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A. Vision (40 total points)

 Available Score

(A)(1) Articulating a comprehensive and coherent reform vision (10 points) 10 7

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The reform vision described by the applicant sets forth four goals:

Infrastructure to support personalized learning environments aligned to CCSS that build on specific, individual needs
of students as they develop college and career readiness.
Creation of a collaborative professional culture committed to student achievement, continuous learning for all, and
data-driven decision-making.
An assessment and data system that allows for timely distribution and use of data, integrated and standardized
assessments for learning, personalized instruction and curricula, and ongoing information sharing.
Build a culture that is college-going and career-focused with comprehensive services for families, support for the
college application process, social and emotional support for students, and strategic collaboration with community-
based organizations and services. 

This vision is coherent and fairly comprehensive. The applicant does show how the proposed work builds on existing work
in some of the consortium districts, but it is unclear how widespread the current work is among the consortium districts.
This missing detail makes it difficult to determine the distance between current reality and vision, which is needed when
assessing credibility and coherence. 

Each of the four core educational assurances is addressed in the application, but it is unclear how the proposed work is
connected to existing work in each of the districts. The proposed Early College High School provides the means to
accelerate student achievement and deepen student learning by allowing students to earn college credit in high school and
earn an associate's degree and a high school diploma in the four typical years of high school. This program is specifically
targeted at students who are deemed at risk of not graduating high school. The application describes ways learning
environments will change to provide both increased equity and personalized learning opportunities by describing
personalized learning plans that will be aligned to college and career goals and changing learning environments that
provide multiple pathways through common learning. Specifically, the plan details online course opportunities that would be
available to anyone. Again, the credibility of the plan is difficult to ascertain because it is unclear how and if the proposed
work builds on work in each of the LEAs. 

The application describes what personalized learning environments will look like for teachers and students by providing a
fictional, narrative account of a high school teacher's day and a fifth grade student's day in year five after grant approval.
The description is compelling, but requires the reader to make some inferences about how different programs will come
together into a cohesive whole. For understandale reasons, the narratives only address pieces of the proposal. However,
the credibility of the application suffers becasue the many different program pieces are not brought together into a
cohesive whole. Additionally, it appears that the work described in the vision is currently unevenly represented across the
consortium districts. It is also unclear whether there is a shared vision among all the consortium districts or whether one
district is more heavily represented in the vision. Overall, the applicant provides a vision for reform that is in the medium-
high range.

(A)(2) Applicant’s approach to implementation (10 points) 10 8

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The proposed consortium makes sense in terms of geographic proximity of the schools and because there is a feeder
relationship among at least some of the schools.The participating schools were chosen based on proximity and a feeder
relationship with some of the schools. While it does make sense to work with schools that are nearby, proximity does not
necessarily lead to common vision or common readiness.  The applicant makes a reasonably compelling case that the
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smaller LEAs will likely benefit from the collaborative relationship due to LEA size limitations and increasing diversification
among the consortium schools. However, it is unclear whether the reform vision was derived from common needs and
common desires or whether the vision is driven by the larger LEA. 

The work to plan implementation began with a needs assessment of each of the participating schools, which included
review of teacher and student data and surveys of students, parents and staff. The applicants state they were able to find
common needs and identify existing capacity in each LEA, such as learner-centered models of teaching and differentiated
instruction. However, it is unclear how strong the ties are among the participating LEAs and whether there is enough
common ground within the existing capacity to set the stage for accelerated and substantive change. 

The application does include a list of participating schools, as well as the required total number of participating students,
students from low-income families, participating students who are high-need students, and participating educators. 

However, the applicants have met the selection criteria by describing a process that ensures the participating schools
collectively meet the eligibility requirements of the grant, by providing a list of participating schools, and the total number of
participating students and educators. 

