1 8.4 11 3.8 3.4 5 - - -
Early Literacy 3.5 3.8 38 5.1 10.2 56 - - -
Interim 1.9 2.4 50 4.6 8.7 122 15.1 44.7 412
PWR 2.0 4.5 31 1.2 1.6 34 8.1 24.2 99

Time estimates varied widely for certain assessments (as shown by large standard deviations),
particularly TCAP and CMAS. Overall, time requirements per administration were highest for TCAP and
CMAS. However, other assessments such as school readiness, early literacy and interim are generally
administered more than once a year. Total figures that take into account the frequency of
administrations are presented later in this report. Looking at variance in responses by role, responses
from district administrators and teachers tended to be more similar while school administrators
responded with lower time estimates.

Table 4.2
Time Spent by Teachers in Untested Subject(s) Preparing for Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
School Readiness 4.2 6.8 16 2.5 6.9 62 5.8 8.6 16
READ Act 2.8 5.5 20 4.3 12.2 75 3.1 5.6 51
TCAP 16.4 45.9 29 7.6 14.2 155 11.1 26.8 318
CMAS 10.9 24.7 26 6.5 13.1 142 3.6 10.7 197
ACT 8.0 21.9 21 17.5 43.8 47 3.5 5.8 77
ACCESS 1.9 2.6 18 6.1 18.2 126 3.1 9.1 74

Local Assessments
School Readiness 3.0 4.3 9 0.3 0.6 3 - - -
Early Literacy 1.3 1.8 31 3.3 9.2 40 - - -
Interim 1.1 2.2 41 2.2 6.0 103 3.7 7.9 57
PWR 0.4 0.7 29 1.4 3.5 35 1.2 3.2 52
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Teachers who teach untested subject(s) are often still involved in assessments, so while time estimates
are lower than the estimates for teachers in the tested subject(s), there is still some time involved, as
demonstrated in the table above.

Table 4.3
Time Spent by Specialist Teachers Preparing for Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
School Readiness 7.1 7.8 15 4.7 10.3 62 18.6 41.4 24
READ Act 4.8 5.8 23 5.6 7.7 81 4.2 8.1 120
TCAP 6.7 7.7 26 15.8 47.2 162 12.5 34.5 270
CMAS 5.1 4.9 23 9.5 23.2 147 9.2 22.5 180
ACT 4.5 7.6 17 19.8 46.6 49 4.8 9.2 41
ACCESS 7.5 6.4 21 11.0 27.1 135 9.7 21.9 97

Local Assessments
School Readiness 5.8 5.5 9 2.5 3.7 4 - - -
Early Literacy 2.8 3.3 33 3.9 7.7 50 - - -
Interim 1.9 2.6 42 4.4 9.2 111 4.7 8.5 132
PWR 1.0 1.4 28 1.5 2.2 34 1.5 3.1 22

Estimates for preparation time for specialist teachers were similar to estimates for teachers who teach
untested subject(s). Estimates by school administrators and teachers were more similar and higher than
estimates by district administrators.

Overall, there is significant variation in time estimates for the time teachers spend preparing for
assessment, depending on the teacher’s role and the specific assessment. In general, teachers spend the
most time preparing for TCAP. In some areas, estimates of time were similar across district, school, and
teacher respondents, while in others, estimates were different at the district, school, and teacher levels.
There were no clear trends of which level had generally higher or lower estimates than others.

Tables 4.4- 4.6 consider time spent by teachers to administer assessments.

For time spent by teachers who teach the tested subject(s), shown in Table 4.4 below, time estimates
across responder roles were consistent in most areas, though teachers on average indicated that the
time needed for the READ ACT assessments, CMAS and ACCESS were lower than the estimates of
administrators at both the district and school level. Time needed to administer the school readiness
assessment was highest, which is compounded by the fact that in most cases, districts are conducting
the school readiness assessment observations more than once a year. READ Act/Early Literacy
assessments are also time intensive, as they are often one-on-one assessments.
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Table 4.4
Time Spent by Teachers who Teach Tested Subject(s) Administering Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
School Readiness 36.7 60.3 49 23.6 30.6 72 20.9 29.2 54
READ Act 23.4 41.7 60 18.1 23.4 89 10.0 37.9 310
TCAP 16.9 16.6 66 14.7 17.6 175 14.5 23.5 635
CMAS 12.8 17.2 65 10.3 12.7 160 7.4 13.9 437
ACT 4.6 3.7 50 4.9 4.1 53 4.5 4.2 166
ACCESS 10.1 15.2 43 10.1 14.1 131 4.9 6.8 107

Local Assessments
School Readiness 7.6 9.3 12 12.2 12.5 5
Early Literacy 14.5 30.3 39 18.1 29.4 59
Interim 5.6 9.5 59 7.7 11.7 132 7.3 15.2 441
PWR 3.3 4.8 33 3.6 3.9 35 3.6 3.0 101

Table 4.5
Time Spent by Teachers who Teach Untested Subject(s) Administering Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
School Readiness 3.0 4.8 21 3.8 7.5 58 10.0 16.7 16
READ Act 2.7 4.0 26 3.9 6.6 71 5.1 13.0 50
TCAP 10.4 8.3 39 12.1 10.6 165 13.2 9.7 342
CMAS 6.8 6.7 34 8.0 9.6 144 6.2 10.0 210
ACT 3.1 2.6 27 4.2 4.1 52 3.9 3.9 85
ACCESS 6.9 13.7 22 4.3 7.7 86 3.1 7.2 77

Local Assessments
School Readiness 1.6 2.0 9 5.3 8.4 3
Early Literacy 2.6 6.5 31 4.6 10.7 40
Interim 2.5 4.7 46 3.4 6.9 106 5.0 9.8 58
PWR 1.3 2.4 29 2.9 3.4 37 4.5 5.9 57

Estimates for the time spent by teachers who teach untested subject(s) to administer assessments were
also lower, but still reflect the “all hands on deck” approach schools and districts often take to ensure all
students can be assessed during a given window. Teacher respondents also report more time
administering the school readiness assessment than district or school respondents.
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Table 4.6
Time Spent by Specialist Teachers Administering Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
School Readiness 21.0 52.0 23 4.4 6.4 56 20.7 24.9 24
READ Act 10.7 13.6 32 16.0 31.1 77 11.0 15.9 121
TCAP 16.6 14.1 39 16.6 19.0 162 20.1 29.7 278
CMAS 11.0 11.8 36 10.5 13.0 145 11.3 22.9 181
ACT 4.1 4.9 26 5.5 4.5 50 5.6 5.5 42
ACCESS 24.1 30.3 29 14.7 18.2 98 23.7 40.8 98

Local Assessments
School Readiness 8.3 9.8 9 6.3 6.7 4
Early Literacy 8.1 12.7 32 12.9 18.5 50
Interim 5.6 10.1 47 7.5 14.4 117 9.6 16.8 139
PWR 2.5 3.0 28 3.1 3.2 36 4.7 8.9 21

Estimates for the time spent by specialist teachers were higher for the ACCESS assessment, but
otherwise similar to time spent by graded subject teachers and higher than teachers who do not teach
tested subjects.

Again, time estimates for teachers administering assessments varied significantly based on the role of
the teacher and the specific assessment being administered, with specialist teachers spending slightly
more time on administration than teachers of untested subjects and similar time to teachers of tested
subjects. Estimates by respondents at the district, school, and teacher level tended to be similar, with no
clear trends of one group of respondents giving higher estimates than the others.

Students
Survey respondents were asked to estimate the time spent by students—general education, ELL, and
Special Education—to prepare for and take assessments. Again, the intent of the survey was to
distinguish time spent specifically on assessment and not on content instruction. To that end, the
following definitions were provided to survey participants:

1. Students preparing for assessment: preparing for assessment includes training in the mechanics
of the assessments. It does not include instruction on content covered by the test.

2. Students taking the assessment: taking the assessment includes all time after instruction stops,
including moving to a computer lab or room for testing, receiving instructions, taking the
assessment, and waiting for the assessment time period to conclude.

Table 4.7 considers time spent by all students to prepare for each administration of an assessment.
Tables 4.8 -4.10 then present the time spent by students to take assessments, disaggregated by time
spent by general education students, ELL students and Special Education students.
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Results shown are for each administration of an assessment; later in this section we will present
estimates for the total time students spend to prepare for and take all administrations of assessments.

Table 4.7
Time Spent by All Students Preparing for Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
READ Act - - - 3.7 10.2 77 2.1 5.7 377
TCAP 35.1 98.9 35 24.0 67.5 162 16.2 46.8 917
CMAS 31.2 97.2 35 15.4 36.9 152 9.3 24.3 539
ACT 13.0 26.9 30 38.0 107.3 51 11.7 25.7 207
ACCESS 4.8 10.3 25 8.2 22.7 126 4.2 10.8 239

Local Assessments
School Readiness 5.9 9.1 9 4.8 7.4 5 - - -
Early Literacy 2.8 5.0 36 2.4 4.2 60 - - -
Interim 1.4 2.5 45 1.8 3.2 120 3.4 9.6 504
PWR 2.0 3.0 27 2.3 3.6 34 2.6 6.9 129

Since the school readiness assessment is observational in nature, there is no time spent by students to
“prepare for” the assessment. Time estimates were highest for the TCAP, CMAS and ACT. Here,
estimates from district respondents are higher than estimates from school administrators and teachers.

First, Table 4.8 below considers time spent by general education students to take assessments.  TCAP
was estimated to take the most time of the state assessments. Interim assessments, which are often
given more than once a year, would also be a large time requirement. Table 4.9 then shows estimates
for the time needed for ELL students to take assessments were similar to general education students
with the addition of time for the ACCESS assessment.

Table 4.8
Time Spent by General Education Students Taking Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
READ Act 7.8 14.4 48 4.0 9.0 83 2.8 7.6 389
TCAP 13.9 16.2 56 12.7 16.0 168 11.3 17.3 965
CMAS 9.3 16.4 55 8.4 9.6 156 7.3 21.0 621
ACT 4.6 2.5 46 4.4 2.7 52 6.0 14.4 208

Local Assessments
School Readiness 5.9 9.1 9 4.8 7.4 5 - - -
Early Literacy 2.8 5.0 36 2.4 4.2 60 - - -
Interim 7.1 14.8 54 5.2 6.2 130 5.4 11.1 518
PWR 4.0 3.0 29 4.9 2.7 35 4.0 4.1 140
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Table 4.9
Time Spent by ELL Students Taking Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
READ Act 7.4 10.6 32 4.4 9.9 74 3.5 9.7 322
TCAP 15.1 9.6 38 12.2 7.4 144 13.4 23.7 681
CMAS 9.5 8.5 36 9.2 11.0 133 7.7 21.7 451
ACT 5.5 2.9 30 4.5 3.1 44 7.4 17.7 111
ACCESS 5.9 5.1 31 4.5 3.6 121 4.5 5.6 228

Local Assessments
School Readiness 5.9 8.9 10 2.0 1.4 2 - - -
Early Literacy 3.6 6.1 33 3.2 5.1 52 - - -
Interim 7.8 15.6 49 5.5 6.7 120 6.3 14.4 383
PWR 4.1 3.1 27 5.0 2.8 29 4.0 2.8 77

Table 4.10
Time Spent by Special Education Students Taking Assessments

Per Administration, Shown in Hours
District Administrator School Administrator Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

State Assessments
READ Act 8.6 11.9 45 4.5 9.6 85 3.2 8.8 373
TCAP 16.0 9.5 50 13.9 10.5 172 13.1 20.3 860
CMAS 10.0 8.2 49 10.2 13.0 157 7.6 19.8 572
ACT 5.5 3.3 43 5.2 2.9 53 7.2 15.7 140

Local Assessments
School Readiness 5.5 8.5 11 10.5 17.0 4 - - -
Early Literacy 3.9 7.5 39 3.1 5.0 57 - - -
Interim 7.4 14.5 57 6.2 7.2 129 6.6 15.6 470
PWR 4.2 3.0 30 5.3 2.6 32 4.2 2.7 91

Time estimates for Special Education students were somewhat longer in key areas like the TCAP.

Again, time estimates vary depending on the type of student and the specific assessment being taken.
Surprisingly, the time for special education and ELL students to take assessments was not significantly
higher than that for general education students. However, it is important to note that, as indicated
during cost interviews, time for special education and ELL students is likely more resource intensive, as
those students can require one-on-one aides or staff time for accommodations. As with other time
estimates, there were no clear trends across respondent groups.
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Overall Impact on Instruction
Overall, time spent on assessments has a real impact on time available for instruction. Students and staff
spend days preparing for and administering or taking assessments.  Tables 5.1-5.6 show the total
number of hours and days all students spend on assessments annually for assessments types that are
used by the majority of districts, as reported by educators in the survey. Figures shown are based upon
an average from the three types of respondents (district administrators, school administrators and
teachers). These grids incorporate information from respondents about in which grade level and with
what frequency local assessments are administered to students. The estimates of total days are based
on a 6-hour school day. Some figures may not sum exactly due to rounding.

While the number of assessments administered varies by grade level, students at every level spend over
a week of school time preparing for assessments, with students at key grade levels spending over two
weeks of school time preparing for assessments. Time spent taking assessments is similarly high, taking
at least a week of school time for students at all levels and more than two weeks of school time for
students in some grade levels. When considered in the context of a typical school year of 175 days, this
constitutes spending between 7% and 15% of time in the school year preparing for or taking
assessments.

Table 5.1
Total Time (In Hours) Spent by General Education Students Preparing for State Assessments

Grade
School

Readiness READ Act TCAP CMAS ACT
Total
Hours

Total
Days

Kindergarten 0.0 0.0 0.0
1st 5.8 5.8 1.0
2nd 5.8 5.8 1.0
3rd 5.8 25.1 30.8 5.1
4th 25.1 18.6 43.7 7.3
5th 25.1 18.6 43.7 7.3
6th 25.1 25.1 4.2
7th 25.1 18.6 43.7 7.3
8th 25.1 18.6 43.7 7.3
9th 25.1 25.1 4.2
10th 25.1 25.1 4.2
11th 25.1 20.9 46.0 7.7
12th 37.3 37.3 6.2
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Table 5.2
Total Time Spent by General Education Students Preparing for Local Assessments

Grade
School

Readiness
Early

Literacy Interim PWR Other
Total
Hours

Total
Days

Kindergarten 12.7 14.5 1.8 29.0 4.8
1st 13.0 17.5 1.9 32.4 5.4
2nd 13.0 19.3 1.9 34.2 5.7
3rd 13.0 25.1 1.9 40.0 6.7
4th 11.9 25.5 2.5 39.8 6.6
5th 11.5 25.5 2.5 39.5 6.6
6th 25.5 2.3 27.9 4.6
7th 23.6 2.4 25.9 4.3
8th 23.0 2.2 25.2 4.2
9th 15.9 5.1 2.4 23.3 3.9
10th 15.8 5.6 2.5 23.9 4.0
11th 12.9 6.0 2.4 21.2 3.5
12th 9.1 5.4 2.3 16.8 2.8

Table 5.3
Total Time Spent by General Education Students

Preparing for State and Local Assessments

Grade
Total Number of

Hours
Number of

Days
Kindergarten 34.8 5.8
1st 38.1 6.4
2nd 39.9 6.7
3rd 70.8 11.8
4th 83.6 13.9
5th 83.2 13.9
6th 52.9 8.8
7th 69.6 11.6
8th 68.9 11.5
9th 48.4 8.1
10th 48.9 8.2
11th 67.2 11.2
12th 54.1 9.0
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Table 5.4
Total Time Spent by General Education Students Taking State Assessments

Grade
School

Readiness READ Act TCAP CMAS ACT
Total
Hours

Total
Days

Kindergarten 0.0 0.0 0.0
1st 4.9 4.9 0.8
2nd 4.9 4.9 0.8
3rd 4.9 12.6 17.5 2.9
4th 12.6 8.3 20.9 3.5
5th 12.6 8.3 20.9 3.5
6th 12.6 12.6 2.1
7th 12.6 8.3 20.9 3.5
8th 12.6 8.3 20.9 3.5
9th 12.6 12.6 2.1
10th 12.6 12.6 2.1
11th 12.6 5.0 17.6 2.9
12th 16.6 16.6 2.8

Table 5.5
Total Time Spent by Students Taking Local Assessments

Grade
School

Readiness
Early

Literacy Interim PWR Other
Total
Hours

Total
Days

Kindergarten 25.4 7.0 1.8 34.3 5.7
1st 26.0 15.1 1.9 43.0 7.2
2nd 26.0 18.4 1.9 46.3 7.7
3rd 26.0 22.1 1.9 50.0 8.3
4th 23.8 25.5 2.5 51.8 8.6
5th 23.0 25.4 2.5 50.9 8.5
6th 25.5 2.3 27.8 4.6
7th 24.4 2.4 26.8 4.5
8th 23.2 2.2 25.4 4.2
9th 19.0 5.1 2.4 26.4 4.4
10th 15.8 5.6 2.5 23.9 4.0
11th 16.8 6.0 2.4 25.2 4.2
12th 10.6 5.4 2.3 18.3 3.1
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Table 5.6
Total Combined Time Spent by Students Taking

State and Local Assessments

Grade
Total Number of

Hours
Number of

Days
Kindergarten 34.3 5.7
1st 47.9 8.0
2nd 51.1 8.5
3rd 67.4 11.2
4th 72.7 12.1
5th 71.8 12.0
6th 40.5 6.7
7th 47.7 8.0
8th 46.4 7.7
9th 39.1 6.5
10th 36.5 6.1
11th 42.8 7.1
12th 35.0 5.8

In addition to the figures shown above, there are a number of reasons students will spend additional
time on assessments, including:

 Student need, as noted in a prior section, will play a factor.  Schools often do additional progress
monitoring efforts with struggling students, Special Education and ELL students may take longer
on assessments, and ELL students will also take the ACCESS assessment, which will include 6
hours to prepare for the assessment and 5 hours to take. It is also important to note that since
specialist teachers are needed to administer assessments these students receive less service
than they need during assessment windows negatively impacting their instruction.

 Students taking an AP/IB course will spend also an additional 4 hours taking the exam, and
about 30 hours preparing for that exam.

 Particularly at the high school level, students are also impacted by instruction being suspended
while another grade is being assessed.

Tables 5.7-5.8 show the total time teachers spend preparing for and administering assessments annually
for assessments types that are used by the majority of districts, as reported by educators in the survey.
Figures shown are based upon an average from the three types of respondents (district administrators,
school administrators and teachers). The figures reported for elementary school teachers reflect the
time estimates for teachers of a tested subject. The figures for secondary school teachers are reported
as a range, reflecting the lower time estimate for teachers of an untested subject and the higher time
estimate for teachers of a tested subject. This is because it is less likely that a teacher at the secondary
level will teach all of the subjects tested by the range of assessments. Because of the range of subjects
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taught by teachers at all level, it is not reasonable to report total time estimates for teachers, because
especially in secondary grades, teachers are likely to be the teacher of the tested subject for some
assessments but not for others.

Much like the student grids, the teacher time to prepare and administer for state and local assessments
is significant. Even the most minimal estimates for teachers of untested subjects show multiple days of
teacher time devoted to preparing and administering assessments. For example, a 10th grade teacher
who did not teach a tested subject for TCAP or local interim, PWR, or other local assessments would still
spend 55 hours, or about 9 work days, preparing for and administering assessments. For teachers of
tested subjects, time estimates can be much higher. For example, a 3rd grade teacher who taught a
tested subject for the READ Act, TCAP, Early Literacy, and interim assessments devotes 268 hours, or
nearly 45 work days, to assessment. When considered in the context of a typical school year of 175 days,
this constitutes spending between 5% and 26% of time in the school year preparing for or administering
assessments.

Table 5.7
Total Time (In Hours) Spent by Teachers Preparing and Administering State

Assessments

Grade
School

Readiness
READ

Act TCAP CMAS ACT
Kindergarten 0.0
1st 63.4
2nd 63.4
3rd 63.4 40.9
4th 40.9 33.6
5th 40.9 33.6
6th 23.6 - 40.9
7th 23.6 - 40.9 14.0 - 33.6
8th 23.6 - 40.9 14.0 - 33.6
9th 23.6 - 40.9
10th 23.6 - 40.9
11th 23.6 - 40.9 13.4 - 24.6
12th 28.0 – 67.1
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Table 5.8
Total Time (In Hours) Spent by Teachers Preparing and Administering Local Assessments

Grade
School

Readiness
Early

Literacy Interim PWR Other
Kindergarten 98.9 60.8 7.7
1st 100.9 70.9 8.7
2nd 98.9 72.4 8.9
3rd 94.8 68.9 8.9
4th 88.6 67.0 8.9
5th 88.6 65.8 8.9
6th 28.8 - 67.9 6.6 - 8.9
7th 29.9 - 70.4 6.7 - 8.2
8th 30.4 - 71.6 6.0 - 8.2
9th 25.1 - 59.2 1.1 - 7.8 6.0 – 8.0
10th 24.3 - 57.2 1.2 - 8.4 6.0 – 8.0
11th 22.6 - 53.2 1.4 - 10.0 6.0 – 8.0
12th 21.0 - 51.0 1.1 - 8.1 6.0 – 8.0

Viewed in combination, these time estimates for teacher and student time devoted to preparing for,
administering, and taking assessments demonstrate the magnitude of impact that state and local
assessments have on available instructional time.

Costs

District and School Costs
During cost collection interviews, APA staff gathered information on personnel time beyond teacher
time and other costs, such as supplies, materials and technology using the cost collection spreadsheet
attached as Appendix D. These resources included opportunity costs, direct costs, and one-time capacity
costs. In these interviews, we asked interviewees about the costs of implementing PARCC in 2014-15,
not the costs of TCAP.

The following definitions were used to categorize costs:

1. Capacity Costs
Often one-time costs that are incurred to ensure the district or school has the capacity to
administer assessments, such as the cost of purchasing any additional technology to administer
assessments, if not already owned by the district or school, or the cost of ensuring sufficient
bandwidth to allow for online assessments.
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2. Opportunity costs
Student and staff time spent preparing for and administering assessments that could have
otherwise been spent on instruction or other needed functions.

3. Direct Costs
Costs directly incurred to prepare for and administer assessments, including the direct cost of
purchasing the assessment materials, the cost of hiring any additional proctors/scorers, or the
cost of any materials management.

Capacity Costs
During interviews, it was clear that where a district is starting from, and its overall district goals, drive
assessment resource needs and the amount of resources that can be attributable to assessments-
particularly for upfront capacity costs.

Data Personnel
Having the personnel needed to look at data is also a capacity issue that reflects the varying starting
points of districts; in larger districts there is typically existing staff available to redirect for this purpose
while in smaller districts it is one more task to add for limited staff members who may not have the
targeted expertise.

Technology Devices and Connectivity
The districts interviewed started from very different places in terms of technology.  One district was
already going to one-to-one laptops for students, another had sufficient mobile devices and only needed
to purchase keyboards, while others were adding new mobile devices or computers specifically for
testing and would not have made these changes otherwise. Bandwidth and access to Wi-Fi were also
key areas that some districts had to improve in order to allow for online assessments. This availability of
technology hardware also creates differences in opportunity costs for instructional time, as it was more
time consuming for schools that have to cycle students through a limited number of devices to
accomplish testing.

As noted, the above capacity costs were not incurred consistently in all the districts that were
interviewed and some districts had difficulty quantifying what proportion of hardware devices or
connectivity upgrades could be attributed solely to assessments since they were also used for
instructional purposes. Therefore, APA did not attribute a monetary value to these capacity costs for the
purposes of modeling statewide assessment costs. It is still important to be mindful that many districts
have incurred or will incur costs in this area to reach and maintain the level of capacity needed for
assessments.

Other capacity issues as identified by the statewide survey will be discussed later in this report.

Opportunity Costs
In addition to the opportunity costs incurred through student and teacher time spent on assessments,
there are other significant opportunity costs incurred for both state and local assessments.
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IT Staff Time
APA heard consistently that prior to assessment windows, IT staff is occupied ensuring that all devices
are ready to go (such as ensuring all updates have been made, and any needed software is installed) and
then during assessment windows, the time of school and district IT staff is dominated by
troubleshooting tech needs related to assessments. Districts frequently deploy their district level IT staff
to float to schools to provide support. This focus on addressing assessment technology needs eliminates
the ability for schools and districts to have the needed IT support for instruction and other necessary
functions.

Estimates ranged from 5-10 days per assessment, to 70 percent to 100 percent of all IT staff time
during online assessment windows and the month that leads up to each window. Districts noted that
these time requirements were often less with local assessments.

Professional Development
While schools and districts expressed that they would be doing professional development no matter
what, training time for learning how to administer assessments represents another opportunity cost as
that time could be spent on other professional development topics relevant to instruction. District and
school administrators also spend time going to state trainings then sharing that information back with
their staff.

One district estimated that for a school assessment coordinator, they would spend 60 hours receiving
state training and sharing that information back. A team of district staff members would also attend
state trainings and provide support, for about 34 hours of time annually.  Clerical support would be
needed at both levels, and additional costs for printing training materials would be incurred.

Managing Logistics
Managing logistics at the district and school level is primarily an issue of scheduling, ensuring staff are
properly deployed, and handling communications. This can be particularly time consuming during
assessment windows, and many district talked about assessment coordinator staff time (which at the
school level is often the assistant principal spending nearly all their time “putting out fires.”

As there are numerous assessments during the year, one district estimated that 70% of a coordinator
level position is spent on managing the logistics of state assessments throughout the year.  The
remaining time is spent on local assessments.

Managing Student Opt-Out
Interviewed districts indicated that managing student opt-out is not a major concern now, because of
relatively low numbers of students opting out. However, districts did indicate this could be a future
concern.
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Data and Reporting
Districts also reported the need for staff time for data entry, data analysis, and reporting as an
opportunity cost. Having a student data system which can cost $40,000 would also be an associated cost
if a district would not have a system otherwise.

One district estimated that this took 6 weeks of data analyst time per state assessment (TCAP and
CMAS), while another said this would be 90% of their analysts time annually.

Direct Costs
In addition to the opportunity costs noted above that represent redirected time away from other
necessary tasks, districts incur additional direct costs too:

 Purchasing assessment materials/licenses (for state-mandated school readiness assessments
and to fulfill the READ Act, as well as local assessments)

 Paying for substitutes so that assessments can be administered (in smaller districts)
 Printing costs for reports
 Providing snacks/incentives

APA generated per pupil cost figures for these direct cost items for the five districts:

Table 6.1
Assessment Direct Costs Incurred by Districts and Schools

Per Pupil Direct Costs Range
State Assessments $5-$50 a student
Local Assessments $15-$58 a student

These figures are in addition to amounts paid by the state for state assessments, and are only the direct
cost amounts.  These figures would be much higher if opportunity costs due to diverted staff time were
included.

The costs range dramatically between districts and represent different resource starting points and
capacity capabilities. Though there is not a perfect correlation the smaller districts tended to have
higher costs than the larger districts.

State Costs
CDE staff provided the following state-level costs for assessment based on the state’s FY 2014-15
appropriation.
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Table 6.2
Assessment Costs Incurred by the State

Description FY 2014-15
Appropriation

I. English language arts and mathematics (PARCC): Contract for
developing, scoring and reporting ELA and mathematics $19,012,088

Cash Funds - State Education Fund 16,854,070
Federal Funds 2,158,018

Alternate English Language Arts and Mathematics: Contract for
developing, scoring and reporting alternate English language arts
and mathematics for students with significant cognitive disabilities $1,033,000
II. Alternate Science and Social Studies: Contract for developing,
scoring and reporting alternate science and social studies for
students with significant cognitive disabilities $1,792,372

Cash Funds - State Education Fund 983,600
Federal Funds 808,772

III. Science and Social Studies: Contract for developing, scoring, and
reporting new science and social studies assessments $6,087,908

Cash Funds - State Education Fund 5,208,292
Federal Funds 879,616

IV. English Language Proficiency: Contract for developing, scoring,
and reporting the Colorado English Language Proficiency
Assessment for English Learners $2,949,175

Cash Funds - State Education Fund 1,022,357
Federal Funds 1,926,818

V. ACT: ACT test for 11th grade students - Cash Funds $2,146,000
VI. Spanish Language Arts: $2,333,890

Cash Funds - State Education Fund 2,302,780
Federal Funds 31,110

VII. Administration: Staff and operating expenses $1,416,577
FTE 11.8
Cash Funds - State Education Fund 541,090
Federal Funds 875,487

Total $36,771,010
FTE 11.8
Cash Funds - State Education Fund 29,058,189
Federal Funds 7,712,821

Per Pupil Cost $42

Based on the costs provided by CDE, the state incurs a cost of $42 a student for state assessments, or
$36.8 million. Table 6.2 shows the total direct costs incurred, combining district level and state level
costs. Instead of using the range of possible per student costs shown above in table 6.1, APA examined
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the average costs per pupil and the weighted average costs per pupil to create the statewide estimates.
A weighted average takes into account the size of each district when creating the average. A larger
district’s per pupil amount is included more times in the average than a smaller districts. Using the
averages allows us to take into account the differences in costs between the district districts. The
average costs per pupil were $19 for state assessments and $29 for local assessments. Weighted
average costs per pupil were $9 for state assessments and $19 for local assessments. CDE’s costs remain
at $42 per student.

Table 6.3
Total Direct Assessment Costs Incurred by Schools, Districts, and the State

Costs Based on Average
Costs Based on Weighted

Average
State Assessments $53,249,941 $44,944,910
Local Assessments $25,128,725 $16,184,812
Total $78,378,666 $61,129,722

Only accounting for direct costs, and not the additional opportunity costs incurred by redirected staff
time, in total $70-$90 a student is spent on assessments in Colorado. This is between $61.1 to $78.4
million annually.

Impacts and Benefits of Assessments
In addition to estimating the impact of assessments on instructional time for both students and
teachers, the survey asked district and school administrators to rate the impacts and benefits of each
assessment in specific areas. After reviewing each category of potential impact and benefits,
respondents were asked to give their opinion as to whether the benefits of each assessment
outweighed the impacts. This allows for a comprehensive analysis of the diverse range of potential
positive and negative effects for specific assessments and an overall conclusion about whether these
stakeholders believe the assessment is worth doing. As districts have not fully implemented PARCC, for
both impacts and benefits respondents were asked about their actual experiences with the TCAP
assessment and were not asked about the PARCC. These opinions cannot be generalized to the PARCC
assessment, which will replace the TCAP as benefits and impacts of PARCC could differ from that of TCAP.

Additional Impacts of Assessments
The survey asked district and school administrators to indicate the level of impact that each assessment
had on the following areas: (1) technology; (2) logistics management; (3) other staff time; (4) direct
costs; and (5) schedule interruption. Similarly, teachers were asked to score the level of impact of
assessments on technology and schedule interruption. Graphs of these responses are reported below
and complete tables of responses on impact ratings are included in Appendix F.

Ratings of assessment impacts were remarkably similar across district, school, and teacher respondents.
Teacher respondents tended to rate the impact of assessments as slightly higher than district and school
respondents, but differences were not large. Impact ratings did, however, vary significantly by
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assessment, with all respondents indicating high level of impact from the CMAS and TCAP assessments
across all impact areas. Conversely, respondents indicated lower impacts from the ACT.

Impacts on technology could include restricted use of labs, devices, bandwidth, and existing technology
support staff. Looking first at state assessments, respondents reported CMAS as having the greatest
impact on technology according to district administrators, school administrators, and teachers (4.4-4.6
out of 5.0). TCAP, the School Readiness Assessment, and assessments used to fulfill the READ Act were
also rated by groups as having an impact rating of over 3.0 (the READ Act was rated slightly lower at 2.8
by district administrators, but above 3.3 for the other two groups). ACT was considered to have the least
impact of the state assessments (with an impact score of 1.5-1.8) on technology for all three groups. For
local assessments, interim assessments were consider to have the greatest impact on technology, rating
3.1 according to district and school administrators, while teachers considered the impact to be higher
with a score of 4.0. Other local assessments had an impact rating of below 3.0.
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Table 7.2 shows impacts on logistics management could include data collection and security, scheduling,
and managing student opt-out.  Of the state assessments, ACT was reported to have the least impact on
logistics management. Local assessments and the ACCESS assessment also were rated as having a low
impact with a rating 3.0 or less. CMAS and TCAP were considered to have the highest level of impact in
terms of logistic management.
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Impacts on other staff time could include the need for clerical, administrator, and counselor time for
assessments. TCAP (3.9) and CMAS (4.3) stand out as having the highest impact in this area, followed by
the School Readiness assessment (as rated by district administrators). The ACT and local assessments
were generally rated with an impact score of 2.5 or less.

Impacts in the direct cost area could include cost of testing materials, hiring additional proctors or staff,
or hiring substitute teachers. Impact scores in this area were lower than the previous two impact areas,
with CMAS being scored slightly higher than other state assessments, ACT, ACCESS, and local
assessments received an impact score of 2.5 or less.
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Table 7.5 shows the impacts in the area of schedule interruption could include any lost time due to
assessments for additional assemblies, extra breaks or shortened days. Consistent with other impact
area scores, TCAP and CMAS were considered to create the greatest schedule interruption with score of
4.3-4.5, followed by the School Readiness assessment (3.4-3.9) and READ Act assessments (3.5-3.7).
Teachers also indicated that the interim assessments created schedule interruptions (score of 3.7).  In
general, the ACCESS assessment, ACT, and other local assessments received scores of 3.0 or less in this
area.

Overall, views of the impact of assessments in the above areas were rather consistent across the three
reporting subgroups. CMAS and TCAP received the highest impact scores in all areas, while the ACT and
local assessments received lower impact scores. Overall, teachers tended to rate impacts as higher than
district and school administrators.

Survey participants were also given room to indicate other impacts that fell outside these areas.
Additional impacts included:

 Readiness assessment: the costs of snacks, perceived lack of alignment with curriculum and
instruction, and teacher time scoring the test and entering testing data;

 READ Act assessment: significant impacts of time to develop READ plans and questionable
validity of the assessment;

 TCAP: stress on students, teachers, and school administrators, the need to focus curriculum and
instruction on content relevant to the test, and loss of services for special education and ELL
students during testing windows;

 CMAS: technology issues;
 ACT: the need for students to pay for their own test prep;
 ACCESS: the inaccessibility of test materials for students with vision impairments, loss of staff to

provide services to ELL students, and concerns about the timing of the test immediately after
winter break, when students have been speaking their native languages.

Benefits of Assessments
Information on the benefits of assessments was also gathered. These benefit areas included: (1)
instructional; (2) accessing content mastery; (3) accountability/comparison purposes; (4) evaluation; and
(5) feedback to families and students. District and school administrators were asked to rate assessments
in all five areas, while the teacher survey focused on rating the benefit of assessments for instructional,
assessing content mastery and feedback purposes.

It is worth noting that while perspectives on assessment impacts were fairly consistent across the
subgroups, perspectives on assessment benefits were more varied, with teachers frequently rating the
benefit of assessments lower than their district and school administrator counterparts. Tables 7.1-7.5
will offer a closer examination of responses for each benefit area. Graphs of benefit ratings are
displayed below, with full tables of benefits ratings available in Appendix F.
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Shown in Table 8.1, instructional benefits could include the ability to use assessment results to inform
instructional practice, measure student progress, and inform placement decisions. Districts found the
most instructional benefit from local school readiness assessments, interim assessments, and READ
Act/early literacy assessments, followed by TCAP. School administrators found the most instructional
benefit from local school readiness and early literacy assessments, followed by the ACT and local interim
assessments. Teachers found minimal instructional benefit from all assessments, with slightly higher
ratings of instructional benefit from interim assessments, ACCESS, ACT, and the READ Act assessments.
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Looking at Table 8.2, benefits for assessing student content mastery could include the ability to measure
student mastery of Colorado content standards. Districts felt that TCAP had the greatest benefit for
assessing student content mastery, followed by local school readiness, and interim assessments. School
administrator responses varied from district responses, with the highest benefit scores in this area being
assigned to local school readiness assessments, READ Act assessments, and the ACT. Districts reported
particularly high benefit in this area from TCAP. Teachers again assigned minimal benefit in this area to
any assessment.

Table 8.3 shows the possible benefits of assessment in the area of comparison. These could include that
an assessment provides common basis for the state accountability system and comparison across
districts. Districts indicated that TCAP was the most beneficial in allowing for comparison, followed by
local school readiness assessments. School administrators also felt that local school readiness
assessments were beneficial in this area.
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Possible benefits in the area of evaluation, as seen in Table 8.4, could include being able to identify
teacher development need or measure program/school performance. Both school and district
administrators indicated less benefit in this area than other areas. The majority of assessments were
similarly scored on the level of benefit that each assessment offers for evaluation purposes; district
administrators did rate TCAP slightly higher in this area.

Finally, respondents were asked about the utility of each assessment to provide feedback to families and
students as shown in Table 8.5. District administrators gave the highest benefit scores for this area to
TCAP, then local school readiness assessments, the ACT, early literacy assessments, and interim
assessments. School administrators rated the ACT, local school readiness and local early literacy
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assessments the highest in this area. Teachers found limited benefit of any assessment for providing
feedback to families and parents, rating the ACT highest in this area.

Survey participants were also given room to indicate other benefits that fell outside these areas.
Additional benefits of the readiness assessment were “a common language of readiness,” facilitating
professional learning communities, and a holistic view of the child. Teachers noted several additional
benefits of the READ Act assessment, including the ability to identify interventions, standardized
comparisons, measurement of growth, and progress monitoring. Benefits of the TCAP focused on its use
as a benchmark for comparisons across schools and districts and an opportunity for students to practice
test taking before the ACT/SAT. While many respondents noted it was too early to know the benefits of
the CMAS, a number of teachers applauded the emphasis on social studies and the use of technology.
For the ACT, respondents at all levels lauded the relevance of the assessment to higher education and
students’ future goals. Other benefits of the ACCESS assessment focused on the validity of the
assessment to measure students’ language acquisition progress.

Whether the Benefits Outweigh the Impacts According to Educators
After reviewing these categories of potential impacts and benefits, survey respondents were asked to
indicate whether they agreed or disagreed with the following statement for each assessment: “In my
role, I believe the benefits of this assessment outweigh the impacts.”

Again, as districts have not fully implemented PARCC, respondents were asked about their actual
experiences with the TCAP assessment and were not asked about the PARCC. These opinions may not be
generalizable to the PARCC assessment, which will replace the TCAP as benefits and impacts of PARCC could
be different from that of TCAP.

District and school respondents tended to have similar beliefs about the overall impact of assessments,
while teacher respondents were less likely to agree that assessment benefits outweighed impacts.
District and school respondents were more likely to agree that the benefits of locally mandated
assessments outweighed impacts than for state assessments. The strongest endorsement was for the
ACT, which a majority of respondents from all categories agreed that the benefits outweighed the
impacts. These responses mirrored respondent ratings of the categories of impacts and benefits.
Assessments that received higher ratings of impacts and lower ratings of benefits were less likely to
have respondents agree that benefits outweighed impacts.

Tables 9.1 through 9.3 present the opinions of district, school, and teacher respondents.
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Whether district respondents believed the benefits outweighed the impacts of assessment varied by
assessment. District respondents were least likely to agree that the benefits of assessment outweighed
the impacts for TCAP, CMAS, and School Readiness assessments. They were most likely to agree that the
benefits outweighed impacts for the ACT and locally mandated PWR and interim assessments.
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Again, school respondent opinions on whether the benefits of assessment outweighed impacts varied by
specific assessments. School respondents were least likely to agree that the benefits of assessment
outweighed the impacts for TCAP, CMAS, and School Readiness assessments. They were most likely to
agree that the benefits outweighed impacts for the ACT and locally mandated PWR and interim
assessments.

Table 9.3 shows teacher respondents were much less likely to agree that the benefits of assessment
outweighed impacts. While teacher respondents indicated that the benefits of the ACT assessment
outweighed the impacts, they did not agree that benefits outweighed impacts for any other
assessments.

School and District Capacity to Implement State Assessment System
This section of the survey asked district and school respondents to indicate their capacity to implement
the state assessment in a number of categories. Capacity ratings from the two groups were similar, with
school respondents indicating slightly higher capacity ratings in a number of areas. Both districts and
school respondents indicated the lowest capacity in the area of funding and resources.

Table 10.1 looks at districts’ capacity to implement the state assessment system. Funding and resources
to implement the state assessment system was of concern to districts and schools with the lowest
scores in their capacity in this area. Training/PD, having sufficient devices to administer online
assessments, and having the needed IT staff to support online assessments also were areas of low
capacity for districts and schools. A full table of results is available in Appendix F.
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Table 10.1
District Capacity to Implement State Assessment System

District Capacity School Capacity
Mean SD N Mean SD N

Instructional design and preparation 2.7 1.2 81 3.4 1.1 156
Network infrastructure 3.0 1.3 81 2.7 1.4 207
Devices 2.4 1.2 78 2.4 1.4 203
Logistics management 2.7 1.2 86 3.0 1.3 206
Data personnel 2.3 1.3 79 2.6 1.4 206
IT staff and personnel 2.4 1.3 79 2.4 1.4 199
Funding and resources 1.7 1.3 75 2.0 1.4 186
Training/PD 2.2 1.3 82 2.4 1.4 154
Overall Capacity 2.6 1.1 86 2.8 1.1 162

Scale: 0-5, with 5 indicated that the district or school has sufficient capacity in an area.

Suggested Changes to State Assessment System
Survey respondents were asked what changes, if any, they would like to make to the state assessment
system; they were allowed to choose more than one option so percentage totals may add up to more
than 100 percent. Note that for certain assessments district and school administrators had the option of
selecting “reduce to the federal minimum” with details about what that entailed for each assessment;
for the teacher survey the option was more general—“reduce frequency of assessment.”

While for all prior sections respondents were asked about their experiences with TCAP, in this section,
respondents were asked about proposed changes to its replacement, the PARCC assessment, instead.

A minority of respondents at all levels suggested keeping assessments as they were, with the exception
of the ACT. Across all assessments, respondents at all levels favored reducing the length of assessments.
There were not major differences in suggested changes from respondents at the district, school, and
teacher level.

Table 11.1
Changes to State Assessment System: School Readiness

District
Administrator

School
Administrator Teacher

% N % N % N
Eliminate 30% 26 39% 44 35% 44
Use in preschool only 38% 33 18% 20 19% 23
Reduce length of assessment 40% 35 27% 30 25% 31
Assess a sample of students or schools 13% 11 16% 18 6% 8
Reduce frequency of assessment - - - - 22% 27
No change 7% 6 15% 17 5% 6

Forty percent of district administrators suggested reducing the length of the assessment or using the
assessment in preschool only (38 percent). Thirty percent of district administrators suggested
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eliminating the school readiness assessment requirement entirely. School administrators were more
likely to suggest eliminating the school readiness assessment requirement (39 percent), followed by
reducing the length of the assessment (27 percent). Teachers similarly suggested eliminating the school
readiness assessment, followed by reducing the length or frequency of assessment. Some schools also
suggested flexibility in choosing an assessment that is more rigorous or better aligned to school
curriculum or state standards.

Table 11.2
Changes to State Assessment System: READ Act

District
Administrator

School
Administrator Teacher

% N % N % N
Eliminate 20% 17 19% 22 25% 139
Reduce number of grades 25% 22 18% 20 16% 89
Reduce length of assessment 26% 23 17% 19 32% 175
Assess a sample of students or schools 11% 10 16% 18 10% 56
Reduce frequency of assessment - - - - 36% 196
No change 37% 32 39% 44 19% 105

About 40 percent of district and school administrators indicated that they would suggest keeping the
READ assessment requirements as is; further suggestions were mixed.  Teachers indicated they would
like to reduce the frequency and the length of the assessment (selected by about a third of respondents
respectively). Schools also suggested changes in allowing more flexibility in what assessment to use and
reducing the testing burden on students who have already met benchmarks.

Table 11.3
Changes to State Assessment System: PARCC (English Language Arts and Math) /CoAlt

District
Administrator

School
Administrator Teacher

% N % N % N
Eliminate 29% 25 28% 59 46% 624
Reduce to federal minimum 59% 51 34% 72 - -
Reduce number of grades 45% 39 33% 70 31% 424
Reduce length of assessment 53% 46 56% 118 55% 750
Assess a sample of students or schools 18% 16 9% 20 10% 143
Reduce frequency of assessment - - - - 34% 459
No change 6% 5 5% 11 2% 33

About 60 percent of district administrators would like to reduce the PARCC assessment to the federal
minimum (assessing students in 3rd-8th grade, and once in 10th-12th grade), followed by reducing the
length of the assessment (53 percent), reducing the number of grades (45 percent), or eliminating the
assessment (29 percent). The majority of school administrators suggested reducing the length of the
assessment (56 percent); about a third of school administrators suggesting reducing to the federal
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minimum, reducing the number of grades or eliminating the assessment. Teachers suggested reducing
the length of the assessment (55 percent), eliminating (46 percent), reducing the frequency of
assessments, and/or the number of grades it is required in (about a third each). Respondents at all levels
wanted the results to be more immediate.

Table 11.4
Changes to State Assessment System: CMAS (Science and Social Studies)/CoAlt

District
Administrator

School
Administrator Teacher

% N % N % N
Eliminate science component 21% 18 31% 65 7% 79
Eliminate social studies component 30% 26 34% 72 10% 106
Reduce to federal minimum 56% 49 31% 65 - -
Reduce number of grades 28% 24 22% 47 19% 207
Reduce length of assessment 44% 38 44% 94 37% 410
Assess a sample of students or schools 18% 16 9% 19 9% 95
Reduce frequency of assessment - - - - 47% 514
No change 6% 5 8% 17 5% 55

The most frequent suggestions made by district administrators to change CMAS was to reduce to the
federal minimum of only assessing in Science once in 3rd-5th grade, once in 6th through 9th grade, and
once 10th-12th grade; and eliminate Social Studies (56 percent), followed by reducing the length of the
assessment (44 percent) or eliminating the social studies component (30 percent). Top responses for
school administrators were reducing the length of the assessment (44 percent), then about a third of
school administrators suggested eliminating the science component, eliminating the social studies
component, and/or reducing to the federal minimum. About fifty percent of teachers suggested
reducing the frequency of assessment and nearly forty percent suggested reducing the length of the
assessment.

Table 11.5
Changes to State Assessment System: ACT

District
Administrator

School
Administrator Teacher

% N % N % N
Eliminate 10% 9 2% 1 8% 33
Reduce length of assessment 9% 8 2% 1 7% 31
Assess a sample of students or schools 6% 5 5% 3 7% 30
Reduce frequency of assessment - - - - 3% 11
No change 68% 59 88% 58 66% 285

Table 11.5 shows that the majority of district administrators, school administrators and teachers
indicated that they did not want to make any changes to the ACT. A number of schools suggested using
the ACT to replace other state assessment requirements.
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Table 11.6
Changes to State Assessment System: ACCESS

District
Administrator

School
Administrator Teacher

% N % N % N
Eliminate 13% 11 9% 19 9% 42
Reduce number of grades 15% 13 10% 21 7% 35
Reduce length of assessment 34% 30 30% 64 27% 129
Assess a sample of students or schools 7% 6 6% 13 5% 24
Reduce frequency of assessment - - - - 10% 46
No change 39% 34 39% 83 24% 116

Key suggestions for the ACCESS assessment were to either keep it as is (about 40 percent for district and
school administrators, and about 25 percent of teachers), or to reduce the length of the assessment
(about a third of all respondents).

Geographic Breakdown of District Responses
As mentioned earlier in the report, there is significant geographic diversity in the state. We divided
district responses into geographic categories of urban, suburban, and rural to examine differences in
responses across these geographic groups. We examined district responses about the impacts and
benefits of assessment, district respondent opinions about whether benefits outweighed impacts, and
capacity to implement the state assessment system. While there were often differences between
responses from the three geographic groups, there were no clear trends. Respondents from rural
districts did not consistently indicate higher impacts of assessment or lower capacity to implement the
state assessment system.

Impacts of Assessments
Tables 12.1 – 12.5 report district respondents’ ratings of assessment impact. Respondents from
suburban districts tended to rate impacts as slightly higher in many assessments, especially PWR
assessments.
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District respondents from suburban districts reported a higher technology impact of PWR, interim, and
CMAS assessments than respondents from urban and rural districts, but reported a lower impact on
TCAP and READ Act.

Respondents from suburban districts rated the impact of logistic management as higher than
respondents from rural and urban districts, especially for PWR, CMAS, and state School Readiness
assessments, as shown in Table 12.2 below.
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Again, respondents from suburban districts tend to rate impacts as slightly higher in many assessments,
especially PWR assessments.