(A)(3) LEA-wide reform & change (10 points) 10 5

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments:
While the applicant does describe how the reform proposal will be scaled up and translated into meaningful reform to
support consortium-wide change to reach outcome goals, the application is missing the required elements of a high quality
plan. A high quality plan must include key goals, the activities to be undertaken and rationale for the activities, a timeline,
deliverables, and persons responsible for implementing the activities. These things, considered together, should be
credible. While some of these elements -- specifically, goals and timelines -- can be derived from other sections and the
included graphic, it requires some inference on the part of the reader. Additionally, the plan raises some questions about
whether each LEA in the consortium will have access to all the resources identified or if they will be housed at the one
largest LEA. This is problematic since the larger LEA already seems more equipped to engage in the details of the
proposal. The smaller LEAs are more likely to need the resources proposed in the plan. The applicant provides a list of
supports and projects -- including a grant director, a data coordinator, a technology team, a website, and curriculum and
assessment writers -- but fails to attach them to goals, clear timelines, or deliverables. Without these elements, the plan
lacks overall credibility. Additionally, the projects listed lack a cohesive structure that pulls them together into one plan that
is likely to lead to the desired results. Because of this, the application scores in the medium range based on the selection
criteria for LEA-wide reform and change. 

(A)(4) LEA-wide goals for improved student outcomes (10 points) 10 6

(A)(4) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants describe a process for determining status and growth on summative assessments that uses the New Jersey
state-based AMO formula but decreases the time to reach 70% proficiency from six years to five. This process leads to
annual goals. 

The applicants note a goal of beginning to close the achievement gap by the third year of the grant, preceded by two years
of professional development. The applicants describe a process for decreasing achievement gaps that uses the New
Jersey state-based AMO formula, but adds 2% growth beginning in year three of the grant. Given the tremendous amount
of resources that would be invested, waiting three years to see decreasing achievement gaps does not meet the standard
of ambitious as required by the selection criteria. 

The applicants describe annual goals for graduation rate and college enrollment that seek to divide subgroup gaps in half
within five years with incremental gap decreases each year until the post-grant year. The application specifies annual
graduation rate goals for the overall student population, as well as for students with disabilities; students with limited
English proficiency; students who are white, African American, Asian Pacific Highlander, and Hispanic; and students who
are economically disadvantaged. By the end of the grant period, the proposal aims to reduce by 50% the gap between
each of the identified subgroups and the overall student graduation rate. In terms of college enrollment, the application
includes goals for the overall student population, as well as white, African American, and Hispanic subgroups. The
application is missing college enrollment goals for students with disabilities, limited English proficiency, and those who are
economically disadvantaged.  
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B. Prior Record of Success and Conditions for Reform (45 total points)

 Available Score

(B)(1) Demonstrating a clear track record of success (15 points) 15 6

(B)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants identify several pieces of evidence to demonstrate a track record of success: 

being a finalist for the 2012 RTTT-D competition
adoption and incorporation of the Common Core State Standards
readiness for the expectations of PARCC assessments
access to statewide data systems that measure growth and performance and support the use of data to improve
instruction
benchmark assessments that allow monitoring of mastery of learning
evaluation systems for teachers that are linked to students growth measures
technological improvements
implementation of professional learning communities
implementation of the Basic Skill Improvement Program
increased AP and dual enrollment course offerings and limited participation in the Early College High School
program
interventions to improve school climate and school-home connections
procurement of online data warehouses to facilitate access to and sharing of real-time data

The applicants do provide data that show positive trends in increasing graduation rates among some at-risk student
populations. Specifically, graduation rates for African American students have increased 2.7%, for Hispanic students 7.1%,
and for economically disadvantaged students 10%. The application also identifies gains in 4th - 6th grade mathematics
ranging from 10.5 to 28.5 points on the New Jersey ASK Scale. The applicants also note uneven gains in reading
according to standardized test scores. Grade 4 students lost 4.6% and grade 6 students lost 1.9%, while grade 5 students
gained 3.2%. The applicants describe many changes in literacy content and approaches, which appear to hold promise for
future gains. However, the case for a clear track record for success across the entire consortium is not apparent. 

The applicants do not provide historical data on college enrollment, nor is there any baseline data for some subgroups.
The applicants describe ways student performance data is available to educators and is used to improve teaching and
learning. Specifically, the teachers engage as PLCs to analyze student data and tailor instructional accordingly. The
applicants also note that statewide data systems have improved student, parent, and educator access to data. 