Again, respondents from suburban districts rated the direct cost of impact for the PWR assessments as
higher than respondents from urban or rural districts.
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Table 12.5 below shows responses from suburban districts indicate a slightly higher impact on
scheduling than respondents from urban and rural districts.

Benefits of Assessments
Tables 12.6 – 12.10 present the benefits ratings for districts, broken down by geography.
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For some assessments, including PWR, interim, early literacy, and local school readiness, respondents
from rural districts indicated a higher instructional benefit than those from urban and suburban districts.
Respondents from suburban districts indicated a higher instructional benefit from READ Act and state
school readiness assessments.

Respondents from rural districts indicated a higher benefit of assessing content mastery from the local
school readiness assessment than those from urban or suburban districts. Responses for other
assessments were similar across geographic location.
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Respondents from suburban districts indicated a slightly higher comparison benefit from ACCESS and
TCAP than those from urban and rural districts. Respondents from urban districts indicated a lower
comparison benefit from local school readiness assessments.

Respondents from suburban districts indicated a much lower evaluation benefit from local school
readiness assessments, but a higher evaluation benefit from ACCESS, CMAS, and state school readiness
assessments. Respondents from urban districts indicated less evaluation benefit from PWR and state
school readiness assessments.
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For many assessments, respondents from rural districts indicated a higher feedback benefit from
assessments. Suburban respondents indicated a higher feedback benefit for READ Act and state school
readiness assessments.

Whether Benefits of Assessment Outweigh Impacts
Table 12.11, below, displays respondent agreement that the benefits of an assessment outweigh the
impacts. Rural respondents indicated higher agreement for some assessments, but there are no clear
trends across geographic location.

While respondents from some geographic areas are more likely to indicate agreement that benefits of
assessment outweigh impacts for some assessments, there are no clear trends across geographic area.

Capacity to Implement State Assessment System
Table 12. 12 reports respondents’ evaluation of capacity to implement the assessment system. Again,
there are no clear trends across geographic locations.
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Although respondents from different geographic areas indicated differing capacity to implement
assessments, capacity varies by category of capacity, with no clear trends about greater overall capacity
in any geographic area.

Conclusion
The results of the survey of district, school, and teacher respondents provide important information
about the effects of the state and local assessment systems on those stakeholders. The sizeable number
of respondents, who are largely representative of the distribution of districts, schools, and teachers in
the state of Colorado, mean that survey responses are strongly indicative of effects and opinions for the
state as a whole. Notably, there were no clear trends in differences between responses from urban,
suburban, and rural districts.

Estimates provided by the three levels of respondents indicated large variance in the amount of time
required for teachers and students to prepare for, administer, and take assessments. Despite this
variation, it is clear that both teachers and students are spending a significant amount of time that could
otherwise be devoted to instruction on these assessment-related activities. This was true across levels
of respondent and categories of teachers and students.

Additionally, respondents from all three levels indicated significant impacts and relatively few benefits
for most assessments. This meant that when asked their opinion about the relative benefits and impacts
of assessments, a majority of respondents at all levels reported disagreement that the benefits of
assessments outweighed the impacts. This disagreement was especially prevalent for the TCAP and
CMAS assessments. Respondents then suggested changes to assessments focusing on reducing the
length and number of grades of students taking assessment or reducing to the federal minimum.

0 1 2 3 4 5

Instructional design and preparation

Network Infrastructure

Devices

Logistics management

Data personnel

IT staff and personnel

Funding and resources

Training/PD

Overall capacity

Table 12.12
Capacity for State Assessment System

Scale: 0-5, with 5 meaning sufficient capacity

Rural

Suburban

Urban



Appendix	  A	  
	  

Survey	  instrument	  for	  district	  respondents	  
	  



Colorado Statewide Assessment Survey: District Administrator Survey

STATE ASSESSMENT SECTION

1.1-Which assessment does your district currently use to fulfill the state-mandated school readiness
assessment requirement?

 TS GOLD
 Other school readiness assessment
If you selected "other" please indicate which school readiness assessment is used in your district to fulfill
the state mandate: __________________

1.2-Which assessment does your district use to fulfill the READ Act?
 aimsweb
 DIBELS Next
 Formative Assessment System for Teachers (FAST)
 i Ready
 ISIP ER, Istation
 Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening (PALS)
 STAR Early Learning
 Other early literacy assessment
If you selected "other" please indicate which early literacy assessment is used in your district to fulfill
the READ Act: ________________________

1.3-How soon do the following audiences get results from each statewide assessment?

District staff
and

administrators

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
months

 3-6
months

 Longer
than 6

months

School
administration

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
months

 3-6
months

 Longer
than 6

months

Parents  Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
months

 3-6
months

 Longer
than 6

months



1.4-Can you estimate the time spent by a teacher to prepare for each state assessment? Check all that
apply.

 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a teacher in the tested subject(s)
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a teacher NOT in the tested subject(s)
 Yes, I can estimate the time spent by a specialist teacher (interventionist, ELL, special education)
 No

1.5-Can you estimate the time spent by a teacher to administer each state assessment? Check all that
apply.

 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a teacher in the tested subject(s)
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a teacher NOT in the tested subject(s)
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a specialist teacher (interventionist, ELL, special education)
 No

The following two questions will only appear if at least one “yes” was selected in the corresponding
questions 1.4 and 1.5.

2.1-- On average for each administration of a given assessment, how much time in hours is spent by an
individual teacher in the following categories to prepare for the assessment? Please fill in blank with
numerical value for number of hours spent by an individual teacher, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave
blank if unsure.

An individual teacher
who teaches the tested

subject(s)

An individual teacher
who does NOT teach
the tested subject(s)

An individual specialist
teacher

(Interventionist, ELL,
Special Education)

State-Mandated
School Readiness

assessment

READ Act assessment

TCAP (Math, Reading
and Writing)/ CoAlt

CMAS (Science and
Social Studies)/ CoAlt

ACT

ACCESS for ELLs

2.2- On average, for each administration of a given assessment, how much time in hours is spent by an
individual teacher in the following categories to administer the assessment? Please fill in blank with
numerical value for number of hours spent by an individual teacher, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave
blank if unsure.



Note: "administering" the school readiness assessment means completing the observational assessment
for each student and "each administration" means completing the observational assessment one time
for all of their students.

An individual teacher
who teaches the tested

subject(s)

An individual teacher
who does NOT teach
the tested subject(s)

An individual specialist
teacher

(Interventionist, ELL,
Special Education)

State-Mandated School
Readiness assessment

READ Act assessment

TCAP (Math, Reading
and Writing)/ CoAlt

CMAS (Science and
Social Studies)/ CoAlt

ACT

ACCESS for ELLs

2.3- Can you estimate the time spent by a student to prepare for each state assessment?
 Yes
 No

2.4- Can you estimate the time spent by a student taking each state assessment?
 Yes, I can estimate the time spent by a special education student
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by an ELL student
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a general education student
 No

The following two questions will only appear if at least one “yes” was selected in the corresponding
questions 2.3 and 2.4.

3.1- On average for each administration of a given assessment, how much time in hours is spent by an
individual student (required to take assessment) during school hours to prepare for the
assessment? Please fill in blank with numerical value for number of hours spent by an individual student,
rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave blank if unsure.



Notes: for the ACCESS for ELLs assessment, only estimate time spent by an ELL student who is required to
take the assessment. For ACT, this includes any required prep classes.

An individual student required to take each
assessment

TCAP (Math, Reading and Writing)/ CoAlt

CMAS (Science and Social Studies)/ CoAlt

ACT

ACCESS for ELLs

3.3- On average, how much time in hours is spent by an individual student in the following
categories taking each administration of a given assessment? Please fill in blank with numerical value for
number of hours spent by an individual student, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave blank if unsure.

Note: for the ACCESS for ELL assessment, leave cell for general education students blank as the
assessment is not applicable to this group of students.

An individual special
education student

An individual ELL
student

An individual general
education student (not

Special Education or ELL)

READ Act assessment

TCAP (Math, Reading
and Writing)/ CoAlt

CMAS (Science and
Social Studies)/ CoAlt

ACT

ACCESS for ELLs



The following questions 4.1- 4.3 will be asked for each state assessment:

4.1- Please indicate the impact in the following areas (including direct and opportunity costs) of
each assessment on a scale of 0 - 5, with 5 being the highest impact.
______ Technology: includes restricted use of labs, devices, bandwidth, existing technology support

staff
______ Logistics management: includes data collection and security, scheduling, and managing student

opt-out
______ Other staff time: including clerical, administrator, and counselor time
______ Direct costs: includes cost of testing materials, hiring additional proctors or staff, hiring

substitute teachers
______ Schedule interruption: any lost time due to assessments for additional assemblies, extra breaks

or shortened days

Other costs or impacts of each assessment: ______________________________

4.2- Please indicate the benefits in the following areas of each assessment on a scale of 0 - 5, with 5
being a high level of benefit.
______ Instructional: inform instructional practice, measure student progress, inform placement

decisions
______ Assess Content Mastery: Measure student mastery of Colorado content standards
______ Comparison: provide common basis for state accountability system and comparison across

districts
______ Evaluation: identify teacher development needs, measure program/school performance
______ Feedback: provide feedback parents and families
Other benefits of each assessment: ____________________________________

4.3- Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement: In my role, I feel the
benefits outweigh the associated time and other impacts (including direct and opportunity costs) for
each assessment in my district.
 Strongly Disagree
 Disagree
 Neither Agree nor Disagree
 Agree
 Strongly Agree



5.1- What is your district's capacity to implement the state assessment system in the following
areas? Please rate your district's capacity in each area on a scale of 0-5, with 5 meaning your district has
sufficient capacity in a given area.
______ Instructional design and preparation (curriculum materials and resources, instructional

strategies)
______ Network infrastructure (bandwidth, wired and wireless connectivity)
______ Devices (hardware and software at schools, device-to-student ratios)
______ Logistics management (planning, organizing, scheduling, administering, controlling)
______ Data personnel to manage and understand data, support staff in using data for instruction
______ IT staff and personnel trained to support the process
______ Procuring necessary funding and resources
______ Training/ professional development
Other capacity needs: _______________________________________

5.2- What is your district's overall capacity to implement the state assessment system? Please rate your
district's overall capacity on a scale of 0-5, with 5 meaning your district has sufficient overall capacity.
______ Overall capacity

5.3- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the state-mandated School Readiness assessment,
which of the following changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce length of assessment
 Use only in preschool
 Use only for a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is
Other changes to the state-mandated School Readiness assessment: ____________________________

5.4- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the READ Act assessment, which of the following
changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce number of grades in which administered
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is
Other changes to the READ Act assessment: ________________________



5.5- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the PARCC (Math and English Language Arts)
assessments, which of the following changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce number of grades in which administered
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Reduce testing to federal minimum (assess in 3rd-8th grade; once 10th-12th grade)
 Keep as is
Other changes to the PARCC assessments: _______________________

5.6- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the CMAS (Science and Social Studies) assessment,
which of the following changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate Science component
 Eliminate Social Studies component
 Reduce number of grades in which administered
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Reduce testing to federal minimum (only assess in Science once in 3rd-5th grade, once in 6th

through 9th grade, once 10th-12th grade; eliminate Social Studies)
 Keep as is
Other changes to the CMAS assessment: ____________________________

5.7- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the ACT assessment, which of the following changes
would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is
Other changes to the ACT assessment: ___________________________

5.8- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the ACCESS for ELLs assessment, which of the
following changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce number of grades in which administered
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is
Other changes to the ACCESS for ELLs assessment: _____________________



LOCAL ASSESSMENT SECTION

6.1- Does your district have any school readiness diagnostic assessments used district-wide beyond what
is mandated by the state? (Example: the Bracken School Readiness assessment or other locally
developed assessment)
 Yes
 No

6.2- Does your district have any early literacy diagnostic assessments used district-wide beyond what is
mandated by the READ Act? (Example: DIBELS Next, PALS, DRA-2, etc.)
 Yes
 No

6.3- Does your district have any interim assessments used district-wide? (Example: NWEA/MAP, Acuity,
Scantron Achievement Series, STAR, Galileo, aimsweb, etc.)
 Yes
 No

6.4- Does your district have any post-secondary and workforce readiness assessments used district-
wide? (Example: Accuplacer, ACT EXPLORE/PLAN/Aspire, SAT etc.)
 Yes
 No

6.5- Does your district use any other assessments district-wide?
 Yes
 No

6.6- Does your district offer Advanced Placement (AP) or International Baccalaureate (IB) assessments?
 Yes
 No

The following questions are only asked if “yes” is answered for the corresponding question in 6.1- 6.6.

7.1 Which school readiness diagnostic assessments are used district-wide beyond what is mandated by
the state? Please check all that apply.
 Bracken School Readiness
 Other school readiness assessment
If you selected "other," what other school readiness assessment is used district-wide?



7.2- Which early literacy diagnostic assessments are used district-wide beyond what is required for the
READ Act? Please check all that apply.
 DIBELS Next
 PALS
 DRA-2
 STEP
 District created assessment
 Other early literacy assessment
If you selected "other," what other early literacy diagnostic assessment is used in your district?

7.3- Which interim assessments are used district-wide? Please check all that apply.
 NWEA/MAP
 Acuity
 Scantron Achievement Series
 STAR
 Galileo
 aimsweb
 District created assessment
 Other interim assessment
If you selected "other," what other interim assessment is used district-wide?

7.4- Which post-secondary and workforce readiness assessments are used district-wide? Please check all
that apply.
 Accuplacer
 ACT EXPLORE/PLAN/Aspire
 SAT
 District created assessment
 Other PWR assessment
If you selected "other," what other post-secondary and workforce readiness assessment is required in
your district? __________________________

7.5- Any other assessments required district-wide? Leave blank if no additional district-wide
assessments.
 Other district-wide assessment 1
 Other district-wide assessment 2
 Other district-wide assessment 3
If you selected one or more "other" assessments, what other assessments are used district-wide?



7.6- Are either of the following program specific assessments offered in your district? Please check all
that apply. If none are offered, please leave blank.
 Advanced Placement (AP)
 International Baccalaureate (IB)

For each local assessment indicated in questions 7.1-7.6, the following questions will be asked:

Note: "administration" for school readiness assessments can mean completing an observational
assessment, and "each administration" can mean completing the observation assessment for all
students.

8.1- In what grades is the local assessment administered?
 Preschool
 Kindergarten
 1st grade
 2nd grade
 3rd grade
 4th grade
 5th grade
 6th grade
 7th grade
 8th grade
 9th grade
 10th grade
 11th grade
 12th grade

8.2- Is the local assessment administered to a targeted group of students? Check all that apply.
 No - administered to all students
 Yes - targeted to ELL students
 Yes - targeted to special education students
 Yes - targeted to struggling/ at-risk students
 Yes - targeted to another group



8.3- How many times the local assessment administered in a single year?
 1
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10+

8.4- When is the local assessment administered?
 Beginning of Year
 Fall
 Winter
 Spring
 End of Year
 Quarterly
 Monthly
 Other

Other administration time for the local assessment: ________________________________

8.5- How long is the assessment window for each administration of the local assessment in days?
______

8.6- On average, how much time in hours is spent by an individual teacher in the following categories
preparing for and administering each administration of the local assessment? Please fill in blank with
numerical value for number of hours spent by an individual teacher, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave
blank if unsure.

An individual teacher
who teaches the tested

subject(s)

An individual teacher
who does NOT teach
the tested subject(s)

An individual specialist
teacher

(Interventionist, ELL,
Special Education)

Preparing for
assessment

Administering
assessment



8.7- On average, how much time is spent, in hours, by an individual student to take each administration
of the local assessment: Please fill in blank with numerical value for number of hours spent by an
individual student, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave blank if unsure, or if the assessment is
observational.

An individual special
education student

An individual ELL
student

An individual general
education student (not

Special Education or
ELL)

Taking the assessment

8.8- How soon do the following audiences get results from the local assessment?

District staff
and

administrators

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
month

s

 3-6
month

s

 Longer
than 6

months

School
administration

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
month

s

 3-6
month

s

 Longer
than 6

months

Parents  Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
month

s

 3-6
month

s

 Longer
than 6

months

8.9- Please indicate the impact on the following areas (including direct and opportunity costs) of
the local assessment on a scale of 0 - 5, with 5 being the highest impact.
______ Technology - includes restricted use of labs, devices, bandwidth and existing technology support

staff
______ Logistics management - includes data collection and security, scheduling, and managing student

opt-out
______ Other staff time - including clerical, administrator, and counselor time
______ Direct costs - includes cost of testing materials, hiring additional proctors or staff, hiring

substitute teachers
______ Schedule interruption: any lost time due to assessments for additional assemblies, extra breaks

or shortened days



Other impacts of the local assessment: _____________________

8.10- Please indicate the benefits in the following areas of the local assessment on a scale of 0 - 5, with 5
being very beneficial.
______ Instructional: inform instructional practice, measure student progress, inform placement

decisions
______ Assess Content Mastery: Measure student mastery of Colorado content standards
______ Comparison: provide common basis for state accountability system and comparison across

districts
______ Evaluation: identify teacher development needs, measure program/school performance
______ Feedback: provide feedback to parents and families

Other benefits of the local assessment: ___________________________

8.11- Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement: In my role, I feel the
benefits outweigh the associated time and costs (direct and opportunity costs) for the local assessment
in my district.
 Strongly Disagree
 Disagree
 Neither Agree nor Disagree
 Agree
 Strongly Agree



Appendix	  B	  
	  

Survey	  instrument	  for	  school	  respondents	  
	  



Colorado Statewide Assessment Survey: School Administrator Survey

Note that the school administrator survey is tailored based upon the school level (elementary, middle,
HS, K12 or preschool), so only assessments that are relevant to the school level will appear in the actual
online survey.

STATE ASSESSMENT SECTION

1.1- Which assessment does your school currently use to fulfill the state-mandated school readiness
assessment requirement?
 TS GOLD
 Other school readiness assessment
If you selected "other" please indicate which school readiness assessment is used in your school to fulfill
the state mandate: __________________

1.2- Which assessment does your school use to fulfill the READ Act?
 aimsweb
 DIBELS Next
 Formative Assessment System for Teachers (FAST)
 i Ready
 ISIP ER, Istation
 Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening (PALS)
 STAR Early Learning
 Other early literacy assessment
If you selected "other" please indicate which early literacy assessment is used in your school to fulfill the
READ Act: ________________________

1.3- How soon do the following audiences get results from each statewide assessment?

District staff
and

administrators

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
months

 3-6
months

 Longer
than 6

months

School
administration

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
months

 3-6
months

 Longer
than 6

months

Parents and
students

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
months

 3-6
months

 Longer
than 6

months



1.4- Can you estimate the time spent by a teacher to prepare for each state assessment? Check all that
apply.
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a teacher who teaches the tested subject(s)
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a teacher who does NOT teach the tested subject(s)
 Yes, I can estimate the time spent by a specialist teacher (interventionist, ELL, special education)
 No

1.5- Can you estimate the time spent by a teacher to administer each state assessment? Check all that
apply.
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a teacher who teaches the tested subject(s)
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a teacher who does NOT teach the tested subject(s)
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a specialist teacher (interventionist, ELL, special education)
 No

1.6- On average for each administration of a given assessment, how much time in hours is spent by an
individual teacher in the following categories to prepare for the assessment? Please fill in blank with
numerical value for number of hours spent by an individual teacher, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave
blank if unsure.

An individual teacher
who teaches the tested

subject(s)

An individual teacher
who does NOT teach
the tested subject(s)

An individual specialist
teacher

(Interventionist, ELL,
Special Education)

State-Mandated
School Readiness

assessment

READ Act assessment

TCAP (Math, Reading
and Writing)/ CoAlt

CMAS (Science and
Social Studies)/ CoAlt

ACT

ACCESS for ELLs

1.7- On average, for each administration of a given assessment, how much time in hours is spent by an
individual teacher in the following categories to administer the assessment? Please fill in blank with
numerical value for number of hours spent by an individual teacher, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave
blank if unsure.

Note: "administering" the school readiness assessment means completing the observational assessment
for each student and "each administration" means completing the observational assessment one time
for all of their students.



An individual teacher
who teaches the tested

subject(s)

An individual teacher
who does NOT teach
the tested subject(s)

An individual specialist
teacher

(Interventionist, ELL,
Special Education)

State-Mandated School
Readiness assessment

READ Act assessment

TCAP (Math, Reading
and Writing)/ CoAlt

CMAS (Science and
Social Studies)/ CoAlt

ACT

ACCESS for ELLs

1.8- Can you estimate the time spent by a student to prepare for each state assessment?
 Yes
 No

1.9- Can you estimate the time spent by a student taking each state assessment?
 Yes, I can estimate the time spent by a special education student
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by an ELL student
 Yes,  I can estimate the time spent by a general education student
 No

1.10- On average for each administration of a given assessment, how much time in hours is spent by an
individual student (required to take assessment) during school hours to prepare for the
assessment? Please fill in blank with numerical value for number of hours spent by an individual student,
rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave blank if unsure.

Notes: for the ACCESS for ELLs assessment, only estimate time spent by an ELL student who is required to
take the assessment. For ACT, this includes any required prep classes.

An individual student required to take each
assessment

TCAP (Math, Reading and Writing)/ CoAlt

CMAS (Science and Social Studies)/ CoAlt

ACT

ACCESS for ELLs



1-11. On average, how much time in hours is spent by an individual student in the following
categories taking each administration of a given assessment? Please fill in blank with numerical value for
number of hours spent by an individual student, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave blank if unsure.

Note: for the ACCESS for ELL assessment, leave cell for general education students blank as the
assessment is not applicable to this group of students.

An individual special
education student

An individual ELL
student

An individual general
education student (not

Special Education or ELL)

READ Act assessment

TCAP (Math, Reading
and Writing)/ CoAlt

CMAS (Science and
Social Studies)/ CoAlt

ACT

ACCESS for ELLs

The following questions will be asked for each state assessment:

2.1- Please indicate the impact in the following areas (including direct and opportunity costs) of
each assessment on a scale of 0 - 5, with 5 being the highest impact.
______ Technology: includes restricted use of labs, devices, bandwidth, existing technology support

staff
______ Logistics management: includes data collection and security, scheduling, and managing student

opt-out
______ Other staff time: including clerical, administrator, and counselor time
______ Direct costs: includes cost of testing materials, hiring additional proctors or staff, hiring

substitute teachers
______ Schedule interruption: any lost time due to assessments for additional assemblies, extra breaks

or shortened days
Other costs or impacts of each assessment: ______________________________



2.2- Please indicate the benefits in the following areas of each assessment on a scale of 0 - 5, with 5
being a high level of benefit.
______ Instructional: inform instructional practice, measure student progress, inform placement

decisions
______ Assess Content Mastery: Measure student mastery of Colorado content standards
______ Comparison: provide common basis for state accountability system and comparison across

districts
______ Evaluation: identify teacher development needs, measure program/school performance
______ Feedback: provide feedback to parents and families
Other benefits of each assessment: ____________________________________

2.3- Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement: In my role, I feel the
benefits outweigh the associated time and other impacts (including direct and opportunity costs) for
each assessment in my school.
 Strongly Disagree
 Disagree
 Neither Agree nor Disagree
 Agree
 Strongly Agree

3.1- What is your school's capacity to implement the state assessment system in the following
areas? Please rate your school's capacity in each area on a scale of 0-5, with 5 meaning your school has
sufficient capacity in a given area.
______ Instructional design and preparation (curriculum materials and resources, instructional

strategies)
______ Network infrastructure (bandwidth, wired and wireless connectivity)
______ Devices (hardware and software at schools, device-to-student ratios)
______ Logistics management (planning, organizing, scheduling, administering, controlling)
______ Data personnel to manage and understand data, support staff in using data for instruction
______ IT staff and personnel trained to support the process
______ Procuring necessary funding and resources
______ Training/ professional development
Other capacity needs: _______________________________________

3.2- What is your school's overall capacity to implement the state assessment system? Please rate your
school's overall capacity on a scale of 0-5, with 5 meaning your school has sufficient overall capacity.
______ Overall capacity



3.3- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the state-mandated School Readiness assessment,
which of the following changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce length of assessment
 Use only in preschool
 Use only for a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is
Other changes to the state-mandated School Readiness assessment: ____________________________

3.4- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the READ Act assessment, which of the following
changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce number of grades in which administered
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is
Other changes to the READ Act assessment: ________________________

3.5- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the PARCC (Math and English Language Arts)
assessments, which of the following changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce number of grades in which administered
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Reduce testing to federal minimum (assess in 3rd-8th grade; once 10th-12th grade)
 Keep as is
Other changes to the PARCC assessments: _______________________

3.6- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the CMAS (Science and Social Studies) assessment,
which of the following changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate Science component
 Eliminate Social Studies component
 Reduce number of grades in which administered
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Reduce testing to federal minimum (only assess in Science once in 3rd-5th grade, once in 6th

through 9th grade, once 10th-12th grade; eliminate Social Studies)
 Keep as is
Other changes to the CMAS assessment: ____________________________



3.7- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the ACT assessment, which of the following changes
would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is
Other changes to the ACT assessment: ___________________________

3.8- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the ACCESS for ELLs assessment, which of the
following changes would you make? Check all that apply.
 Eliminate
 Reduce number of grades in which administered
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is
Other changes to the ACCESS for ELLs assessment: _____________________



LOCAL ASSESSMENT SECTION

4.1- Does your school have any school readiness diagnostic assessments used school-wide beyond what
is mandated by the state? (Example: the Bracken School Readiness assessment or other locally
developed assessment)
 Yes
 No

4.2- Does your school have any early literacy diagnostic assessments used school-wide beyond what is
mandated by the READ Act? (Example: DIBELS Next, PALS, DRA-2, etc.)
 Yes
 No

4.3- Does your school have any interim assessments used school-wide? (Example: NWEA/MAP, Acuity,
Scantron Achievement Series, STAR, Galileo, aimsweb, etc.)
 Yes
 No

4.4- Does your school have any post-secondary and workforce readiness assessments used school-
wide? (Example: Accuplacer, ACT EXPLORE/PLAN/Aspire, SAT etc.)
 Yes
 No

4.5- Does your school require any other assessments school-wide?
 Yes
 No

4.6- Does your school offer Advanced Placement (AP) or International Baccalaureate (IB) assessments?
 Yes
 No

The following questions will only appear if “yes” is selected for the corresponding questions 4.1 - 4.6.

5.1- Which school readiness diagnostic assessments are used school-wide beyond what is mandated by
the state? Please check all that apply.
 Bracken School Readiness
 Other school readiness assessment
If you selected "other," what other school readiness assessment is used school-wide?



5.2- Which early literacy diagnostic assessments are used school-wide beyond what is required for the
READ Act? Please check all that apply.
 DIBELS Next
 PALS
 DRA-2
 STEP
 District created assessment
 Other early literacy assessment
If you selected "other," what other early literacy diagnostic assessment is used in your school?

5.3- Which interim assessments are used school-wide? Please check all that apply.
 NWEA/MAP
 Acuity
 Scantron Achievement Series
 STAR
 Galileo
 aimsweb
 District created assessment
 Other interim assessment
If you selected "other," what other interim assessment is used school-wide?

5.4- Which post-secondary and workforce readiness assessments are used school-wide? Please check all
that apply.
 Accuplacer
 ACT EXPLORE/PLAN/Aspire
 SAT
 District created assessment
 Other PWR assessment
If you selected "other," what other post-secondary and workforce readiness assessment is used in your
school? __________________________

5.5- Any other assessments required district-wide? Leave blank if no additional school-wide
assessments.
 Other school-wide assessment 1
 Other school-wide assessment 2
 Other school-wide assessment 3
If you selected one or more "other" assessments, what other assessments are used school-wide?



5.6- Are either of the following program specific assessments offered in your school? Please check all
that apply. If none are offered, please leave blank.
 Advanced Placement (AP)
 International Baccalaureate (IB)

For each local assessment indicated in questions 5.1- 5.6, the following questions will be asked:

Note: "administration" for school readiness assessments can mean completing an observational
assessment, and "each administration" can mean completing the observation assessment for all
students.

6.1- In what grades is the local assessment administered?

 Preschool
 Kindergarten
 1st grade
 2nd grade
 3rd grade
 4th grade
 5th grade
 6th grade
 7th grade
 8th grade
 9th grade
 10th grade
 11th grade
 12th grade

6.2- Is the local assessment administered to a targeted group of students? Check all that apply.
 No - administered to all students
 Yes - targeted to ELL students
 Yes - targeted to special education students
 Yes - targeted to struggling/ at-risk students
 Yes - targeted to another group



6.3- How many times the local assessment administered in a single year?
 1
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10+

6.4- When is the local assessment administered?
 Beginning of Year
 Fall
 Winter
 Spring
 End of Year
 Quarterly
 Monthly
 Other

Other administration time for the local assessment: ________________________________

6.5- How long is the assessment window for each administration of the local assessment in days? _____

6.6- On average, how much time in hours is spent by an individual teacher in the following categories
preparing for and administering each administration of the local assessment? Please fill in blank with
numerical value for number of hours spent by an individual teacher, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave
blank if unsure.

An individual teacher in
the tested subject(s)

An individual teacher
NOT in the tested

subject(s)

An individual specialist
teacher

(Interventionist, ELL,
Special Education)

Preparing for
assessment

Administering
assessment



6.7- On average, how much time is spent, in hours, by an individual student to take each administration
of the local assessment: Please fill in blank with numerical value for number of hours spent by an
individual student, rounded to the nearest tenth. Leave blank if unsure, or if the assessment is
observational.

An individual special
education student

An individual ELL
student

An individual general
education student (not

Special Education or
ELL)

Taking the assessment

6.8- How soon do the following audiences get results from the local assessment?

District staff
and

administrators

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
month

s

 3-6
month

s

 Longer
than 6

months

School
administration

 Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
month

s

 3-6
month

s

 Longer
than 6

months

Parents  Immediately/
Same day

 Under
2

weeks

 2-4
weeks

 1-3
month

s

 3-6
month

s

 Longer
than 6

months

6.9- Please indicate the impact on the following areas (including direct and opportunity costs) of
the local assessment on a scale of 0 - 5, with 5 being the highest impact.
______ Technology - includes restricted use of labs, devices, bandwidth and existing technology support

staff
______ Logistics management - includes data collection and security, scheduling, and managing student

opt-out
______ Other staff time - including clerical, administrator, and counselor time
______ Direct costs - includes cost of testing materials, hiring additional proctors or staff, hiring

substitute teachers
______ Schedule interruption: any lost time due to assessments for additional assemblies, extra breaks

or shortened days

Other impacts of the local assessment: _____________________



6.10- Please indicate the benefits in the following areas of the local assessment on a scale of 0 - 5, with 5
being very beneficial.
______ Instructional: inform instructional practice, measure student progress, inform placement

decisions
______ Assess Content Mastery: Measure student mastery of Colorado content standards
______ Comparison: provide common basis for state accountability system and comparison across

districts
______ Evaluation: identify teacher development needs, measure program/school performance
______ Feedback: provide feedback parents and families

Other benefits of the local assessment: ___________________________

6.11- Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement: In my role, I feel the
benefits outweigh the associated time and costs (direct and opportunity costs) for the local assessment
in my district.
 Strongly Disagree
 Disagree
 Neither Agree nor Disagree
 Agree
 Strongly Agree



Appendix	  C	  
	  

Survey	  instrument	  for	  teacher	  respondents	  
	  



Colorado Statewide Assessment Survey: Teacher Survey

1.1-Which school-wide assessments do you currently participate in? (Either preparing for, or
administering)

 School Readiness Assessment
 READ Act/ early literacy assessment
 TCAP (Math, Reading and writing)/ CoAlt
 CMAS (Science and Social Studies) Assessment/ CoAlt
 ACT Assessment
 ACCESS for ELLs Assessment
 District/School Interim Assessments (ex: NWEA/MAP, STAR, Acuity, Scantron Achievement Series)
 District/School Postsecondary Assessments (ex: EXPLORE/PLAN/ASPIRE, Accuplacer)
 District Program Specific Assessments (such as AP, IB)
 Other District Assessments

For each assessment that a teacher participates in as indicated by question 1.1, the following
questions will be asked:

2.2- Is the assessment in a subject you currently teach (for general education teachers)?
 Yes
 No

2.3- On average, how much time in hours do you spend preparing for or administering each
administration of the assessment? Please fill in blank with numerical value for number of hours you
spend, rounded to the nearest tenth.

Preparing for assessment

Administering assessment

2.4- On average, how much time in hours does an individual student spend preparing during the school
day for each administration of the assessment? Please fill in blank with numerical value for number of
hours spent by an individual student, rounded to the nearest tenth; leave blank if you are not sure.

An individual student required to take assessment

Preparing for assessment



2.5- On average, how much time in hours does an individual student in the following categories
spend taking each administration of the assessment? Please fill in blank with numerical value for number
of hours spent by an individual student, rounded to the nearest tenth; leave blank if you are not sure.

An individual special
education students

An individual ELL
student

An individual general
education student (not

Special Education or ELL)

Taking assessment

2.6- Please indicate the impact of the assessment in the following areas using the adjustable slider. The
scale for impact is 0 - 5, with 5 being a high level of impact.
______ Technology: restricted use of labs, devices, bandwidth, and existing technology staff
______ Schedule interruption: any lost time due to assessments for additional assemblies, extra breaks

or shortened days

Other impacts of the assessment:

2.7- Please indicate the benefit of the assessment in the following areas using the adjustable slider. The
scale for impact is 0 - 5, with 5 being a high level of benefit.
______ Instructional: inform instructional practice, measure student progress, inform placement
decisions
______ Assess Content Mastery: Measure student mastery of Colorado content standards
______ Feedback: provides feedback to families and students

Other benefits of the assessment:

2.8- Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement: As a teacher, I feel
the benefits outweigh the associated time and impacts (including direct and opportunity costs) for the
assessment in my school.
 Strongly Disagree
 Disagree
 Neither Agree nor Disagree
 Agree
 Strongly Agree



2.9- If you had the freedom to make any changes to the assessment, which of the following changes
would you make? Check all that apply.

Note: when responding about TCAP, please consider what changes, if any, you might like to make to the
future PARCC assessment based upon your experience with TCAP.

 Eliminate
 Eliminate Science component (only shown if applicable)
 Eliminate Social Studies component (only shown if applicable)
 Use assessment only in preschool (only shown if applicable)
 Reduce frequency of assessment
 Reduce the number of grades administered in
 Reduce length of assessment
 Administer only to a sample of students or schools
 Keep as is



Appendix	  D	  
	  

Survey	  definitions	  
	  



Definitions for the Statewide Assessment Survey

Teachers preparing for assessment: preparing for assessment includes training inthe mechanics of the assessments. It does not include instruction on content coveredby the test.
Teachers administering an assessment: administering the assessment includesgiving or proctoring the assessment, set up time, distributing and collectingmaterials, scoring and entering score data, and reporting time.
Students preparing for assessment: preparing for assessment includes training inthe mechanics of the assessments. It does not include instruction on content coveredby the test.
Students taking the assessment: taking the assessment includes all time afterinstruction stops, including moving to a computer lab or room for testing, receivinginstructions, taking the assessment, and waiting for the assessment time period toconclude.
Direct costs of assessment: direct costs are those directly incurred to prepare forand administer assessments, including purchasing materials, hiring staff, providingprofessional development, and technology maintenance.
Opportunity costs of assessment: opportunity costs focus on loss of instructionaltime or services, including time that would otherwise be spent on instruction, loss ofinstructional time or support staff, or loss of access to technology.
Testing window: the period of time during which the test is allowed to beadministered.



Appendix	  E	  
	  

Cost	  collection	  interview	  guide	  
	  



Accompanying Document with Cost Collection Spreadsheet

Background

Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) is currently conducting a study regarding statewide assessment
use on behalf of the Colorado Standards and Assessments Task Force which was established by the
Colorado General Assembly (HB14-1202).  The study is gathering information on the time and costs
associated with assessments (both local and state), as well as the associate benefits and impacts.

Through a statewide survey of superintendents, principals and teachers, we have gathered needed
information on the time spent by teachers and students on assessments. In this next phase, we are
conducted interviews with a number of individual districts to more deeply explore the additional costs-
direct, opportunity and capacity- of assessments.

Key Considerations for Interviews:

1. No information you share with us will be attributed to your district.  Instead, we will be
developing per pupil cost figures by area to create statewide cost estimates.

2. The cost collection spreadsheet highlights areas that we believe costs could be incurred due to
assessments; it is not intended to be restrictive and we can modify the document as needed.
These cost areas are in addition to teacher time preparing for and administering assessments.

3. We would like to distinguish as best you can between costs due to state assessments vs. costs
due to local assessments, so there are two separate tabs.

4. For each cost area/item, we would like to hear about what personnel time is spent, and what
non-personnel costs are incurred.

5. For each cost item incurred in your district, we would like to understand what type of cost it is,
using the following applicable cost definitions were developed and approved by the Task Force:

a. Direct costs
Costs directly incurred to prepare for and administer assessments, including the direct
cost of purchasing the assessment materials, the cost of hiring any additional
proctors/scorers, or the cost of any materials management.

b. Opportunity costs
Student and staff time spent preparing for and administering assessments that could
have otherwise been spent on instruction or other needed functions.

c. Capacity Costs
One-time costs that are incurred to ensure the district or school has the capacity to
administer assessments, such as the cost of purchasing any additional technology to
administer assessments, if not already owned by the district or school, or the cost of
ensuring sufficient bandwidth to allow for online assessments.



State Assessments

Instructional Pupil Support Administrative Clerical Administrative Clerical Opportunity Cost Direct Cost
Technology
Purchasing technology
Mantaining technology
Upgrading connectivity
Ensuring all devices are ready for assessments
Other:

Preparation
Providing initial training/PD
Providing ongoing training/PD
Other:

Logistics
Managing student opt out
Managing materials, including processing assessment books
for paper pencil options
Scheduling
Managing communication/family questions
Other:

Administration
Purchasing testing materials
Hiring additional proctors/scorers
Hiring additional substitutes
Hiring additional tech staff (during assessment window)
Providing snacks/meals/incentives
Other:

Data/Reporting
Having needed assessment/data staff
Maintaining student testing system, including entering
student data
Developing/printing/distributing needed reports
Other:

Personnel Non-Personnel
Ongoing One-time/Capacity

Building CostCost Area

Type of Cost
School-level Personnel District-level Personnel Supplies/

MaterialsOutside Personnel Technology



Local Assessments

Instructional Pupil Support Administrative Clerical Administrative Clerical Opportunity Cost Direct Cost
Technology
Purchasing technology
Mantaining technology
Ensuring all devices are ready for assessments
Upgrading connectivity
Other:

Preparation
Providing initial training/PD
Providing ongoing training/PD
Other:

Logistics
Managing student opt out
Managing materials, including processing assessment books
for paper pencil options
Scheduling
Managing communication/family questions
Other:

Administration
Purchasing testing materials
Hiring additional proctors/scorers
Hiring additional substitutes
Hiring additional tech staff (during assessment window)
Providing snacks/meals
Other:

Data/Reporting
Having needed assessment/data staff
Maintaining student data system, including entering student
data
Developing/printing/distributing needed reports
Other:

One-time/Capacity
Building CostCost Area

Personnel Non-Personnel Type of Cost
School-level Personnel District-level Personnel

Outside Personnel
Supplies/
Materials Technology

Ongoing
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Appendix	  F	  
	  

Tables	  for	  respondent	  ratings	  of	  assessment	  benefits	  and	  
impacts,	  capacity	  to	  implement	  assessment	  system	  
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Table	  6.1	  

Impact	  of	  Assessments:	  Technology	  
Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  impact.	  

	  	  

District	  
Administrator	  

School	  
Administrator	   Teacher	  

Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  
State	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

	  
	  	  

	  
	  	  

School	  
Readiness	   3.5	   1.5	   80	   2.8	   1.8	   84	   3.3	   1.7	   80	  
READ	  Act	   2.8	   1.5	   78	   3.1	   1.7	   75	   3.3	   1.6	   440	  
TCAP/PARCC	   3.3	   1.8	   69	   3.2	   1.9	   177	   3.7	   1.6	   1063	  
CMAS	   4.6	   0.8	   84	   4.6	   0.8	   190	   4.4	   1.1	   878	  
ACT	   1.8	   1.4	   53	   1.5	   1.5	   39	   1.8	   1.7	   238	  
ACCESS	   2.3	   1.5	   46	   1.7	   1.5	   130	   2.0	   1.7	   214	  

Local	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   2.2	   1.6	   14	   1.5	   1.4	   14	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Early	  Literacy	   1.8	   1.4	   42	   1.5	   1.2	   55	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Interim	   3.1	   1.3	   69	   3.1	   1.4	   145	   4.0	   1.3	   753	  
PWR	   2.2	   1.4	   35	   2.2	   1.7	   26	   2.6	   1.9	   153	  

	  
	  

Table	  6.2	  
Impact	  of	  Assessments:	  Logistics	  Management	  
Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  impact.	  

	  	  
District	  Administrator	   School	  Administrator	  
Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  

State	  Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  Readiness	   3.8	   1.2	   78	   3.2	   1.6	   87	  
READ	  Act	   3.4	   1.3	   76	   3.4	   1.3	   79	  
TCAP/PARCC	   4.3	   1.0	   79	   4.3	   1.0	   155	  
CMAS	   4.3	   1.1	   84	   4.2	   1.0	   188	  
ACT	   2.4	   1.4	   66	   2.6	   1.3	   63	  
ACCESS	   2.9	   1.5	   61	   3.0	   1.4	   152	  

Local	  Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  Readiness	   2.9	   1.1	   14	   2.1	   1.0	   18	  
Early	  Literacy	   2.5	   1.2	   44	   2.4	   1.2	   66	  
Interim	   2.7	   1.3	   69	   2.8	   1.3	   148	  
PWR	   2.2	   1.2	   38	   2.4	   1.2	   33	  
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Table	  6.3	  
Impact	  of	  Assessments:	  Other	  Staff	  Time	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  impact.	  

	  	  
District	  Administrator	   School	  Administrator	  
Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  

State	  Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  Readiness	   3.6	   1.3	   76	   3.0	   1.6	   87	  
READ	  Act	   3.2	   1.2	   76	   3.1	   1.3	   78	  
TCAP/PARCC	   4.3	   0.9	   78	   4.3	   1.0	   153	  
CMAS	   3.9	   1.2	   83	   3.9	   1.2	   187	  
ACT	   2.5	   1.3	   65	   2.5	   1.2	   63	  
ACCESS	   3.1	   1.5	   61	   2.8	   1.5	   149	  

Local	  Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  Readiness	   2.6	   1.1	   14	   1.8	   1.1	   17	  
Early	  Literacy	   2.5	   1.2	   45	   2.1	   1.4	   57	  
Interim	   2.2	   1.3	   69	   2.3	   1.2	   147	  
PWR	   2.0	   1.1	   36	   2.3	   1.4	   41	  

	  
	  

Table	  6.4	  
Impact	  of	  Assessments:	  Direct	  Costs	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  impact.	  

	  	  
District	  Administrator	   School	  Administrator	  
Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  

State	  Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  Readiness	   3.1	   1.3	   77	   2.9	   1.5	   83	  
READ	  Act	   3.1	   1.4	   75	   3.1	   1.4	   77	  
TCAP/PARCC	   3.3	   1.5	   78	   3.1	   1.5	   150	  
CMAS	   3.5	   1.5	   79	   3.3	   1.5	   184	  
ACT	   2.0	   1.3	   61	   1.8	   1.4	   59	  
ACCESS	   2.5	   1.5	   59	   2.2	   1.5	   143	  

Local	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  Readiness	   2.2	   1.3	   14	   1.9	   1.2	   15	  
Early	  Literacy	   2.0	   1.2	   45	   2.2	   1.2	   56	  
Interim	   2.2	   1.2	   69	   2.0	   1.3	   140	  
PWR	   1.9	   1.3	   37	   2.1	   1.7	   40	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Table	  6.5	  
Impact	  of	  Assessments:	  Schedule	  Interruption	  
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Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  impact.	  

	  	  

District	  
Administrator	  

School	  
Administrator	   Teacher	  

Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  
State	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

	  
	  	  

	  
	  	  

School	  
Readiness	   3.8	   1.4	   76	   3.4	   1.6	   85	   3.9	   1.5	   86	  
READ	  Act	   3.5	   1.4	   77	   3.7	   1.2	   78	   3.6	   1.4	   476	  
TCAP/PARCC	   4.5	   1.0	   79	   4.4	   1.1	   157	   4.5	   0.9	   1234	  
CMAS	   4.3	   1.1	   84	   4.3	   1.1	   189	   4.3	   1.1	   892	  
ACT	   2.4	   1.4	   65	   2.4	   1.5	   63	   3.0	   1.5	   346	  
ACCESS	   3.0	   1.4	   62	   3.0	   1.5	   152	   3.4	   1.4	   294	  

Local	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   2.8	   1.3	   14	   1.9	   1.2	   17	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Early	  

Literacy	   2.6	   1.4	   46	   2.7	   1.4	   66	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Interim	   2.6	   1.4	   70	   2.7	   1.4	   148	   3.7	   1.4	   778	  
PWR	   2.2	   1.2	   37	   2.3	   1.4	   41	   3.2	   1.6	   196	  

	  
	  

Table	  7.1	  
Benefits	  of	  Assessments:	  Instructional	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  benefit.	  

	  	  

District	  
Administrator	  

School	  
Administrator	   Teacher	  

Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  
Mea
n	   SD	   N	  

State	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

	  
	  	  

	  
	  	  

School	  
Readiness	   2.5	   1.3	   73	   1.9	   1.4	   80	   1.8	   1.7	   73	  
READ	  Act	   3.2	   1.2	   73	   2.4	   1.6	   75	   2.6	   1.3	   425	  
TCAP/PARCC	   3.3	   1.8	   69	   2.7	   1.5	   152	   1.8	   1.2	   1160	  
CMAS	   1.7	   1.3	   72	   2.0	   1.5	   159	   1.4	   1.2	   729	  
ACT	   2.5	   1.5	   67	   3.3	   1.6	   62	   2.6	   1.5	   332	  
ACCESS	   2.6	   1.4	   61	   2.3	   1.4	   139	   2.8	   1.4	   293	  

Local	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   3.9	   1.0	   14	   4.1	   0.9	   18	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Early	   3.5	   1.4	   46	   3.7	   1.2	   66	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  



	   5	  

Literacy	  
Interim	   3.6	   1.3	   69	   3.2	   1.3	   150	   2.8	   1.4	   769	  
PWR	   2.7	   1.5	   36	   2.3	   1.5	   33	   1.9	   1.5	   185	  

	  
	  

Table	  7.2	  
Benefits	  of	  Assessments:	  Assess	  Student	  Content	  Mastery	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  benefit.	  

	  	  

District	  
Administrator	  

School	  
Administrator	   Teacher	  

Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  
Mea
n	   SD	   N	  

State	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   2.2	   1.3	   73	   2.4	   1.5	   83	   1.6	   1.6	   68	  
READ	  Act	   2.7	   1.2	   71	   3.2	   1.4	   78	   2.0	   1.2	   441	  
TCAP/PARCC	   4.3	   1.0	   79	   2.1	   1.4	   149	   1.9	   1.2	   1149	  
CMAS	   2.1	   1.2	   73	   1.7	   1.4	   161	   1.6	   1.2	   736	  
ACT	   2.2	   1.5	   63	   3.0	   1.7	   61	   2.5	   1.5	   328	  
ACCESS	   2.3	   1.3	   57	   2.9	   1.3	   148	   2.1	   1.4	   269	  

Local	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   3.6	   1.3	   14	   3.5	   0.8	   12	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Early	  

Literacy	   2.9	   1.4	   45	   2.8	   1.2	   65	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Interim	   3.2	   1.2	   68	   2.9	   1.3	   150	   2.6	   1.3	   759	  
PWR	   2.6	   1.3	   34	   2.4	   1.6	   33	   1.7	   1.3	   176	  

	  
	  

Table	  7.3	  
Benefits	  of	  Assessments:	  Comparison	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  benefit.	  