While these are all noteworthy and positive changes, they appear quite limited in scope across the consortium LEAs.
Because of this, they do not collectively demonstrate a clear track record of success in the past four years of advancing
student learning and achievement and increasing equity in learning and teaching as required by the selection criteria,
earning a mid-range score. 

(B)(2) Increasing transparency in LEA processes, practices, and investments (5 points) 5 2

(B)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants have provided a description of available financial reports, public hearings on operating budgets that provide
actual personnel salaries, and Board meetings that are public to support high level of transparency in LEA processes,
practices, and investments through. Each LEA conducts public meetings either once or twice per month. District
information, including salaries, is accessible and widely disseminated. Each LEA presents and distributes a Comprehensive
Annual Financial Report. However, there is no evidence to support the descriptions provided. What is provided constitutes
passive availablity, rather than true engagement. 

(B)(3) State context for implementation (10 points) 10 9

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants describe state conditions that appear favorable to implementation of personalized learning environments as
described in the proposal. Specifically, the applicants note the following: 

state adoption of CCSS and support for quality implementation
state requirement to use student data to drive instruction and evaluate teacher performance with autonomy for local
process
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state level accountability and monitoring processes that support local innovation
state flexibility for schools not identified as Priority or Focus schools
state level RTTT goals that align with the local RTTT-D goals
state adoption of a teacher evaluation model that uses student growth objectives and student growth percentiles to
tie student performance to teacher evaluation and growth and development

Together, these would be successful conditions and sufficient autonomy under State legal, statutory, and regulatory
requirements to implement the personalized learning environments described in the proposal. Because there is a strong
connection to the statewide work, it is logical that the local work would meet statewide supports and changes that would
also support the local work described. However, there is not a clear description of these conditions have supported or will
support successful implementation. 

(B)(4) Stakeholder engagement and support (15 points) 15 12

(B)(4) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants describe a process of stakeholder engagement that includes representation from students, families,
administrators, and teachers who are members of local bargaining units. These methods for engagement include: 

needs assessment surveys focused on technology and school climate
representation on the grant writing team from the largest bargaining unit in the consortium
feedback opportunities through faculty meetings, emails, and open forums
27 meetings in various locations throughout the consortium

The applicants included feedback received in the appendix of the grant application; However, it is not clear that the
feedback was used in the process of writing the grant proposal. Based on survey data, at least 92% of teachers are
supportive of both the technology and personalized learning portions of the grant application. 

The application includes 36 letters of support that represent a range of stakeholders from state and national legislators to
city officials and community members. A letter of support from the bargaining unit is missing, which raises some questions
about the depth of support for the plan. The applicants provide reasonable evidence of meaningful stakeholder
engagement and support. 

C. Preparing Students for College and Careers (40 total points)

 Available Score

(C)(1) Learning (20 points) 20 10

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants identify multiple ways they will help parents understand what is happening at schools within the consortium,
but the examples are limited to events where parents will be informed or situations in which parents may observe. There is
no evidence of meaningful parents engagement they would truly make parents partners in the process. 

The applicants describe a continuum of learning that pushes toward competency-based and personalized learning. This is
a key strength of the proposal, as this is the lens through which student agency of their own learning is fostered, helping
students truly understand that what  and how they are learning is key to their success. Similarly, this continuum provides
the basis for helping students identify and pursue college and career ready goals, how to structure their own learning to
achieve those goals, and enables them to measure their own progress toward those goals. It is unclear whether the plan as
described will get all LEAs to that vision, though. There appears to be inappropriate interchange with the ideas of
evaluation and professional growth. The two can certainly be related, but they are not synonymous. 

The applicants describe a desire to build ubiquitous learning galleries in elementary classrooms that are founded on the
ideals of constructivist learning. As students progress in school, the focus shifts toward a reliance on digital tools to support
acceleration and remediation and student choice through teacher developed learning modules, career-based academies,
and options for earning college credits while in high school. The focus on constructivist learning is a strong strategy for
involving students in deep learning, but there is no evidence that constructivist ideals will be present in the work beyond
the elementary level. The middle and high school pathways offer many choices for students, but it is unclear whether or
not these choices will really represent deep learning in the same way as the elementary level. As noted with adults, there
is a similar disconnect with the ideas of assessment and teaching; assessment can not stand alone as teaching. 