	  	  

District	  
Administrator	   School	  Administrator	  

Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  
State	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   2.0	   1.4	   66	   1.8	   1.4	   75	  
READ	  Act	   2.2	   1.3	   68	   2.3	   1.5	   73	  
TCAP/PARCC	   4.3	   0.9	   78	   2.1	   1.4	   144	  
CMAS	   2.0	   1.3	   71	   1.6	   1.4	   157	  
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ACT	   2.9	   1.3	   65	   2.4	   1.6	   57	  
ACCESS	   2.2	   1.2	   57	   2.1	   1.4	   136	  

Local	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   3.3	   1.4	   13	   2.9	   0.9	   11	  
Early	  Literacy	   2.0	   1.5	   42	   2.1	   1.5	   57	  
Interim	   2.3	   1.5	   64	   2.1	   1.5	   143	  
PWR	   2.0	   1.3	   30	   1.9	   1.4	   34	  

	  
	  

Table	  7.4	  
Benefits	  of	  Assessments:	  Evaluation	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  benefit.	  

	  	  

District	  
Administrator	   School	  Administrator	  

Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  
State	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   2.0	   1.4	   66	   2.1	   1.4	   79	  
READ	  Act	   2.3	   1.3	   68	   2.4	   1.4	   78	  
TCAP/PARCC	   3.3	   1.5	   78	   2.5	   1.3	   151	  
CMAS	   1.7	   1.2	   71	   1.9	   1.5	   163	  
ACT	   2.1	   1.4	   64	   2.8	   1.6	   61	  
ACCESS	   2.1	   1.4	   54	   2.2	   1.4	   135	  

Local	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   2.0	   1.4	   66	   2.1	   1.4	   79	  
Early	  Literacy	   2.3	   1.4	   44	   2.5	   1.3	   64	  
Interim	   2.9	   1.3	   66	   2.5	   1.5	   146	  
PWR	   2.0	   1.2	   32	   1.5	   1.2	   33	  

	  
	  

Table	  7.5	  
Benefits	  of	  Assessments:	  Feedback	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  being	  the	  highest	  level	  of	  benefit.	  

	  	  

District	  
Administrator	  

School	  
Administrator	   Teacher	  

Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  
State	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

	  
	  	  

	  
	  	  

School	   2.6	   1.4	   72	   2.3	   1.5	   81	   1.8	   1.6	   68	  
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Readiness	  
READ	  Act	   2.8	   1.3	   72	   2.9	   1.3	   75	   2.3	   1.3	   410	  
TCAP/PARCC	   4.5	   1.0	   79	   2.1	   1.3	   149	   1.7	   1.1	   1156	  
CMAS	   1.7	   1.2	   70	   1.6	   1.5	   158	   1.3	   1.1	   707	  
ACT	   3.1	   1.4	   67	   3.7	   1.5	   62	   3.3	   1.4	   352	  
ACCESS	   2.5	   1.3	   60	   2.6	   1.3	   146	   2.6	   1.3	   285	  

Local	  
Assessments	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
School	  

Readiness	   3.9	   1.2	   14	   3.5	   0.9	   17	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Early	  

Literacy	   3.0	   1.4	   46	   3.2	   1.3	   65	   -‐	   -‐	   -‐	  
Interim	   3.0	   1.4	   69	   2.8	   1.5	   146	   2.4	   1.5	   733	  
PWR	   2.8	   1.3	   36	   2.7	   1.6	   33	   2.6	   1.5	   187	  

	  
	  

Table	  9.1	  	  
District	  Capacity	  to	  Implement	  State	  Assessment	  System	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  indicated	  that	  the	  district	  or	  school	  has	  sufficient	  capacity.	  

	  	  
District	  Capacity	   School	  Capacity	  
Mean	   SD	   N	   Mean	   SD	   N	  

Instructional	  design	  and	  
preparation	   2.7	   1.2	   81	   3.4	   1.1	   156	  
Network	  infrastructure	   3.0	   1.3	   81	   2.7	   1.4	   207	  
Devices	   2.4	   1.2	   78	   2.4	   1.4	   203	  
Logistics	  management	   2.7	   1.2	   86	   3.0	   1.3	   206	  
Data	  personnel	   2.3	   1.3	   79	   2.6	   1.4	   206	  
IT	  staff	  and	  personnel	   2.4	   1.3	   79	   2.4	   1.4	   199	  
Funding	  and	  resources	   1.7	   1.3	   75	   2.0	   1.4	   186	  
Training/PD	   2.2	   1.3	   82	   2.4	   1.4	   154	  
Overall	  Capacity	   2.6	   1.1	   86	   2.8	   1.1	   162	  

Scale:	  0-‐5,	  with	  5	  indicated	  that	  the	  district	  or	  school	  has	  sufficient	  capacity	  in	  an	  area.	  
	  



Appendix	  G	  
	  

Acronym	  List	  and	  List	  of	  State	  and	  Local	  Assessments	  
	   	  



	  
	  
Acronym	  List	  
	  
Acronym	   Definition	  
ACCESS	   Assessing	  Comprehension	  and	  Communication	  in	  English	  State-‐to-‐

State,	  for	  English	  Language	  Learners	  
ACT	  	   American	  College	  Test	  
AP	   Advanced	  Placement	  
APA	   Augenblick,	  Palaich	  and	  Associates	  
CDE	  	   Colorado	  Department	  of	  Education	  
CMAS	   Colorado	  Measures	  of	  Academic	  Success	  
DIBELS	   Dynamic	  Indicators	  of	  Basic	  Early	  Literacy	  Skills	  
DRA-‐2	   Developmental	  Reading	  Assessment,	  2nd	  Edition	  
ELL	   English	  Language	  Learner	  
FAST	   Formative	  Assessment	  System	  for	  Teachers	  
IB	   International	  Baccalaureate	  
IT	   Information	  Technology	  
NWEA/MAP	   Northwest	  Evaluation	  Association	  Measures	  of	  Academic	  Progress	  
PALS	   Phonological	  Awareness	  Literacy	  Screening	  
PARCC	   Partnership	  for	  Assessment	  of	  Readiness	  for	  College	  and	  Careers	  
PD	   Professional	  Development	  
PWR	   Post-‐Secondary	  and	  Workforce	  Readiness	  
READ	  Act	   Reading	  to	  Ensure	  Academic	  Development	  Act	  
STAR	   Standardized	  Test	  for	  the	  Assessment	  of	  Reading	  
TACP	   Transitional	  Colorado	  Assessment	  Program	  
	  
	   	  



State	  and	  Local	  Assessments	  
	  
State	  Assessments	  
School	  Readiness	  	  
READ	  Act	  
TCAP/PARCC	  
CMAS	  
ACT	  
ACCESS	  
	  
Local	  Assessments	  
School	  Readiness	  (in	  
addition	  to	  state	  
requirement)	  
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Introduction
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) has prepared the following response to Solicitation DQ-ER-
CDE-14-015 in order to conduct a cost study on behalf of the Standards and Assessments Task Force to
understand costs to the Colorado Department of Education (CDE), school districts and charter schools of
preparing for and administering both statewide and local assessments, including an analysis of
opportunity costs, and local capacity to implement standards and assessments.

APA has been conducting school finance studies nationally for over thirty years. As a Denver based
company we have a deep understanding of the education environment in Colorado. APA proposes to
build off  work we completed in 2011 for the Colorado Legacy Foundation (now Colorado Education
Initiative) which examined assessment use in Colorado, including time, assessment purposes, and costs.

In the following sections, we will: (1) detail our qualifications, including highlighting recent relevant
projects, providing key staff backgrounds and resumes, and providing references; and (2) outline our
proposed approach to the work, including time and cost proposal.

APA Qualifications

Founded in 1983, Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) is a Denver-based firm with extensive
experience analyzing public education systems and policies. Further, APA has been a leader in school
finance nationally; we have worked in all fifty states and the District of Columbia addressing school
finance issues. A particular strength of our firm is that we are nonpartisan and focus on using data to
find specific answers to the problems our clients ask of us by employing a variety of research
techniques, including education data analysis, literature reviews, interviews, surveys, panel or focus
group discussions, and statistical analyses. We work with public education stakeholders at every level:
state legislatures, governors’ offices, state education agencies and boards of education, business
leaders, foundations, school district superintendents and business officers, county-level leaders, teacher
associations, and numerous other groups interested in improving our country’s education system. Our
experience across the country gives our staff the distinct advantage of having viewed the challenges
facing our nation’s schools from multiple perspectives. Understanding these different perspectives is
critical to implementing sustainable and effective policy change.

Additionally, since 2012, APA has been a part of the Regional Educational Laboratory for the Central
region (REL Central), with our partners Marzano Research Laboratory and RMC Research Corporation.
REL Central is one of ten laboratories around the country, operating under contract with the US
Department of Education. REL Central focuses on building alliances with state- and district-level
education leaders in Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyoming
to explore key policies surrounding educator effectiveness, closing the achievement gap, and
postsecondary education and workforce readiness.
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Areas of expertise in school finance include: costing out specific programs and policies; cost modeling,
working with school districts on local school finance issues; and state-level adequacy studies.

Costing Out Specific Programs and Policies

APA works closely with policymakers, practitioners, and stakeholders to estimate the cost of programs
or policies. We first work with the client to understand the parameters of the program or policy and the
desired outcomes and then develop a process to collect the pertinent resource information related to
the program or policy. These processes include interviewing practitioners and stakeholders, collecting
data onsite, or utilizing collection devices, sometimes web-based, to collect data. APA examines all
aspects of the program or policy to guide the creation of a cost estimate for meeting the desired
outcomes. The results can be used by policymakers and stakeholders to design policy to help ensure
success. Recent examples of this work include costing out the Preschool to Postsecondary Education
Alignment Act, Colorado Achievement Plan for Kids (CAP4K), for the Colorado Department of Education,
Colorado’s SB-191 Educator Effectiveness legislation, and the Linked Learning program in California
districts for the Irvine Foundation.

Cost Modeling

APA has also developed a number of cost models to allow stakeholders to closely examine the cost
impact of programmatic decisions and education practices. APA’s cost models include Early Childhood
Education models for Colorado, New York, Minnesota, and Massachusetts. We have developed models
for the National Center Time and Learning and National Center on Education and the Economy. Excel
models have recently been developed to help Jefferson County public schools to estimate the impact of
a proposed compensation change and Washington D.C. understand the impact of proposed student
funding changes.

Working with School Districts

Districts strive to use resources as wisely as possible, targeting as many dollars as they can to
classrooms. APA has worked with numerous districts to assist them in this effort looking at issues
including facility usage, labor market competitiveness, and student-based budgeting.

For example, APA helped the Littleton Public Schools and Jefferson County Public Schools evaluate their
facility usage. Using a large community engagement process, APA helped the districts create a plan for
the efficient and effective use of their school buildings. APA also has worked with multiple districts to
examine their funding approach. Over the past five years we have worked closely with the Poudre
School District on their innovative Student-Based Budgeting approach. The district utilizes a system
similar to a state weighted student formula to allocate funds to schools. School leaders then are tasked
to manage a site-based budget that best fits the schools’ priorities. APA helped the district create the
school size adjustment and to evaluate the program after its first five years of implementation. APA is
currently assisting the Adams 12 School District examine its budgeting and school allocation approach.
Finally, we also help districts examine their competitiveness in the labor market. APA works with
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districts to identify their competitors, either locally or nationally, and evaluate how competitive the
district is in attracting and retaining qualified staff. The examination can include salary levels, benefit
packages, and working conditions.

Adequacy Studies

We have conducted over 20 adequacy studies across the country over the past eighteen years. States
that have implemented the results of APA’s work include Maryland, Pennsylvania, Washington D.C.,
Mississippi, and Louisiana. Four approaches have been developed to examine what the adequate
resources are in a state to meet standards. They include the Professional Judgment (PJ), Successful
School District (SSD), Evidence-Based (EB), and Cost Function (CF) approaches. APA has experience
implementing all four approaches in its studies. We created the SSD approach during our work in Ohio in
the mid-1990s and have refined the PJ approach by being the leading implementer of this approach over
the past decade and a half. We use our expertise of these approaches, particularly the PJ approach, in
our work with districts or looking at specific programs and policies.

Colorado Specific Experience and Relevant Projects

As a Denver-based firm for the past three decades, we have a deep understanding of Colorado’s
education environment. APA’s recent work in Colorado involves estimating the resources needed to
ensure all Colorado students can be successful and meet state standards, including recent education
reforms and requirements such as:

 CAP4K, including revised standards, assessments, school readiness and postsecondary and
workforce readiness, and the related Individual Career and Academic Plans (ICAPs) and
Individual Readiness Plans (IRPs);

 Educator Effectiveness legislation, SB 10-191;
 The READ Act which replaced CBLA;
 Updated graduation guidelines and voluntary diploma endorsements;
 Revised district accountability system; and
 Performance targets from Colorado’s NCLB waiver, including a year’s growth for all students.

We have explored many of these policies in great depth. Three relevant projects APA has conducted in
Colorado over the past five years include: (1) the multi-year CAP4K cost study; (2) a SB 10-191 Cost
Study for the State Council on Educator Effectiveness; and (3) an Assessment Use Study, funded by the
Colorado Legacy Foundation (Colorado Education Initiative).

2009-2014 CAP4K Cost Study, CDE

Since 2009, APA has been working with CDE to undertake a three-phase study of the cost impact of
CAP4K - including school readiness, standards, assessments, and postsecondary and workforce readiness
requirements - on school districts, institutions of higher education (IHEs), CDE, and the Department of
Higher Education (DHE). Two phases of this work have been completed with interim reports submitted
in March 2010 and October 2011. Both phases included interviews with districts, IHE, CDE and DHE
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representatives in order to understand what tasks they were undertaking to comply with CAP4K
requirements and what the associated resource needs were. APA then costed out those identified
resources to develop cost estimates by entity.

The current and final phase of the work is focused on identifying promising practices and any associated
costs related to the graduation guidelines and diploma endorsements. Project completion is expected in
October of this year. APA has conducted focus groups with district representatives and has planned
further interviews with district, IHE, CDE, and DHE staff for this summer and fall.

2011 SB 10-191 Cost Study, State Council for Educator Effectiveness

APA was engaged by the Colorado Legacy Foundation (Colorado Education Initiative) to identify the cost
impact of Colorado Senate Bill 10-191 based on the recommendations of the State Council for Educator
Effectiveness (the Council) in regard to how school districts might implement the law.  The Council
provided the scope of work for the study and directed its parameters, which included the costs to school
districts to evaluate educators at different levels, such as novice or effective.  APA convened a
Professional Judgment panel to estimate the resources needed to fulfill the Council’s recommendations
for implementation, as well as supplemental interviews with representatives from district’s that had
well developed educator evaluation systems. A final report and presentation was made to the Council in
2011.

2012 Assessment Use Study, Colorado Legacy Foundation (Colorado Education Initiative)

As part of a statewide effort to help Colorado’s district and state leaders understand the scope and
range of student assessments currently in use, the Colorado Legacy Foundation (Colorado Education
Initiative) contracted with APA in November 2011 to conduct a study to inventory the nature, type, and
frequency of student assessments that are given in school districts in Colorado in light of changes to the
state’s assessment system and requirements for districts as a result of recent legislation including CAP4K
and SB 10-191. The information generated through the study was intended to inform state efforts to
implement new assessment systems, as well as inform local leaders on how to best leverage existing
assessments.  This study was conducted in two phases. The first phase was an online survey of districts
conducted from December 2011 to February 2012.  Questions that were addressed through this survey
included:

 What assessments are currently used by districts in Colorado and in what grades?
 In what content areas are Colorado students currently being assessed?
 What audiences receive assessment results?
 For what purposes are assessment results used?
 Do districts use additional assessments beyond what is currently mandated by the state?

The second phase of APA’s study was completed in June 2012 and consisted of interviews with district
assessment personnel and focus groups with school level personnel.  Additional questions during this
phase included:
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 Are there other common assessments being used across classrooms (in addition to the
assessments identified in the survey)?

 How much time is spent training teachers on assessments (administering, understanding results,
and using results to inform instruction)?

 How much time do students spend taking and preparing for assessments?
 How effective are different types of assessments for certain purposes such as informing

instructional practice and measuring student performance and mastery of state standards?
 How are districts considering changes to their assessment systems to meet new state

requirements?

A final report, reviewed by CDE staff, was submitted in August 2012.

2013 Study of Assessment Use and Need in Illinois Race to the Top Districts, Illinois State Board of
Education

Related to the Colorado assessment study, in 2013 we conducted a study for Illinois State Board of
Education looking at assessment use and need in the state.  The work included surveying the Race to the
Top districts in Illinois and looking at both the state and local assessments (including summative and
formative) currently used in these districts, as well identifying the assessment areas (content and grade
level) where the districts had the greatest need for state support.

How Experience and Qualifications Inform Study

Through our decades of experience we have gained expertise in a wide variety of research
methodologies, and in particular, have gained national recognition for our work in school finance and
costing out the resources needed to meet state and federal education policies.  Further, from our long
history working in Colorado for all types of policymakers and stakeholders, and by partnering with Tracie
Rainey from the Colorado School Finance Project, we have a deep understanding of Colorado education
policy and excellent relationships with CDE staff and district staff across the state. We also know how to
effectively communicate results to a wide variety of audiences.

Our recent assessment projects are also very pertinent to the proposed work and provide the
opportunity to leverage our existing assessment knowledge, as well to build upon and improve upon our
prior work. We do believe an update to this work is particularly valuable given the greater
understanding of the forthcoming state assessments developed in the past couple years, particularly
related to the technology requirements, as well early literacy assessment changes due to the READ Act.
As associated assessment costs were only preliminarily explored in the previous work, we will also
enhance our approach for determining the associated costs of assessment practices at the state and
district-levels.

We provide detail about our study team, client references and proposed approach to this study in the
subsequent sections.



APA Response to Solicitation DQ-ER-CDE-14-015

6

Key Study Team Members

Amanda Brown, Senior Associate at APA

Amanda Brown joined APA in 2005.  Amanda’s primary focus is school finance and evaluation, both at
the state and local level.   Amanda has worked at the state level on studies to understand the resource
implications of specific education reform legislation, including new standards and assessments;
evaluations of state funding mechanisms to improve allocation of resources; and large scale adequacy
studies.  In Colorado, Amanda has led the multi-year cost study of Colorado’s Achievement Plan for KIDS
(CAP4K) for CDE to be completed this year, as well as led APA’s two efforts for the Colorado Legacy
Foundation (now known as the Colorado Education Initiative) to examine the cost impact of Colorado’s
Educator Effectiveness legislation, SB 10-191, and to understand district assessment use in Colorado.
Amanda also worked on the recent Colorado adequacy study and subsequent update, leading the
professional judgment panel approach. In total, Amanda has worked on costing out studies in over 15
states.

At the local level, Amanda has assisted local school districts to develop school-based budgeting
formulas; conducted salary competitiveness studies; addressed issues of declining enrollment; and
determined the efficiency of facilities usage.  Additionally, she has led and participated in program
evaluations of early childhood education and literacy for a number of nonprofit organizations. Amanda
holds a Master’s degree in Public Administration from the University of Colorado, Denver, and
Bachelor’s degrees in Advertising and Sociology from the University of Colorado, Boulder.

Justin Silverstein, Vice President at APA

Justin Silverstein joined APA full time in 1998 after interning for a year during college.  Justin is nationally
known for his work examining state school finance formulas and for analysis on educational resources.
This includes leading costing out studies focusing on the resources needed for students to meet
educational standards in Maryland, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey, where in each case the results of the
study were implemented by the state. Justin also led the Colorado adequacy study and its update, and
has worked on the multi-year CAP4K cost study for CDE. Further, he has led reviews of state finance
formulas or components of the formulas for North Carolina, New Jersey, Alabama, and Washington D.C.
Justin is also well known in Colorado districts and is frequently sought after to assist districts in thinking
through a number of district finance issues, including student based budgeting, declining enrollment,
facilities usage, teacher salaries, and modeling the impact of state funding changes.  He works closely
with school districts helping them understand how to best implement resources to serve students,
including working with stakeholders in the districts to understand the needs and goals of the district.
Justin holds a Bachelor’s degree in Business from the University of Colorado at Boulder.

Kathryn Rooney, Senior Associate at APA

Kathryn Rooney joined APA in 2008, bringing more than six years of experience in education research
and evaluation. Kathryn’s primary focus is on evaluation studies and determining the costs of
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educational programs. She has extensive experience with quantitative and qualitative data analysis, as
well as with data collection and management and cost modeling. Kathryn has conducted annual surveys
of parents and preschools for the Denver Preschool Program and performs the data analysis for the
preschool cohorts as they progress into elementary school. Kathryn also collected information on the
cost of the Colorado Health Foundation’s Healthy School Initiative programs and incorporated this data
into a cost model to determine the costs of the programs at the school, district, and state levels.
Currently, she is also leading a multi-year cost study for the James Irvine foundation of the linked
Learning program implemented in school districts across California; this work includes conducting
interviews and focus groups to ascertain the costs of Linked Learning- a high school postsecondary
pathways program- both from the perceptive of ideal implementation and actual practice. Prior to her
work at APA, Kathryn worked as a lead researcher at the Educational Policy Improvement Center (EPIC)
in Eugene, Oregon. At EPIC, she led several large projects including a multi-method study to determine
adequate school funding in the state of Washington. She also managed a research study of 38 high
schools nationwide that effectively prepare their students for college.

Kathryn holds a Master’s degree in Public Administration from the University of North Carolina, Chapel
Hill and a Bachelor’s degree in Public Policy from Pomona College in Claremont, California.

Tracie Rainey, Colorado School Finance Project

Tracie Rainey has served as Executive director of the Colorado School Finance Project since 2000.  CSFP
works directly with school districts and provide research, data and information to state and local
policymakers.  One of CSFP’s primary goals is to provide support, education, and research for school
districts as they are working with their local communities and balancing the challenges of implementing
new reforms. CSFP has also worked with CDE on the rural definition and various characteristics that
impact rural Colorado and the unique challenges in delivering education. CSFP’s work consists of annual
analysis for local school districts on trends impacting their district, the statewide comparisons and
national trends.  The organization has done work directly for various school districts as they evaluate
their budgeting, facility and resource needs and challenges.  CSFP’s membership consists of school
districts, BOCES, Rural Caucus, CSI, as well as supported by CASE, CASB, and CEA.

Tracie has worked with Augenblick Palaich and Associates on numerous projects over the years including
the current multi-year CAP4K cost analysis.

Colorado League of Charter Schools

The Colorado League of Charter Schools will provide support for promoting charter participation in this
analysis, including writing a letter encouraging charter schools to participate in the study an advising
APA through the project.
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Offeror’s Job Awards/Assignments for Past Six Months

The following chart includes all recent awards and projects completed or currently underway within the
past six months for APA.

Title or Focus of Project Client
School Finance related meeting facilitation Arizona Business and Education Coalition
Brighton Teacher Evaluation Program
Survey/Focus Groups Brighton School District 27J Colorado
DC School Finance & Modeling District of Columbia
Alabama School Finance Study Alabama State Department of Education
Teacher Compensation Technical Assistance University of Pennsylvania
CAP4K Cost Study: Phase III Colorado Department of Education
Colorado School Finance Project Analysis Colorado School Finance Project
Early Childhood Systems Colorado Department of Human Services
District Budget Technical Assistance Fairview Agency
Early Childhood Cost Study ICF International
Linked Learning programs: identification of
structures, costs and return on investment James Irvine Foundation
Higher Education Finance; Student Based Learning KU Center for Innovation
Study of Adequacy of State Funding for Schools Maryland Department of Education
Program Evaluation; multiple programs Mile High United Way
Cost Model Development National Center on Education and the Economy
Early Childhood Cost Model Children Services Council of Palm Beach County
NY School Finance Lawsuit: Expert Testimony New York Attorney General's Office
Program Evaluation Piton Foundation

REL Central (Regional Educational Laboratory)
US Department of Education (through Marzano
Research Laboratory)

Educator Effectiveness Literature Review Rose Community Foundation
Southwest Teacher Union Reform Network
facilitation

Gates Foundation and Rose Community
Foundation

Teacher Incentive Fund facilitation Jeffco Public Schools

Teacher Incentive Fund facilitation
National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards

Teacher Incentive Fund Technical Assistance Westat
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References
The following references are for clients within the last three years that we have done similar work for,
both in terms of looking at assessments use, as well as general school costs.  Each project involved
similar tasks to those proposed for this study, including surveys, focus groups, and interviews. We did
not include anyone at CDE but assume they will be contacted as needed, and while the Illinois Board of
Education was pleased with our work, state employees in Illinois are not allowed to serve as references
for procurements.

Client: Colorado Legacy Foundation/Colorado Education Initiative
Project Name: SB 10-191 Cost study and Colorado Assessment Use Study
Contact Name: Nina Lopez
Contact Title: Former Vice President at CO Legacy Foundation (at time of studies),

Currently Consultant at Nina Lopez Consulting
Contact Phone Number: 303-638-9615

Client: Poudre School District
Project Name: Student Based Budgeting Committee, Small Schools Study
Contact Name: Dave Montoya
Contact Title: Budget Manager, PSD
Contact Phone Number: 970-490-3355

Client: James Irvine Foundation
Project Name: Linked Learning Cost Study
Contact Name: Aaron Pick
Contact Title: Senior Program Officer
Contact Phone Number: 415-356-9938
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Proposed Approach
As part of our comprehensive study, APA will address the issues outlined in the scope of work through
the following proposed tasks:

Issue Area from Scope of Work
Task 1-CDE
Interviews

Task 2-
District/
Charter
Survey

Task 3-
District/
Charter Focus
Groups

Task 4-
District/
Charter
Interviews

Issues related to statewide assessments:
 Statewide assessment timelines X
 Annual costs to CDE and districts to

prepare for and administer statewide
assessments X X

 Time spent to prepare for and
administer statewide assessments (#
of days and total time annually) X X

 Cost to school districts and charter
schools of diverting time and
resources to preparation and
administration of statewide
assessments and away from
instruction (opportunity costs) X X

 Timeline for receiving statewide
assessment results X X

Issues related to local assessments:
 Which local assessments are

administered X
 Annual costs to districts prepare for

and administer local assessments X X
 Local assessment timelines X
 Time spent to prepare for and

administer local assessments (# of
days and total time annually) X

 Cost to school districts and charter
schools of diverting time and
resources to preparation and
administration of local assessments
and away from instruction
(opportunity costs) X X

 Timeline for receiving local assessment
results X
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Issue Area from Scope of Work

Task 1-
CDE
Interviews

Task 2-
District/
Charter
Survey

Task 3-
District/
Charter
Focus Groups

Task 4-
District/
Charter
Interviews

Broader issues:
 Combined impact of statewide and

local assessments on classroom
instruction. X X X X

 Feasibility of allowing school districts
and charter schools flexibility regarding
statewide requirements for academic
performance and flexibility to reduce
the amount of duplication in testing
caused by administering both statewide
and local assessments. X X X

 Capacity of school districts and charter
schools to implement standards and
assessments in compliance with state
requirements, including but not limited
to: available resources for creating or
purchasing and implementing curricula,
including textbooks; technology and
broadband access; the proportional use
of curricula, including textbooks,
broadband, and technology, for testing
and for educational purposes other
than testing; and the adequacy of
staffing and professional development
for staff. X X X

 Feasibility and consequences of
extending timelines and implementing
hold harmless periods in all state
accountability systems for districts, the
state charter school institute, public
schools, and educators. X X X

 Feasibility and consequences of
allowing parents to excuse their
children from statewide assessment
programs without negatively impacting
individual school districts, public
schools, teachers, or principals.
Includes gathering available data
regarding parents' reasons for excusing
their children from statewide
assessment programs. X X X X
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Proposed Tasks

Task 1 – Conduct Interviews with CDE staff
Interviews with CDE staff will serve several functions. First APA staff will work with CDE staff to prioritize
study objectives, revise our prior assessment inventory from the 2012 work, and develop focus group
and interview protocols.  APA will then hold separate CDE interviews to: (1) understand how the state
perceives the feasibility and consequences of allowing districts and charters flexibility regarding
assessment objectives, extended assessment timelines, hold harmless periods, and parental opt out;
and (2) collect information regarding associated assessment costs incurred at the state-level. We
propose starting these interviews in August and completing them in September.

Task 2 – Statewide Survey, including Initial Survey Development and Review
APA proposes conducting a statewide survey through district assessment coordinators using an updated
and expanded version of the survey from the 2012 work. The survey could be used to gather
information on current assessment use (which has likely changed since 2012 in light of new and
anticipated assessment policies), time spent administering and preparing for assessments, assessment
timelines, and district capacity, including technology hardware and bandwidth.

During the survey development phase, APA proposes creating a review group of school district staff,
charter school staff, and CDE staff to support finalization of the survey.  While we feel we were able to
fully beta test the prior survey, we believe it is important to seek input on the survey using a number of
outside experts to ensure that any revisions are easily understood by all participants.  We will identify 5-
6 participants for the review group.  The participants will include experts on the state’s assessment
system.  This will include a number of people from Colorado school districts and charters and could
include CDE or university staff.  Each member will be asked to review the survey for clarity of questions,
ease of use, and overall content.  Once the survey has been reviewed by the review group, APA will
finalize the survey with CDE staff.

The online survey will be sent to the assessment coordinators of all 178 school districts in the state.  We
will also send the survey to a sample group of the fifteen CSI charters and a small sample of charters
from other districts.  While we targeted the same number of charters to participate in our previous
study of assessment practices, we ultimately did not have sufficient participation to include them in that
study’s findings. Improving charter input will be a particular area of importance for this study. As part of
our effort to improve charter participation we will partner with the Colorado League of Charter Schools
to advise us during the study on how to best engage and encourage charter participation. The League
will also send a letter to those charters identified for inclusion in the study to encourage their
participation.

The prior work had a district participation rate of 44 percent, and our aim would be to increase
participation to 60 percent. We plan to do so by shortening the survey to limit the time required to
participate and undertaking more extensive follow-up efforts with each identified participant to elicit as
many responses as possible. We will also target follow-ups to ensure a representative sample from
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various sized districts and types of charters. A higher response rate will allow us to better understand
any differences in assessment practices across the state based on district or charter school
characteristics such as size, and urban, suburban, and rural location. We anticipate that this survey will
be sent out in early September.

Task 3 – Focus groups with districts and charter school representatives
APA will also conduct focus group interviews with school district and charter school representatives to
gain a deeper understanding of assessment practices¸ the time needed for test preparation, and school
and system-level perspectives on feasibility and capacity issues. APA will plan to hold eight regional
focus groups in the four different parts of the state (metro, suburban, eastern plains and western slope),
consisting of two focus groups in each area: (1) a school-level focus group of teachers and school
administrators; and (2) a system-level focus group with district and charter leadership. Focus groups will
be two hours long and facilitated by two APA team members.  Each focus group will include 7-8
participants with a goal of including representatives from a wide range of schools and districts based
upon size, geography, and setting (e.g. suburban vs. rural). We will plan on holding these focus groups
in mid-September and early October.

Task 4- Cost collection interviews with district and charter representatives
We will also plan on holding five interviews with system-level representatives from districts of varying
size- very small, small, moderate, and large (4 total); and from a charter system (1).  These interviews
will be focused on collecting specific resource information about state and local assessments, including
opportunity costs from diverting resources and time from instruction or other district functions.  We will
then cost out the resources identified and develop per pupil costs that can be modeled for the state.
These cost collection interviews will be held in October.

Task 5-Final Report
APA will finalize the data analysis in early November, with the final report completed and presented to
the Standards and Assessments Task Force by November 15, 2014.

Timeline
As noted above, work will begin August 1, 2014 and a final report will be completed no later than
November 15, 2014, with interim findings provided to the Task Force periodically between the execution
of the PO/contract and the date of final findings.

Task Proposed Timeframe Findings Available to be
Shared with Task Force

Task 1: CDE Interviews August- September September
Task 2: District/ Charter Survey September September/October
Task 3: District/ Charter Focus Groups September-October October
Task 4: District/ Charter Cost Collection Interviews October November
Task 5: Final Report November 15th November
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Cost Proposal

Proposed Budget

Total by
Task

Daily Rates
Brown Silverstein Rooney Rainey

$800 $1,100 $800 $1,000

Task 1: CDE Interviews
Materials preparation $2,900 1.0 1.0 1.0
Meetings $1,450 0.5 0.5 0.5
Subtotal $4,350
Task 2: Survey of Districts and Charter
Schools
Survey development $4,500 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Beta testing/review $1,600 1.0 1.0
Administration and follow up $3,600 1.0 1.0 2.0
Analyzing results $6,900 3.0 1.0 3.0 1.0
Subtotal $16,600
Task 3: Districts and Charter Focus Groups
Materials preparation $2,650 1.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Focus groups (8) $11,100 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Travel $3,000
Meeting costs $1,000
Subtotal $17,750
Task 4: Districts and Charter Cost
Collection Interviews
Materials preparation $2,250 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5
Interviews regarding costs (5) $11,100 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Costing out identified resources $4,300 3.0 1.0 1.0
Travel $1,000
Meeting costs $500
Subtotal $19,150
Task 5: Final Report
Report writing $9,100 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
Presentation $1,850 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Subtotal $10,950

Project Management $3,800 2.0 2.0

CO League of Charter Schools Stipend $1,500

TOTAL $74,100
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Resumes

AMANDA R. BROWN

EDUCATION
University of Colorado at Denver Graduation Date: May 2009
School of Public Affairs

 Degree Conferred: Master of Public Administration
 Awards and Honors: Pi Alpha Alpha Honor Society

University of Colorado at Boulder Graduation Date: May 2005
College of Arts and Sciences/ School of Journalism and Mass Communication

 Degrees Conferred:  Bachelor of Science in Advertising and Bachelor of Arts in Sociology
 Awards and Honors: Dean’s List- Fall 2002, Fall 2003, Summer 2004, Spring 2005; graduated

with honors

EXPERIENCE
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) Denver, CO 01/05- Present
Senior Associate Policy Analyst (08/11- present) in a firm that conducts studies around education policy
issues for state and local policymakers. Previous positions: Associate (06/05-08/11); Intern (01/05-
06/05).
• Recent projects: Implementation and impact evaluations of early literacy and early childhood

professional development programs; conducting adequacy studies at the state and district
across the country to determine the resources needed to effectively meet federal and state
standards; evaluating the cost implications of recent education reform legislation, including
Colorado’s Achievement Plan for Kids and SB10-191, the Educator Effectiveness bill; and working
with local school districts and community groups to address declining enrollment, the use of
student-based budgeting, and the implementation of best practice standards.

• Recent clients: Alabama Board of Education; Deputy Mayor of Education’s Office, District of
Columbia; Colorado Department of Education; New Jersey Department of Education; North
Carolina General Assembly; Pennsylvania State Board of Education; Nevada State Legislature;
Louisiana State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education; Virginia Department of
Education; Jeffco Public Schools; Littleton Public Schools; Poudre School District; Denver Public
Schools; Colorado Governor’s State Council on Educator Effectiveness; Colorado Legacy
Foundation; Colorado School Finance Project; Denver Preschool Program; Donnell-Kay
Foundation; Piton Foundation; Children’s Voices; Reach Out and Read Colorado; and Providers
Advancing School Outcomes (PASO), funded through Mile High United Way.

• Duties: project management; program evaluation; research; data collection and analysis;
observation; conducting interviews; focus groups, and surveys; meeting facilitation; writing and
presenting reports; accounting and office management.

P.S.1 Charter School Denver, CO 05/09- 06/11
Member of the Board of Directors, served as Accountability Committee Chair
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SELECT PROFESSIONAL ARTICLES, PAPERS AND REPORTS
In collaboration with other Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates staff:
• “Cost of Student Achievement: Final Report of the DC Education Adequacy Study” for the

Deputy Mayor of Education, District of Columbia, December 2013.
• “Feasibility Study: PASO program” for PASO and Mile High United Way, November 2013.
• “Study of Assessment Use and Need in Illinois Race to the Top Districts,” for the Illinois State

Board of Education, May 2013.
• “Costing out the Resources Needed to Meet Colorado Education Standards and Requirements:

Final Report,” for Children’s Voices, March 2011, and “Update Report,” for the Colorado School
Finance Project, February 2013.

• “Study of Assessment Use in Colorado School Districts,” for the Colorado Legacy Foundation,
August 2012.

• “Analysis of the Costs of Colorado’s Achievement Plan for Kids (CAP4K): First Interim Report;”
“Second Interim Report” for the Colorado Department of Education, March 2010, October 2011.

• “Analysis of New Jersey’s Census-Based Special Education Funding System,” for the New Jersey
Department of Education, October 2011.

• “An Evaluation of the Denver Preschool Program 2008-09; 2009-10; 2010-11,” for the Denver
Preschool Program, June 2009, September 2010, September 2011.

• “Costing Out the Resource Implications of SB 10-191 in Colorado School Districts,” for the State
Council for Educator Effectiveness, March 2011.

• “Recommendations to Strengthen North Carolina’s Funding System,” for North Carolina General
Assembly, November 2010.

• “Participant Perceptive of Reach Out and Read Colorado,” for Reach Out and Read Colorado,
August 2010.

• “Final Report: Jeffco Facilities Usage Committee,” for Jeffco Public Schools, December 2009.
• “Assessment of Denver Public Schools Student-Based Budgeting System,” for Metro

Organizations for People, December 2008.
• “Facilities Usage Analysis,” for Facility Use Task Force, for Littleton Public Schools, October 2008
• “Costing Out the Resources Needed to Meet Pennsylvania’s Public School Education Goals,” for

the Pennsylvania State Board of Education, December 2007.
• “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada,” for the Nevada State Legislature,

August 2006.
• “The Cost of Fulfilling the Approved Procedural Requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act in

New Mexico,” for the New Mexico Public Education Department, May 2005.

JUSTIN R. SILVERSTEIN

EDUCATION
B.S. University of Colorado at Boulder 1998
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AREAS OF EXPERTISE
 Project leadership/management
 School funding adequacy
 Costing out resources needed to implement specific education policies and practices
 Advising state policymakers on funding formulas, student enrollment, and other education

issues
 District and school consolidation
 Advising school districts on efficiency of resource use
 Teacher quality and compensation
 Cost modeling design and implementation

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY
Vice President and Board Member: Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, Denver, CO (2009 - Present)

Previously: Senior Associate: Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (Formerly Augenblick & Myers), Denver,
CO (2003 - 2008); Associate: Augenblick & Myers, Denver, CO (1998 - 2002)

SELECTED PROFESSIONAL PAPERS AND REPORTS
 “Cost of Student Achievement: Report of the DC Education Adequacy Study,” with The Finance Project

and APA staff. Prepared for D.C. Deputy Mayor for Education, December, 2013.
 “Salary Schedule Comparison.” Prepared for Jefferson County Public Schools, April 2012
 “Analysis of New Jersey’s Census-Based Special Education Funding System,” with APA staff. Prepared for

the New Jersey Department of Education, October 2011.
 “Costing Out the Resources Needed to Meet Colorado Education Standards and Requirements,” with APA

staff. Prepared for Children’s Voices, March 2011.
 “Colorado Average Daily Membership Study: A Feasibility Study of Alternatives to the October 1 Student

Count Method,” with Mark Fermanich and Tracie Rainey. Prepared for the Colorado Department of
Education, January 2011.

 “Recommendations to Strengthen North Carolina’s School Funding System,” with APA staff. Prepared for
the North Carolina General Assembly, September 2010.

 “Final Report: Jeffco Facilities Usage Committee,” with committee staff. Prepared for the Jefferson County
Public Schools, December 2009.

 “Facility Use Task Force Final Report,” with committee staff. Prepared for the Littleton Public Schools,
October 2008.

 “Costing Out the Resources Needed to Meet Pennsylvania’s Public Education Goals,” with APA staff.
Prepared for the Pennsylvania State Board of Education, November 2007.

 “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Montana,” with Douglas Rose, Robert Palaich John
Myers, and Amanda Brown. Prepared by APA for the Montana Quality Education Coalition, January 2007.

 “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada,” with APA staff.  Prepared for the Nevada State
Legislature, August 2006.

 “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in South Dakota,” with John Augenblick, Amanda Brown,
Dale DeCesare, and John Myers.  Prepared for the South Dakota Alliance for Education, January 2006.

 “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Connecticut,” with John Augenblick, Robert Palaich,
Douglas Rose, and Dale DeCesare.  Prepared for the Connecticut Coalition for Justice in Education Finance,
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June 2005.
 “Calculation of the Cost of an Adequate Education in Tennessee in 2001-2002 Using the Professional

Judgment Approach and the Successful School Districts Approach,” with John Augenblick, Bob Palaich, and
Jennifer Sharp.  Prepared for the Coalition for Tennessee’s Future (Nashville, TN), September 2003.

 “Calculation of the Cost of an Adequate Education in North Dakota in 2002-2003 Using the Professional
Judgment Approach,” with John Augenblick, Bob Palaich, and Jennifer Sharp.  Prepared for the North
Dakota Department of Public Instruction (Bismarck, ND), September 2003.

KATHRYN C. ROONEY

Education

MPA University of North Carolina- Chapel Hill 2005

BA Pomona College (Public Policy/Psychology) 1997

Experience

10/2008 – present Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA)
Senior Associate

 Designing, administering, and analyzing parent and preschool surveys for
the evaluation of the Denver Preschool Program.

 Leading a study for the Irvine Foundation to determine the costs of a high
school career pathways program in California.

 Managed a complex data assimilation and analysis effort on Early College
High Schools in Georgia.

 Led the data collection effort to determine the resources necessary to
implement healthy schools initiatives across Colorado.

 Managed the school-level performance and demographic data for a
Louisiana school resource project.

 Performing numerous survey designs, literature reviews, and data analysis
efforts for a variety of projects.

7/2005 – 9/2008 Educational Policy Improvement Center
Lead Researcher

 Led a multifaceted process to collect and analyze data from 38 exemplary
high schools nationwide, for the purpose of learning how these schools
prepare their students to be ready for college upon graduation. Conducted
dozens of interviews, focus groups, and classroom observations as part of
these site visits.

 Managed multiple data collection processes to determine adequate school
funding in the state of Washington.

5/2004 – 8/2004 Government Accountability Office
Graduate Intern
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 Conducted a case study of an Arkansas Head Start grantee to determine
gaps in the Head Start oversight process. This involved interviews with the
grantee and analysis of grantee files.

 Constructed and field-tested a nationwide survey to administer to Head
Start grantees.

9/2000 – 4/2003 MPR Associates
Research Assistant

 Analyzed large education data sets using SPSS and MPR’s Data Analysis
System (DAS).

 Co-authored several published reports on postsecondary educational topics.
 Performed extensive background research and literature reviews.

Professional Papers and Reports

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2010). An Evaluation of the Denver Preschool Program: 2009-
10. Denver, CO.

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2010). An Evaluation of the Special Olympics Get Into It
Curriculum 2010. Denver, CO.

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2011). An Evaluation of the Denver Preschool Program: 2010-
11. Denver, CO.

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2011). The Creation of Cost Models for Healthy Schools
Initiatives. Denver, CO.

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2012). User Guide for the Healthy Schools Initiative Cost
Models. Denver, CO.

 Cascade Educational Consultants and Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2010). Second Year
Evaluation Report: Mississippi Center for Education Innovation. Denver, CO.

 Conley, D., & Rooney, K. (2007). Washington Adequacy Funding Study. Eugene, OR: Educational
Policy Improvment Center.

 Conley, D., & Rooney, K. (2008). Improving Adequacy Funding through a Mixed-Method Approach.
American Educational Research Association. New York, NY: Educational Policy Improvement Center.

 Rooney, K. (2006). Survey of Pay-for-Performance Teacher Compensation Systems. Eugene, OR:
Educational Policy Improvement Center.

 Rooney, K. (2006). Survey of Teacher Evaluation Models. Eugene, OR: Educational Policy
Improvement Center.

 Rooney, K., Brown, A., & Silverstein, J. (2012). Linked Learning Year One Cost Study Report. Denver,
CO: Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates.

 United States Government Accountabilty Office. (2005). Comprehensive Approach to Identifying and
Addressing Risks Could Help Prevent Grantee Financial Management Weaknesses. Washington, DC.

 United States Government Accountabilty Office. (2005). Further Testing Could Allow Test to be Used
for Decision Making. Washington, DC.
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 Walker, C., Anthes, K., Rooney, K., & Palaich, R. (2012). Connecting with Compassion Web-based
Adaptive Diagnostics Department of Defense Activity Grants Fountain-Fort Carson School District 8
Year 3 Evaluation. Denver, CO: Third Mile Group and Augenblich, Palaich, and Associates.

TRACIE RAINEY

Education

Graduate of University of Colorado with a degree in Economics and Business.

Experience

Executive Director, Colorado School Finance Project – 2000 to present
 CSFP focuses on school finance issues in Colorado.
 Works directly with school Districts Superintendents, Boards of Education, and state leaders –

Governor’s Office, State Board of Education and Commissioner and Senate and House Education
leaders.

Independent Consulting
 Have worked with Augenblick Palaich and Associates for numerous years – inclusive of work for

Colorado School Finance Project and specific projects for school districts and CDE.  Inclusive of
current work for CAP4K.

 Have worked directly with BOCES, Jeffco School district, Littleton School District, Greeley school
district and currently with Adams 12 – on budget, facility and resource issues.

 Have collaborated with Al Ramirez at UCCS on school finance issues specifically on issues of at-
risk and ELL.

School Board Member, Littleton Public Schools- 1997-2005
 Served two terms
 Served on two statewide School Finance Interim committees for State of Colorado

Current Memberships
 Colorado Stem network
 CLASS Board for Colorado

Additional Work Experience

 Residential and Commercial Real-estate – broker, consultant, independent contractor and sales:
Crown Realty BHG, Imperial Mortgage, Ford and Co., John Crowley and associates and
ExecuWest Properties – owner and sole proprietor

 Banking – Financial analysis and consultant – Industrial Banks



APA Response to Solicitation DQ-ER-CDE-14-015

21

Required Attachments:

Attachment A: Documented Quote Signature Sheet

Attachment C: W-9 for Independent Contractors

Acceptance Statement Regarding Attachments B, D, and E











 Purchase Order Terms and Conditions 

1. Offer/Acceptance. If this purchase order (“PO”) refers to vendor’s bid or proposal, this PO is an 
ACCEPTANCE of vendor’s OFFER TO SELL in accordance with the terms and conditions of the 
“solicitation” identified in vendor’s bid or proposal. The solicitation includes an RFP, IFB, or any other 
form of order by buyer. If a bid or proposal is not referenced, this PO is an OFFER TO BUY, subject to 
vendor’s acceptance, demonstrated by vendor’s performance or written acceptance of this PO. Any 
COUNTER-OFFER TO SELL automatically CANCELS this PO, unless a change order is issued by 
buyer accepting a counter-offer. This PO shall supersede and control over any vendor form(s) or part(s) 
thereof included in or attached to any bid, proposal, offer, acknowledgment, or otherwise, in the event 
of inconsistencies or contradictions, regardless of any statement to the contrary in such form(s) or parts 
thereof. 2. Safety Information. All chemicals, equipment and materials proposed and/or used in the 
performance of this PO shall conform to the requirements of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1970. Vendor shall furnish all Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for any regulated chemicals, 
equipment or hazardous materials at the time of delivery. 
3. Changes. Vendor shall furnish products and/or services strictly in accordance with the specifications 
and price set forth for each item. This PO shall not be modified, superseded or otherwise altered, 
except in writing signed by purchasing agent and accepted by vendor. Each shipment received or 
service performed shall comply with the terms of this PO, notwithstanding invoice terms or acts of 
vendor to the contrary, unless this PO has been modified, superseded or otherwise altered in 
accordance with this section.  
4. Delivery. Unless otherwise specified in the solicitation or this PO, delivery shall be FOB destination. 
Buyer is relying on the promised delivery date, installation, and/or service performance set forth in 
vendor’s bid or proposal as material and basic to buyer’s acceptance. If vendor fails to deliver or 
perform as and when promised, buyer, in its sole discretion, may cancel its order, or any part thereof, 
without prejudice to its other rights, return all or part of any shipment so made, and charge vendor with 
any loss or expense sustained as a result of such failure to deliver or perform as promised. Time is of 
the essence. 
5. Intellectual Property. Any software, research, reports, studies, data, photographs, negatives or other 
documents, drawings or materials (collectively  
“materials”) delivered by vendor in performance of its  
obligations under this PO shall be the exclusive property of buyer. Ownership rights shall include, but 
not be limited to, the right to copy, publish, display, transfer, prepare derivative works, or otherwise 
use the materials. Vendor shall comply with all  applicable Cyber Security Policies of the State of 
Colorado (the “State”), or buyer, as applicable, and all confidentiality and non-disclosure agreements, 
security controls, and reporting requirements. 
6. Quality. Buyer shall be the sole judge in determining “equals” with regard to quality, price and 
performance. All products delivered shall be newly manufactured and the current model, unless 
otherwise specified. 
7. Warranties. All provisions and remedies of the Colorado Uniform Commercial Code, CRS, Title 4 
(“CUCC”), relating to implied and/or express warranties are incorporated herein, in addition to any 
warranties contained in this PO or the specifications.  
8. Inspection and Acceptance. Final acceptance is contingent upon completion of all applicable 
inspection procedures. If products or services fail to meet any inspection requirements, buyer may 
exercise all of its rights, including those provided in the CUCC. Buyer shall have the right to inspect 
services provided under this PO at all reasonable times and places. "Services" as used in this section 
includes services performed or tangible material produced or delivered in the performance of services. 
If any of the services do not conform to PO requirements, buyer may require vendor to perform the 
services again in conformity with PO requirements, without additional payment. When defects in the 
quality or quantity of service cannot be corrected by re-performance, buyer may (a) require vendor to 
take necessary action to ensure that future performance conforms to PO requirements and (b) equitably 
reduce the payment due vendor to reflect the reduced value of the services performed. These remedies 
do not limit the remedies otherwise available in this PO, at law, or in equity. 
9. Cash Discount. The cash discount period will start from the later of the date of receipt of acceptable 
invoice, or from date of receipt of acceptable products/services at the specified destination by an 
authorized buyer representative. 
10. Taxes. Buyer and the State are exempt from all federal excise taxes under Chapter 32 of the 
Internal Revenue Code [No. 84-730123K] and from all State and local government sales and use taxes 
[CRS, Title 39, Article 26, Parts I and II]. Such exemptions apply when materials are purchased for the 
benefit of State, except that in certain political subdivisions (e.g., City of Denver) vendor may be 
required to pay sales or use taxes even though the ultimate product or service is provided to buyer. 
Buyer shall not reimburse such sales or use taxes.  
11. Payment. Buyer shall pay vendor for all amounts due within 45 days after receipt of products or 
services and a correct notice of amount due. Interest on the unpaid balance shall begin to accrue on the 
46th day at the rate set forth in CRS §24-30-202(24) until paid in full. Interest shall not accrue if a good 
faith dispute exists as to buyer’s obligation to pay all or a portion of the amount due. Vendor shall 
invoice buyer separately for interest on delinquent amounts due, referencing the delinquent payment, 
number of day’s interest to be paid, and applicable interest rate.  
12. Vendor Offset. [Not Applicable to Inter-governmental POs] Under CRS §24-30-202.4 (3.5), the 
State Controller may withhold payment under the State’s vendor offset intercept system for debts owed 
to State agencies for: (a) unpaid child support debts or arrearages; (b) unpaid balances of tax, accrued 
interest, or other charges specified in CRS §39-21-101, et seq.; (c) unpaid loans due to the Student 
Loan Division of the Department of Higher Education; (d) amounts required to be paid to the 
Unemployment Compensation Fund; and (e) other unpaid debts owing to the State as a result of final 
agency determination or judicial action. 
13. Assignment and Successors. Vendor shall not assign rights or delegate duties under this PO, or 
subcontract any part of the performance required under this PO, without the express, written consent of 
buyer. This PO shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon vendor and buyer and their respective 
successors and assigns. Assignment of accounts receivable may be made only upon written notice 
furnished to buyer.  
14. Indemnification. If any article sold or delivered under this PO is covered by a patent, copyright, 
trademark, or application therefore, vendor shall indemnify and hold harmless buyer from any and all 
loss, liability, cost, expenses and legal fees incurred on account of any claims, legal actions or 
judgments arising out of manufacture, sale or use of such article in violation or infringement of rights 
under such patent, copyright, trademark or application. If this PO is for services, vendor shall 
indemnify, save, and hold harmless buyer, its employees and agents, against any and all claims, 
damages, liability and court awards including costs, expenses, and attorney fees and related expenses, 
incurred as a result of any act or omission by vendor, or its employees, agents, subcontractors or 
assignees, arising out of or in connection with performance of services under this PO.  
15. Independent Contractor. Vendor shall perform its duties hereunder as an independent contractor 
and not as an employee. Neither vendor nor any agent or employee of vendor shall be deemed to be an 
agent or employee of buyer. Vendor and its employees and agents are not entitled to unemployment 
insurance or workers compensation benefits through buyer and buyer shall not pay for or otherwise 

provide such coverage for vendor or any of its agents or employees. Unemployment insurance benefits 
will be available to vendor and its employees and agents only if coverage is made available by vendor 
or a third party. Vendor shall pay when due all applicable employment, income, and local head taxes 
incurred pursuant to this PO. Vendor shall not have authorization, express or implied, to bind buyer to 
any agreement, liability or understanding, except as expressly set forth herein. Vendor shall (a) provide 
and keep in force workers' compensation and unemployment compensation insurance in the amounts 
required by law, (b) provide proof thereof when requested by buyer, and (c) be solely responsible for 
its acts and those of its employees and agents.  
16. Communication. All communication concerning administration of this PO, prepared by vendor for 
buyer’s use, shall be furnished solely to purchasing agent. 
17. Compliance. Vendor shall strictly comply with all applicable federal and state laws, rules, and 
regulations in effect or hereafter established, including, without limitation, laws applicable to 
discrimination and unfair employment practices.  
18. Insurance. Vendor shall obtain, and maintain, at all times during the term of this PO, insurance as 
specified in the solicitation, and provide proof of such coverage as requested by purchasing agent. 
19. Termination Prior to Shipment. If vendor has not accepted this PO in writing, buyer may cancel 
this PO by written or oral notice to vendor prior to shipment of goods or commencement of services.  
20. Termination for Cause. (a) If vendor refuses or fails to timely and properly perform any of its 
obligations under this PO with such diligence as will ensure its completion within the time specified 
herein, buyer may notify vendor in writing of non-performance and, if not corrected by vendor within 
the time specified in the notice, terminate vendor's right to proceed with the PO or such part thereof as 
to which there has been delay or a failure. Vendor shall continue performance of this PO to the extent 
not terminated and be liable for excess costs incurred by buyer in procuring similar goods or services 
elsewhere. Payment for completed services performed and accepted shall be at the price set forth in this 
PO. (b) Buyer may withhold amounts due to vendor as buyer deems necessary to reimburse buyer for 
excess costs incurred in curing, completing or procuring similar goods and services.(c) If after 
rejection, revocation, or other termination of vendor's right to proceed under the CUCC or this clause, 
buyer determines for any reason that vendor was not in default or the delay was excusable, the rights 
and obligations of buyer and vendor shall be the same as if the notice of termination had been issued 
pursuant to termination under §21. 
21. Termination in Public Interest. Buyer is entering into this PO for the purpose of carrying out the 
public policy of the State, as determined by its Governor, General Assembly, and Courts. If this PO 
ceases to further the public policy of the State, buyer, in its sole discretion, may terminate this PO in 
whole or in part and such termination shall not be deemed to be a breach of buyer’s obligations 
hereunder. This section shall not apply to a termination for vendor’s breach, which shall be governed 
by §20. Buyer shall give written notice of termination to vendor specifying the part of the PO 
terminated and when termination becomes effective. Upon receipt of notice of termination, vendor 
shall not incur further obligations except as necessary to mitigate costs of performance. For services or 
specially manufactured goods, buyer shall pay (a) reasonable settlement expenses, (b) the PO price or 
rate for supplies and services delivered and accepted, (c) reasonable costs of performance on 
unaccepted supplies and services, and (d) a reasonable profit for the unaccepted work. For existing 
goods, buyer shall pay (e) reasonable settlement expenses, (f) the PO price for goods delivered and 
accepted, (g) reasonable costs incurred in preparation for delivery of the undelivered goods, and (h) a 
reasonable profit for the preparatory work. Buyer’s termination liability under this section shall not 
exceed the total PO price plus a reasonable cost for settlement expenses. Vendor shall submit a 
termination proposal and reasonable supporting documentation, and cost and pricing data as required 
by CRS §24-106-101, upon request of buyer. 
22. PO Approval. This PO shall not be valid unless it is executed by purchasing agent. Buyer shall not 
be responsible or liable for products or services delivered or performed prior to proper execution 
hereof. 
23. Fund Availability. Financial obligations of buyer payable after the current fiscal year are 
contingent upon funds for that purpose being appropriated, budgeted and otherwise made available. If 
this PO is funded in whole or in part with federal funds, this PO is subject to and contingent upon the 
continuing availability of federal funds for the purposes hereof. Buyer represents that it has set aside 
sufficient funds to make payment for goods delivered in a single installment, in accordance with the 
terms of this PO. 
24. Choice of Law. State laws, rules and regulations shall be applied in the interpretation, execution, 
and enforcement of this PO. The CUCC shall govern this PO in the case of goods unless otherwise 
agreed in this PO. Any provision included or incorporated herein by reference which conflicts with 
such laws, rules, and regulations is null and void. Any provision incorporated herein by reference 
which purports to negate this or any other provision in this PO in whole or in part shall not be valid or 
enforceable or available in any action at law, whether by way of complaint, defense, or otherwise. 
Unless otherwise specified in the solicitation or this PO, venue for any judicial or administrative action 
arising out of or in connection with this PO shall be in Denver, Colorado. Vendor shall exhaust 
administrative remedies in CRS §24-109-106, prior to commencing any judicial action against buyer. 
25. Public Contracts for Services. [Not Applicable to offer, issuance, or sale of securities, 
investment advisory services, fund management services, sponsored projects, intergovernmental 
POs, or information technology services or products and services] Vendor certifies, warrants, and 
agrees that it does not knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien who will perform work under 
this PO and will confirm the employment eligibility of all employees who are newly hired for 
employment in the United States to perform work under this PO, through participation in the E-Verify 
Program or the Department program established pursuant to CRS §8-17.5-102(5)(c), Vendor shall not 
knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien to perform work under this PO or enter into a 
contract or PO with a subcontractor that fails to certify to vendor that the subcontractor shall not 
knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien to perform work under this PO. Vendor shall (a) not 
use E-Verify Program or Department program procedures to undertake pre-employment screening of 
job applicants during performance of this PO, (b) notify subcontractor and buyer within three days if 
vendor has actual knowledge that subcontractor is employing or contracting with an illegal alien for 
work under this PO, (c) terminate the subcontract if subcontractor does not stop employing or 
contracting with the illegal alien within three days of receiving notice, and (d) comply with reasonable 
requests made in the course of an investigation, undertaken pursuant to CRS §8-17.5-102(5), by the 
Colorado Department of Labor and Employment. If vendor participates in the Department program, 
vendor shall deliver to the buyer a written, notarized affirmation that vendor has examined the legal 
work status of such employee, and shall comply with all of the other requirements of the Department 
program. If vendor fails to comply with any requirement of this provision or CRS §8-17.5-101 et seq., 
buyer may terminate this PO for breach and, if so terminated, vendor shall be liable for damages.  
26. Public Contracts with Natural Persons. Vendor, if a natural person eighteen (18) years of age or 
older, hereby swears and affirms under penalty of perjury that he or she (a) is a citizen or otherwise 
lawfully present in the United States pursuant to federal law, (b) shall comply with the provisions of 
CRS §24-76.5-101 et seq., and (c) has produced a form of identification required by CRS §24-76.5-103 
prior to the date vendor delivers goods or begins performing services under terms of the PO. 

Effective Date 01/01/09 
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VENDOR INFORMATION 

Legal business name:  Augenblick Palaich & Associates, Inc. 
Address:  1120 Lincoln, Suite 1101, Denver, CO 80203 
Phone: 720.227.0088 
Vendor contact name:  Amanda Brown 
Vendor contact e-mail:  ARB@apaconsulting.net 
 

The following details the agreement between CDE and Vendor. 

Project start date:  September 8, 2014 Project end date:  December 31, 2014 

Total dollar amount of project (not to exceed):  $74,100 

Description of service(s) to be performed: 
 
Background 
 
Sections 2-2-1801 through 1804, C.R.S. (House Bill 14-1202) requires the creation of a 
Standards and Assessments Task Force to study how the statewide student assessment system is 
administered, how the data obtained from the assessments are used, and the impact of statewide 
student assessments on local testing systems, instructional time, and administrative workload for 
school districts and public schools.  The task force is required to prepare a final report of its 
findings and any legislative recommendations for the General Assembly by no later than January 
31, 2015.  One component of the task force’s final report must include an analysis of the costs to 
the Colorado Department of Education (CDE), school districts and charter schools of preparing 
for and administering both statewide and local assessments, including an analysis of opportunity 
costs, and local capacity to implement standards and assessments.   
 
CDE is contracting with Augenblick Palaich & Associates, Inc. (hereinafter APA or Vendor) to 
conduct the assessments cost and implementation analysis and provide findings to the Standards 
and Assessments Task Force by no later than November 15, 2014. 
 
While CDE is the entity contracting with Vendor, Vendor must meet with, and respond and 
report to the Standards and Assessments Task Force created under HB 14-1202. 
 
Statement of Work 

CDE is contracting with APA to perform a comprehensive analysis of the costs to CDE, 
Colorado school districts and Colorado charter schools of preparing for and administering both 
statewide and local assessments, including an analysis of opportunity costs, and local capacity to 
implement standards and assessments.   
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Final findings from this analysis must be provided to the Standards and Assessments Task Force 
no later than November 15, 2014, with interim findings provided to the Task Force periodically 
between the issuance of the purchase order and the date of final findings. 
 
A. The study shall consider, at a minimum, the following issues: 
 

1. The administration of statewide assessments within school districts and charter schools, 
including but not limited to: 

 
a. The assessment timelines for the 2014-15 school year and school years thereafter; 

 
b. The total annual cost to CDE and to school districts and charter schools of preparing 

for and administering the statewide assessments; 
 
c. The total number of days required to prepare for and administer statewide 

assessments and the total time students annually spend preparing for and taking 
statewide assessments; 
 

d. The cost to school districts and charter schools of diverting time and resources to 
preparation and administration of statewide assessments and away from instruction; 
and 

 
e. The timeline for receiving statewide assessment results. 

 
2. The administration of local assessments by school districts and charter schools, including 

but not limited to: 
 

a. The local assessments administered by school districts and charter schools to 
supplement statewide assessments; 
 

b. The costs to school districts and charter schools of preparing for and administering 
the local assessments; 

 
c. The local assessment timelines; 
 
d. The total number of days required to prepare for and administer local assessments and 

the total time students annually spend preparing for and taking local assessments; 
 
e. The cost to school districts and charter schools of diverting time and resources to 

preparation and administration of local assessments and away from instruction; 
 
f. The timeline for administering new or additional local assessments; 
 
g. The timeline for receiving local assessment results; 
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h. The cost to a school district or charter school of administering, the time required to 
prepare for, and the time students annually spend in taking assessments that the 
school district or charter school chooses to administer in addition to the local 
assessments; and 

 
i. The combined impact of statewide and local assessments on classroom instruction. 
 

3. The feasibility of allowing school districts and charter schools flexibility regarding 
statewide requirements for academic performance and flexibility to reduce the amount of 
duplication in testing caused by administering both statewide and local assessments, 
including but not limited to the resulting impacts on accountability, comparability of 
performance among public schools and school districts, and quality of education. 

 
4. The ability of school districts and charter schools to implement standards and 

assessments in compliance with Section 22-7-1013, C.R.S., and to implement part 12 of 
article 7 of title 22, C.R.S., including but not limited to: 
 
a. Available resources for creating or purchasing and implementing curricula, including 

textbooks; 
 
b. The extent of broadband access and the availability of technology within school 

districts and charter schools; 
 

c. The school districts' and charter schools' proportional use of curricula, including 
textbooks, broadband, and technology, for testing and for educational purposes other 
than testing; and 

 
d. The adequacy of staffing and professional development for staff within school 

districts and charter schools. 
 

5. The feasibility and consequences of extending timelines and implementing hold harmless 
periods in all state accountability systems for school districts, the state charter school 
institute, public schools, and educators. 

 
6. The feasibility and consequences of allowing parents to excuse their children from 

statewide assessment programs without negatively impacting individual school districts, 
public schools, teachers, or principals. In analyzing this issue, the study shall consider 
any available data regarding parents' reasons for excusing their children from statewide 
assessment Programs. 
 

B. In conducting the study, Vendor shall, at a minimum, seek input from a sample of school 
districts and public schools through the use of techniques such as focus groups, surveys, and 
interviews. 
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When considering feasibility with regard to the issues included in the study, Vendor, at a 
minimum, shall consider the expense that the state may incur as a result of a decrease in 
or loss of federal moneys and the effect a change in the statewide assessment 
requirements may have on the state's ability to identify and measure gaps in academic 
achievement among identified student groups. 
 

C. Vendor shall work with Standards and Assessments Task Force to prioritize study objectives, 
revise Vendor’s prior assessment inventory from the 2012 work, and develop focus group 
and interview protocols. 
 

D. Vendor shall conduct a review of relevant existing documents and data such as prior studies, 
CDE assessment policy materials, assessment timelines, records of assessment administration 
time requirements, assessment alignment studies, existing data on parent opt out, and any 
other relevant materials found. 

 
E. Vendor shall hold separate CDE interviews to:  

 
1. Understand how the state perceives the feasibility and consequences of allowing districts 

and charters flexibility regarding assessment objectives, extended assessment timelines, 
hold harmless periods, and parental opt out. 
 

2. Collect information regarding associated assessment costs incurred at the state-level.  
 

Interviews shall be completed no later than October 31, 2014 
 

F. Vendor shall conduct a statewide survey through Superintendents using an updated and 
expanded version of the Vendor’s survey from the 2012 work.  
 
1. The survey will be used to gather information on current assessment use, time spent 

administering and preparing for assessments, assessment purposes and perceived 
benefits, assessment timelines, opportunity costs, and district capacity, including 
technology hardware and bandwidth. 
 

2. During the survey development phase, Vendor shall create a review group of school 
district staff, charter school staff, and CDE staff to support finalization of the survey. The 
Task Force shall approve the members of the review group.   
 

3. Vendor shall seek input on the survey from members of the Task Force subcommittee to 
ensure that any revisions are easily understood by all participants.  The Task Force 
subcommittee has been established to coordinate and work with APA to conduct the 
assessments cost and implementation analysis. 
 

4. Vendor shall finalize the survey with the Task Force subcommittee. 
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5. Vendor shall send the online survey to the Superintendents of all 178 school districts in 
the State.  
 

6. Vendor shall send the online survey to a sample group of the fifteen CSI charter schools 
and a small sample of charter schools from other districts.  
 

7. Vendor shall target follow-ups to ensure a representative sample from various sized 
districts and types of charter schools.  
 

8. The survey will be sent out in early September. 
 

G. Vendor shall conduct a second school-level survey of school administrators and teachers.  
 
1. The survey will include questions similar to the district-level survey regarding current 

assessment use, time spent administering and preparing for assessments, assessment 
purposes and perceived benefits, assessment timelines, opportunity costs, and school 
capacity.  

 
2. This survey will be reviewed by the Task Force subcommittee.   

 
3. Vendor shall use a two pronged approach to engaging principals and teachers in the 

survey.  
 

a. Vendor shall send the school-level survey link out with the district-level survey and 
ask Superintendents to share it with their school-administrators, who will then be 
asked to share it with all their K-12 teachers, including specialists.   

 
b. Vendor shall send out the survey link through school administrator and teacher 

membership organizations to further promote participation.   
 
c. APA will monitor participation and target follow up efforts to gather as representative 

a response pool as possible from various sized districts and types of charters, with 
varying demographics.  
 

4. The second school level survey will occur in September and October 2014. 
 

H. Vendor shall hold five to eight cost collection interviews with system-level and school-level 
representatives from districts of varying sizes.  
 
1. These interviews will focus on collecting specific resource information about state and 

local assessments, including opportunity costs from diverting resources and time from 
instruction or other district functions.  
 

2. Vendor shall cost out the resources identified and develop per pupil costs that can be 
modeled for the state. 
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3. Cost collection interviews shall be held in October. 

 
I. Vendor shall finalize the data analysis in early November, with the final report completed 

and presented to the Standards and Assessments Task Force by November 15, 2014. 
 

J. See Attachment 1 to the Statement of Work for further details regarding the work to be 
completed. 

 
Rate(s)/Billing/Payment Schedule: 
 
1. Vendor will be paid a total not to exceed amount of $74,100 upon receipt of an 

acceptable invoice based on the following deliverables: 

 

Task Deliverable Date Cost 

Existing Document/data review October 31, 2014 $4,000

CDE interviews October 31, 2014 $3,850

System level survey October 31, 2014 $16,000

School level survey October 31, 2014 $16,000

Cost collection interviews October 31, 2014 $15,050

Final Report November 15, 2014 $9,100

Project Management and Task Force 
Meeting Participation 

Throughout (billable at 
the end of the contract) 

$10,100

TOTAL  $74,100

 

2. Vendor shall invoice and be paid based upon successful completion of services and CDE 
acceptance of completed work.   

3. Vendor invoice shall be as detailed as necessary to explain the total cost reimbursement 
requested and include breakout of work completed.   

4. The price includes all costs incurred by the vendor in the performance of the work.  No 
additional costs will be reimbursed. 
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This document by itself is not a legal document.  This SOW must be attached to an official State of Colorado 
Department of Education Purchase Order (PO), signed by a delegated purchasing agent, to be legally binding. 

No vendor signature is necessary.  By performing the work identified in this SOW, the vendor has accepted the 
terms of this agreement.  In the event that the vendor does not agree with the SOW and/or the terms and conditions 
of the PO, do not perform any work and immediately contact the CDE Contact Person or Buyer identified on the 
front of the PO. 

To receive payment for services rendered, the vendor must submit an invoice to CDE indicating the specific 
services performed, along with applicable rates as identified above, and reference the assigned PO number and PO 
Line number.  If there are specific costs that will be reimbursed as identified above (e.g. – expenses), the vendor 
must attach all applicable receipts. 

* * * Vendor is considered an independent contractor and not a state employee. * * * 
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Dear�Task�Force�Study�Subcommittee�Members,�

It�was�our�pleasure�to�meet�with�the�Task�Force�at�the�August�meeting.��We�look�forward�to�conducting�
this�study�for�the�Task�force�and�working�closely�with�the�members�of�this�subcommittee.�Based�upon�
feedback�shared�during�that�meeting�and�the�interview�process,�we�have�revised�our�study�proposal�to�
better�fit�the�Task�Force’s�objectives.��Specific�changes,�by�area,�include:�

Evaluation�activities/budget�allocations�
x Instead�of�conducting�focus�groups,�we�propose�conducting�a�schoolͲlevel�survey�of�teachers�

and�administrators�so�that�a�larger�pool�of�schoolͲlevel�participants�is�included�in�the�study;�
x Shifting�resources�to�allow�for�greater�APA�participation�in�Task�Force/subcommittee�meetings;��
x Shifting�resources�to�allow�for�a�review�of�existing�documents�and�data,�such�as�on�assessment�

timelines,�assessment�alignment�studies,�and�opt�out�data;�and��
x Removing�the�proposed�stipend�for�the�League�of�Charter�Schools�and�reallocating�those�

resources�to�APA�survey�participation�recruitment�and�follow�up�efforts.�

Study�focus�
Our�understanding�is�that�APA’s�role�is�to�provide�the�Task�Force�with�the�data�needed�to�meet�the�Task�
Force’s�charge,�not�to�make�specific�recommendations.��This�includes�providing�information�on:�(1)�
assessment�use;�(2)�assessment�timeͲ�including�administration�and�preparation;�(3)�assessment�costs,�
including�opportunity�assessment�purchase�and�development�costs�and�opportunity�costs,�such�as�time�
away�from�instruction;�(4)�assessment�timelines;��(5)�purposes�for�assessment�and�any�duplication;�and�
(6)�school�and�district�capacity.��This�information�will�be�presented�to�allow�the�Task�Force�to�determine�
the�feasibility�and�consequences�of�any�assessment�policy�changes.�

In�this�document�you�will�find�a�revised�proposal�of�work�and�evaluation�tasks,�as�well�as�a�revised�
budget.��Please�note�that�the�total�budget�remains�the�same�from�the�prior�submittal,�though�staffing�
allocations�and�tasks�have�shifted.�We�still�expect�to�complete�all�study�activities�and�submit�a�final�
report�to�the�Task�Force�by�November�15th.���

Please�do�not�hesitate�to�contact�me�with�any�questions�or�concerns.�We�look�forward�to�your�feedback.�

�

Best,�
Amanda�Brown,�Senior�Associate�at�APA�
arb@apaconsulting.net�
720.227.0088�
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Revised Approach 
APA�will�use�the�following�approach�to�assist�the�Task�Force�in�addressing�its�specific�tasks:�

Task�Force�
Task� Study�Area�from�RFP�Scope�of�Work�

Task�1:�
Existing�
Document/�
Data�Review�

Task�2:�
SystemͲ
level�Survey�

Task�3Ͳ�
SchoolͲ
level�
Survey�

Task�4Ͳ
District/�
Charter�
Interviews

Task�5Ͳ�
CDE�

Interviews
Task�1� Provide�data�related�to�statewide�assessments:� �� �� �� �� �

� x Statewide�assessment�timelines� X� �� �� �� X�
� x Annual�costs�to�CDE�and�districts�to�prepare�for�and�

administer�statewide�assessments� X� �� �� X� X�
� x Time�spent�to�prepare�for�and�administer�statewide�

assessments�(#�of�days�and�total�time�annually)� X� X� �� �� X�
� x Opportunity�costs�to�school�districts�and�charter�

schools�of�diverting�time�and�resources�to�
preparation�and�administration�of�statewide�
assessments�and�away�from�instruction� � �� X� X� ��

� x Timeline�for�receiving�statewide�assessment�results� � X� �� �� X�
Task�2� Provide�data�related�to�local�assessments:� �� �� �� �� �

� x Which�local�assessments�are�administered� �� X� �� �� �
� x Annual�costs�to�districts�prepare�for�and�administer�

local�assessments� �� �� X�
�

� x Local�assessment�timelines� X� X� �� �� �
� x Time�spent�to�prepare�for�and�administer�local�

assessments�(#�of�days�and�total�time�annually)� X� X� �� ��
�

� x Opportunity�costs�to�school�districts�and�charter�
schools�of�diverting�time�and�resources�to�
preparation�and�administration�of�local�assessments�
and�away�from�instruction� �� �� X� X�

�

� x Timeline�for�receiving�local�assessment�results� �� X� �� �� �
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Task�Force�
Task� Study�Area�from�RFP�Scope�of�Work�

Task�1:�
Existing�
Document/�
Data�Review�

Task�2:�
SystemͲ
level�
Survey�

Task�3Ͳ�
SchoolͲ
level�
Survey�

Task�4Ͳ
District/�
Charter�
Interviews�

Task�5Ͳ�
CDE�

Interviews
Task�2� Provide�needed�data�to�allow�the�Task�Force�to�determine:� �� �� �� �� �

� x Combined�impact�of�statewide�and�local�
assessments�on�classroom�instruction.� � X� X� X�

Task�3�

x Feasibility�of�allowing�school�districts�and�charter�
schools�flexibility�regarding�statewide�requirements�
for�academic�performance�and�flexibility�to�reduce�
the�amount�of�duplication�in�testing�caused�by�
administering�both�statewide�and�local�assessments.� X� �� X� X�

Task�4�

x Capacity�of�school�districts�and�charter�schools�to�
implement�standards�and�assessments�in�
compliance�with�state�requirements,�including�but�
not�limited�to:�available�resources�for�creating�or�
purchasing�and�implementing�curricula,�including�
textbooks;�technology�and�broadband�access;�the�
proportional�use�of�curricula,�including�textbooks,�
broadband,�and�technology,�for�testing�and�for�
educational�purposes�other�than�testing;�and�the�
adequacy�of�staffing�and�PD�for�staff.� X� X� X� ��

Task�5�

x Feasibility�and�consequences�of�extending�timelines�
and�implementing�hold�harmless�periods�in�all�state�
accountability�systems�for�districts,�the�state�charter�
school�institute,�public�schools,�and�educators.� � X� X� X�

Task�6�

x Feasibility�and�consequences�of�allowing�parents�to�
excuse�their�children�from�statewide�assessment�
programs�without�negatively�impacting�individual�
school�districts,�public�schools,�teachers,�or�
principals.�� X� X� X� X�
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Task�Force�Task�7�requires�the�collection�of�information�from�schools�and�districts�through�ha�variety�of�
methods�including�surveys�and�interviews,�so�the�study�itself�fulfills�that�task.�Task�8,�while�not�
specifically�noted�in�the�RFP�as�part�of�the�study,�can�also�be�addressed�during�the�CDE�interviews.�

Revised Study Tasks in Detail 
APA�will�work�closely�with�the�task�Force�and�Study�subcommittee�throughout�the�study�process.��
Additional�detail�about�specific�study�tasks�is�provided�below:��

Study�Task�1�–�Review�of�Existing�Documents�and�Data�
APA�will�conduct�a�review�of�relevant�existing�documents�and�data�such�as:�prior�studies,�CDE�
assessment�policy�materials,�assessment�timelines,�records�of�assessment�administration�time�
requirements,�assessment�alignment�studies,�existing�data�on�parent�opt�out,�and�any�other�relevant�
materials�found.�

Study�Task�2�–�SystemͲlevel�Survey,�including�Initial�Survey�Development�and�Review�
APA�will�conduct�a�statewide�survey�through�Superintendents�using�an�updated�and�expanded�version�
of�the�survey�from�the�2012�work.�The�will�be�used�to�gather�information�on�current�assessment�use�
(which�has�likely�changed�since�2012�in�light�of�new�and�anticipated�assessment�policies),�time�spent�
administering�and�preparing�for�assessments,�assessment�purposes�and�perceived�benefits,�assessment�
timelines,�opportunity�costs,�and�district�capacity,�including�technology�hardware�and�bandwidth.�

During�the�survey�development�phase,�APA�will�use�the�subcommitteeͲ�and�any�other�participants�the�
subcommittee�would�like�to�includeͲ�as�a�review�group.�We�believe�it�is�important�to�seek�input�on�the�
survey�using�a�number�of�outside�representatives�to�ensure�that�any�revisions�are�easily�understood�by�
all�participants.���

The�online�survey�will�be�sent�to�the�Superintendents�of�all�178�school�districts�in�the�state.��We�will�also�
send�the�survey�to�a�sample�group�of�the�fifteen�CSI�charters�and�a�small�sample�of�charters�from�other�
districts.��While�we�targeted�the�same�number�of�charters�to�participate�in�our�previous�study�of�
assessment�practices,�we�ultimately�did�not�have�sufficient�participation�to�include�them�in�that�study’s�
findings.�Improving�charter�input�will�be�a�particular�area�of�importance�for�this�study.���

The�prior�work�had�a�district�participation�rate�of�44�percent,�and�our�aim�would�be�to�increase�
participation�to�60�percent.�We�plan�to�do�so�by�shortening�the�survey�to�limit�the�time�required�to�
participate�and�undertaking�more�extensive�followͲup�efforts�with�each�identified�participant�to�elicit�as�
many�responses�as�possible.��We�will�also�target�followͲups�to�ensure�a�representative�sample�from�
various�sized�districts�and�types�of�charters.��A�higher�response�rate�will�allow�us�to�better�understand�
any�differences�in�assessment�practices�across�the�state�based�on�district�or�charter�school�
characteristics�such�as�size,�and�urban,�suburban,�and�rural�location.�We�anticipate�that�this�survey�will�
be�sent�out�in�September.�

�
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Study�Task�3�–�SchoolͲlevel�Survey�of�School�Administrators�and�Teachers�
APA�will�conduct�a�second�schoolͲlevel�survey�of�school�administrators�and�teachers.�The�survey�will�
include�questions�similar�to�the�districtͲlevel�survey�regarding�current�assessment�use,�time�spent�
administering�and�preparing�for�assessments,�assessment�purposes�and�perceived�benefits,�assessment�
timelines,�opportunity�costs,�and�school�capacity.�We�suggest�similarly�having�the�survey�reviewed�by�
the�subcommittee.�

We�will�use�a�two�pronged�approach�to�engaging�principals�and�teachers�in�the�survey.�First,�we�will�
send�the�schoolͲlevel�survey�link�out�with�the�districtͲlevel�survey�and�ask�Superintendents�to�share�it�
with�their�schoolͲadministrators,�who�are�then�asked�to�share�it�with�all�their�KͲ12�teachers,�including�
specialists.��Second,�we�will�send�out�the�survey�link�through�school�administrator�and�teacher�
membership�organizations�to�further�promote�participation.��While�we�will�use�a�broad�initial�surveying�
to�reach�as�many�principals�and�teachers�as�possible�instead�of�a�most�targeted�sampling�approach,�APA�
will�also�monitor�participation�and�target�follow�up�efforts�to�gather�as�representative�a�response�pool�
as�possible�from�various�sized�districts�and�types�of�charters,�with�varying�demographics.�We�believe�this�
approach�will�give�us�the�best�chance�of�having�high�participant�numbers,�which�will�allow�us�to�have�
more�confidence�in�our�results�and�their�generalizability.��We�anticipate�that�this�survey�will�be�sent�out�
in�September.�

Study�Task�4Ͳ�Cost�collection�interviews�with�district�and�charter�representatives�(systemͲlevel�and�
schoolͲlevel)�
We�will�also�plan�on�holding�5Ͳ8�interviews�with�systemͲlevel�and�schoolͲlevel�representatives.�These�
interviews�will�be�focused�on�collecting�specific�resource�information�about�state�and�common�local�
assessments,�including�opportunity�costs�from�diverting�resources�and�time�from�instruction�or�other�
district�functions.��We�will�then�cost�out�the�resources�identified�and�develop�per�pupil�costs�that�can�be�
modeled�for�the�state.�These�cost�collection�interviews�will�be�held�in�October.�

Study�Task�5�–�Conduct�Interviews�with�CDE�staff�
APA�will�interview�CDE�interview�staff�to:�(1)�understand�how�the�state�perceives�the�feasibility�and�
consequences�of�allowing�districts�and�charters�flexibility�regarding�assessment�objectives,�extended�
assessment�timelines,�hold�harmless�periods,�and�parental�opt�out;�and�(2)�collect�information�regarding�
associated�assessment�costs�incurred�at�the�stateͲlevel.���We�propose�starting�these�interviews�in�
September/October.�

Study�Task�6ͲFinal�Report�
APA�will�finalize�the�data�analysis�in�early�November,�with�the�final�report�completed�and�submitted�the�
Standards�and�Assessments�Task�Force�by�November�15,�2014.�
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Revised Timeline 
As�noted�above,�work�will�begin�August�18,�2014�and�a�final�report�will�be�completed�no�later�than�
November�15,�2014,�with�interim�findings�provided�to�the�Task�Force�periodically�between�the�execution�
of�the�PO/contract�and�the�date�of�final�findings.��

Task� Proposed�Timeframe� Findings�Available�to�be�
Shared�with�Task�Force�

Study�Task�1:�Existing�Document/Data�Review� AugustͲSeptember� October�
Study�Task�2:�SystemͲlevel�Survey� SeptemberͲOctober� October/November�
Study�Task�3:�SchoolͲlevel�Survey� SeptemberͲOctober� October/November�
Study�Task�4:�Cost�Collection�Interviews� SeptemberͲOctober� November�
Study�Task�5:�CDE�Interviews� SeptemberͲOctober� November�
Study�Task�6:�Final�Report� November�15th� November�
�
In�addition�to�updating�the�Task�Force�on�findings�as�noted�in�the�schedule�above,�we�will�also�share�
progress�updates�and�all�developed�materialͲ�surveys�and�interview�protocolsͲ�with�the�Task�Force�in�
September�and�October.�
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Revised Cost Proposal 

Task� Total�by�Task

Daily�Rates�
Brown Silverstein� McClelland Rainey
$800 $1,100� $800 $1,000

Task�1:�Literature/�Existing�Document�
Review� �� �� �� �� ��
Reviewing�available�materials� $2,400 1.0 �� 2.0 ��
Summarize�findings� $1,600 1.0 �� 1.0 ��
Subtotal� $4,000 �� �� �� ��
Task�2:�SystemͲlevel�Survey�of�Districts�
and�Charters� �� �� �� �� ��
Survey�development� $4,800 2.0 1.0� 2.0 0.5
Beta�testing/review� $1,600 1.0 �� 1.0 ��
Administration�and�follow�up� $3,500 1.0 �� 1.5 1.5
Analyzing�results� $6,100 2.0 1.0� 3.0 1.0
Subtotal� $16,000 �� �� �� ��
Task�3:�SchoolͲlevel�Survey�of�
Administrators�and�Teachers� �� �� �� �� ��
Survey�development� $4,800 2.0 1.0� 2.0 0.5
Beta�testing/review� $1,600 1.0 �� 1.0 ��
Administration�and�follow�up� $3,500 1.0 �� 1.5 1.5
Analyzing�results� $6,100 2.0 1.0� 3.0 1.0
Subtotal� $16,000 �� �� �� ��
Task�4:�Districts�and�Charter�Interviews� �� �� �� �� ��
Materials�preparation� $2,250 1.0 0.5� 0.5 0.5
Interviews�regarding�costs� $9,300 3.0 3.0� 2.0 2.0
Costing�out�identified�resources� $3,500 2.0 1.0� 1.0 ��
Subtotal� $15,050 �� �� �� ��
Task�5:�CDE�Interviews� �� �� �� �� ��
Materials�preparation� $2,400 1.0 1.0� �� 0.5
Meetings�� $1,450 0.5 0.5� �� 0.5
Subtotal� $3,850 �� �� �� ��
Task�6:�Final�Report� �� �� �� �� ��
Report�writing�� $9,100 3.0 3.0� 3.0 1.0
Subtotal� $9,100 �� �� �� ��
Project�Management�and�Task�Force�
Meeting�Participation� $10,100 3.0 3.0� 3.0 2.0

TOTAL� $74,100 ��
�
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SECTION 1.  OVERVIEW 
 
Sections 2-2-1801 through 1804, C.R.S. (House Bill 14-1202) requires the creation of a 
Standards and Assessments Task Force to study how the statewide student assessment system is 
administered, how the data obtained from the assessments are used, and the impact of statewide 
student assessments on local testing systems, instructional time, and administrative workload for 
school districts and public schools.  The task force is required to prepare a final report of its 
findings and any legislative recommendations for the General Assembly by no later than January 
31, 2015.  One component of the task force’s final report must include an analysis of the costs to 
the Colorado Department of Education (CDE), school districts and charter schools of preparing 
for and administering both statewide and local assessments, including an analysis of opportunity 
costs, and local capacity to implement standards and assessments.   
 
CDE is soliciting competitive quotations from offerors to conduct the assessments cost and 
implementation analysis and provide findings to the Standards and Assessments Task Force by 
no later than November 15, 2014. 

SECTION 2. ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION 

A. Point of Contact 

The sole point of contact for this solicitation is: 

Eva Reynolds 
201 East Colfax Avenue, Room 409 
Denver, CO  80203-1799 
Phone:  (719) 499-2367 
E-mail:  ereynolds520@comcast.net 

 
B. Communications 

All communication from CDE will be via postings on the State’s Bid Information and 
Distribution System (BIDS) website located at http://www.bidscolorado.com/.  CDE will 
post notices that will include, but are not limited to, any modifications to requirements; 
answers to questions received, and notice of award.  It is the responsibility of the offeror to 
carefully and regularly monitor BIDS for any such postings.  Offerors must be registered 
on BIDS in order to download solicitation documents, information and respond. 

C. Tax Exemption 

The State of Colorado, as purchaser, is exempt from all federal excise taxes under Chapter 
32 of the Internal Revenue Code (Registration No. 84-730123K) and from all state and local 
government use taxes (Section 39-26-704, C.R.S.).  The State and Local Sales Tax 
Exemption Number for the State of Colorado is 98-02565. 
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D. Performance Outside the State of Colorado and/or the United States 

Following the issuance of a Purchase Order or State Contract, Contractor shall provide 
written notice to the State if Contractor intends to perform or subcontract for the 
performance of Services outside the State of Colorado and/or the United States.  Such notice 
shall specify the type of services to be performed outside the State of Colorado and/or the 
United States and the reason why it is necessary or advantageous to perform such Services 
at such location or locations.  All notices received by the State shall be posted on the 
Colorado Department of Personnel & Administration’s website.  Knowing failure by 
Contractor to provide notice to the State under this provision shall constitute a material 
breach of any contract/purchase order awarded pursuant to this solicitation.   

E. Legal Residents 

1. By responding to this solicitation, the offeror certifies that it shall comply with the 
provisions of Section 8-17.5-101, C.R.S. et seq.  The successful offeror shall not 
knowingly engage an illegal alien to perform work under the resulting State Purchase 
Order (PO), or enter into a contract with a subcontractor that fails to certify to the 
successful offeror that the subcontractor shall not knowingly engage an illegal alien to 
perform work under the contract.  The offeror represents, warrants, and agrees that it (i) 
will verify that it does not engage any illegal aliens through participation in the federal 
Basic Pilot Employment Verification Program and (ii) otherwise will comply with the 
requirements of Section 8-17.5-102(2)(b), C.R.S.  The offeror shall comply with all 
reasonable requests made in the course of an investigation under Section 8-17.5-102, 
C.R.S.  Failure to comply with any requirement of this provision or Section 8-17.5-101 et 
seq. C.R.S. shall be cause for termination for breach and the offeror shall be liable for 
actual and consequential damages. 

2. The offeror, if a natural person eighteen (18) years of age or older, hereby swears or 
affirms under penalty of perjury that he or she (i) is a citizen or otherwise lawfully 
present in the United States pursuant to federal law, (ii) shall comply with the provisions 
of Section 24-76.5-101 et seq. C.R.S., and (iii) shall produce one form of identification 
required by Section 24-76.5-103, C.R.S. prior to the effective date of the resulting PO or 
contract. 

F. DQ Timeline 

1. The deadline for responses to this solicitation is June 26, 2014 at 12:00 PM (MDT). 

2. Late responses will not be considered.  It is the responsibility of the offeror to ensure 
that their response is received in the manner prescribed in Section 6.0 Submittal 
Requirements on or before the response due date and time.  Responses may be modified 
or withdrawn prior to the response due date and time. 
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G. Selection 

1. Selection will be made of the responsible offeror whose acceptable response is 
determined to be the most advantageous to CDE, at CDE’s sole discretion, cost/price 
being the primary consideration.  This solicitation will result in a fixed-price Purchase 
Order (PO) or contract.  CDE reserves the right to make an award without further 
discussion of responses received.  Therefore, it is important that responses be submitted 
in the most complete terms possible from both the technical and cost/price standpoint. 

2. Upon selection of an offeror by CDE, a PO will be offered to the successful offeror.  In 
the event that the successful offeror’s forms (or parts of forms) are included in the 
successful offeror’s response and included as attachments or exhibits to the final PO, the 
offeror agrees that, where there are contradictions or inconsistencies, the terms of the PO 
shall always supersede, manage, and control those of any such attachment or exhibit. 
CDE’s PO Terms and Conditions are published with this solicitation on BIDS as a 
separate document as Attachment B.   

3. The contents of the response, including persons specified to implement the project, of the 
successful offeror will become contractual obligations of the PO.  Failure of the selected 
offeror to accept these obligations in a PO may result in cancellation of the selection. 

4. Any restrictions on the use or inspection of material contained within the response shall 
be requested prior to the submission of the response itself.  Written requests for 
confidentiality shall be submitted to the Purchasing Agent by the offeror prior to the 
proposal submission date.  The offeror must state specifically what portion(s) of the 
response it is requesting to be considered confidential/proprietary with an explanation of 
the reasons that the materials are considered confidential/proprietary.  The Purchasing 
Agent will inform the offeror in writing which portions of the confidentiality/proprietary 
request will be honored and which will not.  Requests shall adhere to the following: 

a. Confidential/proprietary information must be readily identified marked and 
separated/packaged from the rest of the response. 

b. Co-mingling of confidential/proprietary and other information is NOT acceptable.  
Neither a response in its entirety nor the response cost/price information will be 
considered confidential and/or proprietary. 

5. Any information that will be included in any resulting PO or contract cannot be 
considered confidential. 

6. Upon vendor selection and PO or contract issuance, the responses shall be open to public 
inspection subject to any continued prohibition on the disclosure of confidential data, 
C.R.S. Title 24, Article 72, Part 2, as amended. 
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H. Term 

The anticipated term of the PO resulting from this solicitation is August 1, 2014 or upon 
final execution of the PO through November 30, 2014.   

 
I. Work Location 

Work will be performed offsite. State-wide travel may be required.  In addition, local 
meetings, status meetings and working meetings may occur either at the Colorado 
Department of Education, at 201 E. Colfax Ave., Denver, CO 80203, or at the locations 
where the Standards and Assessments Tasks Force holds its meetings.  All travel exepenses 
are to be included with offeror’s cost proposal. 

 
J. Rights in Data, Documents, and Computer Software 

Any software, research, reports, studies, data, photographs, negatives or other documents, 
drawings, models, materials, or work product of any type, including drafts, prepared by 
Offeror in the performance of its obligations under the resulting contract (the Work Product) 
shall be the exclusive property of the State and Offeror shall deliver all such Work Product to 
the State upon completion, termination, or cancellation of the contract.  The rights of the 
State with respect to such Work Product shall include, but not be limited to, the right to copy, 
publish, display, transfer, prepare derivative works, or otherwise use such Work Product.  
The parties acknowledge that any Work Product developed from Federal funds may be the 
property of the Federal government, in which case the State reserves a royalty-free, non-
exclusive, irrevocable license to reproduce, publish and otherwise use, and authorize others 
to use, such Intellectual Property for the purposes of the State and the Federal government. 
The State desires to avoid the use of proprietary systems for this project. The Awarded 
Offeror shall not use, willingly allow, cause or permit such Work Product to be used for any 
purpose other than the performance of Awarded Offeror’s obligations under the purchase 
order/contract, without the prior written consent of the State.  The rights of the State with 
respect to such Work Product shall include, but not be limited to, the right to copy, publish, 
display, transfer, prepare derivative works, or otherwise use such property. The State shall be 
the owner of all licenses to third party proprietary operating and vendor software packages 
provided by Offeror. 
 

K. Scope of Work Modifications 

The CDE reserves the right to make minor changes in scope through a purchase 
order/contract amendment by mutual agreement with Awarded Offeror. 

 
L. Subcontracting 

Subcontracting will allowed to provide any of the services requested in this solicitation with 
the prior approval of CDE personnel.  If allowed, subcontractor and all personnel will be 
managed by the awarded offeror. 
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M. Additional Requirements 

1. At CDE’s option, offerors submitting a proposal may be required, during the period of 
this solicitation, to make a formal presentation to and/or attend a meeting to discuss their 
proposal/work experience with members of the evaluation committee. 

2. In the event that the successful offeror must access any student level data, the offeror 
must adhere to existing privacy/security standards established by the Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and to CDE’s data privacy and security policies. The 
candidate shall protect the confidentiality of all Colorado students and their associated 
educational records. Except for officially approved purposes, no information about or 
obtained from, any student or teacher shall be disclosed to any party other than CDE, 
without prior written consent.  Awarded offeror will be required to sign the FERPA 
Confidentiality Agreement (Attachment D) and Confidentiality and Protection of 
Identifiable Information Additional Terms and Conditions (Attachment E).   

3. It will be the responsibility of the successful offeror to meet the scope of the project by 
providing appropriate information as well as adequate resources to ensure the successful 
implementation of this project. 

SECTION 3:  STATEMENT OF WORK 
 
CDE is soliciting for competitive quotations from offerors to perform a comprehensive analysis 
of the costs to CDE, Colorado school districts and Colorado charter schools of preparing for and 
administering both statewide and local assessments, including an analysis of opportunity costs, 
and local capacity to implement standards and assessments.   
 
Final findings from this analysis must be provided to the Standards and Assessments Task Force 
no later than November 15, 2014, with interim findings provided to the Task Force periodically 
between the execution of the PO/contract and the date of final findings. 
 
A. The study shall consider, at a minimum, the following issues: 
 

1. The administration of statewide assessments within school districts and charter schools, 
including but not limited to: 

 
a. The assessment timelines for the 2014-15 school year and school years thereafter; 

 
b. The total annual cost to CDE and to school districts and charter schools of preparing 

for and administering the statewide assessments; 
 
c. The total number of days required to prepare for and administer statewide 

assessments and the total time students annually spend preparing for and taking 
statewide assessments; 
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d. The cost to school districts and charter schools of diverting time and resources to 
preparation and administration of statewide assessments and away from instruction; 
and 

 
e. The timeline for receiving statewide assessment results. 