The applicants offer ways to give students access and exposure to diverse cultures, contexts and perspectives through
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technology, but it is unclear whether these activities will have the effect of motivating and deepening student learning. 

The proposal relies heavily on exams at all levels to assess mastery of essential content learning. Creativity, critical
thinking, and problem solving skills are proposed to be assessed and tracked through digital portfolios and technology-
based platforms. Together, these represent conventionally appropriate approach, but do not spur confidence that students
will all be engaged and empowered as required in the selection criteria. 

The applicants describe a variety of ways in which they will provide students with options: 

blended learning
rotation models
cooperative learning
maximizing time on task
virtual and hybrid course options
flexible course delivery system that is competency based
digital backpacks

Together these options represent access for each student to a personalized sequence of instructional content and skill
development , a variety of instructional approaches and environments, and content that is aligned with college and career
ready standards. The application provides strong assurance that these options will be aligned, but evokes less confidence
that the content will be of high quality. There is an abundance of digital content available for purchase, much of which is
promoted as Common Core aligned. However, there is a notable difference between checking content items off a list for
the sake of compliance or coverage and purposefully building a set of resources that connect the content pieces in a way
that leads to a truly guaranteed and viable curriculum that is greater than a simple sum of the parts. The applicants have
not descirbed a method for ensuring the many pieces that may be put together to cover content represent a gauranteed
and viable curriculum for each and every student. 

The connection to student learning data and a professional learning community structure promotes confidence that students
will receive meaningful and timely feedback and recommendations that will help them stay on track to on-time graduation.
While providing some examples of traditional tools, such as Kurzweil software, there is little evidence that the applicants
have a plan for assuring high need students will stay on track for on-time graduation and receive the skills they need for
college and career readiness along the way. 

Overall, the applicants have presented a moderately strong earning proposal for preparing students for college and
careers.

 

(C)(2) Teaching and Leading (20 points) 20 4

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants do include all elements of a high quality plan with key goals and rationale, activities and persons
responsible for those activities, deliverables, and timelines. The applicants describe a plan to use a professional learning
community structure and job-embedded professional development to improve teaching and learning by personalizing the
learning environment and increase teacher capacity to support student progress toward college and career readiness.
Together, these represent a coherent and credible plan for achieving the stated goals related to technology and pedagogy.
At the same time, these are both highly complex, interpersonal and social endeavors that require substantive professional
learning and cultural shifts for most schools. The application does not address that complex change in a way that lends
confidence that these things will be realized. This negatively impacts the overall credibility of the plan.

While the proposal offers many options that will support student choice - and promotes confidence that teachers will be
able to effectively help students navigate these choices - it is less clear whether teachers will have the capacity to adapt
content and instruction in response to academic needs, interests, and learning approaches. Again, substantive choices for
students that really provide a sense of agency for students require highly complex systems, savvy educators, and
significant cultural shifts for most schools. The plan provided does not address this complex change at a level that evokes
confidence that they will attain their desired state.  

The applicants describe a process of data collection and monitoring through benchmark assessments given three times a
year, but the process as described does not evoke confidence in the quality or frequency of the assessments to enable
real-time adaptation of content and instruction. Assessment needs to hapen far more often and in a more fluid way to truly
enable personalized learning. The description of the Rotation Model does seem like an effective approach, but it is unclear
whether and how this model will extend beyond the elementary level. 
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The applicants describe an evaluation model that is currently in a pilot stage that is likely to improve teacher and principal
practice and effectiveness by better aligning individual Professional Development Plans and Professional Growth Plans to
feedback. It is unclear, however, how the evaluation model will provide supports and recommendations for needed
improvements. 

The applicants note a professional development focus that help teachers design and implement digital learning modules
and design and analyze pre-assessments at the grade and course level, which raises concerns about frequency. It is
unclear whether teachers will have frequent and ongoing data collection opportunities that will enable them to match
student needs with specific resources and approaches and continuously provide feedback. 

In terms of content and learning resources, the proposal relies heavily on creation of digital learning modules by lead
teachers and providing access to these for all teachers. The application provides only a nod to performance-based
assessments, which hold tremendous potential. There does appear to be a process in place for continuously improving the
resources to better meet student needs. 

The application identifies many training, policies, tools, data and resources related to teacher and principal evaluation that
are already in place or in pilot stages that will help school leaders and leadership teams assess, take steps to improve. It is
less clear how the professional development will work. The applicants often use the term "turn-key" to describe the
professional development and implementation process, but it is not clear what this looks like or how it will work.
Professional development that supports changes in fundamental belief and value systems -- as required to attain the stated
outcomes -- is a highly complex, social process. It is not clear that the applicant has a system in place to arrive there. 

Finally, while the application does address  pathway to increase the number of students who receive instruction from
effective and highly effective teachers and principals, there elements of a high quality plan as described by the selection
criteria are missing. 

Overall, the applicants have provided a low quality proposal for teaching and leading. 

 

D. LEA Policy and Infrastructure (25 total points)

 Available Score

(D)(1) LEA practices, policies, and rules (15 points) 15 11

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The proposal identifies a plan for creating, implementing, and making routine a new organizational structure for the
consortium to ensure member LEAs can maintain autonomy while working collaboratively in which the larger, lead LEA
shares supports and resources to assist in building capacity within the smaller member LEAs. Optimistically, this model
appears sufficient to provide support and services to all participating schools, but there are still questions about whether all
schools in the consortium will benefit evenly from the proposal. 

School leadership teams in participating schools have complete control over calendars, schedules, personnel, staffing
models, and budgets, but it is the role of the consortium leadership team to assist in coordination of these activities in order
to support consortium efforts, such as professional development. 

The proposal includes a limited description of ways students will be given opportunities to progress and earn credit based
on demonstrated mastery, not the amount of time spent on a topic. Elementary and middle school students are required to
pass classes in all core subject areas, whereas high school students have opportunities to earn credit outside of the
traditional classroom setting. 

Similarly, the proposal describes some ways in which students will have opportunities to to demonstrate mastery of
standards multiple times and in multiple and comparable ways, but these methods are either not yet fully developed or
constrained within the traditional structure of school. For example, elementary students are assessed through quizzes,
tests, and performance tasks. The proposal indicates a plan to create a system for personalized  learning to track mastery
and proficiency of standards. 

The proposal discusses only conventional ways to provide learning resources and instructional practices that are adaptable
and fully accessible to all students, including students with disabilities and English learners, such as Kurzweil software and
ESL services. 
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(D)(2) LEA and school infrastructure (10 points) 10 7

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants describe a plan to ensure that all students, parents, educators, and other stakeholders have access to
necessary content and materials both in and out of school. They describe a plan that maximizes the collaborative efforts of
the consortium, while respecting and leveraging existing LEA work and investments. Additionally, the proposal describes a
three-part plan for technical support that includes peer support through professional development and lead teachers, online
support through a virtual help desk and available support personnel, and local support through meetings and trainings. 

The grant proposal indicates a plan for information technology systems to support implementation of personalized learning
experiences, such as online grading systems, online study and remediation programs, and data warehouses and
assessment systems. Additionally, the applicants provide evidence of data system interoperability through Power School
and Genesis which are used for attendance, scheduling, and grading, as well as budget, accounting, and personnel data. 

While these are all quality elements in support of the selection criteria, the application has not clearly provided some
necessary elements of a high quality plan. A high quality plan includes key goals, activities and rationale for them, a
timeline, deliverables, and parties responsible. Considered wholly, a high quality plan is credible.