 
2. The administration of local assessments by school districts and charter schools, including 

but not limited to: 
 

a. The local assessments administered by school districts and charter schools to 
supplement statewide assessments; 
 

b. The costs to school districts and charter schools of preparing for and administering 
the local assessments; 

 
c. The local assessment timelines; 
 
d. The total number of days required to prepare for and administer local assessments and 

the total time students annually spend preparing for and taking local assessments; 
 
e. The cost to school districts and charter schools of diverting time and resources to 

preparation and administration of local assessments and away from instruction; 
 
f. The timeline for administering new or additional local assessments; 
 
g. The timeline for receiving local assessment results; 
 
h. The cost to a school district or charter school of administering, the time required to 

prepare for, and the time students annually spend in taking assessments that the 
school district or charter school chooses to administer in addition to the local 
assessments; and 

 
i. The combined impact of statewide and local assessments on classroom instruction. 

 
3. The feasibility of allowing school districts and charter schools flexibility regarding 

statewide requirements for academic performance and flexibility to reduce the amount of 
duplication in testing caused by administering both statewide and local assessments, 
including but not limited to the resulting impacts on accountability, comparability of 
performance among public schools and school districts, and quality of education. 

 
4. The ability of school districts and charter schools to implement standards and 

assessments in compliance with Section 22-7-1013, C.R.S., and to implement part 12 of 
article 7 of title 22, C.R.S., including but not limited to: 
 
a. Available resources for creating or purchasing and implementing curricula, including 

textbooks; 
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b. The extent of broadband access and the availability of technology within school 

districts and charter schools; 
c. The school districts' and charter schools' proportional use of curricula, including 

textbooks, broadband, and technology, for testing and for educational purposes other 
than testing; and 

 
d. The adequacy of staffing and professional development for staff within school 

districts and charter schools. 
 

5. The feasibility and consequences of extending timelines and implementing hold harmless 
periods in all state accountability systems for school districts, the state charter school 
institute, public schools, and educators. 

 
6. The feasibility and consequences of allowing parents to excuse their children from 

statewide assessment programs without negatively impacting individual school districts, 
public schools, teachers, or principals. In analyzing this issue, the study shall consider 
any available data regarding parents' reasons for excusing their children from statewide 
assessment Programs. 
 

B. In conducting the study, the offeror shall, at a minimum, seek input from a re sample of 
school districts and public schools through the use of techniques such as focus groups, 
surveys, and interviews. 

 
C. When considering feasibility with regard to the issues included in the study, the offeror, at a 

minimum, shall consider the expense that the state may incur as a result of a decrease in or 
loss of federal moneys and the effect that a change in the statewide assessment requirements 
may have on the state's ability to identify and measure gaps in academic achievement among 
identified student groups. 

 
SECTION 4.  OFFEROR QUALIFICATIONS 
 
Failure of offeror to meet the following qualifications will result in elimination of offeror’s  
response / proposal from consideration.  All personnel that may have access to FERPA protected 
information may be required to pass a background check, as well as sign a FERPA 
Confidentiality Agreement (Attachment D) and the Confidentiality and Protection of 
Identifiable Information Additional Terms and Conditions Document (Attachment E).  All 
offerors prior to proposal submission are required to review these documents for acceptance if 
selected as the awarded offeror. 

A. Qualifications 
 

1. The successful offeror must have at least five years of demonstrated experience and 
knowledge of public education and the current context of education initiatives in 
Colorado.  
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2. The successful offeror must have at least five years of demonstrated experience 
conducting cost studies and analyses using a variety of cost capturing and modeling 
techniques. 
 

3. The successful offeror must have demonstrated expertise in conducting research in the 
public sector including effective use of such research techniques as sampling, focus 
groups, surveys, interviews, and statistical analyses.  
 

4. All personnel assigned to this project must be available to perform the tasks and duties 
assigned to them for the corresponding duration set forth in the project plan. The 
successful offeror shall not change such personnel unless CDE reasonably requests such a 
change, in the event of a termination (voluntary or involuntary), resignation, grave 
personal circumstance, illness or disability or death involving personnel; or required by 
law. 
 

5. Personnel assigned to this project must: 
 
a. Possess knowledge of the Colorado education environment; 

 
b. Have demonstrated expertise in cost studies and cost analysis; 

 
c. Have demonstrated expertise in conducting social sector research studies;  

 
d. Have strong organization, verbal and written communication skills; and 

 
e. Be able to communicate effectively and confidently with users, team members and 

management.  Must be flexible and willing to undertake a wide variety of challenging 
tasks. 

SECTION 5.  COSTS/COMPENSATION 

A. Submit a firm, fixed-price for the deliverables described in Section 3.0 Statement of Work of 
this solicitation.  Quotes which exceed $75,000.00 will not be considered for award. 

B. The cost/price quotation(s) shall include all costs incurred by the vendor and its personnel 
in the performance of the Project work.  NO ADDITIONAL COSTS WILL BE 
REIMBURSED.  

The resulting PO is subject to and contingent upon the continuing availability of state funds 
for the purpose hereof.  The successful offeror recognizes that it is to be paid, reimbursed or 
otherwise compensated with funds provided to CDE for the purpose of contracting for the 
services provided herein.  The successful offeror expressly understands and agrees that all its 
rights, demands and claims to compensation arising under the resulting PO are contingent 
upon receipt of such funds by CDE.  In the event that CDE does not receive such funds, or 
any part thereof, CDE may immediately terminate this PO without liability, including 
liability for termination cost. 
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SECTION 6.  EVALUATION 
 
The evaluation committee will be the members of the statutorily appointed Standards and 
Assessment Task Force.  The Task Force will use criteria to determine the proposal(s) that will 
be most advantageous to the state for the tasks, and/or deliverables described in the Statement of 
Work, Section 3 and Submittal Requirement Section 7, as well as the approach the offeror is 
proposing and the likelihood that the timelines can be met. Submitted proposals must clearly 
address how all tasks in the Statement of Work will be achieved.  Proposals should speak 
directly to each of the tasks required in the Statement of Work. The focus will be determining 
how well the offeror’s proposal meets the state’s needs in its: 
 
A. Cost proposal. 

 
B. Project Approach – (approach used to ensure timelines and deliverables are met). 

 
C. Technical approach (approach used to ensure scope is met). 

 
D. Experience. 

SECTION 7.  SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

A. Questions/Inquiries 

1. Questions regarding this DQ will be accepted only in writing via email until June 13, 
2014, 5:00 PM (MDT), no questions will be accepted after this date and time.  

2. Send questions to: Eva Reynolds at ereynolds520@comcast.net. Include the DQ 
number in the subject line of the e-mail. 

3. CDE’s response to all questions will be posted on BIDS approximately June 18, 2014. 

B. Responses 

1. Responses will be accepted via e-mail only by the due date of June 26, 2014, 12:00 PM 
(MDT). Send one (1) electronic version to Eva Reynolds, Purchasing Agent at 
ereynolds520@comcast.net.  In the body of the e-mail, include: 

a. The solicitation number. 

b. The solicitation title. 

c. The solicitation due date and time. 

2. Please limit your response to this DQ to twenty (20) pages, excluding documented 
evidence of experience. 

3. Unnecessarily lengthy responses are not desired.  Responses exceeding 30 pages for 
entire proposal (including portfolio of sample work, and exhibits) may disqualify offerors 



Page 12 of 28 
 
 

from consideration.  Font size for basic narrative descriptions must be no smaller than 12 
characters per inch. 

C. Submit 

1. A narrative detailing the offeror’s background and experience as it relates to Section 3.0 
Statement of Work of this solicitation. 

a. Provide at least two specific qualifications for successfully implemented projects 
similar to the project requested from this Statement of Work. 

b. A primary offeror point of contact for the project, including name, position 
description, phone number, and e-mail address. 

2. Three references from current and/or past customers for the last three years, of 
comparable size and scope, who can attest to the offeror’s experience and qualifications 
as it relates to the scope of the work described above.  Each reference must include the 
following information:  

a. Client Name 

b. Project Name 

c. Contact Name 

d. Contact Title 

e. Contact Phone Number 

3. A proposed approach to delivering the services outlined in Section 3.0, Statement of 
Work, that are provided in this solicitation, include specific stakeholder engagement 
methodology and the timeline for each service. 

4. A proposed timeline for completing the study tasks and providing periodic updates, 
interim reports, and a final report by November 15, 2014 to the Standards and 
Assessment Task Force such that the Task Force can meet its deadline of having a final 
report of its work and recommendations, based in part on the offeror’s study, by January 
2015. 

5. Evidence of the ability to communicate complex issues to general audiences. 

6. Resumes of the individuals proposed to perform the work and/or offeror’s owner. 

7. Listing of offeror’s job awards/assignments for the last six months. 

CDE reserves the right to independently identify and contact other references in addition 
to those listed above. 
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8. Complete, sign and submit the “Signature Page”, which is Attachment A of this 
solicitation. 

9. Complete, sign and submit page 2 “W-9 form”, which is Attachment C of this 
solicitation.  

10. Provide a statement that offeror has reviewed Attachments B, D and E and accepts the 
conditions of these documents.    

11. Cost Proposal 

SECTION 8.  AWARD INFORMATION 

A. This is a fixed price solicitation.  Pricing must remain firm for the entire term of the PO. Any 
unique changes or modifications to the PO will be negotiated on a case-by-case basis ONLY, 
with final determination made by CDE. 

B. CDE reserves the right to reject all quotes and re-solicit at any time prior to the PO start date.  
CDE reserves the right to cancel this solicitation in its entirety at any time without penalty.  
Illegible quotes or writing shall be deemed non-responsive and will not be evaluated. A quote 
with missing or inconsistent information may be considered non-responsive and may not be 
evaluated.  CDE will be the sole judge in determining the acceptability of an offer.  CDE also 
reserves the right to reject any or all quotes in part or in whole and to waive technicalities as 
allowed in the Procurement Rules. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
Purchase Order Terms and Conditions 1. Offer/Acceptance. If this purchase order (“PO”) refers to vendor’s bid or proposal, 
this PO is an ACCEPTANCE of vendor’s OFFER TO SELL in accordance with the terms and conditions of the “solicitation” identified in vendor’s bid or proposal. The 
solicitation includes an RFP, IFB, or any other form of order by buyer. If a bid or proposal is not referenced, this PO is an OFFER TO BUY, subject to vendor’s acceptance, 
demonstrated by vendor’s performance or written acceptance of this PO. Any COUNTER-OFFER TO SELL automatically CANCELS this PO, unless a change order is issued by 
buyer accepting a counter-offer. This PO shall supersede and control over any vendor form(s) or part(s) thereof included in or attached to any bid, proposal, offer, 
acknowledgment, or otherwise, in the event of inconsistencies or contradictions, regardless of any statement to the contrary in such form(s) or parts thereof. 2. Safety Information. 
All chemicals, equipment and materials proposed and/or used in the performance of this PO shall conform to the requirements of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970. 
Vendor shall furnish all Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for any regulated chemicals, equipment or hazardous materials at the time of delivery.  
3. Changes. Vendor shall furnish products and/or services strictly in accordance with the specifications and price set forth for each item. This PO shall not be modified, superseded 
or otherwise altered, except in writing signed by purchasing agent and accepted by vendor. Each shipment received or service performed shall comply with the terms of this PO, 
notwithstanding invoice terms or acts of vendor to the contrary, unless this PO has been modified, superseded or otherwise altered in accordance with this section.  
4. Delivery. Unless otherwise specified in the solicitation or this PO, delivery shall be FOB destination. Buyer is relying on the promised delivery date, installation, and/or service 
performance set forth in vendor’s bid or proposal as material and basic to buyer’s acceptance. If vendor fails to deliver or perform as and when promised, buyer, in its sole 
discretion, may cancel its order, or any part thereof, without prejudice to its other rights, return all or part of any shipment so made, and charge vendor with any loss or expense 
sustained as a result of such failure to deliver or perform as promised. Time is of the essence.  
5. Intellectual Property. Any software, research, reports, studies, data, photographs, negatives or other documents, drawings or materials (collectively “materials”) delivered by 
vendor in performance of its obligations under this PO shall be the exclusive property of buyer. Ownership rights shall include, but not be limited to, the right to copy, publish, 
display, transfer, prepare derivative works, or otherwise use the materials. Vendor shall comply with all applicable Cyber Security Policies of the State of Colorado (the “State”), 
or buyer, as applicable, and all confidentiality and non-disclosure agreements, security controls, and reporting requirements.  
6. Quality. Buyer shall be the sole judge in determining “equals” with regard to quality, price and performance. All products delivered shall be newly manufactured and the current 
model, unless otherwise specified.  
7. Warranties. All provisions and remedies of the Colorado Uniform Commercial Code, CRS, Title 4 (“CUCC”), relating to implied and/or express warranties are incorporated 
herein, in addition to any warranties contained in this PO or the specifications.  
8. Inspection and Acceptance. Final acceptance is contingent upon completion of all applicable inspection procedures. If products or services fail to meet any inspection 
requirements, buyer may exercise all of its rights, including those provided in the CUCC. Buyer shall have the right to inspect services provided under this PO at all reasonable 
times and places. "Services" as used in this section includes services performed or tangible material produced or delivered in the performance of services. If any of the services do 
not conform to PO requirements, buyer may require vendor to perform the services again in conformity with PO requirements, without additional payment. When defects in the 
quality or quantity of service cannot be corrected by re-performance, buyer may (a) require vendor to take necessary action to ensure that future performance conforms to PO 
requirements and (b) equitably reduce the payment due vendor to reflect the reduced value of the services performed. These remedies do not limit the remedies otherwise available 
in this PO, at law, or in equity.  
9. Cash Discount. The cash discount period will start from the later of the date of receipt of acceptable invoice, or from date of receipt of acceptable products/services at the 
specified destination by an authorized buyer representative.  
10. Taxes. Buyer and the State are exempt from all federal excise taxes under Chapter 32 of the Internal Revenue Code [No. 84-730123K] and from all State and local government 
sales and use taxes [CRS, Title 39, Article 26, Parts I and II]. Such exemptions apply when materials are purchased for the benefit of State, except that in certain political 
subdivisions (e.g., City of Denver) vendor may be required to pay sales or use taxes even though the ultimate product or service is provided to buyer. Buyer shall not reimburse 
such sales or use taxes.  
11. Payment. Buyer shall pay vendor for all amounts due within 45 days after receipt of products or services and a correct notice of amount due. Interest on the unpaid balance 
shall begin to accrue on the 46th day at the rate set forth in CRS §24-30-202(24) until paid in full. Interest shall not accrue if a good faith dispute exists as to buyer’s obligation to 
pay all or a portion of the amount due. Vendor shall invoice buyer separately for interest on delinquent amounts due, referencing the delinquent payment, number of day’s interest 
to be paid, and applicable interest rate.  
12. Vendor Offset. [Not Applicable to Inter-governmental POs] Under CRS §24-30-202.4 (3.5), the State Controller may withhold payment under the State’s vendor offset 
intercept system for debts owed to State agencies for: (a) unpaid child support debts or arrearages; (b) unpaid balances of tax, accrued interest, or other charges specified in CRS 
§39-21-101, et seq.; (c) unpaid loans due to the Student Loan Division of the Department of Higher Education; (d) amounts required to be paid to the Unemployment 
Compensation Fund; and (e) other unpaid debts owing to the State as a result of final agency determination or judicial action.  
13. Assignment and Successors. Vendor shall not assign rights or delegate duties under this PO, or subcontract any part of the performance required under this PO, without the 
express, written consent of buyer. This PO shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon vendor and buyer and their respective successors and assigns. Assignment of accounts 
receivable may be made only upon written notice furnished to buyer.  
14. Indemnification. If any article sold or delivered under this PO is covered by a patent, copyright, trademark, or application therefore, vendor shall indemnify and hold harmless 
buyer from any and all loss, liability, cost, expenses and legal fees incurred on account of any claims, legal actions or judgments arising out of manufacture, sale or use of such 
article in violation or infringement of rights under such patent, copyright, trademark or application. If this PO is for services, vendor shall indemnify, save, and hold harmless 
buyer, its employees and agents, against any and all claims, damages, liability and court awards including costs, expenses, and attorney fees and related expenses, incurred as a 
result of any act or omission by vendor, or its employees, agents, subcontractors or assignees, arising out of or in connection with performance of services under this PO.  
15. Independent Contractor. Vendor shall perform its duties hereunder as an independent contractor and not as an employee. Neither vendor nor any agent or employee of 
vendor shall be deemed to be an agent or employee of buyer. Vendor and its employees and agents are not entitled to unemployment insurance or workers compensation benefits 
through buyer and buyer shall not pay for or otherwise provide such coverage for vendor or any of its agents or employees. Unemployment insurance benefits will be available to 
vendor and its employees and agents only if coverage is made available by vendor or a third party. Vendor shall pay when due all applicable employment, income, and local head 
taxes incurred pursuant to this PO. Vendor shall not have authorization, express or implied, to bind buyer to any agreement, liability or understanding, except as expressly set forth 
herein. Vendor shall (a) provide and keep in force workers' compensation and unemployment compensation insurance in the amounts required by law, (b) provide proof thereof 
when requested by buyer, and (c) be solely responsible for its acts and those of its employees and agents.  
16. Communication. All communication concerning administration of this PO, prepared by vendor for buyer’s use, shall be furnished solely to purchasing agent.  
17. Compliance. Vendor shall strictly comply with all applicable federal and state laws, rules, and regulations in effect or hereafter established, including, without limitation, laws 
applicable to discrimination and unfair employment practices.  
18. Insurance. Vendor shall obtain, and maintain, at all times during the term of this PO, insurance as specified in the solicitation, and provide proof of such coverage as requested 
by purchasing agent.  
19. Termination Prior to Shipment. If vendor has not accepted this PO in writing, buyer may cancel this PO by written or oral notice to vendor prior to shipment of goods or 
commencement of services.  
20. Termination for Cause. (a) If vendor refuses or fails to timely and properly perform any of its obligations under this PO with such diligence as will ensure its completion 
within the time specified herein, buyer may notify vendor in writing of non-performance and, if not corrected by vendor within the time specified in the notice, terminate vendor's 
right to proceed with the PO or such part thereof as to which there has been delay or a failure. Vendor shall continue performance of this PO to the extent not terminated and be 
liable for excess costs incurred by buyer in procuring similar goods or services elsewhere. Payment for completed services performed and accepted shall be at the price set forth in 
this PO. (b) Buyer may withhold amounts due to vendor as buyer deems necessary to reimburse buyer for excess costs incurred in curing, completing or procuring similar goods 
and services.(c) If after rejection, revocation, or other termination of vendor's right to proceed under the CUCC or this clause, buyer determines for any reason that vendor was not 
in default or the delay was excusable, the rights and obligations of buyer and vendor shall be the same as if the notice of termination had been issued pursuant to termination under 
§21.  
21. Termination in Public Interest. Buyer is entering into this PO for the purpose of carrying out the public policy of the State, as determined by its Governor, General Assembly, 
and Courts. If this PO ceases to further the public policy of the State, buyer, in its sole discretion, may terminate this PO in whole or in part and such termination shall not be 
deemed to be a breach of buyer’s obligations hereunder. This section shall not apply to a termination for vendor’s breach, which shall be governed by §20. Buyer shall give written 
notice of termination to vendor specifying the part of the PO terminated and when termination becomes effective. Upon receipt of notice of termination, vendor shall not incur 
further obligations except as necessary to mitigate costs of performance. For services or specially manufactured goods, buyer shall pay (a) reasonable settlement expenses, (b) the 
PO price or rate for supplies and services delivered and accepted, (c) reasonable costs of performance on unaccepted supplies and services, and (d) a reasonable profit for the 
unaccepted work. For existing goods, buyer shall pay (e) reasonable settlement expenses, (f) the PO price for goods delivered and accepted, (g) reasonable costs incurred in 
preparation for delivery of the undelivered goods, and (h) a reasonable profit for the preparatory work. Buyer’s termination liability under this section shall not exceed the total PO 
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price plus a reasonable cost for settlement expenses. Vendor shall submit a termination proposal and reasonable supporting documentation, and cost and pricing data as required by 
CRS §24-106-101, upon request of buyer.  
22. PO Approval. This PO shall not be valid unless it is executed by purchasing agent. Buyer shall not be responsible or liable for products or services delivered or performed 
prior to proper execution hereof.  
23. Fund Availability. Financial obligations of buyer payable after the current fiscal year are contingent upon funds for that purpose being appropriated, budgeted and otherwise 
made available. If this PO is funded in whole or in part with federal funds, this PO is subject to and contingent upon the continuing availability of federal funds for the purposes 
hereof. Buyer represents that it has set aside sufficient funds to make payment for goods delivered in a single installment, in accordance with the terms of this PO.  
24. Choice of Law. State laws, rules and regulations shall be applied in the interpretation, execution, and enforcement of this PO. The CUCC shall govern this PO in the case of 
goods unless otherwise agreed in this PO. Any provision included or incorporated herein by reference which conflicts with such laws, rules, and regulations is null and void. Any 
provision incorporated herein by reference which purports to negate this or any other provision in this PO in whole or in part shall not be valid or enforceable or available in any 
action at law, whether by way of complaint, defense, or otherwise. Unless otherwise specified in the solicitation or this PO, venue for any judicial or administrative action arising 
out of or in connection with this PO shall be in Denver, Colorado. Vendor shall exhaust administrative remedies in CRS §24-109-106, prior to commencing any judicial action 
against buyer.  
25. Public Contracts for Services. [Not Applicable to offer, issuance, or sale of securities, investment advisory services, fund management services, sponsored projects, 
intergovernmental POs, or information technology services or products and services] Vendor certifies, warrants, and agrees that it does not knowingly employ or contract with 
an illegal alien who will perform work under this PO and will confirm the employment eligibility of all employees who are newly hired for employment in the United States to 
perform work under this PO, through participation in the E-Verify Program or the Department program established pursuant to CRS §8-17.5-102(5)(c), Vendor shall not 
knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien to perform work under this PO or enter into a contract or PO with a subcontractor that fails to certify to vendor that the 
subcontractor shall not knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien to perform work under this PO. Vendor shall (a) not use E-Verify Program or Department program 
procedures to undertake pre-employment screening of job applicants during performance of this PO, (b) notify subcontractor and buyer within three days if vendor has actual 
knowledge that subcontractor is employing or contracting with an illegal alien for work under this PO, (c) terminate the subcontract if subcontractor does not stop employing or 
contracting with the illegal alien within three days of receiving notice, and (d) comply with reasonable requests made in the course of an investigation, undertaken pursuant to CRS 
§8-17.5-102(5), by the Colorado Department of Labor and Employment. If vendor participates in the Department program, vendor shall deliver to the buyer a written, notarized 
affirmation that vendor has examined the legal work status of such employee, and shall comply with all of the other requirements of the Department program. If vendor fails to 
comply with any requirement of this provision or CRS §8-17.5-101 et seq., buyer may terminate this PO for breach and, if so terminated, vendor shall be liable for damages.  
26. Public Contracts with Natural Persons. Vendor, if a natural person eighteen (18) years of age or older, hereby swears and affirms under penalty of perjury that he or she (a) 
is a citizen or otherwise lawfully present in the United States pursuant to federal law, (b) shall comply with the provisions of CRS §24-76.5-101 et seq., and (c) has produced a 
form of identification required by CRS §24-76.5-103 prior to the date vendor delivers goods or begins performing services under terms of the PO.  

Effective Date 01/01/09 
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 ATTACHMENT C:  W-9 for Independent Contractors 
 

Form W-9 
Substitute Form 
State of Colorado 12/2009 

Request for Taxpayer 
Identification Number and Certification 

CDE/DAA 
Give form to requester. 
DO NOT send to IRS. 

 

P
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Name 
 
 
Business name, if different from above 
 
 

Check 
ONE 
Legal 
Entity 

  Individual/Sole Proprietor   Corporation    Partnership    Other:  ____________________ 

  LLC filing as Sole Proprietor   LLC filing as Corporation   LLC filing as Partnership   Exempt from backup withholding 

Address (number, street and apartment or suite no.) 
 
 

Provider of medical Services?   Yes   No 

City, state and ZIP code 
 
 

Provider of Legal Services?   Yes   No 

List Account number(s) here (optional) 
 
 

Phone Number 

 

Part I Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN)
 

Enter your TIN in the appropriate box.  For individuals, this is your Social Security 
Number (SSN).  However, for a resident alien, sole proprietor or disregarded entity, see 
the Part I instructions on page 19.  For other entities, it is your Employer Identification 
Number (EIN).  If you do not have a number, see How to get a TIN on page 19. 

Note:  If the account is in more than one name, see the chart on page 20 for guidelines 
on whose number to enter. 

Social Security Number 

         
 

Employer Identification Number 

         
 

 

Part II Certification 

Under penalties of perjury, I certify that: 

1. The number shown on this form is my correct Taxpayer Identification Number (or I am waiting for a number to be issued to me); and 

2. I am not subject to backup withholding because:  (a) I am exempt from backup withholding, or (b) I have not been notified by the Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS) that I am subject to backup withholding as a result of a failure to report all interest or dividends, or (c) the IRS has 
notified me that I am no longer subject to backup withholding; and 

3. I am a U.S. person as defined below. 

Certification Instructions:  You must cross out item 2 above if you have been notified by the IRS that you are currently subject to backup 
withholding because you have failed to report all interest and dividends on your tax return.  For real estate transactions, item 2 does not 
apply.  For mortgage interest paid, acquisition or abandonment of secured property, cancellation of debt, contributions to an Individual 
Retirement Arrangement (IRA), and generally, payments other than interest and dividends, you are not required to sign the Certification, but 
you must provide your correct TIN. (See instructions on page 19.) 

Sign 
Here 

Signature of 
U.S. person ► Date ► 

 

Small, Minority- and Women-Owned Business Enterprise (SBE/MBE/WBE) Self-Certification (please check all boxes that apply)In an 
effort to track levels of participation by small, minority and women businesses with the State of Colorado, the following information is 
requested.  Please indicate the appropriate category of ownership for your company.  “Owned” in this context means a business that is at 
least 51 percent owned by an individual(s) who also control(s) and operate(s) it.  “Control” in this context means exercising the power to 
make policy decisions.  “Operate” means actively involved in the day-to-day management.  If your business is jointly owned by both men and 
women or is a large publicly held corporation, please check the box labeled “Not Applicable”. 

Gender Information: 

  Female-Owned    Male-Owned    Not Applicable 
Owner Ethnicity Information: 

  African American    Asian/Pacific American   White (Non-Hispanic)   Not Applicable 

  Hispanic American    Native American    Other:  _________________________ 
Small Business Information: 
A Small Business is a business that is organized for profit, is independently owned and operated, and has 25 or fewer full-time equivalent 
employees. 

  Yes    No 
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General instructions 
Section references are to the Internal Revenue Code unless 

otherwise noted. 

Purpose of Form 
A person who is required to file an information return with the IRS 

must obtain your correct Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN) to 
report, for example, income paid to you, real estate transactions, 
mortgage interest you paid, acquisition or abandonment of secured 
property, cancellation of debt, or contributions you made to an IRA. 

Use Form W-9 only if you are a U.S. person (including resident 
alien), to provide your correct TIN to the person requesting it (the 
requester) and, when applicable, to: 

1. Certify that the TIN you are giving  is correct (or you are 
waiting for a number to be issued); 

2. Certify that you are not subject to backup withholding; or 
3. Claim exemption from backup withholding if you are a U.S. 

exempt payee.  If applicable, you are also certifying that as a 
U.S. person, your allocable share of any partnership income 
from a U.S. trade or business is not subject to the withholding 
tax on foreign partners’ share of effectively connected income. 

Definition of a U.S. person 
For federal tax purposes, you are considered a U.S. person if you 
are: 
 An individual who is a U.S. citizen or U.S. resident alien. 
 A partnership, corporation, company or association created or 

organized in the United States or under the laws of the United 
States. 

 An estate (other than a foreign estate). 
 A domestic trust (as defined in Regulations section 301-7701-

7). 
Special rules for partnerships 

Partnerships that conduct a trade or business in the United States 
are generally required to pay a withholding tax on any foreign 
partners’ share of income from such business.  Further, in certain 
cases where a Form W-9 has not been received, a partnership is 
required to presume that a partner is a foreign person, and pay the 
withholding tax.  Therefore, if you are a U.S. person that is a partner 
in a partnership conducting a trade or business in the United States, 
provide Form W-9 to the partnership to establish your U.S. status and 
avoid withholding on your share of partnership income. 

The person who gives Form W-9 to the partnership for purposes of 
establishing its U.S. status and avoiding withholding on its allocable 
share of net income from the partnership conducting a trade or 
business in the United States is in the following cases: 

 The U.S. owner of a disregarded entity and not the entity; 
 The U.S. grantor or other owner of a grantor trust and not the 

trust; and 
 The U.S. trust (other than a grantor trust) and not the 

beneficiaries of the trust. 
Foreign person 

If you are a foreign person, do not use Form W-9.  Instead, use the 
appropriate Form W-8 (see Publication 515, Withholding of Tax on 
Nonresident Aliens and Foreign Entities). 
Nonresident alien who becomes a resident alien 

Generally, only a nonresident alien individual may use the terms of 
a tax treaty to reduce or eliminate U.S. tax on certain types of income.  
However, most tax treaties contain a provision known as a “saving 
clause.”  Exceptions specified in the saving clause may permit an 
exemption from tax to continue for certain types of income even after 
the payee has otherwise become a U.S. resident alien for tax 
purposes. 

If you are a U.S. resident alien who is relying on an exception 
contained in the saving clause of a tax treaty to claim an exemption 
from U.S. tax on certain types of income, you must attach a statement 
to Form W-9 that specifies the following five items: 

1. The treaty country.  Generally, this must be the same treaty 
under which you claimed exemption from tax as a nonresident 
alien. 

2. The treaty article addressing the income. 
3. The article number (or location) in the tax treaty that contains 

the saving clause and its exceptions. 
4. The type and amount of income that qualifies for the exemption 

from tax. 
5. Sufficient facts to justify the exemption from tax under the 

terms of the treaty article. 
Example:  Article 20 of the U.S.-China income tax treaty allows 

an exemption from tax for scholarship income received by a Chinese 
student temporarily present in the United States.  Under U.S. law, this 
student will become a resident alien for tax purposes if his or her stay 
in the United States exceeds 5 calendar years.  However, paragraph 2 
of the first Protocol to the U.S.-China treaty (dated April 30, 1984) 
allows the provisions of Article 20 to continue to apply even after the 
Chinese student becomes a resident alien of the United States.  A 
Chinese student who qualifies for this exception (under paragraph 2 
of the first protocol) and is relying on this exception to claim an 
exemption from tax on his or her scholarship or fellowship income 
would attach to Form W-9 a statement that includes the information 
described above to support that exemption. 

If you are a nonresident alien or a foreign entity not subject to 
backup withholding, give the requester the appropriate completed 
Form W-8. 
What is backup withholding? 

Persons making certain payments to you must under certain 
conditions withhold and pay to the IRS 28% of such payments.  This 
is called “backup withholding.”  Payments that may be subject to 
backup withholding include interest, tax-exempt interest, dividends, 
broker and barter exchange transactions, rents, royalties, 
nonemployee pay, and certain payments from fishing boat operators.  
Real estate transactions are not subject to backup withholding. 

You will not be subject to backup withholding on payments you 
receive if you give the requester your correct TIN, make the proper 
certifications, and report all your taxable interest and dividends on 
your tax return. 

Payments you receive will be subject to backup withholding if: 
1. You do not furnish your TIN to the requester; 
2. You do not certify your TIN when required (see the Part II 

instructions on page 19 for details); 
3. The IRS tells the requester that you furnished an incorrect TIN; 
4. The IRS tells you that you are subject to backup withholding 

because you did not report all your interest and dividends on 
your tax return (for reportable interest and dividends only); or 

5. You do not certify to the requester that you are not subject to 
backup withholding under 4 above (for reportable interest and 
dividend accounts opened after 1983 only). 

Certain payees and payments are exempt from backup 
withholding.  See the instructions below and the separate Instructions 
for the Requester of Form W-9. 

Also see Special rules for partnerships on page 18. 

Penalties 
Failure to furnish TIN 

If you fail to furnish your correct TIN to a requester, you are 
subject to a penalty of $50 for each such failure unless your failure is 
due to reasonable cause and not to willful neglect. 
Civil penalty for false information with respect to withholding 

If you make a false statement with no reasonable basis that results 
in no backup withholding, you are subject to a $500 penalty. 
Criminal penalty for falsifying information 

Willfully falsifying certifications or affirmations may subject you 
to criminal penalties including fines and/or imprisonment. 
Misuse of TINs 

If the requester discloses or uses TINs in violation of federal law, 
the requester may be subject to civil and criminal penalties. 

Specific Instructions 
Name 

If you are an individual, you must generally enter the name shown 
on your income tax return.  However, if you have changed your last 
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name, for instance, due to marriage without informing the Social 
Security Administration of the name change, enter your first name, 
the last name shown on your social security card, and your new last 
name. 

If the account is in joint names, list first, and then circle, the name 
of the person or entity whose number you entered in Part I of the 
form. 
Sole Proprietor 

Enter your individual name as shown on your income tax return on 
the “Name” line.  You may enter your business, trade, or “doing 
business as (DBA)” name on the “Business name” line. 
Limited Liability Company (LLC) 

Check the “Limited Liability Company” box appropriate for the 
tax classification in the space provided.  For a Single-Member LLC 
(including a foreign LLC with a domestic owner) that is disregarded 
as an entity separate from its owner under Regulations section 
301.7701-3, enter the owner’s name on the “Name” line.  Enter the 
LLC’s name on the “Business name” line.  For an LLC classified as a 
partnership or a corporation, enter the LLC’s name on the “Name” 
line and any business, trade, or DBA name on the “Business name” 
line. 
Other entities 

Enter your business name as shown on required federal tax 
documents on the “Name” line.  This name should match the name 
shown on the charter or other legal document creating the entity.  You 
may enter any business, trade, or DBA name on the “Business name” 
line. 

Note:  You are requested to check the appropriate box for your 
status (individual/sole proprietor, corporation, etc.). 

Exempt Payee 
If you are exempt from backup withholding, enter your name as 

described above and check the appropriate box for your status, then 
check the “Exempt payee” box in the line following the business 
name, sign and date the form. 

Generally, individuals (including sole proprietors) are not exempt 
from backup withholding.  Corporations are exempt from backup 
withholding for certain payments, such as interest and dividends. 

Note:  If you are exempt from backup withholding, you should still 
complete this form to avoid possible erroneous backup withholding. 

The following payees are exempt from backup withholding: 
1. An organization exempt from tax under section 501(a), any 

IRA, or a custodial account under section 403(b)(7) if the 
account satisfies the requirements of section 401(f)(2); 

2. The United States or any of its agencies or instrumentalities; 
3. A state, the District of Columbia, a possession of the United 

States, or any of their political subdivisions or instrumentalities; 
4. A foreign government or any of its political subdivisions, 

agencies, or instrumentalities; or 
5. An international organization or any of its agencies or 

instrumentalities. 
Other payees that may be exempt from backup withholding 
include: 
6. A corporation; 
7. A foreign central bank of issue; 
8. A dealer in securities or commodities required to register in the 

United States, the District of Columbia, or a possession of the 
United States; 

9. A futures commission merchant registered with the Commodity 
Futures Trading Commission; 

10. A real estate investment trust; 
11. An entity registered at all times during the tax year under the 

Investment Company Act of 1940; 
12. A common trust fund operated by a bank under section 584(a); 
13. A financial institution; 
14. A middleman known in the investment community as a 

nominee or custodian; or 
15. A trust exempt from tax under section 664 or described in 

section 4947. 

The chart below shows types of payments that may be exempt 
from backup withholding.  The chart applies to the exempt payees 
listed above, 1 through 15. 

IF the payment is for… THEN the payment is exempt 
for… 

Interest and dividend payments All exempt payees except for 9 

Broker transactions Exempt payees 1 through 13.  
Also a person registered under the 
Investment Advisers Act of 1940 
who regularly acts as a broker 

Barter Exchange transactions and 
patronage dividends 

Exempt payees 1 through 5 

Payments over $600 required to 
be reported and direct sales over 
$5,000 1 

Generally, exempt payees 1 
through 7 2 

1 See form 1099-MISC, Miscellaneous Income, and its instructions. 
2 However, the following payments made to a corporation (including gross 
proceeds paid to an attorney under section 6045(f), even if  the attorney is a 
corporation) and reportable on Form 1099-MISC are not exempt from backup 
withholding:  Medical and health care payments, attorneys’ fees and payments 
for services paid by a federal executive agency. 

Part I.  Taxpayer Identification Number 
(TIN) 
Enter your TIN in the appropriate box 

If you are a resident alien and you do not have and are not eligible 
to get an SSN, your TIN is your IRS Individual Taxpayer 
Identification Number (ITIN).  Enter it in the social security number 
box.  If you do not have an ITIN, see How to get a TIN below. 

If you are a sole proprietor and you have an EIN, you may enter 
either your SSN or EIN.  However, the IRS prefers that you use your 
SSN. 

If you are a Single-Member LLC that is disregarded as an entity 
separate from its owner (see Limited Liability Company (LLC) on 
page 19), enter the owner’s SSN (or EIN, if the owner has one).  Do 
not enter the disregarded entity’s EIN.  If the LLC is classified as a 
corporation or partnership, enter the entity’s EIN. 

Note:  See the chart on page 20 for further clarification of name 
and TIN combinations. 
How to get a TIN 

If you do not have a TIN, apply for one immediately.  To apply for 
an SSN, get Form SS-5, Application for a Social Security Card, from 
your local Social Security Administration office or get this form 
online at www.ssa.gov.  You may also get this form by calling 1-800-
772-1213.  Use Form W-7, Application for IRS Individual Taxpayer 
Identification Number, to apply for an ITIN, or Form SS-4, 
Application for Employer Identification Number, to apply for an EIN.  
You can apply for an EIN online by accessing the IRS website at 
www.irs.gov/businesses and clicking on Employer Identification 
Number (EIN) under Starting a Business.  You can get Forms W-7 
and SS-4 from the IRS by visiting www.irs.gov or by calling 1-800-
TAX-FORM (1-800-829-3676). 

If you are asked to complete Form W-9 but do not have a TIN, 
write “Applied For” in the space for the TIN, sign and date the form, 
and give it to the requester.  For interest and dividend payments, and 
certain payments made with respect to readily tradable instruments, 
generally you will have 60 days to get a TIN and give it to the 
requester before you are subject to backup withholding on payments.  
The 60-day rule does not apply to other types of payments.  You will 
be subject to backup withholding on all such payments until you 
provide your TIN to the requester. 

Note:  Entering “Applied For” means that you have already 
applied for a TIN or that you intend to apply for one soon. 

Caution:  A disregarded domestic entity that has a foreign owner 
must use the appropriate Form W-8. 

Part II.  Certification 
To establish to the withholding agent that you are a U.S. person, or 

resident alien, sign Form W-9.  You may be requested to sign by the 
withholding agent even if items 1, 4, and 5 below indicate otherwise. 
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For a joint account, only the person whose TIN is shown in Part I 
should sign (when required).  Exempt payees, see Exempt Payee on 
page 19. 
Signature requirements 

Complete the certification as indicated in 1 through 5 below. 
1. Interest, dividend, and barter exchange accounts opened 

before 1984 and broker accounts considered active during 
1983.  You must give your correct TIN, but you do not have to 
sign the certification. 

2. Interest, dividend, broker, and barter exchange accounts 
opened after 1983 and broker accounts considered inactive 
during 1983.  You must sign the certification or backup 
withholding will apply.  If you are subject to backup 
withholding and you are merely providing your correct TIN to 
the requester, you must cross out item 2 in the certification 
before signing the form. 

3. Real estate transactions.  You must sign the certification.  You 
may cross out item 2 of the certification. 

4. Other payments.  You must give your correct TIN, but you do 
not have to sign the certification unless you have been notified 
that you have previously given an incorrect TIN.  “Other 
payments” include payments made in the course of the 
requester’s trade or business for rents, royalties, goods (other 
than bills for merchandise), medical and health care services 
(including payments to corporations), payments to a 
nonemployee for services, payments to certain fishing boat crew 
members and fishermen, and gross proceeds paid to attorneys 
(including payments to corporations). 

5. Mortgage interest paid by you, acquisition or abandonment 
of secured property, cancellation of debt, qualified tuition 
program payments (under section 529), IRA, Coverdell 
ESA, Archer MSA or HSA contributions or distributions, 
and pension distributions.  You must give your correct TIN, 
but you do not have to sign the certification. 

What Name and Number to Give the Requester 

For this type of account: Give name and SSN of: 

1. Individual The individual 

2. Two or more individuals (joint 
account) 

The actual owner of the account 
or, if combined funds, the first 
individual on the account 1 

3. Custodian account of a minor 
(Uniform Gift to Minors Act) 

The minor 2 

4. a.  The usual revocable 
savings trust (grantor is also 
trustee) 

The grantor-trustee 1 

b.  So-called trust account The actual owner 1 

5. Sole proprietorship or 
disregarded entity owned by 
an individual 

The owner 3 

For this type of account: Give name and EIN of: 

6. Disregarded entity not owned 
by an individual 

The owner 

7. A Valid trust, estate or 
pension trust 

Legal entity 4 

8. Corporate or LLC electing 
corporate status on form 8832 

The corporation 

9. Association, club, religious, 
charitable, education, or other 
tax-exempt organization 

The organization 

10. Partnership or Multi-Member 
LLC 

The partnership 

11. A broker or registered 
nominee 

The broker or nominee 

12. Account with the Department 
of Agriculture in the name of a 
public entity (such as a state or 
local government, school 
district or prison) that receives 
agricultural program payments 

The public entity 

1 List first and circle the name of the person whose number you furnish.  If 
only one person on a joint account has an SSN, that person’s number must be 
furnished. 
2 Circle the minor’s name and furnish the minor’s SSN. 
3 You must show your individual name and you may also enter your business 
or “DBA” name on the second name line.  You may use either your SSN or 
EIN (if you have one), but the IRS encourages you to use your SSN. 
4 List first and circle the name of the trust, estate or pension trust.  Do not 
furnish the TIN of the personal representative or trustee unless the legal entity 
itself is not designated in the account title.  Also see Special rules for 
partnerships on page 18. 
Note:  If no name is circled when more than one name is listed, the number 
will be considered to be that of the first name listed. 

Secure your tax records from identity theft 
Identity theft occurs when someone uses your personal information 

such as your name, social security number (SSN), or other identifying 
information, without your permission, to commit fraud or other 
crimes.  An identity thief may use your SSN to get a job or may file a 
tax return using your SSN to receive a refund. 

To reduce your risk: 
 Protect your SSN; 
 Ensure your employer is protecting your SSN; and 
 Be careful when choosing a tax preparer. 
Call the IRS at 1-800-829-1040 if you think your identity has been 

used inappropriately for tax purposes. 
Victims of identity theft who are experiencing economic harm or a 

system problem, or are seeking help in resolving tax problems that 
have not been resolved through normal channels, may be eligible for 
Taxpayer Advocate Service (TAS) assistance.  You can reach TAS by 
calling the TAS toll-free case intake line at 1-877-777-4778 or 
TTY/TDD 1-800-829-4059. 
Protect yourself from suspicious emails or phishing schemes 

Phishing is the creation and use of email and websites designed to 
mimic legitimate business emails and websites.  The most common 
act is sending an email to a user falsely claiming to be an established 
legitimate enterprise in an attempt to scam the user into surrendering 
private information that will be used for identity theft. 

The IRS does not initiate contacts with taxpayers via emails.  Also, 
the IRS does not request personal detailed information through email 
or ask taxpayers for the PIN numbers, passwords or similar secret 
access information for their credit card, bank or other financial 
accounts. 

If you receive an unsolicited email claiming to be from the IRS, 
forward this message to phishing@irs.gov.  You may also report 
misuse of the IRS name, logo or other IRS personal property to the 
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration at 1-800-366-
4484.  You can forward suspicious emails to the Federal Trade 
Commission at spam@uce.gov or contact them at 
www.consumer.gov/idtheft or 1-877-IDTHEFT(438-4338). 

Visit the IRS website at w ww.irs.gov to learn more about identity 
theft and how to reduce your risk. 
 



 

 
DAA-DQ-ER-CDE-14-015 Page 21 of 28 
Colorado K-12 Assessments Costs and Implementation Study  

 

 

Privacy Act Notice 
Section 6109 of the Internal Revenue Code requires you to provide your correct TIN to persons who must file information returns with the IRS 

to report interest, dividends, and certain other income paid to you, mortgage interest you paid, the acquisition or abandonment of secured 
property, cancellation of debt or contributions you made to an IRA, or Archer MSA or HSA.  The IRS uses the numbers for identification 
purposes and to help verify the accuracy of your tax return.  The IRS may also provide this information to the Department of Justice for civil and 
criminal litigation, and to cities, states, the District of Columbia, and U.S. possessions to carry out their tax laws.  We may also disclose this 
information to other countries under a tax treaty, to federal and state agencies to enforce federal nontax criminal laws, or to federal law 
enforcement and intelligence agencies to combat terrorism. 

You must provide your TIN whether or not you are required to file a tax return.  Payers must generally withhold 28% of taxable interest, 
dividend and certain other payments to a payee who does not give a TIN to a payer.  Certain penalties may also apply. 
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ATTACHMENT D   

FERPA CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT 

The federal Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and the federal Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) mandate that education records and personally identifiable information contained in 
education records relating to students and their family be maintained as confidential.  Generally, education records 
are records that are directly related to the student and maintained by an educational agency or institution or by a 
party acting for the agency or institution. “Personally identifiable information” includes the student’s name; the 
name of the student’s parents or other family members; the address of the student or family; a personal identifier, 
such as the student’s social security number or student number; other information that is linked or linkable to a 
specific student that would allow a reasonable person to identify the student with reasonable certainty.  Generally, 
education records or personally identifiable information contained in education records may be disclosed to a third 
party only with the prior written consent from the student’s parent.  Unless such consent is obtained, the discussion, 
use, or access of education records or personally identifiable information contained in education records is limited to 
job-related, legitimate educational interests.  
 
Per the IDEA and FERPA, the Contractor shall protect the confidentiality of all records and other materials 
containing personally identifying information that are maintained in accordance with the contract.  Except as 
provided by law, no information in possession of the Contractor about any individual constituent shall be disclosed 
in a form including identifying information without the prior written consent of the person in interest, a minor’s 
parent, or guardian.  The Contractor shall have compliant FERPA and IDEA written policies governing access to, 
duplication and dissemination of, all such information.  The Contractor shall advise its employees, agents and 
subcontractors, if any, that they are subject to these confidentiality requirements and also require each employee, 
agent or subcontractor to sign a written non-disclosure agreement. The Contractor shall provide its employees, 
agents and subcontractors, if any, with a copy or written explanation of these confidentiality requirements before 
access to confidential data is permitted.   
 
The security required for processing and maintenance of education records extends to the use of computer records as 
well as paper and microfilmed records.  Information entered into any computer database must not be disclosed, 
altered or falsified in any manner.  Even a minor disclosure of information may be a violation of FERPA and IDEA.   
 
During your employment or contract or agency relationship with Contractor, you will have access to education 
records or personally identifiable information contained in education records.  You acknowledge that you have read 
and agree to abide by the written confidentiality policy of Contractor regarding education records.  You agree that 
you will not, under any circumstances, release any information about a student or family, unless your job duties 
specifically require you to do so and such information release has been approved in writing prior to such release by 
Contractor and CDE.  
 
Any unauthorized use or misuse of any education records is grounds for termination of employment or contractual 
work and subjects you to legal remedies under federal and state law.  
 
I have read, understand and accept my responsibilities under this Non-Disclosure Agreement. 
 
Name: ____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Signature: ______________________________________ Date: _____________ 
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ATTACHMENT E 
CONFIDENTIALITY AND PROTECTION OF IDENTIFIABLE INFORMATION 

ADDITIONAL TERMS ANDCONDITIONS 
 

Vendor must adhere to existing privacy/security standards established by the Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), 20 U.S.C. Section 1232g; 34 C.F.R. Part 99.  Except for 
officially approved purposes, no information about or obtained from, any student shall be 
disclosed to any party other than the Colorado Department of Education (CDE), without prior 
written consent. 
 
A. Confidential Information – State Records 

 
1. Vendor shall comply with and shall cause any other party performing Work under the 

Purchase Order to comply with the provisions of this Exhibit if it becomes privy to 
confidential information in connection with its performance. Confidential information 
includes, but is not necessarily limited to, any state records, personnel records, and 
information concerning individuals. Such information shall not include information 
required to be disclosed pursuant to the Colorado Open Records Act, C.R.S. Section 
24-72-101, et seq. 