E. Continuous Improvement (30 total points)

 Available Score

(E)(1) Continuous improvement process (15 points) 15 11

(E)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants describe a continuous improvement process that uses quantitative SMART goals and qualitative descriptors
for rationale established for the goals of the grant proposal. Each of the four goals is supported by reasonable rationale
and a plan for monitoring, evaluating, and sharing/reflecting. Considered together, these things represent a credible plan for
adjusting and revising during implementation. As required in a high quality plan, there are key goals, activities and
rationale, a timeline, and parties responsible. Though not clearly stated, deliverables can be inferred from the overall plan.
For example, the applicants note a plan to use walk-throughs to assess the progress of infrastructure upgrades. While it
can be inferred that a walk-through template will be created by someone, there is no mention of the content of the walk-
through, who will create it, who will use it, or on what schedule. The plan for monitoring and evaluating technology
integration by teachers is quite similar. The applicants note a plan to use walk-throughs to monitor technology integration,
but provide no details about what criteria will be used, who will develop the criteria, or how often the walk-throughs will be
conducted. The application scores in the medium /high range for continuous improvement process.

(E)(2) Ongoing communication and engagement (5 points) 5 3

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The proposal describes a plan to maintain communication and engagement with stakeholders that includes: 

Technology updates that keep district staff informed and is mailed to community stakeholders
Periodic updates inserted into a newspaper that goes out to all community members
Monthly meetings of the consortium leadership team members
Information feedback meetings help annually with the broader community

While these are all quality elements in support of the selection criteria, the application is missing some of the necessary
elements of a high quality plan. A high quality plan includes key goals, activities and rationale for them, a timeline,
deliverables, and parties responsible. Specifically, the plan is missing rationale, deliverables, and sufficiently detailed
timelines for ongoing communication and engagement. Timelines are addressed with phrases such as "regularly notify" and
"will be briefed" without a specific plan for frequency. Additionally, annual information feedback meetings are too infrequent
to represent meaningful and ongoing communication and engagement.

Considered wholly, a high quality plan is credible. While the plans as explained make sense as an approach to
communication and engagement, the missing information and detais detract from the plan's overall credibility. 

(E)(3) Performance measures (5 points) 5 5

(E)(3) Reviewer Comments:
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The applicants have outlined a plan for performance measures that establish ambitious yet achievable performance
measures that includes: 

New Jersey School Performance Reports
Developmental Reading Assessment
Student school climate survey
New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge
Free Application for Student Aid form
Number of students enrolled in Jump Start Academies
High School Proficiency Assessment

The applicants have provided a rationale for each measure. For example, the rationale for using New Jersey School
Performance Reports states that these reports identify multiple indicators of college and career readiness. Given that the
proposal aims to impact college and career readiness, it makes sense that the applicants would track indicators of college
and career readiness. While this measure provides annual data, the applicants also identify more timely performance
measures, such as enrollment in Jump Start Academies which demonstrates student engagement in the goal of preparing
for college and career. The applicants note a process to review and improve measures over time that includes tracking
survey results to make adjustments as needed. 

The applicants have met all requirements of the selection criteria in terms of quantity and range of performance measures.
Each measure is accompanied by a rationale, theory of action, and a method of review and improvement. Overall, the
goals demonstrate incremental growth that is both ambitious and achievable. For these reasons, the application scores
high in performance measures. 

(E)(4) Evaluating effectiveness of investments (5 points) 5 3

(E)(4) Reviewer Comments:
The application describes a set of activities that will take place to ensure that investments are productive, efficient, and
effective. These include: 

professional development on a wide range of topics
monitoring of student achievement data through multiple avenues
research and pilots to inform hardware and software purchases
quarterly meetings of the consortium leadership team
oversight by a grant director
post assessments linked to student digital portfolios

While these are all quality elements in support of the selection criteria, the application is missing some of the necessary
elements of a high quality plan. A high quality plan includes key goals, activities and rationale for them, a timeline,
deliverables, and parties responsible. While the applicants note staff surveys and reviews of student data, the proposal
lacks sufficient detail. Questions such as "what information will the staff surveys contain?" and "Who will review the student
data and for what purposes?" detract from the overall credibility of the plan. Additionally, the applicants state that the
consortium's technology department will continually conduct research, there is no clear rationale for this research, it is not
connected to a goal, nor is it clear what methods will be used to conduct this research. While, it's possible to make some
inferences to connect these actions to other parts of the plan, the application does not evoke confidence that evaluation of
effectiveness of funds has been thoroughly considered and planned. 