 
2. Vendor shall keep all State records and information confidential at all times and 

comply with all laws and regulations concerning confidentiality of information. 
Any request or demand by a third party for State records and information in the 
possession of Vendor shall be immediately forwarded to CDE’s project manager 
for review. 

 
3. The Vendor acknowledges that it may come into contact with confidential teacher 

and student level information contained in the records of the State.  The Vendor 
shall provide and maintain a secure environment that ensures confidentiality.  The 
confidentiality of all information will be respected, and no confidential 
information shall be distributed or sold to any third party nor used by the Vendor 
or the Vendor’s assignees in any way except as authorized by the Purchase Order.  
After the term of the Purchase Order between CDE and the Vendor has ended, 
confidential information shall not be retained in any files or otherwise by the 
Vendor unless requested in writing by CDE.  Disclosure of such information may 
be cause for legal action against the Vendor.  Defense of any such action shall be 
the sole responsibility of the Vendor. 

 
4. The confidentiality and nondisclosure requirements contained in this Exhibit shall 

survive the termination or expiration of this Purchase Order or any subsequent 
agreement intended to supersede this Purchase Order.  To ensure the continued 
confidentiality and security of the data processed, stored, or transmitted under this 
Purchase Order, the Vendor shall establish a system of safeguards that will at a 
minimum include the following: 
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a. Procedures and systems that ensure all student, staff, school and district 
records are kept in secure facilities (under lock and key) and access to 
such records is limited to personnel who are authorized to have access to 
said data under this Purchase Order. 
 

b. Procedures and systems that require the use of secured passwords to 
access computer data bases used to process, store, or transmit data 
provided under this Purchase Order. 

 
c. Procedures and systems developed and implemented to process, store, or 

transmit data provided under this Purchase Order shall ensure that any 
disclosure of confidential student and staff data conform with all 
provisions of FERPA as well as Colorado law relating to the privacy rights 
of students. 
 

d. Access to data will be limited to only the following identified individuals: 
 

1) ______________________________________ 
 

2) ______________________________________ 
 

3) ______________________________________ 
 

e. Electronic data will only be stored in password protected directories. The 
individuals specifically identified above will be the only ones who will 
have access to those password protected files. Electronic files are not to be 
stored directly on any desktops.  
 

f. No copies of CDE’s data will be made and no transfer of data to other 
parties or computers will be allowed without prior written permission from 
CDE. 

 
B. Notification 

 
Vendor shall notify its agent, employees and assigns who may come into contact with 
State records and confidential information that each is subject to the confidentiality 
requirements set forth herein, and shall provide each with a written explanation of such 
requirements before permitting them to access such records and information. 
 

C. Use, Security, and Retention 
 
Confidential information of any kind shall not be distributed or sold to any third party or 
used by Vendor or its agents in any way, except as approved in writing by CDE. Vendor 
shall provide and maintain a secure environment that ensures confidentiality of all State 
records and other confidential information wherever located. Confidential information 
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shall not be retained in any files or otherwise by Vendor or its agents, except as permitted 
in the Purchase Order or approved in writing by the State.  All confidential information, 
State data of any kind shall be stored, processed, or transferred only in or to facilities 
located within the United States. 

 
D. Protection 

 
If Vendor provides physical or logical storage, processing or transmission of confidential 
or sensitive State data, Vendor shall provide physical and logical protection for State 
hardware, software, applications and data that meet or exceed industry standards and 
requirements as set forth in the Purchase Order. Vendor shall provide the State with 
access, subject to Vendor’s reasonable access security requirements, seven (7) days a 
week, twenty-four (24) hours a day, for the purpose of inspecting and monitoring access 
and use of State data, maintaining State systems, and evaluating physical and logical 
security control effectiveness.  Vendor, if it retains, stores, or is given protected or 
confidential information, at all times shall maintain network, system, and application 
security, which includes network firewalls, intrusion detection, and annual security 
testing.  Vendor, if it retains, stores, or is given protected or confidential information, 
shall comply with State and federal regulations and guidelines related to security, 
confidentiality and auditing, including but not limited to regulations and guidelines issued 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS), the Governor’s Office of Homeland Security (DHS), the Colorado Bureau of 
Investigation (CBI), the Governor’s  Office of Information Security (OIS), or related to 
the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) Guidelines, 45 C.F.R. 
Parts 160, 162, and 164, the Health Information Technology for Economic and Clinical 
Health Act (HITECH), Title XIII of Division A and Title IV of Division B of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), Pub. L. No. 111-5 (Feb. 17, 
2009), codified at 42 U.S.C. Sections 300jj et seq.; Sections 17901 et seq., the Family 
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), 20 U.S.C. Section 1232g and 34 C.F.R. 
Part 99.  Vendor, if it retains, stores, or is given protected or confidential information 
shall ensure that security is not compromised by unauthorized access to computers, 
program, software, databases, or other electronic environments and shall promptly report 
all breaches or attempted breaches to a representative of the OIS.  Vendor has no rights to 
use or access any State agency data or information, except with the prior approval of the 
State.  Vendor shall review, on a semi-annual basis, the Colorado Cyber Security 
Program (CCSP), posted at 
http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite/Cyber/CISO/1207820732279, and its related 
documents, including its policies and procedures to ensure compliance with the standards 
and guidelines published therein.  Vendor shall cooperate with the performance of 
security audit and penetration tests by OIS.  Vendor shall follow the State’s Data 
Handling and Disposal policy, which can be found at 
www.colorado.gov/oit/security_policies.   
 

E. Background Check 
 



 

 
DAA-DQ-ER-CDE-14-015 Page 26 of 28 
Colorado K-12 Assessments Costs and Implementation Study  

 

Vendor shall perform, in a form reasonably acceptable to the State, current background 
checks on all of its respective employees and agents performing services or having access 
to State confidential information provided under the Purchase Order.  A background 
check performed within thirty (30) days prior to the date such employee or agent begins 
performance or obtains access shall be deemed to be current. 
 

F. Security-Notice 
 
Vendor is responsible for the security of all information provided to it by the State.  If 
information is provided to Vendor by the State, Vendor shall comply with the State’s 
Cyber Security Policies, which the OIS has promulgated pursuant to C.R.S. Sections 24-
37.5-401 through 406 and 8 C.C.R. Section 1501-5.  The Policies are posted at 
http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite/Cyber/CISO/1207820732279.  
 

G. Security Breach Remediation 
 

If Vendor becomes aware of a data security breach, it shall notify the State immediately 
and cooperate with the State regarding recovery, remediation, and the necessity to 
involve law enforcement, if any.  Unless Vendor can establish that Vendor is not the 
cause or source of the breach, Vendor shall be responsible for the cost of notifying each 
Colorado resident and residents of other states whose personal information may have 
been compromised. Notice shall be made as soon as possible within the legitimate needs 
of law enforcement and according to the requirements of the State.  
 
Vendor shall be responsible for performing an analysis to determine the cause of the 
breach, and for producing a remediation plan to reduce the risk of incurring a similar type 
of breach in the future. Vendor shall present such analysis and remediation plan to the 
State within ten (10) days of notifying the State of the data security breach. The State 
reserves the right to adjust this plan, in its sole discretion. If Vendor cannot produce the 
required analysis and plan within the allotted time, the State, in its sole discretion, may 
perform such analysis, produce a remediation plan, and Vendor shall reimburse the State 
for the reasonable costs thereof.   
 
A breach of Personally Identitfiable Information (PII) shall have occurred when there has 
been unauthorized acquisition of unencrypted PII data (electronic or otherwise) used in 
performance of the work which compromises security, confidentiality, or integrity of 
such PII.  Vendor agrees to be liable for any unauthorized disclosure of PII in its 
possession as if the Vendor was the owner of the data.  Vendor acknowledges that any 
breach of PII is a material breach of the Purchase Order.   
 
Vendor shall notify the State immediately of any breach or suspected breach, but in no 
event later than twenty-four (24) hours after Vendor learns of suspected breach.  The 
State may establish required remediation procedures and Vendor shall comply without 
limitation as directed by the State.  Vendor shall bear all costs of such remediation. 
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H. Disclosure-Liability  
 
Disclosure of State records or other confidential information by Vendor for any reason 
may be cause for legal action by third parties against Vendor, the State or their respective 
agents. Vendor shall indemnify, save, and hold harmless the State, its employees and 
agents, against any and all claims, damages, liability and court awards including costs, 
expenses, and attorney fees and related costs, incurred as a result of any act or omission 
by Vendor, or its employees, agents, or assignees pursuant to this Exhibit. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of the Purchase Order, Vendor shall be liable to the 
State for all consequential and incidental damages arising from a data security breach.   
 
The Work under the Purchase Order may require the State to supply data to the Vendor 
that contains PII.  The State, in its sole discretion may securely deliver such data directly 
to the facility where the data is used to perform the Work. The data is not to be 
maintained or forwarded to or from any other facility or location except for the 
authorized and approved purposes of backup and disaster recovery purposes.  The 
Vendor shall ensure that the data is not retained beyond timeframes established by the 
State. 
 

I. End of Agreement Data Handling 
 
Upon request by the State made before or within sixty (60) days after the effective date of 
termination of the Purchase Order, Vendor will make available to the State a complete 
and secure (i.e. encrypted and appropriately authenticated), download file of all system 
data in XML format, including all schema and transformation definitions, and/or 
delimited text files with documented, detailed schema definitions along with attachments 
in their native format.  The Parties agree that on the termination of the provision of data 
processing services, the Vendor shall, at the choice of the State, return all the personal 
data transferred, and the copies thereof to the State, or shall destroy all the personal data 
and certify to the State that it has done so, unless legislation imposed upon the Vendor 
prevents it from returning or destroying all or part of the data transferred. In that case, the 
Vendor warrants that it will guarantee the confidentiality of the data transferred and will 
not actively process the data transferred anymore. 
  

J. Disposition of Data 
 
The State retains the right to use the established operational services to access and 
retrieve State data content stored on Vendor’s infrastructure at its sole discretion.  The 
Vendor warrants that upon request of the State and/or of the supervisory authority, the 
Vendor will submit its data processing facilities for an audit.  The State reserves all right, 
title and interest, including all intellectual property and proprietary rights, in and to 
system data and content. 
 

K. Safeguarding Personally Identifiable Information (PII) 
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If Vendor will or may receive PII under the Purchase Order, Vendor shall provide for the 
security of such PII, in a form acceptable to the State, including, without limitation, non-
disclosure, use of appropriate technology, security practices, computer access security, 
data access security, data storage encryption, data transmission encryption, security 
inspections and audits.  Vendor shall take full responsibility for the security of all data in 
its possession and shall hold the State harmless for any damages or liabilities resulting 
from the unauthorized disclosure of loss thereof. 

 
Signatures.  By signing your name to this document, you are assuring CDE that all 
requirements of this Exhibit will be strictly adhered to, and all conditions are accepted. 

 

CDE Representative:       

Title:       

Date:       

 
 
 

Vendor:       

Title:       

Organization:       

Signature*:  

Date:       

 
*Persons signing for Vendor hereby swear and affirm that they are authorized to act on 
Vendor’s behalf and acknowledge that the State is relying on their representations to that 
effect. 
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1

Introduction
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) has prepared the following response to Solicitation DQ-ER-
CDE-14-015 in order to conduct a cost study on behalf of the Standards and Assessments Task Force to
understand costs to the Colorado Department of Education (CDE), school districts and charter schools of
preparing for and administering both statewide and local assessments, including an analysis of
opportunity costs, and local capacity to implement standards and assessments.

APA has been conducting school finance studies nationally for over thirty years. As a Denver based
company we have a deep understanding of the education environment in Colorado. APA proposes to
build off  work we completed in 2011 for the Colorado Legacy Foundation (now Colorado Education
Initiative) which examined assessment use in Colorado, including time, assessment purposes, and costs.

In the following sections, we will: (1) detail our qualifications, including highlighting recent relevant
projects, providing key staff backgrounds and resumes, and providing references; and (2) outline our
proposed approach to the work, including time and cost proposal.

APA Qualifications

Founded in 1983, Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) is a Denver-based firm with extensive
experience analyzing public education systems and policies. Further, APA has been a leader in school
finance nationally; we have worked in all fifty states and the District of Columbia addressing school
finance issues. A particular strength of our firm is that we are nonpartisan and focus on using data to
find specific answers to the problems our clients ask of us by employing a variety of research
techniques, including education data analysis, literature reviews, interviews, surveys, panel or focus
group discussions, and statistical analyses. We work with public education stakeholders at every level:
state legislatures, governors’ offices, state education agencies and boards of education, business
leaders, foundations, school district superintendents and business officers, county-level leaders, teacher
associations, and numerous other groups interested in improving our country’s education system. Our
experience across the country gives our staff the distinct advantage of having viewed the challenges
facing our nation’s schools from multiple perspectives. Understanding these different perspectives is
critical to implementing sustainable and effective policy change.

Additionally, since 2012, APA has been a part of the Regional Educational Laboratory for the Central
region (REL Central), with our partners Marzano Research Laboratory and RMC Research Corporation.
REL Central is one of ten laboratories around the country, operating under contract with the US
Department of Education. REL Central focuses on building alliances with state- and district-level
education leaders in Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyoming
to explore key policies surrounding educator effectiveness, closing the achievement gap, and
postsecondary education and workforce readiness.
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Areas of expertise in school finance include: costing out specific programs and policies; cost modeling,
working with school districts on local school finance issues; and state-level adequacy studies.

Costing Out Specific Programs and Policies

APA works closely with policymakers, practitioners, and stakeholders to estimate the cost of programs
or policies. We first work with the client to understand the parameters of the program or policy and the
desired outcomes and then develop a process to collect the pertinent resource information related to
the program or policy. These processes include interviewing practitioners and stakeholders, collecting
data onsite, or utilizing collection devices, sometimes web-based, to collect data. APA examines all
aspects of the program or policy to guide the creation of a cost estimate for meeting the desired
outcomes. The results can be used by policymakers and stakeholders to design policy to help ensure
success. Recent examples of this work include costing out the Preschool to Postsecondary Education
Alignment Act, Colorado Achievement Plan for Kids (CAP4K), for the Colorado Department of Education,
Colorado’s SB-191 Educator Effectiveness legislation, and the Linked Learning program in California
districts for the Irvine Foundation.

Cost Modeling

APA has also developed a number of cost models to allow stakeholders to closely examine the cost
impact of programmatic decisions and education practices. APA’s cost models include Early Childhood
Education models for Colorado, New York, Minnesota, and Massachusetts. We have developed models
for the National Center Time and Learning and National Center on Education and the Economy. Excel
models have recently been developed to help Jefferson County public schools to estimate the impact of
a proposed compensation change and Washington D.C. understand the impact of proposed student
funding changes.

Working with School Districts

Districts strive to use resources as wisely as possible, targeting as many dollars as they can to
classrooms. APA has worked with numerous districts to assist them in this effort looking at issues
including facility usage, labor market competitiveness, and student-based budgeting.

For example, APA helped the Littleton Public Schools and Jefferson County Public Schools evaluate their
facility usage. Using a large community engagement process, APA helped the districts create a plan for
the efficient and effective use of their school buildings. APA also has worked with multiple districts to
examine their funding approach. Over the past five years we have worked closely with the Poudre
School District on their innovative Student-Based Budgeting approach. The district utilizes a system
similar to a state weighted student formula to allocate funds to schools. School leaders then are tasked
to manage a site-based budget that best fits the schools’ priorities. APA helped the district create the
school size adjustment and to evaluate the program after its first five years of implementation. APA is
currently assisting the Adams 12 School District examine its budgeting and school allocation approach.
Finally, we also help districts examine their competitiveness in the labor market. APA works with
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districts to identify their competitors, either locally or nationally, and evaluate how competitive the
district is in attracting and retaining qualified staff. The examination can include salary levels, benefit
packages, and working conditions.

Adequacy Studies

We have conducted over 20 adequacy studies across the country over the past eighteen years. States
that have implemented the results of APA’s work include Maryland, Pennsylvania, Washington D.C.,
Mississippi, and Louisiana. Four approaches have been developed to examine what the adequate
resources are in a state to meet standards. They include the Professional Judgment (PJ), Successful
School District (SSD), Evidence-Based (EB), and Cost Function (CF) approaches. APA has experience
implementing all four approaches in its studies. We created the SSD approach during our work in Ohio in
the mid-1990s and have refined the PJ approach by being the leading implementer of this approach over
the past decade and a half. We use our expertise of these approaches, particularly the PJ approach, in
our work with districts or looking at specific programs and policies.

Colorado Specific Experience and Relevant Projects

As a Denver-based firm for the past three decades, we have a deep understanding of Colorado’s
education environment. APA’s recent work in Colorado involves estimating the resources needed to
ensure all Colorado students can be successful and meet state standards, including recent education
reforms and requirements such as:

 CAP4K, including revised standards, assessments, school readiness and postsecondary and
workforce readiness, and the related Individual Career and Academic Plans (ICAPs) and
Individual Readiness Plans (IRPs);

 Educator Effectiveness legislation, SB 10-191;
 The READ Act which replaced CBLA;
 Updated graduation guidelines and voluntary diploma endorsements;
 Revised district accountability system; and
 Performance targets from Colorado’s NCLB waiver, including a year’s growth for all students.

We have explored many of these policies in great depth. Three relevant projects APA has conducted in
Colorado over the past five years include: (1) the multi-year CAP4K cost study; (2) a SB 10-191 Cost
Study for the State Council on Educator Effectiveness; and (3) an Assessment Use Study, funded by the
Colorado Legacy Foundation (Colorado Education Initiative).

2009-2014 CAP4K Cost Study, CDE

Since 2009, APA has been working with CDE to undertake a three-phase study of the cost impact of
CAP4K - including school readiness, standards, assessments, and postsecondary and workforce readiness
requirements - on school districts, institutions of higher education (IHEs), CDE, and the Department of
Higher Education (DHE). Two phases of this work have been completed with interim reports submitted
in March 2010 and October 2011. Both phases included interviews with districts, IHE, CDE and DHE
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representatives in order to understand what tasks they were undertaking to comply with CAP4K
requirements and what the associated resource needs were. APA then costed out those identified
resources to develop cost estimates by entity.

The current and final phase of the work is focused on identifying promising practices and any associated
costs related to the graduation guidelines and diploma endorsements. Project completion is expected in
October of this year. APA has conducted focus groups with district representatives and has planned
further interviews with district, IHE, CDE, and DHE staff for this summer and fall.

2011 SB 10-191 Cost Study, State Council for Educator Effectiveness

APA was engaged by the Colorado Legacy Foundation (Colorado Education Initiative) to identify the cost
impact of Colorado Senate Bill 10-191 based on the recommendations of the State Council for Educator
Effectiveness (the Council) in regard to how school districts might implement the law.  The Council
provided the scope of work for the study and directed its parameters, which included the costs to school
districts to evaluate educators at different levels, such as novice or effective.  APA convened a
Professional Judgment panel to estimate the resources needed to fulfill the Council’s recommendations
for implementation, as well as supplemental interviews with representatives from district’s that had
well developed educator evaluation systems. A final report and presentation was made to the Council in
2011.

2012 Assessment Use Study, Colorado Legacy Foundation (Colorado Education Initiative)

As part of a statewide effort to help Colorado’s district and state leaders understand the scope and
range of student assessments currently in use, the Colorado Legacy Foundation (Colorado Education
Initiative) contracted with APA in November 2011 to conduct a study to inventory the nature, type, and
frequency of student assessments that are given in school districts in Colorado in light of changes to the
state’s assessment system and requirements for districts as a result of recent legislation including CAP4K
and SB 10-191. The information generated through the study was intended to inform state efforts to
implement new assessment systems, as well as inform local leaders on how to best leverage existing
assessments.  This study was conducted in two phases. The first phase was an online survey of districts
conducted from December 2011 to February 2012.  Questions that were addressed through this survey
included:

 What assessments are currently used by districts in Colorado and in what grades?
 In what content areas are Colorado students currently being assessed?
 What audiences receive assessment results?
 For what purposes are assessment results used?
 Do districts use additional assessments beyond what is currently mandated by the state?

The second phase of APA’s study was completed in June 2012 and consisted of interviews with district
assessment personnel and focus groups with school level personnel.  Additional questions during this
phase included:
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 Are there other common assessments being used across classrooms (in addition to the
assessments identified in the survey)?

 How much time is spent training teachers on assessments (administering, understanding results,
and using results to inform instruction)?

 How much time do students spend taking and preparing for assessments?
 How effective are different types of assessments for certain purposes such as informing

instructional practice and measuring student performance and mastery of state standards?
 How are districts considering changes to their assessment systems to meet new state

requirements?

A final report, reviewed by CDE staff, was submitted in August 2012.

2013 Study of Assessment Use and Need in Illinois Race to the Top Districts, Illinois State Board of
Education

Related to the Colorado assessment study, in 2013 we conducted a study for Illinois State Board of
Education looking at assessment use and need in the state.  The work included surveying the Race to the
Top districts in Illinois and looking at both the state and local assessments (including summative and
formative) currently used in these districts, as well identifying the assessment areas (content and grade
level) where the districts had the greatest need for state support.

How Experience and Qualifications Inform Study

Through our decades of experience we have gained expertise in a wide variety of research
methodologies, and in particular, have gained national recognition for our work in school finance and
costing out the resources needed to meet state and federal education policies.  Further, from our long
history working in Colorado for all types of policymakers and stakeholders, and by partnering with Tracie
Rainey from the Colorado School Finance Project, we have a deep understanding of Colorado education
policy and excellent relationships with CDE staff and district staff across the state. We also know how to
effectively communicate results to a wide variety of audiences.

Our recent assessment projects are also very pertinent to the proposed work and provide the
opportunity to leverage our existing assessment knowledge, as well to build upon and improve upon our
prior work. We do believe an update to this work is particularly valuable given the greater
understanding of the forthcoming state assessments developed in the past couple years, particularly
related to the technology requirements, as well early literacy assessment changes due to the READ Act.
As associated assessment costs were only preliminarily explored in the previous work, we will also
enhance our approach for determining the associated costs of assessment practices at the state and
district-levels.

We provide detail about our study team, client references and proposed approach to this study in the
subsequent sections.
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Key Study Team Members

Amanda Brown, Senior Associate at APA

Amanda Brown joined APA in 2005.  Amanda’s primary focus is school finance and evaluation, both at
the state and local level.   Amanda has worked at the state level on studies to understand the resource
implications of specific education reform legislation, including new standards and assessments;
evaluations of state funding mechanisms to improve allocation of resources; and large scale adequacy
studies.  In Colorado, Amanda has led the multi-year cost study of Colorado’s Achievement Plan for KIDS
(CAP4K) for CDE to be completed this year, as well as led APA’s two efforts for the Colorado Legacy
Foundation (now known as the Colorado Education Initiative) to examine the cost impact of Colorado’s
Educator Effectiveness legislation, SB 10-191, and to understand district assessment use in Colorado.
Amanda also worked on the recent Colorado adequacy study and subsequent update, leading the
professional judgment panel approach. In total, Amanda has worked on costing out studies in over 15
states.

At the local level, Amanda has assisted local school districts to develop school-based budgeting
formulas; conducted salary competitiveness studies; addressed issues of declining enrollment; and
determined the efficiency of facilities usage.  Additionally, she has led and participated in program
evaluations of early childhood education and literacy for a number of nonprofit organizations. Amanda
holds a Master’s degree in Public Administration from the University of Colorado, Denver, and
Bachelor’s degrees in Advertising and Sociology from the University of Colorado, Boulder.

Justin Silverstein, Vice President at APA

Justin Silverstein joined APA full time in 1998 after interning for a year during college.  Justin is nationally
known for his work examining state school finance formulas and for analysis on educational resources.
This includes leading costing out studies focusing on the resources needed for students to meet
educational standards in Maryland, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey, where in each case the results of the
study were implemented by the state. Justin also led the Colorado adequacy study and its update, and
has worked on the multi-year CAP4K cost study for CDE. Further, he has led reviews of state finance
formulas or components of the formulas for North Carolina, New Jersey, Alabama, and Washington D.C.
Justin is also well known in Colorado districts and is frequently sought after to assist districts in thinking
through a number of district finance issues, including student based budgeting, declining enrollment,
facilities usage, teacher salaries, and modeling the impact of state funding changes.  He works closely
with school districts helping them understand how to best implement resources to serve students,
including working with stakeholders in the districts to understand the needs and goals of the district.
Justin holds a Bachelor’s degree in Business from the University of Colorado at Boulder.

Kathryn Rooney, Senior Associate at APA

Kathryn Rooney joined APA in 2008, bringing more than six years of experience in education research
and evaluation. Kathryn’s primary focus is on evaluation studies and determining the costs of
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educational programs. She has extensive experience with quantitative and qualitative data analysis, as
well as with data collection and management and cost modeling. Kathryn has conducted annual surveys
of parents and preschools for the Denver Preschool Program and performs the data analysis for the
preschool cohorts as they progress into elementary school. Kathryn also collected information on the
cost of the Colorado Health Foundation’s Healthy School Initiative programs and incorporated this data
into a cost model to determine the costs of the programs at the school, district, and state levels.
Currently, she is also leading a multi-year cost study for the James Irvine foundation of the linked
Learning program implemented in school districts across California; this work includes conducting
interviews and focus groups to ascertain the costs of Linked Learning- a high school postsecondary
pathways program- both from the perceptive of ideal implementation and actual practice. Prior to her
work at APA, Kathryn worked as a lead researcher at the Educational Policy Improvement Center (EPIC)
in Eugene, Oregon. At EPIC, she led several large projects including a multi-method study to determine
adequate school funding in the state of Washington. She also managed a research study of 38 high
schools nationwide that effectively prepare their students for college.

Kathryn holds a Master’s degree in Public Administration from the University of North Carolina, Chapel
Hill and a Bachelor’s degree in Public Policy from Pomona College in Claremont, California.

Tracie Rainey, Colorado School Finance Project

Tracie Rainey has served as Executive director of the Colorado School Finance Project since 2000.  CSFP
works directly with school districts and provide research, data and information to state and local
policymakers.  One of CSFP’s primary goals is to provide support, education, and research for school
districts as they are working with their local communities and balancing the challenges of implementing
new reforms. CSFP has also worked with CDE on the rural definition and various characteristics that
impact rural Colorado and the unique challenges in delivering education. CSFP’s work consists of annual
analysis for local school districts on trends impacting their district, the statewide comparisons and
national trends.  The organization has done work directly for various school districts as they evaluate
their budgeting, facility and resource needs and challenges.  CSFP’s membership consists of school
districts, BOCES, Rural Caucus, CSI, as well as supported by CASE, CASB, and CEA.

Tracie has worked with Augenblick Palaich and Associates on numerous projects over the years including
the current multi-year CAP4K cost analysis.

Colorado League of Charter Schools

The Colorado League of Charter Schools will provide support for promoting charter participation in this
analysis, including writing a letter encouraging charter schools to participate in the study an advising
APA through the project.
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Offeror’s Job Awards/Assignments for Past Six Months

The following chart includes all recent awards and projects completed or currently underway within the
past six months for APA.

Title or Focus of Project Client
School Finance related meeting facilitation Arizona Business and Education Coalition
Brighton Teacher Evaluation Program
Survey/Focus Groups Brighton School District 27J Colorado
DC School Finance & Modeling District of Columbia
Alabama School Finance Study Alabama State Department of Education
Teacher Compensation Technical Assistance University of Pennsylvania
CAP4K Cost Study: Phase III Colorado Department of Education
Colorado School Finance Project Analysis Colorado School Finance Project
Early Childhood Systems Colorado Department of Human Services
District Budget Technical Assistance Fairview Agency
Early Childhood Cost Study ICF International
Linked Learning programs: identification of
structures, costs and return on investment James Irvine Foundation
Higher Education Finance; Student Based Learning KU Center for Innovation
Study of Adequacy of State Funding for Schools Maryland Department of Education
Program Evaluation; multiple programs Mile High United Way
Cost Model Development National Center on Education and the Economy
Early Childhood Cost Model Children Services Council of Palm Beach County
NY School Finance Lawsuit: Expert Testimony New York Attorney General's Office
Program Evaluation Piton Foundation

REL Central (Regional Educational Laboratory)
US Department of Education (through Marzano
Research Laboratory)

Educator Effectiveness Literature Review Rose Community Foundation
Southwest Teacher Union Reform Network
facilitation

Gates Foundation and Rose Community
Foundation

Teacher Incentive Fund facilitation Jeffco Public Schools

Teacher Incentive Fund facilitation
National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards

Teacher Incentive Fund Technical Assistance Westat
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References
The following references are for clients within the last three years that we have done similar work for,
both in terms of looking at assessments use, as well as general school costs.  Each project involved
similar tasks to those proposed for this study, including surveys, focus groups, and interviews. We did
not include anyone at CDE but assume they will be contacted as needed, and while the Illinois Board of
Education was pleased with our work, state employees in Illinois are not allowed to serve as references
for procurements.

Client: Colorado Legacy Foundation/Colorado Education Initiative
Project Name: SB 10-191 Cost study and Colorado Assessment Use Study
Contact Name: Nina Lopez
Contact Title: Former Vice President at CO Legacy Foundation (at time of studies),

Currently Consultant at Nina Lopez Consulting
Contact Phone Number: 303-638-9615

Client: Poudre School District
Project Name: Student Based Budgeting Committee, Small Schools Study
Contact Name: Dave Montoya
Contact Title: Budget Manager, PSD
Contact Phone Number: 970-490-3355

Client: James Irvine Foundation
Project Name: Linked Learning Cost Study
Contact Name: Aaron Pick
Contact Title: Senior Program Officer
Contact Phone Number: 415-356-9938
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Proposed Approach
As part of our comprehensive study, APA will address the issues outlined in the scope of work through
the following proposed tasks:

Issue Area from Scope of Work
Task 1-CDE
Interviews

Task 2-
District/
Charter
Survey

Task 3-
District/
Charter Focus
Groups

Task 4-
District/
Charter
Interviews

Issues related to statewide assessments:
 Statewide assessment timelines X
 Annual costs to CDE and districts to

prepare for and administer statewide
assessments X X

 Time spent to prepare for and
administer statewide assessments (#
of days and total time annually) X X

 Cost to school districts and charter
schools of diverting time and
resources to preparation and
administration of statewide
assessments and away from
instruction (opportunity costs) X X

 Timeline for receiving statewide
assessment results X X

Issues related to local assessments:
 Which local assessments are

administered X
 Annual costs to districts prepare for

and administer local assessments X X
 Local assessment timelines X
 Time spent to prepare for and

administer local assessments (# of
days and total time annually) X

 Cost to school districts and charter
schools of diverting time and
resources to preparation and
administration of local assessments
and away from instruction
(opportunity costs) X X

 Timeline for receiving local assessment
results X
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Issue Area from Scope of Work

Task 1-
CDE
Interviews

Task 2-
District/
Charter
Survey

Task 3-
District/
Charter
Focus Groups

Task 4-
District/
Charter
Interviews

Broader issues:
 Combined impact of statewide and

local assessments on classroom
instruction. X X X X

 Feasibility of allowing school districts
and charter schools flexibility regarding
statewide requirements for academic
performance and flexibility to reduce
the amount of duplication in testing
caused by administering both statewide
and local assessments. X X X

 Capacity of school districts and charter
schools to implement standards and
assessments in compliance with state
requirements, including but not limited
to: available resources for creating or
purchasing and implementing curricula,
including textbooks; technology and
broadband access; the proportional use
of curricula, including textbooks,
broadband, and technology, for testing
and for educational purposes other
than testing; and the adequacy of
staffing and professional development
for staff. X X X

 Feasibility and consequences of
extending timelines and implementing
hold harmless periods in all state
accountability systems for districts, the
state charter school institute, public
schools, and educators. X X X

 Feasibility and consequences of
allowing parents to excuse their
children from statewide assessment
programs without negatively impacting
individual school districts, public
schools, teachers, or principals.
Includes gathering available data
regarding parents' reasons for excusing
their children from statewide
assessment programs. X X X X
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Proposed Tasks

Task 1 – Conduct Interviews with CDE staff
Interviews with CDE staff will serve several functions. First APA staff will work with CDE staff to prioritize
study objectives, revise our prior assessment inventory from the 2012 work, and develop focus group
and interview protocols.  APA will then hold separate CDE interviews to: (1) understand how the state
perceives the feasibility and consequences of allowing districts and charters flexibility regarding
assessment objectives, extended assessment timelines, hold harmless periods, and parental opt out;
and (2) collect information regarding associated assessment costs incurred at the state-level. We
propose starting these interviews in August and completing them in September.

Task 2 – Statewide Survey, including Initial Survey Development and Review
APA proposes conducting a statewide survey through district assessment coordinators using an updated
and expanded version of the survey from the 2012 work. The survey could be used to gather
information on current assessment use (which has likely changed since 2012 in light of new and
anticipated assessment policies), time spent administering and preparing for assessments, assessment
timelines, and district capacity, including technology hardware and bandwidth.

During the survey development phase, APA proposes creating a review group of school district staff,
charter school staff, and CDE staff to support finalization of the survey.  While we feel we were able to
fully beta test the prior survey, we believe it is important to seek input on the survey using a number of
outside experts to ensure that any revisions are easily understood by all participants.  We will identify 5-
6 participants for the review group.  The participants will include experts on the state’s assessment
system.  This will include a number of people from Colorado school districts and charters and could
include CDE or university staff.  Each member will be asked to review the survey for clarity of questions,
ease of use, and overall content.  Once the survey has been reviewed by the review group, APA will
finalize the survey with CDE staff.

The online survey will be sent to the assessment coordinators of all 178 school districts in the state.  We
will also send the survey to a sample group of the fifteen CSI charters and a small sample of charters
from other districts.  While we targeted the same number of charters to participate in our previous
study of assessment practices, we ultimately did not have sufficient participation to include them in that
study’s findings. Improving charter input will be a particular area of importance for this study. As part of
our effort to improve charter participation we will partner with the Colorado League of Charter Schools
to advise us during the study on how to best engage and encourage charter participation. The League
will also send a letter to those charters identified for inclusion in the study to encourage their
participation.

The prior work had a district participation rate of 44 percent, and our aim would be to increase
participation to 60 percent. We plan to do so by shortening the survey to limit the time required to
participate and undertaking more extensive follow-up efforts with each identified participant to elicit as
many responses as possible. We will also target follow-ups to ensure a representative sample from
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various sized districts and types of charters. A higher response rate will allow us to better understand
any differences in assessment practices across the state based on district or charter school
characteristics such as size, and urban, suburban, and rural location. We anticipate that this survey will
be sent out in early September.

Task 3 – Focus groups with districts and charter school representatives
APA will also conduct focus group interviews with school district and charter school representatives to
gain a deeper understanding of assessment practices¸ the time needed for test preparation, and school
and system-level perspectives on feasibility and capacity issues. APA will plan to hold eight regional
focus groups in the four different parts of the state (metro, suburban, eastern plains and western slope),
consisting of two focus groups in each area: (1) a school-level focus group of teachers and school
administrators; and (2) a system-level focus group with district and charter leadership. Focus groups will
be two hours long and facilitated by two APA team members.  Each focus group will include 7-8
participants with a goal of including representatives from a wide range of schools and districts based
upon size, geography, and setting (e.g. suburban vs. rural). We will plan on holding these focus groups
in mid-September and early October.

Task 4- Cost collection interviews with district and charter representatives
We will also plan on holding five interviews with system-level representatives from districts of varying
size- very small, small, moderate, and large (4 total); and from a charter system (1).  These interviews
will be focused on collecting specific resource information about state and local assessments, including
opportunity costs from diverting resources and time from instruction or other district functions.  We will
then cost out the resources identified and develop per pupil costs that can be modeled for the state.
These cost collection interviews will be held in October.

Task 5-Final Report
APA will finalize the data analysis in early November, with the final report completed and presented to
the Standards and Assessments Task Force by November 15, 2014.

Timeline
As noted above, work will begin August 1, 2014 and a final report will be completed no later than
November 15, 2014, with interim findings provided to the Task Force periodically between the execution
of the PO/contract and the date of final findings.

Task Proposed Timeframe Findings Available to be
Shared with Task Force

Task 1: CDE Interviews August- September September
Task 2: District/ Charter Survey September September/October
Task 3: District/ Charter Focus Groups September-October October
Task 4: District/ Charter Cost Collection Interviews October November
Task 5: Final Report November 15th November
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Cost Proposal

Proposed Budget

Total by
Task

Daily Rates
Brown Silverstein Rooney Rainey

$800 $1,100 $800 $1,000

Task 1: CDE Interviews
Materials preparation $2,900 1.0 1.0 1.0
Meetings $1,450 0.5 0.5 0.5
Subtotal $4,350
Task 2: Survey of Districts and Charter
Schools
Survey development $4,500 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Beta testing/review $1,600 1.0 1.0
Administration and follow up $3,600 1.0 1.0 2.0
Analyzing results $6,900 3.0 1.0 3.0 1.0
Subtotal $16,600
Task 3: Districts and Charter Focus Groups
Materials preparation $2,650 1.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Focus groups (8) $11,100 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Travel $3,000
Meeting costs $1,000
Subtotal $17,750
Task 4: Districts and Charter Cost
Collection Interviews
Materials preparation $2,250 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5
Interviews regarding costs (5) $11,100 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Costing out identified resources $4,300 3.0 1.0 1.0
Travel $1,000
Meeting costs $500
Subtotal $19,150
Task 5: Final Report
Report writing $9,100 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
Presentation $1,850 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Subtotal $10,950

Project Management $3,800 2.0 2.0

CO League of Charter Schools Stipend $1,500

TOTAL $74,100
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Resumes

AMANDA R. BROWN

EDUCATION
University of Colorado at Denver Graduation Date: May 2009
School of Public Affairs

 Degree Conferred: Master of Public Administration
 Awards and Honors: Pi Alpha Alpha Honor Society

University of Colorado at Boulder Graduation Date: May 2005
College of Arts and Sciences/ School of Journalism and Mass Communication

 Degrees Conferred:  Bachelor of Science in Advertising and Bachelor of Arts in Sociology
 Awards and Honors: Dean’s List- Fall 2002, Fall 2003, Summer 2004, Spring 2005; graduated

with honors

EXPERIENCE
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) Denver, CO 01/05- Present
Senior Associate Policy Analyst (08/11- present) in a firm that conducts studies around education policy
issues for state and local policymakers. Previous positions: Associate (06/05-08/11); Intern (01/05-
06/05).
• Recent projects: Implementation and impact evaluations of early literacy and early childhood

professional development programs; conducting adequacy studies at the state and district
across the country to determine the resources needed to effectively meet federal and state
standards; evaluating the cost implications of recent education reform legislation, including
Colorado’s Achievement Plan for Kids and SB10-191, the Educator Effectiveness bill; and working
with local school districts and community groups to address declining enrollment, the use of
student-based budgeting, and the implementation of best practice standards.

• Recent clients: Alabama Board of Education; Deputy Mayor of Education’s Office, District of
Columbia; Colorado Department of Education; New Jersey Department of Education; North
Carolina General Assembly; Pennsylvania State Board of Education; Nevada State Legislature;
Louisiana State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education; Virginia Department of
Education; Jeffco Public Schools; Littleton Public Schools; Poudre School District; Denver Public
Schools; Colorado Governor’s State Council on Educator Effectiveness; Colorado Legacy
Foundation; Colorado School Finance Project; Denver Preschool Program; Donnell-Kay
Foundation; Piton Foundation; Children’s Voices; Reach Out and Read Colorado; and Providers
Advancing School Outcomes (PASO), funded through Mile High United Way.

• Duties: project management; program evaluation; research; data collection and analysis;
observation; conducting interviews; focus groups, and surveys; meeting facilitation; writing and
presenting reports; accounting and office management.

P.S.1 Charter School Denver, CO 05/09- 06/11
Member of the Board of Directors, served as Accountability Committee Chair
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SELECT PROFESSIONAL ARTICLES, PAPERS AND REPORTS
In collaboration with other Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates staff:
• “Cost of Student Achievement: Final Report of the DC Education Adequacy Study” for the

Deputy Mayor of Education, District of Columbia, December 2013.
• “Feasibility Study: PASO program” for PASO and Mile High United Way, November 2013.
• “Study of Assessment Use and Need in Illinois Race to the Top Districts,” for the Illinois State

Board of Education, May 2013.
• “Costing out the Resources Needed to Meet Colorado Education Standards and Requirements:

Final Report,” for Children’s Voices, March 2011, and “Update Report,” for the Colorado School
Finance Project, February 2013.

• “Study of Assessment Use in Colorado School Districts,” for the Colorado Legacy Foundation,
August 2012.

• “Analysis of the Costs of Colorado’s Achievement Plan for Kids (CAP4K): First Interim Report;”
“Second Interim Report” for the Colorado Department of Education, March 2010, October 2011.

• “Analysis of New Jersey’s Census-Based Special Education Funding System,” for the New Jersey
Department of Education, October 2011.

• “An Evaluation of the Denver Preschool Program 2008-09; 2009-10; 2010-11,” for the Denver
Preschool Program, June 2009, September 2010, September 2011.

• “Costing Out the Resource Implications of SB 10-191 in Colorado School Districts,” for the State
Council for Educator Effectiveness, March 2011.

• “Recommendations to Strengthen North Carolina’s Funding System,” for North Carolina General
Assembly, November 2010.

• “Participant Perceptive of Reach Out and Read Colorado,” for Reach Out and Read Colorado,
August 2010.

• “Final Report: Jeffco Facilities Usage Committee,” for Jeffco Public Schools, December 2009.
• “Assessment of Denver Public Schools Student-Based Budgeting System,” for Metro

Organizations for People, December 2008.
• “Facilities Usage Analysis,” for Facility Use Task Force, for Littleton Public Schools, October 2008
• “Costing Out the Resources Needed to Meet Pennsylvania’s Public School Education Goals,” for

the Pennsylvania State Board of Education, December 2007.
• “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada,” for the Nevada State Legislature,

August 2006.
• “The Cost of Fulfilling the Approved Procedural Requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act in

New Mexico,” for the New Mexico Public Education Department, May 2005.

JUSTIN R. SILVERSTEIN

EDUCATION
B.S. University of Colorado at Boulder 1998
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AREAS OF EXPERTISE
 Project leadership/management
 School funding adequacy
 Costing out resources needed to implement specific education policies and practices
 Advising state policymakers on funding formulas, student enrollment, and other education

issues
 District and school consolidation
 Advising school districts on efficiency of resource use
 Teacher quality and compensation
 Cost modeling design and implementation

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY
Vice President and Board Member: Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, Denver, CO (2009 - Present)

Previously: Senior Associate: Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (Formerly Augenblick & Myers), Denver,
CO (2003 - 2008); Associate: Augenblick & Myers, Denver, CO (1998 - 2002)

SELECTED PROFESSIONAL PAPERS AND REPORTS
 “Cost of Student Achievement: Report of the DC Education Adequacy Study,” with The Finance Project

and APA staff. Prepared for D.C. Deputy Mayor for Education, December, 2013.
 “Salary Schedule Comparison.” Prepared for Jefferson County Public Schools, April 2012
 “Analysis of New Jersey’s Census-Based Special Education Funding System,” with APA staff. Prepared for

the New Jersey Department of Education, October 2011.
 “Costing Out the Resources Needed to Meet Colorado Education Standards and Requirements,” with APA

staff. Prepared for Children’s Voices, March 2011.
 “Colorado Average Daily Membership Study: A Feasibility Study of Alternatives to the October 1 Student

Count Method,” with Mark Fermanich and Tracie Rainey. Prepared for the Colorado Department of
Education, January 2011.

 “Recommendations to Strengthen North Carolina’s School Funding System,” with APA staff. Prepared for
the North Carolina General Assembly, September 2010.

 “Final Report: Jeffco Facilities Usage Committee,” with committee staff. Prepared for the Jefferson County
Public Schools, December 2009.

 “Facility Use Task Force Final Report,” with committee staff. Prepared for the Littleton Public Schools,
October 2008.

 “Costing Out the Resources Needed to Meet Pennsylvania’s Public Education Goals,” with APA staff.
Prepared for the Pennsylvania State Board of Education, November 2007.

 “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Montana,” with Douglas Rose, Robert Palaich John
Myers, and Amanda Brown. Prepared by APA for the Montana Quality Education Coalition, January 2007.

 “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada,” with APA staff.  Prepared for the Nevada State
Legislature, August 2006.

 “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in South Dakota,” with John Augenblick, Amanda Brown,
Dale DeCesare, and John Myers.  Prepared for the South Dakota Alliance for Education, January 2006.

 “Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Connecticut,” with John Augenblick, Robert Palaich,
Douglas Rose, and Dale DeCesare.  Prepared for the Connecticut Coalition for Justice in Education Finance,
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June 2005.
 “Calculation of the Cost of an Adequate Education in Tennessee in 2001-2002 Using the Professional

Judgment Approach and the Successful School Districts Approach,” with John Augenblick, Bob Palaich, and
Jennifer Sharp.  Prepared for the Coalition for Tennessee’s Future (Nashville, TN), September 2003.

 “Calculation of the Cost of an Adequate Education in North Dakota in 2002-2003 Using the Professional
Judgment Approach,” with John Augenblick, Bob Palaich, and Jennifer Sharp.  Prepared for the North
Dakota Department of Public Instruction (Bismarck, ND), September 2003.

KATHRYN C. ROONEY

Education

MPA University of North Carolina- Chapel Hill 2005

BA Pomona College (Public Policy/Psychology) 1997

Experience

10/2008 – present Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA)
Senior Associate

 Designing, administering, and analyzing parent and preschool surveys for
the evaluation of the Denver Preschool Program.

 Leading a study for the Irvine Foundation to determine the costs of a high
school career pathways program in California.

 Managed a complex data assimilation and analysis effort on Early College
High Schools in Georgia.

 Led the data collection effort to determine the resources necessary to
implement healthy schools initiatives across Colorado.

 Managed the school-level performance and demographic data for a
Louisiana school resource project.

 Performing numerous survey designs, literature reviews, and data analysis
efforts for a variety of projects.

7/2005 – 9/2008 Educational Policy Improvement Center
Lead Researcher

 Led a multifaceted process to collect and analyze data from 38 exemplary
high schools nationwide, for the purpose of learning how these schools
prepare their students to be ready for college upon graduation. Conducted
dozens of interviews, focus groups, and classroom observations as part of
these site visits.

 Managed multiple data collection processes to determine adequate school
funding in the state of Washington.

5/2004 – 8/2004 Government Accountability Office
Graduate Intern
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 Conducted a case study of an Arkansas Head Start grantee to determine
gaps in the Head Start oversight process. This involved interviews with the
grantee and analysis of grantee files.

 Constructed and field-tested a nationwide survey to administer to Head
Start grantees.

9/2000 – 4/2003 MPR Associates
Research Assistant

 Analyzed large education data sets using SPSS and MPR’s Data Analysis
System (DAS).

 Co-authored several published reports on postsecondary educational topics.
 Performed extensive background research and literature reviews.

Professional Papers and Reports

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2010). An Evaluation of the Denver Preschool Program: 2009-
10. Denver, CO.

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2010). An Evaluation of the Special Olympics Get Into It
Curriculum 2010. Denver, CO.

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2011). An Evaluation of the Denver Preschool Program: 2010-
11. Denver, CO.

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2011). The Creation of Cost Models for Healthy Schools
Initiatives. Denver, CO.

 Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2012). User Guide for the Healthy Schools Initiative Cost
Models. Denver, CO.

 Cascade Educational Consultants and Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates. (2010). Second Year
Evaluation Report: Mississippi Center for Education Innovation. Denver, CO.

 Conley, D., & Rooney, K. (2007). Washington Adequacy Funding Study. Eugene, OR: Educational
Policy Improvment Center.

 Conley, D., & Rooney, K. (2008). Improving Adequacy Funding through a Mixed-Method Approach.
American Educational Research Association. New York, NY: Educational Policy Improvement Center.

 Rooney, K. (2006). Survey of Pay-for-Performance Teacher Compensation Systems. Eugene, OR:
Educational Policy Improvement Center.

 Rooney, K. (2006). Survey of Teacher Evaluation Models. Eugene, OR: Educational Policy
Improvement Center.

 Rooney, K., Brown, A., & Silverstein, J. (2012). Linked Learning Year One Cost Study Report. Denver,
CO: Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates.

 United States Government Accountabilty Office. (2005). Comprehensive Approach to Identifying and
Addressing Risks Could Help Prevent Grantee Financial Management Weaknesses. Washington, DC.

 United States Government Accountabilty Office. (2005). Further Testing Could Allow Test to be Used
for Decision Making. Washington, DC.
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 Walker, C., Anthes, K., Rooney, K., & Palaich, R. (2012). Connecting with Compassion Web-based
Adaptive Diagnostics Department of Defense Activity Grants Fountain-Fort Carson School District 8
Year 3 Evaluation. Denver, CO: Third Mile Group and Augenblich, Palaich, and Associates.

TRACIE RAINEY

Education

Graduate of University of Colorado with a degree in Economics and Business.

Experience

Executive Director, Colorado School Finance Project – 2000 to present
 CSFP focuses on school finance issues in Colorado.
 Works directly with school Districts Superintendents, Boards of Education, and state leaders –

Governor’s Office, State Board of Education and Commissioner and Senate and House Education
leaders.

Independent Consulting
 Have worked with Augenblick Palaich and Associates for numerous years – inclusive of work for

Colorado School Finance Project and specific projects for school districts and CDE.  Inclusive of
current work for CAP4K.

 Have worked directly with BOCES, Jeffco School district, Littleton School District, Greeley school
district and currently with Adams 12 – on budget, facility and resource issues.

 Have collaborated with Al Ramirez at UCCS on school finance issues specifically on issues of at-
risk and ELL.

School Board Member, Littleton Public Schools- 1997-2005
 Served two terms
 Served on two statewide School Finance Interim committees for State of Colorado

Current Memberships
 Colorado Stem network
 CLASS Board for Colorado

Additional Work Experience

 Residential and Commercial Real-estate – broker, consultant, independent contractor and sales:
Crown Realty BHG, Imperial Mortgage, Ford and Co., John Crowley and associates and
ExecuWest Properties – owner and sole proprietor

 Banking – Financial analysis and consultant – Industrial Banks
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Required Attachments:

Attachment A: Documented Quote Signature Sheet

Attachment C: W-9 for Independent Contractors

Acceptance Statement Regarding Attachments B, D, and E
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DECISION MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  Trish Bohm 

  Purchasing and Contracts Manager 

 

From:  Eva Reynolds 

  Purchasing Agent 

 

Date:  August 6, 2014 

 

Subject: DQ-ER-CDE-14-015, Assessments Cost and Implementation Study  

  Support of Intent to Award 

    

Background 

House Bill 14-1202 requires the creation of a Standards and Assessments Task Force to study 

how the statewide student assessment system is administered, how the data obtained from the 

assessments are used, and the impact of statewide student assessments on local testing systems, 

instructional time, and administrative workload for school districts and public schools.  The task 

force is required to prepare a final report of its findings and any legislative recommendations for 

the General Assembly by no later than January 31, 2015.  One component of the task force’s 

final report must include an analysis of the costs to the Colorado Department of Education 

(CDE), school districts and charter schools of preparing for and administering both statewide and 

local assessments, including an analysis of opportunity costs, and local capacity to implement 

standards and assessments.  To assist the Task Force in moving forward to acquire a contractor 

to prepare an Assessments Cost and Implementation Study, CDE sought competitive quotations 

from vendors.  

 

A Request for Documented Quotation (DQ) was published on BIDS on June 8, 2014, with 

responses to be submitted by 5:00 PM Mountain Time on June 23, 2014.  Only one proposal was 

received by CDE from one vendor, Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA), with a cost 

proposal of $75,000.   

On June 15, 2014 the Task Force had its initial meeting and a sub-committee was selected to 

evaluate the DQ response.  At this meeting they were presented with their evaluation document, 

guidelines, and the proposal received.  On June 25 a meeting was held to discuss the proposal 

and review the sub-committee’s evaluations.  As there were many questions concerning APA’s 

response and how they would conduct the study as described in their response, it was determined 

to invite them for an interview.  Questions were drafted and presented to the respondent to 

discuss with the sub-committee members at the August 6 interview.  Following the interview 

process, it was determined that APA’s proposal and their response to interview questions 

demonstrated comprehensive knowledge of how to proceed to fulfill the scope of the project.  

This firm has previous experience with assessment cost analyses for Colorado and similar 

statewide assessment programs in other states.   It was noted during the discussion with APA, if 

awarded they would need to revisit their proposed timeline and the percentages they had applied 

to the components of the study to meet the Task Force’s recommendations. The Task Force Sub-

Committee stated that APA has strong experiences and very capable of successfully performing 

all required aspects of the work.    



 

 Page 2 of 2  
 

Despite the fact that CDE received only one bid, the bid came in at the published budget and the 

amount was determined to be fair and reasonable based on historical evidence of the cost of 

performing these services.  Additionally, it was determined that other prospective bidders had 

reasonable opportunity to respond and therefore there was sufficient competition, and therefore 

recommended intent to award of APA. 

Selection As purchasing agent, I have reviewed the response and I am in agreement that the 

offeror’s response fulfills the required specifications of the solicitation and its cost proposal is 

fair and reasonable, therefore support publishing an award for this DQ to APA.  



Skills and Experience: 1-BD 2-IS 3-NT 4-SM 5-LK 6-SV

1. The successful offeror must have at least five years of demonstrated experience

and knowledge of public education and the current context of education initiatives

in Colorado. P P P P P P

2. The successful offeror must have at least five years of demonstrated experience

conducting cost studies and analyses using a variety of cost capturing and

modeling techniques. P P P P P P

3. The successful offeror must have demonstrated expertise in conducting

research in the public sector including effective use of such research techniques as

sampling, focus groups, surveys, interviews, and statistical analyses. P P P P P P

Personnel:  Personnel assigned to this project must:

1.       Possess knowledge of the Colorado education environment; P F P P P P

2.       Have demonstrated expertise in cost studies and cost analysis; P P P P P P

3.       Have demonstrated expertise in conducting social sector research studies; P P P P P P

4.       Have strong organization, verbal and written communication skills; and P P P P P P

5.       Be able to communicate effectively and confidently with users, team

members and management. Must be flexible and willing to undertake a wide

variety of challenging tasks. P P P P P P

Rating Factors:

1.    Project Approach – (approach used to ensure timelines and deliverables are

met). 20 40 100 60 60 60

2.    Technical approach (approach used to ensure scope is met). 20 40 100 60 60 60

3.     Experience. 60 20 100 80 100 80

4.    Cost proposal. 80 80 160 160 120 160

REVIEWER EVALUATION TABULATION
Assessment Cost & Implementation Study

DQ-ER-CDE-14-015



GRAND TOTAL OF ABOVE 180 180 460 360 340 360



REVIEWER COMMITTEE QUESTIONS 
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION RESPONSE 

 
DQ-ER-CDE-14-015 

COLORADO K-12 ASSESSMENTS COST AND IMPLEMENTATION STUDY  
 
 

 - 1 -   

1. The descriptions of your proposed data collection methodology reflect primarily 
qualitative and self-reported approaches.  Please explain how APA will utilize these 
approaches to collect the quantitative data necessary for the study, including costs and 
testing time.  Please explain which quantitative data elements from what sources will be 
included in data collection and, how APA anticipates using such data in cost analyses. 

 
2. The cost determination for the proposal reflects a long working relationship with CDE. 

For this study APA will be reporting to and preparing the study for the Assessment Task 

Force which is comprised of a diverse group of individuals. Will this change affect APA’s 

estimate of the time/budget needed to prepare, complete, and present the study? 

 
3. The proposal reflects a heavy reliance on CDE, past qualitative analysis, and study. If a 

request for more quantitative analysis is requested by the Task Force (Charge 1 & 2 ~ 

Summary of Duties), will APA be able to complete the work within the time/budget 

framework? 

 
4. APA’s proposal is based upon an assumption that survey instruments developed for 

previous studies will meet the requirements of this work with only minor modifications.  

Please describe how APA will adjust plans and staff time allocations should early 

stakeholder reviews, including Task Force review, of those previous surveys determine 

that they do not provide an adequate base to meet the requirements of this Contract.  

Taking the prior question into consideration, will APA be able to perform a broad view 
qualitative analysis to obtain parent and teacher input for items 3 – 6?  

 
5. Your proposal did not provide details as to how key metrics such as “impact on 

instruction”, “diversion of resources”, and “assessment preparation” will be defined, 

instrumented, or calculated.  Please provide additional details of how APA proposes to 

validate assumptions and establish agreement with the Task Force on the framing of the 

core factors under study through this Contract. 

 
6. The proposal states that past studies would be used as part of this analysis, with an 

update to the past work (page5).  These studies seemed to have a “readiness” lens, 

answering the question “will we (educational systems) be able to do this (state testing 

changes)?”  The difference for this cost analysis is a “return on investment” lens, 

answering the question “should we be doing this?”  How will you be able to ensure that 

the shift from readiness to return on investment is made from past studies to this 

cost/time impact analysis? 
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7. How is the “assessment use study” completed in 2012 similar or different from the West 

Ed study that was completed this past year?  

 
8. How will your survey be different from the one used in 2012? 

 
9. What will you do to ensure large enough responses for statistically useful data? 

 
10. Based on the proposed approach described on pages 10-14, it seems that the research 

methodology is the Professional Judgment approach.  Could a cost-effectiveness 

approach be used instead to link the cost and time impact portion of the analysis to the 

intended outcomes portion of the analysis? 

 
11. How will you define cost?  What data will you collect that pertains to cost? 

 
12. From schools, charter schools, schools districts, the “department”, how will you collect 

data on cost?  Who will you ask in districts for data on costs? 

 
13. Based on the proposed tasks and proposed budget (pages 12-14), the emphasis of the 

analysis seems to be on the qualitative aspects of the statement of work (#3-6).  How 

would you adjust the work so that the emphasis is shifted to prioritizing the quantitative 

aspects of the statement of work (#1 -2)?  

 
14. How will your help “identify competitors” (page 3 of your response) and alternatives? 

 
15. What are the “multiple perspectives” you referred to on page 1 of your response? 

 

16. Statue requires the Task Force to investigate and report the actual time students spend 

taking state and local assessments.  Student testing time is never mentioned in the 

scope of proposed work.  Can you gather this information within the current budget and 

timeline? 

 
17. How will you define “time spent preparing for tests? 

 

18. How will you define “opportunity costs”?  What data will you collect pertaining to “time 

spent preparing for tests” and “opportunity costs”? 

 

19. How will you collect data on “time” and “opportunity costs” and who will you ask for 

data on “time” and “opportunity costs”? 
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20. How will you ensure that you receive data from the “front lines”, students, parents, and 

teachers? 

 

21. How will you ensure that your data includes diverse response from:  districts (urban, 

suburban, rural; large and small), racial and ethnic groups, students with learning 

differences and disabilities, students living in poverty (i.e., groups represented by 

disaggregated data that is provided by CDE on accountability reports)? 

 

22. The Task Force is concerned that the State of Colorado conflict of interest policies will 

require APA to remove the proposed subcontract to Colorado League of Charter Schools 

from all project plans and budgets prior to contracting.  Please provide insight regarding 

this concern?  Do you think it is necessary to provide a stipend to the Colorado League 

of Charter Schools?  Will you be able to ensure an adequate number of responses from 

charter operators without the stipend? 

 

23. The proposed sample sized for all data collection activities described by APA appears 

small, particularly because the proposal does not thoroughly discuss difficulties to 

participant recruitment and likely survey non-response rates.  Please provide an 

amended plan for increasing sample sizes for all data collection areas, or provide 

justification that the proposed sample sizes throughout the plan are statistically valid 

and will provide adequate evident to address the focus questions of the study – 

adequate enough for the Task Force to make well-informed decisions and 

recommendations to the State of Colorado.  

 

24. Generally, can you ensure that the final product provided to the Task Force is based 

primarily (or exclusively) on objective data and information and provided within the 

current timeline and budget?  Tell us how you are going to avoid subjective responses 

from school and district leaders. 

 

25. Tell us how you will engage school-level administrators - rather than relying solely on 

district personnel - to gain a full understanding of the impact of state and local 

assessments.  In addition to district personnel, can you interview school-level 

administrators for the “opportunity costs” portion of task 4 within the current budget 

and timeline? 

 

26. Will the statewide survey (Task 2) include questions relating to state and local 

assessment?  Will the questions disaggregate between the two? 
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27. In each of the types of interactions with the public and school/district personnel, what 

steps do you take to assess and insure reliability of the process and outcomes? 

 

28. Does the time frame of this project pose any difficulties in obtaining sound data that 

accurately reflects the views of our population?  If so, what adjustments might you 

make to your typical process to ensure reliability of the data you provide? 

 

29. How do you see this work as similar or different than work you have done previously for 

the Colorado Legacy Foundation?  

 

30. How will your staff and group engage diverse groups? 

 

31. Please confirm that the composition of the Review Groups described on page 12 will be 

approved by the Task Force before recruitment begin and that the final slate of 

participants will be approved by the Task Force prior to initiating the work of the Review 

Group? 

 
32. Please confirm that the project plans and schedules need to accommodate APA’s direct 

interaction and communication with the Task Force as the decision making authority for 

the project, rather than the Colorado Department of Education as described in the 

proposal.  These activities will include Task Force validation of project requirements and 

assumptions at Contract initiation, Task Force confirmation of APA’s task definitions and 

plans, Task Force approval of research instruments and protocols, and Task Force review 

and approval of deliverables. 

 

33. Who do you see as determining the “desired outcomes” on page 2 of your response? 
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Solicitation

Status: Closed - Under Evaluation

Department of Education
Documented Quote

Solicitation #: DQ-ER-CDE-14-015

Published Date: Jun 6, 2014

Title: Colorado K-12 Assessments Cost & Implementation Study

Category: Research Services

Description: Colorado Department of Education is soliciting for competitive quotations from offerors to perform a comprehensive analysis of the costs 
to CDE, Colorado school districts and Colorado charter schools of preparing for and administering both statewide and local assessments, 
including an analysis of opportunity costs, and local capacity to implement standards and assessments.  Final findings from the analysis 
must be provided no later than 11/15/2014.
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process will yield the data the State of Colorado is seeking.   This concern was addressed at the 
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Introduction

As part of a statewide effort to help Colorado’s district and state leaders understand the scope and
range of student assessments currently in use, the Colorado Legacy Foundation (CLF) contracted with
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) in November 2011 to conduct a first of its kind study intended
to provide an inventory of the nature, type, and frequency of student assessments that are given in
school districts in the state.1

This work is particularly important in light of upcoming changes to the state’s assessment system and
requirements for districts as a result of recent legislation including Colorado’s Achievement Plan for Kids
(CAP4K) and the Educator Effectiveness bill, S.B. 10-191. The information generated through this study
will inform state efforts to implement new assessment systems, as well as inform local leaders on how
to best leverage existing assessments. This study was conducted in two phases. The first phase was an
online survey of districts conducted from December 2011 to February 2012. Questions that were
addressed through this survey included:

 What assessments are currently used by districts in Colorado and in what grades?
 In what content areas are Colorado students currently being assessed?
 What audiences receive assessment results?
 For what purposes are assessment results used?
 Do districts use additional assessments beyond what is currently mandated by the state?

The second phase of APA’s study was completed in June 2012 and consisted of interviews with district
assessment personnel and focus groups with school level personnel.  Additional questions during this
phase included:

 Are there other common assessments being used across classrooms (in addition to the
assessments identified in the survey)?

 How much time is spent training teachers on assessments (administering, understanding results,
and using results to inform instruction)?

 How much time do students spend taking and preparing for assessments?
 How effective are different types of assessments for certain purposes such as informing

instructional practice and measuring student performance and mastery of state standards?
 How are districts considering changes to their assessment systems to meet new state

requirements?

This report will: (1) describe the study methodology, (2) provided detail findings from both phases of the
study, and (3) identify key takeaways and potential areas of future inquiry.

1 Assessments related to screening or identification for services- such as for special education, Gifted and Talented,
or health services- were not included in this study.
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Methodology

APA used three approaches to answer the questions described above. A statewide survey was used for
Phase 1, whereas Phase 2 of the study consisted of interviews and focus groups.

Survey
The survey was designed to accomplish two objectives.  First, it was designed to generate an inventory
of the assessments currently used by Colorado districts and charter schools.2 Second, the results of the
survey were used to provide the starting point for the interviews held with district staff.  Procedures
used for these interviews are described below.

One of the main objectives of this study is to identify the assessments being used in the state beyond
the state-mandated assessments such as CSAP/TCAP, CELA and COACT and to understand how the
results of all assessments, including the state-mandated assessments, are utilized.  To do this, APA
consulted with CLF and CDE to create a detailed survey which can be seen in Appendix A.

The survey was tailored separately for district respondents and charter school respondents.  In either
case, the questions were broken into three main areas: (1) what are the common assessments used in
the respondent’s district/charter beyond the state-mandated assessments, (2) how the results of all
assessments are used, and (3) what types of assessments districts, schools or charter schools are
creating on their own.

In more detail, questions about each assessment used included:

 The grade levels in which it is administered and how often it is given;
 If the assessment is given to any particular group of students or to all students;
 The content areas measured;
 Who is given the resulting data (teachers, principals, parents, etc.);
 What support is given to help teachers to use the results; and
 For what purposes the results are used.

Additional questions about the format and length of the assessment were also asked for any district or
school created assessment.

In an effort to make the survey user-friendly, APA created a list of commonly-used assessments.  To
produce this list, APA relied on a previous review of district Unified Improvement Plans conducted by
the National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment (Center for Assessment) and on
discussions APA conducted with state agency assessment staff. Through this process, APA pre-

2 Due to low participation level, APA did not believe there was sufficient charter school data to consider
the responses as representative of all charters in the state and thus we do not show the results for
charter schools in this report.
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populated the survey with the following assessments, each having been identified as one that believed
to be commonly administered by school districts:

 Two preschool specific assessments- Teaching Strategies Gold and HighScope Child Observation
Record (High Scope COR);

 Several interim assessments- NWEA Measures of Academic Progress (NWEA/ MAP), Scantron
Achievement Series, Acuity, and Galileo;

 Postsecondary admissions exams-EXPLORE, PLAN and Accuplacer; and
 Advanced Placement (AP) Exams and International Baccalaureate (IB) Exams which are targeted

mastery assessments for students taking AP classes or in the IB program.

APA distributed the survey to every district in the state through the district’s self-identified District
Assessment Coordinator. APA also worked with the Colorado Charter School Institute to provide the
opportunity to take the survey to all 15 of the Institute’s schools and also sent the survey to ten
additional district-authorized charters.

In total 79 districts and 5 charter schools participated in the online survey.  Participation, including
disaggregation by size and region, will be explored in detail in a following section.

Interviews with District Assessment Personnel

In the second phase, APA supplemented findings from the online survey with one-on-one phone
interviews with district assessment coordinators from districts in a range of sizes and regions; about half
of district assessment coordinators interviewed had also taken the online survey, while the other half
had not. In total, seven assessment coordinators from different sized districts and regions were
interviewed.

These interviews provided a deeper understanding of the online survey results, offered information
about the amount of time students spend taking assessments as well as district administrators’
perspective as to how effective particular assessments are for different purposes.  In addition to
identifying or reviewing the assessments used in their district, interviewees explored areas such as:

 Teacher training on assessments, including administration and understanding and using
assessment results;

 Time spent by students spend taking and preparing for assessments;
 Effectiveness of assessments for purposes such as informing instructional practice and

measuring student performance and mastery of state standards; and
 Potential changes and considerations for district assessments going forward.

The interview protocol used with district assessment personnel is included as Appendix B.
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Focus Groups with School-Level Personnel

Following district-level data collection efforts, APA convened focus groups with school-level personnel,
including teachers, instructional coaches and principals, to delve into school-level assessment practices
and explore the time requirements for teachers related to the preparation, administration and use of
assessments. APA convened four focus groups in conjunction with CDE’s Summer Symposium series
held in Grand Junction and Denver in June 2012.  APA also conducted individual phone interviews with
teachers and principals that attended the La Junta Symposium session. In total, 12 principals and 12
teachers/instructional coaches, from a range of different sized districts and regions, participated in
these conversations.

In addition to identifying or reviewing the assessments used in their district, areas explored during focus
groups included:

 Common assessments used across classrooms;
 Teacher training on assessments, including administration and understanding and using

assessment results;
 Effectiveness of assessments for purposes such as informing instructional practice and

measuring student performance and mastery of state standards; and
 Potential changes and considerations for school assessments going forward.

The focus group protocol used with school-level personnel is included as Appendix C.

Phase I

Survey Participation in Detail

All Colorado school districts were invited to participate in the online assessment inventory survey.  After
initial invitations and follow up emails, participation rates by region and district size were examined to
target additional follow up efforts to ensure representation from all geographic and size categories.  In
the end, 79 districts completed the survey. This represents 44 percent of Colorado school districts, from
a fairly representative distribution across geographic and size categories.

District participation by size (using APA designated categories) is shown in Table 1A on the following
page.
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TABLE 1A
PARTICIPATING DISTRICTS BY DISTRICT SIZE

Total Number of
Students Served

Total
Districts by
Size Group

Districts that
Participated

Participation
Percentage

1-250 45 18 38%
251-1,000 60 25 42%
1,001-3,000 34 17 50%
3,001-10,000 20 12 60%
10,001-20,000 7 2 29%
More than 20,000 12 5 50%
TOTAL 178 79 44%

The majority of size categories had at least a 40 percent participation rate.  The highest response rate
was in districts of 3,001 to 10,000 students, with the lowest being from districts of 10,001 to 20,000
students.  It is important to note, however, that there are not an equal number of districts in each
category.  For example, there were only seven districts in the 10,001 to 20,000 student category.

District participation by region was also considered using categories designated by CDE.  The geographic
distribution is shown in the Table 1B:

TABLE 1B
PARTICIPATING DISTRICTS BY REGION

Region
Total

Districts by
Region

Districts that
Participated

Participation
Percentage

Metro 18 9 56%
North Central 20 11 55%
Northeast 32 15 47%
Northwest 19 11 58%
Pikes Peak 26 12 42%
Southeast 28 8 29%
Southwest 23 9 43%
West Central 12 4 33%
TOTAL 178 79 44%
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Participation was fairly consistent across regions.  Highest participation rates were in the Metro, North
Central and Northwest regions, with lower participation rates in the Southeast and West Central
regions.

Additionally, 25 charter schools – 15 authorized by the Colorado Charter School Institute and 10 other
district authorized charter schools – were invited to participate in the survey.  Five charter schools
ultimately participated.

TABLE 1C
PARTICIPATING CHARTER SCHOOLS

Invited to
Participate Participated Participation

Percentage

CSI 15 4 27%
Other Charters 10 1 10%

Due to the low participation level APA did not believe there was sufficient charter school data to
consider the responses as representative of the state and thus results for charter schools are not shown
in this report.

Findings from District-level Assessment Surveys

Question: What assessments are currently used by districts in Colorado and in
what grades?

Responses to this question are divided into two categories, including: 1) assessments used generally by
districts; and 2) assessments used by grade level.

Assessments Used Generally
In Colorado, there are certain assessments that are mandated by the state that all districts (and charter
schools) must administer. First is Colorado’s state summative assessment known as the Transitional
Colorado Assessment Program (TCAP), which replaced the former Colorado Student Assessment
Program (CSAP) for the 2011-12 school year.  This assessment is administered to 3rd-10th grade students
in Reading, Math, and Writing, as well as in 5th, 8th and 10th grade in Science. The CoAlt (formerly
CSAPA), an alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards, is also given to students
with the most significant cognitive disabilities.

Second, districts administer the Colorado ACT (COACT), a postsecondary admissions exam, to all 11th

grade students. Additionally, all districts administer the Colorado English Language Assessment (CELA)
to students identified as English Language Learners. A literacy assessment in kindergarten through 3rd

grade under the Colorado Basic Literacy Act (CBLA) is also required; there are three approved
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assessment options to fulfill this requirement: Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy (DIBELS),
Diagnostic Reading Assessment (DRA2), or Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening (PALS).

Note that the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assessment is given to 4th graders
and 8th graders in a sample of Colorado schools every year. Since not every school gives the NAEP
assessment every year, APA did not include it in this study.

APA also identified a number of other assessments to include in the survey based on a previous review
of district Unified Improvement Plans by the Center for Assessment and discussions with state
assessment staff; these included: Teaching Strategies Gold, HighScope COR, NWEA/MAP, Scantron
Achievement Series, Acuity, Galileo, PSAT, EXPLORE, PLAN, Accuplacer, AP Exams, and IB Exams.
Districts were further able to identify any additional assessments used district-wide that APA did not
already include in the list of potential “commonly-used assessments.” Through this process an
additional vendor-created exam, STAR Math, Reading and Early Literacy, was identified which was used
by over 10 percent of districts.

Note about preschool assessments: Teaching Strategies GOLD and HighScope COR are both preschool-
specific assessments.  While both were included in the survey, it was found that the majority of district
assessment coordinators that participated could not respond to questions about their district’s
preschool assessment practices.  During discussions with CDE it became clear that all districts have had
an assessment for preschool since 2006-07, so there was a significant disconnect between what was
being reported in the survey and actual assessment use in preschool.  As such, we have excluded
discussion of these assessments in this report. Further, CDE provided a short report on their
understanding of preschool assessment practices which has been included as Appendix D.

In review, this report will include survey results for the following state-mandated and commonly used
assessments:

 State-mandated assessments:
o CSAP/TCAP, as well as the CSAPA/CoAlt alternate assessment;
o CELA (for English Language Learners);
o COACT; and
o Assessment to fulfill CBLA requirements- DIBELS, DRA2, or PALS.

 Interim assessments:
o NWEA/MAP;
o Scantron Achievement Series;
o Acuity;
o Galileo; and
o STAR.

 Postsecondary readiness assessments:
o PSAT;
o EXPLORE;
o PLAN; and
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o Accuplacer.
 Class/ Program specific assessments:

o Advanced Placement (AP) Exams; and
o International Baccalaureate (IB) Exams.

Throughout the report, assessments will be grouped in the above categories to allow for easy
comparison between similar assessments.

Table 2A below shows which of these assessments are being used in the Colorado districts that
participated in the assessment survey:

TABLE 2A
ASSESSMENTS COMMONLY USED BY DISTRICTS

Number of
Districts

Administering
Assessment

Percentage
Administering
Assessment

State Mandated
CSAP/TCAP 79 100%
CELA 79 100%
COACT 79 100%
District Selected Assessments Required to be
Administered under CBLA
DIBELS 64 81%
DRA2 18 23%
PALS 3 4%
Optional District Administered Interim
Assessments
NWEA/MAP 45 57%
Scantron Achievement Series 15 19%
Acuity 5 6%
Galileo 5 6%
STAR 11 14%
Optional District Administered Postsecondary
Readiness Assessments
PSAT 45 57%
EXPLORE 34 43%
PLAN 59 75%
Accuplacer 39 49%
Optional Program Specific Assessments
AP Exams 33 42%
IB Exams 5 6%
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When looking at each group of assessments (state-mandated, CBLA related, interim, postsecondary
readiness, and class/program targeted) a number of highlights are apparent.  Looking at the
assessments approved by the Colorado State Board of Education to fulfill CBLA requirements, the
majority of districts, 81 percent, use DIBELS; whereas 23 percent use DRA2 which also suggests that
some districts use more than one of these assessments. For interim assessments, 57 percent use
NWEA/MAP, while Scantron Achievement Series is the second most frequently used with 19 percent of
responding districts using it, followed by STAR with 14 percent.  Use of postsecondary readiness
assessments varied somewhat, with EXPLORE being the least frequently used at 43 percent and PLAN
being the highest used with 75 percent.  AP exams are administered in 42 percent of districts, but only
six percent of responding districts have IB exams.

APA also explored whether the assessments districts choose vary by district size or region. The following
table illustrates assessment use by region, as reported by participating districts.  However, given the size
of the sample, generalizable conclusions about variation by region cannot be drawn.

APA also looked at assessment use by district size, as seen in Table 2C, on the following page. Again, the
size of the sample does not allow for generalizable conclusions about variation by size.  The following
table illustrates instead shows reported variation in assessment use by size for participating districts.

Metro
North

Central
Northeast Northwest Pikes Peak Southeast Southwest

West
Central

DIBELS 67% 73% 67% 82% 83% 100% 100% 100%
DRA2 78% 36% 20% 27% 0% 0% 11% 0%
PALS 0% 9% 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 25%
NWEA/MAP 56% 27% 67% 82% 33% 38% 100% 50%
Scantron Achievement Series 11% 45% 33% 0% 33% 0% 0% 0%
Acuity 11% 18% 0% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Galileo 11% 9% 0% 0% 8% 25% 0% 0%
STAR 11% 9% 0% 36% 25% 13% 0% 25%
PSAT 22% 45% 67% 73% 58% 63% 56% 75%
EXPLORE 44% 73% 40% 64% 25% 25% 11% 75%
PLAN 56% 91% 67% 82% 75% 50% 89% 100%
Accuplacer 44% 27% 80% 45% 50% 50% 44% 25%
AP Exams 56% 64% 27% 55% 58% 0% 33% 25%
IB Exams 11% 18% 0% 0% 8% 0% 11% 0%

TABLE 2B

Region
ASSESSMENTS COMMONLY USED BY DISTRICTS, BY REGION
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Additional Assessments Identified, Including District Created
As mentioned in the previous section, districts were also given the option of identifying other
assessments that they use, including those that are either vendor or district-created. Additional vendor-
created assessments identified by school districts were:

ASVAB Career Exploration Program;
Basic Early Assessment of Reading (BEAR);
EasyCBM;
Gates-MacGinitie Assessments;
PHELPS;
Scantron Performance Series;
SuccessMaker;
Terra Nova; and
Test of Silent Contextual Reading Fluency (TOSCRF); Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE);

and Test of Silent Word Reading Fluency (TOSWRF).

None of these assessments were reported as being used by more than three districts so APA did not add
them to the list of commonly-used assessments for which survey results are displayed in this report.

Districts also identified if they had any district-created assessments; fewer than 20 percent of districts
reported having any district-created assessments. The content areas for which district-created
assessments were developed will be explored later in this report.

1-250 251-1,000 1,001-3,000 3,001-10,000
10,001-
20,000

More than
20,000

DIBELS 94% 84% 71% 83% 100% 40%
DRA2 11% 8% 47% 17% 50% 60%
PALS 6% 0% 6% 8% 0% 0%
NWEA/MAP 39% 80% 71% 25% 50% 40%
Scantron Achievement Series 39% 4% 12% 33% 0% 20%
Acuity 0% 4% 6% 17% 0% 20%
Galileo 0% 8% 0% 8% 50% 20%
STAR 11% 16% 24% 8% 0% 0%
PSAT 56% 68% 71% 25% 100% 0%
EXPLORE 44% 44% 41% 33% 0% 80%
PLAN 78% 68% 82% 75% 50% 80%
Accuplacer 56% 64% 41% 25% 100% 20%
AP Exams 6% 28% 59% 83% 100% 60%
IB Exams 0% 0% 6% 0% 50% 60%

District Size Category
ASSESSMENTS COMMONLY USED BY DISTRICTS, BY SIZE

TABLE 2C
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Assessments by Grade Level

Tables 3A-D examine assessment use by grade. CSAP/TCAP is included in 3rd through 10th grade and
COACT is included for 11th grade.  CELA was not included since its use is not limited to certain grades.

Table 3A looks at assessment use in kindergarten through 2nd grade. Over 80 percent of districts use
DIBELS in these grades and about 20 percent use the DRA2. NWEA/MAP is also used by an increasing
percentage in later grades, with the majority of districts using it by 2nd grade.  Use of Scantron
Achievement Series begins in 2nd grade (14 percent of districts) and the use of STAR begins in
kindergarten, increasing to 13 percent of districts using it in 2nd grade; Galileo is used in a few districts in
1st and 2nd grade.

Table 3B shows assessments used in 3rd-5th grades. DIBELS continues to be used in these grades, though
usage decreased from nearly 80 percent to just over 50 percent.  Use of the DRA2 (18 percent of
districts), NWEA/MAP (54 percent), and Scantron Achievement Series (17 percent) remains consistent.
Acuity and Galileo are also used by five percent of districts in all three grades.

Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage
DIBELS 64 82% 63 81% 63 81%
DRA2 14 18% 16 21% 16 21%
PALS 1 1% 1 1% 2 3%
NWEA/MAP 22 28% 25 32% 40 51%
Scantron Achievement Series 0 0% 0 0% 11 14%
Acuity 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Galileo 0 0% 2 3% 3 4%
STAR 4 5% 7 9% 10 13%

Kindergarten 1st 2nd
ASSESSMENTS USED IN DISTRICTS, BY GRADE (K-2ND)

TABLE 3A

Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage
CSAP/TCAP 79 100% 79 100% 79 100%
DIBELS 61 78% 45 58% 42 54%
DRA2 14 18% 14 18% 14 18%
PALS 2 3% 2 3% 1 1%
NWEA/MAP 42 54% 42 54% 42 54%
Scantron Achievement Series 13 17% 13 17% 13 17%
Acuity 4 5% 4 5% 4 5%
Galileo 4 5% 4 5% 4 5%
STAR 10 13% 10 13% 10 13%

ASSESSMENTS USED IN DISTRICTS, BY GRADE (3RD-5TH)
TABLE 3B

3rd 4th 5th
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As Table 3C shows, similar percentages of districts use NWEA/MAP, Scantron Achievement Series, Acuity
and Galileo in 6th-8th grade as in previous grades; slightly fewer districts continue to use STAR in middle
school grades (10 percent).  EXPLORE is also used by 25 percent of districts in 8th grade, with minimal
use by districts of the other college admissions assessments in this grade span.

Table 3D shows that use of all the interim assessments- NWEA/MAP, Scantron Achievement Series,
Acuity, Galileo, and STAR- diminishes after 10th grade, which is the last year CSAP/TCAP is currently
administered. The PSAT is administered by about a third of all districts in 10th and 11th grade. PLAN is
administered by 67 percent of districts in 10th grade, and Accuplacer is used by a varying percentage of
districts in high school grades; the highest level of use is in 11th grade with 41% of districts using the
assessment, followed by 12th grade with 33% using it. AP and IB exams are the most commonly used
assessments in the last two high school years but it is important to remember that they are very
targeted tests given to students taking specific courses.

Survey responses were also examined to determine how many assessments were being administered in
each grade.  Specifically, this analysis looked at assessments that are typically given to all students-
state-mandated assessments, identified commonly-used assessments, and any other assessments

Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage
CSAP/TCAP 79 100% 79 100% 79 100%
NWEA/MAP 44 56% 45 57% 44 56%
Scantron Achievement Series 13 16% 13 16% 13 16%
Acuity 5 6% 5 6% 5 6%
Galileo 4 5% 4 5% 4 5%
STAR 8 10% 8 10% 8 10%
Explore 0 0% 0 0% 20 25%
PLAN 0 0% 0 0% 1 1%
Accuplacer 0 0% 0 0% 2 3%

6th 7th 8th
ASSESSMENTS USED IN DISTRICTS, BY GRADE (6TH-8TH)

TABLE 3C

Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage
CSAP/TCAP 79 100% 79 100% 0 0% 0 0%
COACT 0 0% 0 0% 79 100% 0 0%
NWEA/MAP 43 54% 43 54% 18 23% 14 18%
Scantron Achievement Series 12 15% 11 14% 7 9% 5 6%
Acuity 5 6% 4 5% 1 1% 1 1%
Galileo 4 5% 5 6% 0 0% 0 0%
STAR 6 8% 6 8% 2 3% 1 1%
PSAT 5 6% 26 33% 28 35% 3 4%
Explore 13 16% 4 5% 0 0% 0 0%
PLAN 9 11% 53 67% 2 3% 0 0%
Accuplacer 3 4% 17 22% 32 41% 26 33%
AP Exams 3 4% 12 15% 26 33% 31 39%
IB Exams 1 1% 1 1% 5 6% 5 6%

TABLE 3D
ASSESSMENTS USED IN DISTRICTS, BY GRADE (9TH-12TH)

9th 10th 11th 12th
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districts reported using, including those that are district-created. However, assessments that were
targeted at a specific population such as CELA which is only give to ELL students, and AP and IB exams
because their use is limited to students taking certain classes or in a certain program were excluded.
Each identified assessment was counted once, regardless of how many content areas it was used in or
number of times given a year.  Table 4 on the following page shows the percentage of all districts using
the identified number of assessments by grade.

Again, please note targeted assessments, such as CELA, AP exams, and IB exams, are not included since
they are targeted assessments. Twelfth grade is the least tested grade (43 percent having no reported
assessments), with the highest number of assessments being used in 3RD grade (84 percent having three
or more assessments), followed by 10th grade, then 4th and 5th grade.

Question: In what content areas are Colorado students currently assessed?

In addition to what grades assessments were used in, APA also examined what content areas they were
being used to measure.  Table 5, on the following page, looks at state-mandated and commonly-used
assessments by content area:

0 1 2 3+

Kindergarten 5% 39% 35% 20%

1st Grade 4% 37% 37% 23%

2nd Grade 3% 16% 53% 28%

3rd Grade 0% 1% 15% 84%

4th Grade 0% 3% 25% 72%

5th Grade 0% 3% 28% 70%

6th Grade 0% 8% 61% 32%

7th Grade 0% 9% 59% 32%

8th Grade 0% 5% 44% 51%

9th Grade 0% 6% 46% 48%

10th Grade 0% 1% 19% 80%

11th Grade 0% 25% 24% 51%

12th Grade 43% 33% 16% 8%

TABLE 4
TOTAL NUMBER OF ASSESSMENTS USED BY DISTRICTS

(INCLUDING STATE-MANDATED), BY GRADE
# Of Assessments Used
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The current areas assessed by state-mandated assessments are Reading, Math, Writing and Science for
CSAP/TCAP and COACT, and English Language Proficiency for CELA.  Outside of state-mandated
assessments, the table above indicates the vast majority of assessments are still assessing the same
content areas.  The highest percentages of assessments used are measuring Reading and Math, followed
by Writing and Science.  CBLA assessments are clearly literacy specific.  About a fifth of districts report
using Scantron Achievement Series,  Galileo, PLAN or EXPLORE in Social Studies; and Scantron
Achievement Series is also used minimally for language assessment.  AP and IB are unique in that they
are only offered to those students in the class or program; therefore, while they have the widest range
of content areas measured, they cannot be truly compared with the other assessments.

In addition to the state-mandated and commonly used assessments, the following percentages of
districts reported having additional district-created assessments in these content areas:

o Language Arts 18%
o Math 6%
o PE 5%
o Science 6%
o Social Studies 5%
o Vocational Ed 1%
o Writing 3%

Table 6, reports the total number of assessments used by districts, including CSAP/TCAP, COACT and
CELA, in each content area.  AP and IB exams are not included. Note that figures do not mean that a
district is using that number of assessments for the given content area in every grade.  For example, if
the table shows that a district is using four reading assessments, it does not mean that a district is using

Reading Math Writing Science
Social

Studies

English
Language

Proficiency

World
Languages

Other
Subject

Area
CSAP/TCAP 79 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
CELA 79 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%
COACT 79 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
DIBELS 67 100% 4% 4% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0%
DRA2 26 100% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
PALS 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
NWEA/MAP 45 100% 100% 82% 64% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Scantron Achievement Series 14 100% 100% 50% 71% 21% 7% 7% 7%
Acuity 6 100% 100% 50% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Galileo 5 100% 100% 40% 100% 20% 0% 0% 0%
STAR 10 91% 73% 18% 9% 9% 0% 0%
PSAT 40 100% 75% 65% 20% 3% 0% 0% 0%
EXPLORE 29 93% 97% 83% 90% 24% 3% 0% 7%
PLAN 52 94% 96% 75% 88% 17% 2% 0% 8%
Accuplacer 28 86% 93% 68% 18% 7% 0% 0% 11%
AP Exams 34 74% 85% 68% 82% 68% 3% 35% 12%
IB Exams 3 100% 100% 67% 100% 67% 0% 67% 33%

TABLE 5
CONTENT AREAS DISTRICTS ARE USING ASSESSMENTS TO MEASURE

Content Area
# of Districts

Using
Assessment
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four different assessments in Reading in one grade, but that they use four different Reading assessments
K-12 such as using DIBELS K-3, Scantron Achievement Series K-8, CSAP/TCAP in grades 3-10, and COACT
in 11th grade.

Reading and Math are by far the content areas where districts are using the highest number of
assessments with about 75 percent of districts using five or more assessments to measure the two
content areas in various grades. Writing and Science follow with 51 percent of districts and 42 percent
of districts respectively using five or more assessments in that content area.  Ninety-four percent of
districts only use one assessment to measure English Language Proficiency (CELA). Looking at subject
areas that are not presently included in state-mandated assessments, only a third of districts have one
or more Social Studies exams and the vast majority of districts do not have a district-wide assessment in
any of the other contents area (World Language, Visual Arts, Dance, Music, Drama/Theater, Health, PE
and Vocational Education) when AP and IB exams are excluded.

Given that few districts reported having district-wide assessments in content areas outside of Reading,
Math, Writing and Science, the survey also included a question about whether districts, or their BOCES,
provided any guidance or framework for creating school level mastery assessments in the other content
areas.  The following is the list of content areas and the corresponding percentage of responding
districts that provide such guidance or frameworks:

o Science 20%
o Social Studies 19%
o World Language 10%
o Visual Arts 9%

0 1 2 3 4 5+

Reading 0% 0% 1% 9% 13% 77%

Math 0% 0% 1% 11% 14% 73%

Writing 0% 0% 11% 14% 24% 51%

Science 0% 0% 10% 19% 29% 39%

Social Studies 66% 19% 8% 5% 0% 0%

English Language Proficiency 94% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0%

World Languages 95% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Visual Arts 96% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Dance 99% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Music 94% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Drama/Theater 99% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Health 95% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Physical Education 91% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Vocational Education 96% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0%

# Of Assessments Used

TABLE 6

TOTAL NUMBER OF ASSESSMENTS USED BY DISTRICTS  (INCLUDING STATE-MANDATED),
BY CONTENT AREA
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o Dance 1%
o Music 9%
o Drama 5%
o Health 9%
o Physical Education 13%
o Vocational Education 5%

About 75 percent of responding districts indicated they have not made available guidance or
frameworks for their schools to use to create school-level assessments for any of these subject areas.

Question: What audiences receive assessment results?

As part of the survey, respondents were asked about what audiences in each district receive the results
of each assessment.  Table 7 below shows the results of this question:

Almost all assessments show that assessment results are shared with teachers.  The only exceptions to
this are the PSAT and Accuplacer results; both of these tests are linked to college preparedness and are
not necessarily built to inform instructional practice. For assessments given to the youngest group of
students (K-2), DIBELS and DRA2, results are less likely to be given directly to students and parents than
other assessments.  These earlier grade assessments appear to be used mostly by teachers to guide
instruction.

The survey also asked if a given assessment was accompanied by an interpretive guide and/or
instructional guidance for teachers to utilize the results, or if neither were provided.  Table 8 below,
displays these findings:

Number
answering
Question

District
Admin.

School
Admin. Teachers

Counselors/
Academic
Advisers Parents Students

COACT 60 87% 98% 90% 95% 98% 98%

DIBELS 68 74% 93% 99% 51% 82% 60%
DRA2 23 61% 87% 100% 35% 87% 52%
PALS 2 50% 50% 100% 50% 100% 0%

NWEA/MAP 45 93% 98% 100% 84% 89% 89%
Scantron Achievement Series 15 87% 93% 100% 100% 93% 93%
Acuity 6 67% 100% 100% 17% 33% 100%
Galileo 5 80% 100% 100% 40% 80% 80%
STAR 11 55% 82% 100% 82% 91% 91%

PSAT 41 71% 95% 66% 95% 95% 98%
EXPLORE 31 68% 97% 90% 97% 94% 100%
PLAN 59 71% 90% 80% 95% 95% 97%
Accuplacer 32 31% 50% 38% 88% 56% 97%

AP Exams 36 53% 86% 89% 92% 97% 100%
IB Exams 5 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 100%

Audience
WHO RECEIVES ASSESSMENT RESULTS IN DISTRICTS

TABLE 7
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One key point that comes across in the results is the varied understanding of whether such supports are
available for each assessment.  One example is the CSAP/TCAP tests where 91% of respondents felt
some level of support was provided but 9% felt none was provided.  Overall, interpretive guides seemed
more prevalent than instructional guidance.   A few assessments had all respondents reporting some
sort of guide or guidance.  Most had only a small percentage reporting that neither support was
provided.  The assessments with the highest level of a “neither” response were the Accuplacer and the
AP exams.

Question: For what purposes are assessment results expected to be used?

Table 9A and 9B examine the purposes for which the assessments results are expected to be used from
the district perspective.  It is important to note that the survey asked only if the results were used for a
specific purpose, not if they are effective when used for that purpose. How assessment results are used
at the school-level as well the effectiveness of each assessment’s results was explored through
interviews and focus groups conducted in the second phase of the study; results from this inquiry will be
shared later in this report.

Table 9A examines the survey responses associated with using the assessment results for typical
purposes related to student performance.  These purposes included: 1) measuring student progress
within a school year, 2) measuring student end-of-year/end-of-course mastery of content standards, 3)
determining student placement, and 4) providing feedback to students.

Number
answering
Question

Interpretive
guides

Instructional
guidance Neither

CSAP/TCAP 76 0% 0% 0%
CELA 66 0% 0% 0%
COACT 60 0% 0% 0%

DIBELS 63 0% 0% 0%
DRA2 19 0% 0% 0%
PALS 4 0% 0% 0%

NWEA/MAP 44 0% 0% 0%
Scantron Achievement Series 14 0% 0% 0%
Acuity 6 0% 0% 0%
Galileo 5 40% 80% 20%

PSAT 42 93% 64% 2%
EXPLORE 31 90% 81% 3%
PLAN 59 88% 75% 3%
Accuplacer 29 48% 41% 38%

AP Exams 29 62% 34% 34%
IB Exams 2 100% 50% 0%

TABLE 8
ACCOMPANING GUIDES OR GUIDANCE WITH ASSESSMENT IN DISTRICTS

Guide or guidance with assessment?
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The frequency with which each assessment was used for any of the four purposes varied widely.  Some
tests, such as the interim tests which include the NWEA/MAP and Scantron assessments, were used
relatively consistently across all four categories, with Acuity and STAR less likely to be used for
measuring mastery (a third or less of districts which use the assessment use it for that purpose).  Other
tests such as the AP and IB exams are not created to measure student progress within a year but are
used for providing student feedback.   Interestingly, many respondents indicated they use the
CSAP/TCAP assessments to measure student progress within the school year even though these tests
are often considered to be mainly summative in nature.

Table 9B examines more closely the instructional purposes for which assessments are used. Such
purposes include informing instructional practice, evaluating teachers, evaluating instructional
programs, and informing school/district improvement plans.

Number of
districts
answering
question

To measure
student
progress
within the
school year?

To measure
student end-
of-year/end-
of-course
mastery of
content
standards?

To determine
student
placement?

To provide
feedback to
students?

CSAP/TCAP 75 63% 71% 71% 86%
CELA 58 60% 44% 75% 63%
COACT 61 25% 38% 37% 87%
DIBELS 62 92% 52% 82% 69%
DRA2 23 73% 23% 68% 45%
PALS 4 75% 25% 75% 25%
NWEA/MAP 44 100% 60% 88% 93%
Scantron Achievement Series 15 79% 64% 86% 100%
Acuity 6 100% 33% 83% 83%
Galileo 4 100% 75% 75% 75%
PSAT 39 18% 13% 21% 92%
EXPLORE 28 24% 34% 45% 93%
PLAN 56 24% 19% 33% 91%
Accuplacer 31 13% 17% 87% 70%
AP Exams 34 13% 53% 19% 84%
IB Exams 2 0% 100% 50% 100%

PURPOSES ASSESSMENTS ARE USED FOR IN DISTRICTS, STUDENT PERFORMANCE
TABLE 9A

Purpose
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Survey data indicates that results for most of the assessments are being used to inform instructional
practice with the notable exception of the PSAT and Accuplacer.  This is not surprising since both of
these tests are related to college preparation and the results are not necessarily shared with teachers as
shown in Table 5 above.  The results from a number of assessments are frequently being used to inform
improvement plans; these include the CSAP/TCAP, CELA, DIBELS, NWEA, Scantron, Acuity and STAR.
Fewer tests are frequently used to evaluate instructional programs.  Those used for this purpose include
CSAP/TCAP, CELA, NWEA/MAP, Acuity and STAR.  The majority of survey respondents indicated that
they do not use the results of any of the assessments at this point to evaluate teachers; the most
commonly used assessment for this purpose is the state-mandated CSAP/TCAP (18 percent of all
districts report using it to evaluate teachers) and of the 15 districts that use Scantron Achievement
Series, 28 percent report using it to evaluate teachers.

Question: Are districts going beyond what is required by the state?

As discussed earlier in this report, there are a number of assessments that districts are required to
administer by the state.  These state-mandated assessments- CSAP/TCAP, CELA, COACT and one of three
assessments to fulfill CBLA- have specific requirements about the grades in which they are administered
as well as the content areas they measure.  CSAP/TCAP is required in grades 3-10 in Reading, Math, and
Writing, and in Science in 5th, 8th and 10th grade. CELA is used to measure English Language Proficiency
for ELL students in any grade.  COACT is required for all students in 11th grade and tests Language Arts,
Math, Writing and Science.  DIBELS, DRA2, and PALS are approved by SBE to fulfill CBLA and are
administered to measure literacy skills in kindergarten through 3rd grade.

Number of
districts
answering
question

To inform
instructional
practice?

To evaluate
teachers?

To evaluate
instructional
programs?

To inform
improvement
plans?

CSAP/TCAP 75 83% 18% 72% 88%
CELA 58 82% 7% 61% 68%
COACT 61 57% 7% 33% 45%
DIBELS 62 93% 8% 59% 72%
DRA2 23 86% 0% 45% 41%
PALS 4 75% 0% 25% 50%
NWEA/MAP 44 98% 9% 77% 84%
Scantron Achievement Series 15 86% 29% 36% 71%
Acuity 6 100% 0% 83% 100%
Galileo 4 100% 0% 25% 75%
PSAT 39 29% 0% 16% 26%
EXPLORE 28 52% 3% 28% 45%
PLAN 56 43% 2% 17% 30%
Accuplacer 31 10% 0% 3% 13%
AP Exams 34 53% 6% 44% 16%
IB Exams 2 50% 0% 0% 0%

TABLE 9B
PURPOSES ASSESSMENTS ARE USED FOR IN DISTRICTS, INSTRUCTIONAL

Purpose
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As such, answering the question of whether districts are currently going beyond what they are required
to do requires looking at assessments both by grade and by content area. Tables 10 and 11 show the
number of assessments that are being used not including CSAP/TCAP, COACT, CELA or CBLA.  Please
note that if a district uses more than one assessment that fulfills CBLA, only the first instance is
excluded; so for example, if a district uses both DIBELS and DRA2 the district would be considered as
having one assessment additional assessment beyond what is mandated by the state. Also, AP and IB
exams are again excluded because they are targeted to students in specific classes or programs.

First, we looked at whether districts are going beyond what they are mandated to do by the state by
grade is shown in Table 10 below:

It is clear from the table, that the vast majority of districts are using additional assessments beyond just
what is state mandated in all grades.  11th grade has the highest percentage of districts (25 percent) not
using an assessment beyond the state-mandated COACT.  There are no state mandates for assessments
in 12th grade so these grades are not included in this table; hover, as shown previously in Table 4, 57
percent of districts reported using at least one assessment in 12th grade.

Second, APA looked at whether districts are going beyond what they are mandated to do by the state by
content area is shown in Table 11 below:

No Additional
Assessments

At least One
Additional

Assessment
Kindergarten 5% 95%

1st Grade 4% 96%

2nd Grade 3% 97%

3rd Grade 1% 99%

4th Grade 3% 97%

5th Grade 3% 97%

6th Grade 8% 92%

7th Grade 9% 91%

8th Grade 5% 95%

9th Grade 6% 94%

10th Grade 1% 99%

11th Grade 25% 75%

TABLE 10

Number of Assessments Beyond State-Mandated, by Grade
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In the table, it is apparent that in the content areas of Reading, Math, Writing and Science- considered
the high stakes content areas- the significant majority of districts (about 90 percent on average and 99
percent in Math) use at least one additional assessment beyond what state mandates require. As noted
previously, ninety-four percent of districts only use CELA to measure English Language Proficiency.   The
other content areas- Social Studies, World Language, Visual Arts, Dance, Music, Drama/Theater, Health,
PE and Vocational Education- do not currently have state-mandated assessments and not surprisingly,
almost all districts do not have assessments in them at present. Of these non-mandated areas, social
studies has the highest percentage of districts, about a third, with at least one assessment in that
content area; this may be in anticipation of the addition of Social Studies to be included in the
replacement summative assessment for CSAP/TCAP.

These findings, in particular when looking at assessments by content area, will require further inquiry
about the ability of districts to meet upcoming state requirements that expand the grades and subject
areas of state-mandated assessing.

Phase II

Following the online assessment survey administered during Phase I of the study, APA conducted: (1)
interviews with district assessment coordinators, and (2) focus groups with school-level personnel
including teachers, instructional coaches and school administrators.  The findings that follow in this
section are based upon these interviews and focus groups.

No Additional
Assessments

At Least One
Additional

Assessment

Reading 9% 91%

Math 1% 99%

Writing 11% 89%

Science 10% 90%

English Language Proficiency 94% 6%

TABLE 11
NUMBER OF ASSESSMENTS USED BY DISTRICTS

BEYOND STATE-MANDATED, BY CONTENT AREA
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Findings from District-level Interviews and Focus Groups with School-
level Personnel

Question: Are there other common assessments being used across
classrooms?

In addition to the assessments identified as being used district wide, the use of additional common
assessments at the school-level was also explored. These assessments are typically teacher created and
given more frequently (such as at the end of a quarter or unit) to allow teachers to gauge student
learning on a routine basis and modify their instruction accordingly.

More specifically, related questions during focus groups sought to learn whether schools had common
assessments that are used across classrooms. It was found that the present use of such common
assessments varied widely as did the capacity of schools to develop and implement common
assessments.  Common assessments were more likely to already be in use by teachers in larger schools
and districts, and their use tended to be focused in the state summative areas of reading, writing, math
and science, with social studies emerging as a newer area.

There was some inequity in the ability of schools to have common assessments due to a number of
challenges, primarily related to the size of the school and district.  Small districts often have limited
capacity to develop their own assessments, particularly at the classroom level, due to the number of
staff.  In many of their schools, there is only one teacher per grade, content area, or class subject.
Therefore, many assessments are created by the individual teacher without collaboration with peers.  To
address this issue, several of the small districts are working with their local BOCES or partnering with
nearby districts to develop common assessments which would allow for inter-district benchmarking and
collaboration.

Having common assessments also requires having common curriculum aligned with recently revised
state standards which do not exist yet in all schools. Further, if there is common timing of assessments
pacing guides would also be needed. This is also a challenge in schools where there has historically only
been a single teacher for a grade or content area. As such, several schools and districts that
participated in focus groups and interviews were working towards developing common curriculum (and
pacing guides where needed) and would explore common assessments once this foundation was
established.

Overall, there was general agreement that having common assessments are valuable for instruction
because it allows teachers to discuss data collaboratively and to be able to benchmark their students’
performance against other students. As such, several of the schools were in the process of developing
some common assessments in key areas or building the foundation needed to take that next step by
creating common curriculum.

There was also agreement by many school staff members that locally developed assessments were still
preferred even with noted capacity challenges.  There was concern that state or vendor created
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assessments would not be well enough aligned with their locally developed curriculum to be useful.
However, educators did express interest in an assessment resource bank that they could use to either
select or develop assessments to suit their districts.  This could include complete assessments that they
can elect to use as well as a bank of possible assessment questions to draw from depending on the
district’s needs.

Question: How much time is spent training teachers on assessments
(administering, understanding results, and using results to inform
instruction)?

Focus groups and interviews also explored the time required to train teachers on all facets of
assessments, including administering, understanding results, and using results to inform instruction.
Given the limited number of personnel involved in interviews and focus groups, APA did not believe
specific time estimates could be accurately calculated and as such will present general impressions in this
section.

During such conversations, it was found that there is not a lot of additional time spent each year by staff
learning or revisiting how to administer assessments.  School and district staff who participated in the
focus groups and interviews felt that the limited time spent was sufficient and that training related to
assessments was primarily spent on how to use assessment data. Many went so far as to say all of their
professional development time was spent on using assessment data to inform instruction.

Most of this training occurs at the beginning of the school year and the concern was expressed by
teachers that there was not enough support through the year to reinforce that training and help
teachers apply the training to their own classroom data. One participant expressed concern about the
popular “train the trainer” model, indicating she had attended very effective trainings, but the real
challenge was bringing the information back and having enough time to help others not only learn it but
apply it to their own data. Most schools do not have data support personnel in their schools so it is
largely dependent on how well their principal understands data or if there is a peer that can fulfill that
role.

It was also stressed that the time needed to use data to inform instruction is the dominant time needed
for staff.   Many said that the majority of their imbedded professional development time, or professional
learning community (PLC) time, is spent discussing data and how to use it to tailor their instruction. This
time is often during weekly common planning periods, or early release time. Further, teachers often
indicated that even with this time they do not have enough time to explore data at a deep level-
especially in smaller districts where teachers spend a lot of time developing their own assessments.
Teachers also indicated that it is difficult to access large assessment databases and bring the data down
to the level they need.
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Question: How much time do Colorado students currently spend taking and
preparing for assessments?

During interviews with assessment personnel and school-level staff, a number of questions were asked
about the current time requirements of students in taking and preparing for assessments. From these
discussions, it is clear that while there is some additional time spent by students learning test taking
strategies, preparation time for assessments is imbedded in normal instruction. Therefore, time
estimates below are specific to the time required for students to take the assessments.

Tables 12A and B identify the time required for students to take assessments as reported by district
staff.  Reported time estimates are shown by grade in hours and days (assuming a six hour student day,
rounded to the nearest tenth).  In all four tables, CELA is excluded since it is not taken by all students. It
should be noted that ELL students would require an additional 3 hours of assessment time annually.

TABLE 12A
Student Test Taking Time Requirements to Take Current State-Mandated Assessments (2011-12)

Assessment
Early Literacy

(CBLA) CSAP/TCAP COACT Total Hours Total Days
Grade

Preschool 0.0 0.0
Kindergarten 0.5 0.5 0.1
1st 0.5 0.5 0.1
2nd 0.5 0.5 0.1
3rd 0.5 6.0 6.5 1.1
4th 9.0 9.0 1.5
5th 12.0 12.0 2.0
6th 9.0 9.0 1.5
7th 9.0 9.0 1.5
8th 12.0 12.0 2.0
9th 9.0 9.0 1.5
10th 12.0 12.0 2.0
11th 3.0 3.0 0.5
12th 0.0 0.0

Table 12A shows time requirements for an average student to take current state-mandated
assessments, including CSAP/TCAP, an early literacy assessment to fulfill CBLA, and the COACT.  For
CSAP/TCAP, this amounts to 6 hours, or one day, in 3rd grade for math, reading and writing, then 9
hours (1.5 days) for the same subjects in grades 4 through 10.  In 5th, 8th and 10th grades, students take
an additional assessment in the subject area of science, so CSAP/TCAP takes 12 hours, or two full days of
time, to complete in those three grades.  Early literacy exams take 10 minutes or less, three times a year
for students in grades K-3 (half an hour in total).  COACT, taken in 11th grade, will take three hours, or
half a day, to complete.
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Table 12B, identifies the time requirements both to take additional assessments currently used by the
majority of districts and to take state-mandated assessments:

TABLE 12B
Student Test Taking Time Requirements of Current District Assessment Practices (2011-12)

Assessments Used by Majority of Districts

Assessment Preschool

Early
Literacy
(CBLA) Interim CSAP/TCAP PLAN COACT

Total
Hours

Total
Days

Grade
Preschool 0.0* 0.0 0.0
Kinder. 0.5 0.5 0.1
1st 0.5 0.5 0.1
2nd 0.5 12.0 12.5 2.1
3rd 0.5 12.0 6.0 18.5 3.1
4th 0.5 12.0 9.0 21.5 3.6
5th 0.5 12.0 12.0 24.5 4.1
6th 12.0 9.0 21.0 3.5
7th 12.0 9.0 21.0 3.5
8th 12.0 12.0 24.0 4.0
9th 12.0 9.0 21.0 3.5
10th 12.0 12.0 3.0 27.0 4.5
11th 3.0 3.0 0.5
12th 0.0 0.0

*Note: Observational assessment, no additional student time outside of instruction required.

In addition to the state-mandated assessments, students in grades 2-10 in the majority of districts take
interim assessments (some districts use these assessments K-12, but what is depicted here what is done
on average in the majority of districts).  Currently, the assessments are generally given in reading,
writing, math and science for one hour per subject area, three times a year, for a total of 12 hours (or
two days of time).  Districts also administer an assessment in preschool, but it is observational in nature
and does not require time for students to “sit” for an exam.  The majority of districts also continue to
use an early literacy assessment in grades 4-5.

Under the current assessment system used in districts, students spend minimal time on assessments in
PreK-1 and in grades 11 and 12.  Starting in 2nd grade – the year right before state summative
assessments begin – through 10th grade, students spend more time taking assessments; this ranges from
about two to 4.5 days.  On average, students K-12 spend 2.5 days taking assessments.  When looking
only at CSAP/TCAP grades (3-10) this average increases to 3.7 days.
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Question: How effective are different types of assessments for certain
purposes?

District and school-level personnel were asked how effective different types of assessments were for
certain purposes, such as informing instructional practice and measuring student performance and
mastery of standards.

In terms of informing instruction, there is a scale of effectiveness for available assessments- summative,
interim and formative- at different levels of analysis. At the highest level, state summative data is most
helpful at the beginning of the year for teacher planning and student placement.  It is also effective for
identifying “design or delivery” issues, meaning that these assessments can establish trends from year
to year in curriculum or teacher instruction that identify areas in need of improvement. Often, such
data can be helpful for identifying needs for individual teacher development. However, participants
indicated that it may take a number of years of available to see these patterns and is not very timely for
informing instruction.

Interim assessments are more frequent and allow for reevaluation a few times per year as opposed to
only once.  However, such assessments are still viewed as less effective than formative assessments for
monitoring student progress and informing instruction at an individual student level. Assessments given
to fulfill CBLA requirements also considered to be helpful for informing instruction.  Common
assessments are especially helpful because they allow comparison between classes.

When considering measuring student performance and mastery of standards, again each type of
assessment is effective at different levels of evaluation.  Formative assessments are seen as most helpful
to measure ongoing mastery of standards frequently throughout the year, while summative
assessments are the final end of year measure to capture the total learning for the year. One participant
expressed that if assessments at all levels were well aligned – from formative to summative- it would
allow teachers to evaluate student progress towards standards mastery more frequently.

The following chart visually displays the above discussion of the use of different assessments to inform
instruction and measure student mastery of content standards:

It was also stressed that effectiveness of assessments is contingent on the ability of staff to fully
understand and use the results. To that end, districts have focused much of their professional
development in this area.  However, as noted in an earlier section, teachers expressed that, although

FORMATIVE
ASSESSMENTS

Day -to-day informing of
instruction; measuring

student understanding of
lessons

INTERIM ASSESSMENTS
Evaluating student

progress and measuring
growth within a year;

predicting performance on
summative assessments

SUMMATIVE
ASSESSMENTS

Teacher planning;
student placement;
idenifying "design/

delivery" issues
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they have sufficient up front training on how to understand assessment data, they often require more
ongoing support and time throughout the year to address student data.

Question: How are districts considering changes to their assessment systems
to meet new state requirements?

There are a number of upcoming changes to Colorado’s assessment requirements that will have an
impact on district and school assessment practices.  Largely due to the requirements of Colorado’s
Achievement Plan for Kids (CAP4K) and Colorado’s Educator Effectiveness bill, S.B. 10-191, districts will:
(1) need to further assess students in a number of grades (K-3 and 11th) and at least one additional
content area (Social Studies) beyond the assessments they currently administer; and (2) use assessment
results to evaluate teachers- a purpose for which the majority of districts do not report currently using
assessments.

APA explored in the second phase of the study how districts and schools are considering the impact of
these legislative changes on their current assessment systems and how they plan to address existing
gaps. Through conversations with district and school staff, it was learned that districts are at various
stages in their thinking about future assessment needs due to new state requirements. Many
understand that changes will be needed, but are at a very preliminary planning stage and necessary
conversations have not been conducted- in particular with regard to use of assessments for educator
evaluation and measuring student mastery in non-core content areas. Such conversations also are
needed to address how well current assessments could potentially fulfill existing needs or if any
additional assessments or revisions would be needed.

Several districts, particularly smaller districts, have taken the first step to revising assessment practices
by developing standards based curriculum and pacing guides to align with the revised state standards,
and presumably the state summative assessment.  Several have indicated that it is challenging for
district staff to think through developing their own assessments aligned with state expectations when
they are unsure what the new state summative assessment will look like.  In particular this seems to be
an issue for social studies and at the high school level where standards are grade based, but course
offerings might not align.  This has caused a few districts to adopt a “wait and see” approach while
others have elected to forge ahead so as to not lose valuable data collection opportunities.

The districts that appear to be the farthest down the path have participated in CDE and CLF efforts
including serving as pilot districts for the new evaluation system and participating in state assessment
development.

Summary of Study and Key Takeaways

The intent of this study was to present a clear picture of current district and school assessment practices
in order to inform state efforts to implement new assessment systems, as well as informing local leaders
on how to best leverage existing assessments. Information was gathered in this study during two
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phases.  In the first phase, APA conducted an online survey of district assessment coordinators to inform
the following questions:

 What assessments are currently used by districts in Colorado and in what grades?
 In what content areas are Colorado students currently being assessed?
 What audiences receive assessment results?
 For what purposes are assessment results used?
 Do districts use additional assessments beyond what is currently mandated by the state?

In the second phase, interviews and focus groups were conducted with district assessment coordinators
and school-level personnel to delve deeper into district and school assessment practice, both current
and anticipated. Questions explored during this phase included:

 Are there other common assessments being used across classrooms (in addition to the
assessments identified in the survey)?

 How much time is spent training teachers on assessments (administering, understanding results,
and using results to inform instruction)?

 How much time do students spend taking and preparing for assessments?
 How effective are different types of assessments for certain purposes such as informing

instructional practice and measuring student performance and mastery of state standards?
 How are districts considering changes to their assessment systems to meet new state

requirements?

From the findings of both phases, there were a number of key takeaways:

 Districts are administering a number of assessments beyond what they are required to by the
state; these additional assessments tend to be focused in grades and content areas (math,
reading, writing and science) that will later be measured on the state summative assessments.
By comparison, there are very few district-wide assessment practices and guidance for the
creation of school-level assessments in other content areas.

 Awareness of district-wide preschool assessment practices is incomplete. In response to the
online survey, only a third of district assessment coordinators could respond to questions about
preschool assessments, whereas CDE reports that since 2006-07, 100 percent of state-funded
preschools administer a state-approved preschool assessment.

 On average, students in grades K-12 spend 2.5 days taking assessments (3.7 days when looking
just at grades 3-10).  Assessment time commitments are currently minimal in grades K-2, 11th

and 12th. As the number of state assessments increase, and their method of administration also
changes, associated time commitments are also likely to change.

 Districts use the results of assessments for a wide range of purposes, such as informing
instructional practice and measuring student mastery of content standards.  However, the
majorities of districts are not currently using assessments for educator evaluation and are
unsure how they will do so in the future to fulfill the requirements of recently enacted
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legislation requiring that 50% of educator performance evaluations be based upon the academic
growth of their students.

 School and district personnel that participated in the study indicated that professional
development and collaboration time is primarily focused on assessments and using data to
inform instruction. Teachers also said they felt they have sufficient up front training on how to
understand assessment data, but that they require more ongoing support and time throughout
the year to address student data at the level needed to effectively use it to identify student
needs and adjust instruction.

 There was much discussion during focus groups about the push for common assessments to be
used across classrooms in schools. Participants suggested that such common assessments allow
for greater collaboration amongst teachers as well as performance comparisons between
classrooms.

 Participants indicated that if assessments at all levels were well aligned – from formative to
summative- it would allow teachers to evaluate student progress towards standards mastery
more frequently, though sufficient time to use data would still ben necessary.

As changes to state assessments and requirements become finalized, it will be important to explore the
impact that changes may have on student time, district and school assessment choices, and alignment of
instructional practice and assessment. Further, there may be opportunities to create efficiencies which
should be explored, including opportunities such as: (1) group purchasing of commonly administered
assessments; (2) the work of CDE’s Content Collaboratives which includes identifying assessments that
are aligned to the Colorado Academic Standards and could support the growth component of educator
evaluations per S.B. 10-191, as well as posting these assessments to a statewide resource bank for
districts to access and use; and (3) exploring emerging methods of administering assessments that may
be more efficient, instructionally based and offer more immediate and actionable data.

About Augenblick, Palaich and Associates: APA is an education policy consulting firm with nearly 30
years of experience analyzing a wide array of education issues for state and district level policymakers in
every state in the country.  As of 2012, APA is also a part of the Regional Education Lab for central
states, including Colorado (REL-Central).  Recent work at the state-level in Colorado has included
analyzing the resource implications of two legislative reform efforts: Colorado’s Achievement Plan for
Kids (CAP4K) on behalf of the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) and Colorado’s Educator
Effectiveness bill (SB 10-191) on behalf of the State Council for Educator Effectiveness.
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Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory

The following questions are designed to gather information regarding commonly used assessments in the state. Please 
only give responses for assessments that are being used in your district and leave the rest blank. Following this page, 
you will be given the opportunity to provide information about additional assessments used in your district beyond the 
ones included here. 

1. For grades PreK5, how many times are the following assessments given in a school 
year by grade? Select response from drop down menu for each assessment used or leave 
BLANK if given assessment is not used.  

 
Commonly Used Assessments in Colorado

Preschool Kindergarten 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade

Measures of 
Academic 
Progress 
(MAP)

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Scantron 
Achievement 
Series

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Dynamic 
Indicators of 
Basic Early 
Literacy 
(DIBELS)

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Diagnostic 
Reading 
Assessment 
(DRA2)

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Phonological 
Awareness 
Literacy 
Screening 
(PALS)

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Teaching 
Strategies 
GOLD

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

HighScope 
Child 
Observation 
Record (COR)

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Acuity 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Galileo 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Other 



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
2. For grades 612, how many times are the following assessments given in a school year 
by grade?  Select response from drop down menu for each assessment used or leave 
BLANK if given assessment is not used.  

6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 9th Grade 10th Grade 11th Grade 12th Grade

Measures of 
Academic 
Progress 
(MAP)

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Scantron 
Achievement 
Series

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Acuity 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Galileo 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

PSAT 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

EXPLORE 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

PLAN 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Accuplacer 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Advanced 
Placement 
(AP) Exams

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

International 
Baccalaureate 
(IB) Exams

6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Please 



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
3. Are the following assessments given to all students or only to a particular group of 
students (in any grade PreK12)? Select "given to all students" or all that apply. Leave 
BLANK if given assessment is not used.  

Given to all 
students

Atrisk students
Students 
struggling 

academically

Special 
Education 
students

ELL students Gifted students
Other group of 

students

Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Scantron Achievement Series gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
Early Literacy (DIBELS)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Diagnostic Reading 
Assessment (DRA2)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Phonological Awareness 
Literacy Screening (PALS)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Teaching Strategies GOLD gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

HighScope Child Observation 
Record (COR)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Acuity gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Galileo gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PSAT gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

EXPLORE gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PLAN gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Accuplacer gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Advanced Placement (AP) 
Exams

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

International Baccalaureate 
(IB) Exams

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

If assessment is given to a different group of students please specify. 
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Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
4. What content areas are the following assessments measuring (in any grade PreK12)? 
 Select all that apply to each assessment used or leave BLANK if given assessment is not 
used.  

Reading Math Writing Science Social Studies
English 

Language 
Proficiency

World 
Languages

Other Subject 
Area

Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Scantron Achievement 
Series

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
Early Literacy (DIBELS)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Diagnostic Reading 
Assessment (DRA2)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Phonological Awareness 
Literacy Screening (PALS)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Teaching Strategies GOLD gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

HighScope Child 
Observation Record (COR)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Acuity gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Galileo gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PSAT gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

EXPLORE gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PLAN gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Accuplacer gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Advanced Placement (AP) 
Exams

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

International 
Baccalaureate (IB) Exams

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

If used in "other subject area" please specify. 
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Other 



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
5. Who is given results from each of the assessments listed below? Select all that apply to 
each assessment or leave BLANK if given assessment is not used.  

District 
Administrators

School 
Administrators

Teachers
Counselors/Academic 

Advisers
Parents Students

Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Scantron Achievement 
Series

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
Early Literacy (DIBELS)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Diagnostic Reading 
Assessment (DRA2)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Phonological Awareness 
Literacy Screening (PALS)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Teaching Strategies GOLD gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

HighScope Child 
Observation Record (COR)

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Acuity gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Galileo gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

ACT gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PSAT gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

EXPLORE gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PLAN gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Accuplacer gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Advanced Placement (AP) 
Exams

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

International Baccalaureate 
(IB) Exams

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Is there anyone else that receives assessment results? 
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Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
6. Do the results of the following assessment come with an interpretive guide and/or 
instructional guidance? Select all that apply to each assessment used or leave BLANK if 
given assessment is not used. 

Interpretive guides Instructional guidance Neither

CSAP/TCAP gfedc gfedc gfedc

CELA gfedc gfedc gfedc

Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP)

gfedc gfedc gfedc

Scantron Achievement 
Series

gfedc gfedc gfedc

Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
Early Literacy (DIBELS)

gfedc gfedc gfedc

Diagnostic Reading 
Assessment (DRA2)

gfedc gfedc gfedc

Phonological Awareness 
Literacy Screening (PALS)

gfedc gfedc gfedc

Teaching Strategies GOLD gfedc gfedc gfedc

HighScope Child 
Observation Record (COR)

gfedc gfedc gfedc

Acuity gfedc gfedc gfedc

Galileo gfedc gfedc gfedc

ACT gfedc gfedc gfedc

PSAT gfedc gfedc gfedc

EXPLORE gfedc gfedc gfedc

PLAN gfedc gfedc gfedc

Accuplacer gfedc gfedc gfedc

Advanced Placement (AP) 
Exams

gfedc gfedc gfedc

International 
Baccalaureate (IB) Exams

gfedc gfedc gfedc



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
7. For what purposes are the results of the following assessments used in your district? 
Select all that apply for each assessment used or leave BLANK if given assessment is not 
used.  

To inform 
instructional 
practice?

To measure 
student 
progress 
within the 

school year?

To measure 
student end
ofyear/endof

course 
mastery of 
content 

standards?

To evaluate 
teachers?

To evaluate 
instructional 
programs?

To determine 
student 

placement?

To inform 
improvement 

plans?

To provide 
feedback to 
students?

CSAP/TCAP gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

CELA gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

MAP gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Scantron Achievement 
Series

gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

DIBELS gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

DRA2 gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PALS gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Teaching Strategies GOLD gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

HighScope COR gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Acuity gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Galileo gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

ACT gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PSAT gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

EXPLORE gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

PLAN gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Accuplacer gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

AP Exams gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

IB Exams gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

 

Other 



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory

The following questions are designed to gather information regarding any additional DISTRICTWIDE assessments 
currently used in your district that were not listed or identified in the previous questions on this survey. Please name any 
other districtwide assessments used in core content areas, as well as the following areas: 1) World languages, 2) Visual 
Arts, 3) Dance, 4) Music, 5) Drama/Theater, 6) Health, 7) Physical Education, and 8) Vocational Education. Please also 
include any districtwide assessments used in the preschool setting. 
 
 
EXCLUDE any progress monitoring assessments. 

1. Does your district currently administer other assessments beyond the 
ones previously discussed?   

 
Additional Districtwide Assessments

 

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj

Please 



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory

The following questions are designed to gather information regarding any additional DISTRICTWIDE assessments 
currently used in your district that were not listed or identified in the previous questions on this survey. Please name any 
other districtwide assessments used in all areas, including:1) Reading, Writing and Communicating; 2) Science; 3) 
Math; 4) Social Studies; 5) World languages; 6) Visual Arts; 7) Dance; 8) Music; 9) Drama/Theater; 10) Health; 11) 
Physical Education; and 12) Vocational Education. Please also include any districtwide assessments used in the 
preschool setting.  
 
EXCLUDE any progress monitoring assessments. 

1. What is the assessment used? Select name from drop down menu or fill in blank below. 
 

2. Who created the assessment? Select all that apply. 

3. Please select all that apply to the administration and scoring of this assessment. 

 
Additional Districtwide Assessments 01

6

If assessment name not found in above drop down list, please specify: 

Colorado Department of Education
 

gfedc

District and/or school personnel
 

gfedc

Another district
 

gfedc

BOCES
 

gfedc

Community college or university
 

gfedc

Assessment vendor
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 
gfedc

Multiple choice
 

gfedc

Constructed response
 

gfedc

Essay
 

gfedc

Performance observation
 

gfedc

Portfolio
 

gfedc

Computer administered
 

gfedc

Computer adaptive
 

gfedc

Computer scored
 

gfedc

Hand scored
 

gfedc

Oneonone with a teacher/assessor
 

gfedc



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
4. What is the typical length of testing time per student (each time given and for each 
subject area)?  Select one. 

5. How many times is the assessment given in a school year by grade?  Select one 
response per row or leave BLANK if assessment is not used in a given grade.  

1 2 3 4 5+

Preschool nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Kindergarten nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

1st Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

2nd Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

3rd Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

4th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

5th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

6th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

7th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

8th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

9th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

10th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

11th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

12th Grade nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Less than 30 minutes
 

nmlkj

30 minutes to 1 hour
 

nmlkj

More than 1 hour
 

nmlkj

Please describe if testing time varies (for example, either by content area or grade).
 

 

nmlkj

55

66

Other 



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
6. Is the assessment given to all students or only to a particular group of students (in any 
grade PreK12)? Select "given to all students" or all that apply. 

7. What content area(s) is the assessment measuring?  Select all that apply. 

Given to all students
 

gfedc

Atrisk students
 

gfedc

Students struggling academically
 

gfedc

Special Education students
 

gfedc

ELL students
 

gfedc

Gifted students
 

gfedc

Other group of students
 

gfedc

Please specify if given to other group of students. 

Reading
 

gfedc

Math
 

gfedc

Writing
 

gfedc

Science
 

gfedc

Social Studies
 

gfedc

English Language Proficiency
 

gfedc

World Languages
 

gfedc

Visual Arts
 

gfedc

Dance
 

gfedc

Music
 

gfedc

Drama/Theater
 

gfedc

Health
 

gfedc

Physical Education
 

gfedc

Vocational Education
 

gfedc

Other Subject Area
 

 
gfedc



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
8. Who is given the results of this assessment? Select all that apply. 

9. Do the results of this assessment come with an interpretive guide and/or instructional 
guidance? Select all that apply. 

10. For what purposes are the results of the assessment used in your district? Select all 
that apply. 

District Administrators
 

gfedc

School Administrators
 

gfedc

Teachers
 

gfedc

Counselors/Academic Advisers
 

gfedc

Parents
 

gfedc

Students
 

gfedc

Is there anyone else that receives assessment results? 

Interpretive guide
 

gfedc

Instructional guidance
 

gfedc

Neither
 

gfedc

To inform instructional practice?
 

gfedc

To measure student progress within the school year?
 

gfedc

To measure student endofyear/endofcourse mastery of content standards?
 

gfedc

To evaluate teachers?
 

gfedc

To evaluate instructional programs?
 

gfedc

To determine student placement?
 

gfedc

To inform improvement plans?
 

gfedc

To provide feedback to students?
 

gfedc



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory
11. If properly used, how effective do you believe the results of the assessment CAN BE 
for the following purposes? Select one response per row. 

Ineffective Somewhat Effective Effective Very Effective No Opinion

To inform instructional 
practice?

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

To measure student 
progress within the school 
year?

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

To measure student endof
year/endofcourse mastery 
of content standards?

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

To evaluate teachers? nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

To evaluate instructional 
programs?

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

To determine student 
placement?

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

To inform improvement 
plans?

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

To provide feedback to 
students?

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 

Other 



Colorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment InventoryColorado Assessment Inventory

One final question about SCHOOLLEVEL assessments.  

1. Does the district or your BOCES provide any framework or protocol for school or 
classroomlevel endofyear/endofcourse assessments in the following subjects? Select 
all that apply or "none of the above." 

 
Schoollevel Assessments

 

Social Studies
 

gfedc

Science
 

gfedc

World Languages
 

gfedc

Visual arts
 

gfedc

Dance
 

gfedc

Music
 

gfedc

Drama/Theater
 

gfedc

Health
 

gfedc

Physical Education
 

gfedc

Vocational Education
 

gfedc

None of the above
 

gfedc



Appendix B

Protocol for Interviews with District Assessment Coordinators



Assessment Study Interviews with District Assessment Coordinators

Review of Survey/Background Information

1. Review of survey answers, if survey completed:
a. Address any inconsistencies with survey responses
b. Are there any assessments used in your district that you did not note on the survey?
c. How are special needs populations assessed? (Prompt: Are different assessments used

or given more frequently).
d. Are there any content areas that are not assessed district-wide currently?
e. Are there any purposes given that no assessment is used/ available for?

2. Review of assessments used, if survey not completed:
a. What assessments are used in your district? Are any district created?

i. What purposes are they used for? (Prompt: to inform instruction, to measure
mastery and growth, evaluation, improvement plans, etc.)

ii. What content areas are you assessing district-wide? Are any not currently being
assessed?

b. How do you assess your special needs populations?

Resources Needed for Assessments (including time and purchase costs)

1. Training/professional development
a. What training is involved to prepare staff to administer assessments?
b. What training is involved for educators to understand and use the results?
c. Do you think teachers have a proficient understanding of how to use the results of the

assessments? If not, what would help?
2. Student Time

a. Do you have a sense of how much overall time students spend taking assessments (in
days)? Does your district have a schedule/chart that you can share?

b. How much time is spent preparing students for assessments?
i. Any special workshops/camps/afterschool sessions?

3. Cost to Purchase Assessments/Supplies and Materials
a. Do you have an estimate of the cost to your district for the assessments you use? (Per

student, if possible)

Effectiveness of Assessments

4. Are some assessments more effective than others for certain purposes:
a. Informing instruction?
b. Aligning with/measuring progress against new content standards?



c. Better for predicting future performance on CSAP/future assessment on new content
standards?

Areas for Improvement/Changes Going Forward

5. How would you change your assessment system or assessments given to provide the types of
data and information you need? Are there any additional/different assessments you would use?
(Probe: What are the barriers that prevent the district from using those additional assessments).

a. Do you feel you have sufficient assessment data in every area you need to improve
performance?  By subject?  By special needs population?

b. Do you feel the assessment results you receive now are applicable to new content
standards going forward?

6. In content areas where you do not currently have testing, how are you thinking about testing
going forward?

7. Are there ways in which you are contemplating using assessments for evaluating teachers going
forward if you do not have any used for that purpose now?



Appendix C

Protocol for Focus Groups with School-level Personnel



Assessment Inventory Focus Groups with School-level Personnel

Background Information

3. What summative and interim assessments are used in your school?  In what grades and content
areas?

4. Do you have any common assessments that are used across classrooms within your school?
a. How often are these administered? To whom are they given? (prompt: certain grades,

certain student populations)
b. What content areas do they measure?
c. How are these assessments created? (prompt: department created, etc)
d. Any guidelines or protocols from the district to assist in their creation?

5. How do you use formative assessments in your classrooms?  (prompt: informing instruction,
decision–making at the classroom level)

6. Does your district provide definition, guidance, and/or support of any kind that supports
teachers’ formative practice?

Time Needed for Assessments

7. Teacher time
a. What training is involved to prepare for administering assessments? (prompt:

summative, interim, common formative)
b. What training is involved to help understand and use the results of the range of

assessments?
c. Do you think you have a sufficient understanding of how to use the results of the

assessments? Does your understanding vary by type of assessments?
i. What would help you increase your understanding and use of results?

8. Student time
a. How much time is spent preparing students for assessments separate from instruction?

(prompt: test taking strategies, reinforcing, test prep, etc)
ii. Any special workshops/camps/afterschool sessions?

Purpose/Effectiveness of Assessments

9. What purposes do you use assessments for? (Prompt: to inform instruction, to measure mastery
and growth, evaluation, improvement plans, etc.)

10. How effective do you believe assessments are for those purposes?
11. Are some assessments more effective than others for:

a. Informing instruction?
b. Aligning with/measuring progress against new content standards?
c. Better for predicting future performance on CSAP/future assessment on new content

standards?



Areas for Improvement/Changes Going Forward

12. Do you envision the use of data changing under the future assessment system?  If so, how?
13. How would you change your assessment system or assessments given to provide the types of

data and information you need? (prompt: to inform instructional practice, improve student
performance, measure content mastery)



Appendix D

Report by Colorado Department of Education

on Preschool Assessment Practices



Preschool Assessment in Colorado

The results of the Assessment Study revealed some misconceptions about the
assessment of preschool age children served in Colorado school districts. For
example, 51% of the district personnel who responded to the survey reported that
their district does not use any preschool assessments when, in fact, Colorado has
had a preschool assessment mandate in place since 2005. All school districts are
required to assess children who are funded through the Colorado Preschool
Program, preschool special education or Title I and there has been 100%
compliance with this mandate since the 2007/2008 school year.

Preschool assessment is supported through Results Matter, a national model
program developed in Colorado with a one million dollar start up grant from the US
Department of Education and housed in CDEs Office of Early Learning and School
Readiness.  Preschool programs choose one of two approved observational
assessments and teachers complete these assessments using secure online systems
that provide real time access to data reports at the child, class, site and district
level.  Results Matter supports the use authentic assessment which is defined by
the program as assessment that occurs over time using naturalistic methods with
children in their everyday routines, activities and places.  After field testing four
assessment systems for several years, the menu has been narrowed to the
Teaching Strategies GOLD assessment, used by about 98% of districts and the
HighScope COR assessment.

Classroom teams observe and collect portfolio documentation such as anecdotal
notes, photos, video clips and work samples that can be posted to ePortfolios in the
online assessment system.  Three times per year, the team considers the body of
evidence collected for each child and completes a checklist rating in the online
system.  Children are assessed in both developmental and academic domains and
the assessment systems yield both status and growth data.  Results can be
compared to the state standards, state early learning guidelines, national normative
data or research based widely held expectations for the age group.

Results Matter currently supports assessment of 40,000 preschoolers in Colorado
and reports results to the State Legislature, the Lieutenant Governor’s Office and
the US Department of Education – Office of Special Education Programs.  In
addition to the school district preschool program participation, 100% of the Head
Start programs in Colorado voluntarily participate.  Results Matter data is used to
demonstrate how quality preschool experiences help close the achievement gap for
young children with significant risk factors.  Longitudinal analysis is showing that
these trends are stable through the primary grades and show no sign of fade out.

In addition to using the preschool assessment data for accountability reporting,
classroom teams and program administrators are becoming increasingly adept at
using the information to inform instruction, intervention and continuous quality
improvement efforts.



There are logical reasons why district personnel may be unaware of the good
assessment working going on with their preschool age children.  Distance from the
preschool operations due to differences in delivery models is the most likely reason.
For example, in any given district, preschool programming might be offered through
one or more of the following venues:

 district sponsored classrooms housed in elementary school buildings
 district sponsored classrooms housed in standalone early childhood

centers
 privately sponsored classrooms in public elementary school buildings
 contracted community sites such as private centers or Head Start

programs
 BOCES

District assessment coordinators are encouraged to contact their district early
childhood administrator for more information on their Results Matter assessment
activities.  Results Matter staff at CDE can also provide more detail about how the
assessments work, how the results are used and what local and state data results
look like.

Nan Vendegna
Director of the Colorado Preschool Program and Results Matter
303.866.6602
vendegna_n@cde.state.co.us

Nicholas Ortiz
Data Manager for the Colorado Preschool Program and Results matter
303.866.3368
ortiz_n@cde.state.co.us



From: Ilana Spiegel <speakforcherrycreek@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Assessments Cost & Implementation Study Solicitation Evaluation 
Guidelines 
Date: July 18, 2014 at 1:35:10 PM MDT 
To: "Bohm, Trish" <Bohm_T@cde.state.co.us> 
Cc: Eva Reynolds <ereynolds520@comcast.net> 
 
Thank you, Ms. Bohm.  Your response and the information is greatly appreciated. 
 
Ilana 
Ilana Spiegel 

SPEAK 
303-523-0711 
 
 
                                              <Bohm_T@cde.state.co.us   wrote: 

Ms. Spiegel – 

  

Attached, for your information, is a pdf print screen of the BIDS page listing 
all of the vendors (109) who looked at the solicitation.  

  

Regards, 

  

  

  

Trish Bohm  / Purchasing and Contracts Manager / Colorado Department of 
Education  / 201 East Colfax, Room 409, Denver, CO 80203 / 303.866.6810 / 
bohm_t@cde.state.co.us 

  

From: Eva Reynolds [mailto:ereynolds520@comcast.net]  Sent: Thursday, July 

17, 2014 7:20 AM  To: 'Ilana Spiegel'  Cc: Bohm, Trish Subject: RE: Assessments 

Cost & Implementation Study Solicitation Evaluation Guidelines 

  

mailto:Bohm_T@cde.state.co.us
tel:%20303.866.6810
mailto:bohm_t@cde.state.co.us
mailto:ereynolds520@comcast.net


Ilana, 

  

In response to your first question, phone calls were made to the following 
firms inquiring why they did not respond to the documented quote.  Those 
contacted and their response are as follows: 

  

Omni Institute -  Budget and short timeline 

Pacey Economics – They perform mostly analytical studies and requested 
services did not meet this scope. 

Clearvoice Research – Budget 

Center for Research Strategies – Budget and Scope 

  

Regarding your request that inquiries and additional correspondences be 
sent from a CDE or state email address.  As I am a contractor hired by CDE 
to assist them with procurement services on a as needed basis, I do not have 
a CDE or state email address. 

  

  

Eva Reynolds 

Purchasing Agent 

Colorado Dept of Education 

719/536-0552 

Cell:  719/499-2367 

ereynolds520@comcast.net 

tel:719%2F536-0552
tel:719%2F499-2367
mailto:ereynolds520@comcast.net


  

  

  

  

  

  

From: Ilana Spiegel [mailto:speakforcherrycreek@gmail.com]  Sent: 

Wednesday, July 16, 2014 10:22 PM  To: Eva Reynolds  Subject: Re: Assessments 

Cost & Implementation Study Solicitation Evaluation Guidelines 

  

Eva, 

  

Thank you for your detailed reply.  I greatly appreciate the additional information.  I do 
have two additional requests: 

  

1) Would you please forward me correspondences related to the inquiries with firms that 
had interest but did not respond that you mention above. 

  

2)  Please forward those inquires and additional correspondences regarding the task for 
from a CDE or state email address, not the Comcast address. 

  

Thank you again, and I look forward to our continued work on this project. 

  

Ilana Spiegel 

SPEAK 

303-523-0711 

mailto:speakforcherrycreek@gmail.com
tel:303-523-0711


  

On Wed, Jul 16, 2014 at 2:51 PM, Eva Reynolds <ereynolds520@comcast.net> wrote: 

Ilana, 

  

Sorry I am just getting back to you, have been in meetings all morning,  

  

Understand your concern with receipt of only one response, I had the same 
concern following the closing date of the solicitation.  To investigate why, I 
started by reviewing the BIDS website, where the documented quote was 
posted,  and found there were 109 hits for this quote, which indicates there 
was much interest in this solicitation.    I then contacted a few of 
those  firms inquiring why they did not respond.  The majority of 
responses  were1) the budget was insufficient to take on the 
responsibilities of the study; 2) after reviewing the scope of work it was 
outside their area of expertise;  and 3)the timeline for completing the study 
was short. 

  

I took my findings to  Jill Hawley, Deputy Commissioner for CDE,  and 
discussed  how we wanted to proceed.   As there is no additional funding 
available for the project and the timeline is stated in legislation, It was 
determined from the responses I received that CDE would not go back out 
for bid, but proceed with the one response.   

  

Regarding APA and a possible conflict of interest,  the ACT as well as the 
scope of work in the documented quote directs the contractor regarding 
results for the study.  Tasks stated in APA response  indicate they will be 
performing interviews with CDE, School Districts, Charter Schools as well 
as  focus groups, which will be  used as supporting documentation for the 
study.  With the legislative guidelines, scope of work, and interaction with 

mailto:ereynolds520@comcast.net


various organizations, I do not feel there is a conflict of interest with this 
company as it relates to the study. 

  

Hope the above addresses your concerns, and answers your questions. 

  

Best, 

  

Eva 

  

Eva Reynolds 

Purchasing Agent 

Colorado Dept of Education 

719/536-0552 

Cell:  719 /499-2367 

Ereynolds520@comcast.net    

  

  

  

From: Ilana Spiegel [mailto:speakforcherrycreek@gmail.com]  Sent: Tuesday, 

July 15, 2014 8:12 PM  To: ereynolds520@comcast.net  Subject: Re: Assessments 

Cost & Implementation Study Solicitation Evaluation Guidelines 

  

Eva,    Thank you for providing the information in your email.  I have several 

tel:719%2F536-0552
tel:719%20%2F499-2367
mailto:Ereynolds520@comcast.net
mailto:speakforcherrycreek@gmail.com
mailto:ereynolds520@comcast.net


very serious concerns, listed below: 

  

         Only one bid from Augenblick, Palaich & Associates is insufficient.  Please 
let me know to whom you sent the DQ for this evaluation.  I would also like to 
see any responses from prospective bidders as to why they decided not to 
proceed with a proposal. 

         Were there issues in the original bidding process that affected the response 
numbers?  You mentioned in your email that we will need to “defend our 
position.”  To whom will be defending our position - other committee members, 
the legislature, the State Board of Education?  Do we need someone’s 
“permission” beyond the task force members to pursue additional bids? 

         The assessment of assessments must be an objective, disinterested 
process seen as credible by concerned citizens and educators.  That means to 
me that there should be “arms’ length" to entities closely attached to the PARCC 
tests, its supporters and underwriters.  This includes, in my view, the Bill and 
Melinda Gates Foundation, PARCC consultants, and Pearson 
consultants.  Augenblick, Palaich has these connections which can be perceived 
as an inherent conflict of interest that will compromise, prima facie, any work they 
do on this project. 

         Please provide information on the initial bidding process and your ideas for 
how a broader search could successfully be performed. 

         Given my concerns over the “one bid response," I want to encourage our 
subcommittee to make a decision as soon as possible as to whether one bid is 
acceptable and to pursue additional bids.  The timeline is tight.  It’s important 
that we re-start the bidding process immediately. What steps need to be taken to 
move this forward immediately? 

  

Eva, I will forward this email on to other subcommittee members, but I would 
appreciate hearing from you first.  I want to follow appropriate steps to express 
my concern, and you’re the first point of contact.  I look forward to hearing from 
you right away.  At that point, I will evaluate next steps on my part.  

  

Thank you,   

  



Ilana Spiegel 

  

On Tue, Jul 15, 2014 at 7:36 PM, <ereynolds520@comcast.net> wrote: 

Hello Everyone, 

Again, thank you for volunteering to assist in the review and evaluating of the response 
to the documented quote.  In  your packet I  provided you the documented quote, 
DQ-ER-CDE-14-015, review committee guidelines, rating information, evaluation 
document, and the response received.  Please review all documents and contact me if 
you have any questions.   One of the first things, if you have not done so, is to 
review the solicitation  prior to starting your evaluation, this will inform you what the DQ 
was requesting from the offerors, i.e. requirements, deliverables, time lines, etc.   

As we only have 1 respondent, it is very important that you capture the strengths and 
weaknesses of the response in the "comment" section of  your evaluation 
document.  These comments will be used to defend our position for awarding the DQ.     

Your completed evaluation template for the response is due to me via email by 
Tuesday, 07/22/2014, 5:00 PM.  

Make sure your calendars are marked for our next meeting, which is 07/25/2014, 11:00 
AM - 1:00 PM, to be held at the Department of Education.  I will  email you the room 
number prior to the meeting.. 

Remember all information regarding the response and our processes are confidential., if 
you receive questions concerning the solicitation please direct them to me. 

Contact me at either of the numbers below or via email if you have any questions 
or clarification is needed. 

Thanks, 

  

Eva 

  

Eva Reynolds  Purchasing Agent  Colorado Dept of Education 719/536-0552 Cell: 719/499-2367 
ereynolds520@comcast.net 

  

  

mailto:ereynolds520@comcast.net
tel:719%2F536-0552
tel:719%2F499-2367
mailto:ereynolds520@comcast.net
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