F. Budget and Sustainability (20 total points)

 Available Score

(F)(1) Budget for the project (10 points) 10 7

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The proposal provides a detailed and thoughtful budget that includes personnel costs, professional development costs,
curriculum costs, and technology updates and maintenance costs. For each category, the budget lists assumptions,
potential sources of revenue, and intended use of funds. Specifically, including budget assumptions shows that deep
consideration has been given to the many variables at play in the future of the proposal. These assumptions identify places
where the cost is expected to be limited in time -- for instance, the technology infrastructure will be purchased and installed
and not carry annual operating expenses. Additionally, these assumptions identify places where the districts are expected
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to maintain a current contribution -- such as professional development. 

The budget appears both reasonable and sufficient to support the development and implementation of the proposal. The
proposal plans for a 25% replacement rate for hardware, which is reasonable based on existing 1:1 models. Planning for
this ahead of time increases confidence that the budget will be sufficient to accomplish the stated goals. 

The budget falls within the guidelines of the program requirements. The application notes that there is a proactive plan for
sustainability, but lacks details to support this claim. Overall, the budget scores in the high-medium range. 

(F)(2) Sustainability of project goals (10 points) 10 3

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The applicants note alignment between the consortium proposal and state level priorities which simultaneously fulfill  district
needs and align with initiatives of the New Jersey Department of Education. These include: 

curriculum revision based on CCSS
revisions to teacher and principal evaluation
preparing for PARCC assessments
technology integration

The proposal provides a description of sustainability planning that includes personnel costs, professional development
costs, curriculum costs, and technology updates and maintenance costs. While these are all quality elements in support of
the selection criteria, the application is missing the necessary elements of a high quality plan. A high quality plan includes
key goals, activities and rationale for them, a timeline, deliverables, and parties responsible. The sustainability plan does
not clearly identify goals. There are some activities defined, such as convening the consortium members annually to assess
needs and viability of the project, but such a plan seems wholly inadequate to make sustainability a likelihood. Additionally,
timelines and details are too vague in places. For instance, the plan is to "work towards sharing cost of the recurring
personnel support for at least three years." It is unclear how the applicants will evaluate improvements in productivity and
outcomes to inform the post-grant budget, which is required in the selection criteria. Similarly, the proposal does not
illustrate support for sustainability from State and local government leaders. 

Competitive Preference Priority (10 total points)

 Available Score

Competitive Preference Priority (10 total points) 10 3

Competitive Preference Priority Reviewer Comments:
The application seeks to leverage existing partnerships to attend social, emotional, behavioral, health, and academic needs
of students by focusing on the whole child. There is a shared understanding among the consortium LEAs that attending to
students' social and emotional needs will improve academic achievement and cause a decrease in problem behaviors. 

The application notes fourteen distinct community partnerships to support social emotional wellness of students at the
elementary level, twelve distinct partnerships at the middle level, and sixteen distinct partnerships at the high school level.
These partnerships range from institutions of higher education to law enforcement to health care agencies. While the
quantity is impressive, it is unclear whether these partnerships represent coherent resource alignment as required in the
selection criteria. 

The application notes distinct, population-level desired results that reflect social, emotional, family, and community
outcomes that range from students in grades k-12 and focus specifically in one instance of students in high need
populations. The applicants propose tracking these indicators using a baseline of 12-13 data with a goal of 5% increases
per year until reaching a 20% increase by the post-grant year 17-18. 

Identified performance indicators include: 

School climate survey
Discipline referrals
Substance abuse policy infractions
NJASK
Personalized learning modules completion reports
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The applicants state that they will use this data to target resources to cater to high needs populations, but there is no
description of how this will happen. The data will be used to make recommendations to building level administrators related
to school safety, classroom and school culture, and academic efficacy. 

Since the proposal includes all students in the consortium LEAs, there is, understandably, not a plan for scale. Stakeholder
meetings will be the vehicle for improving results over time, but there is not a clear plan for ensuring this outcome. The
applicants provide a list of desired results aligned with partnerships and programs and services provided as required in the
selection criteria. 

The proposal for building capacity of staff through partnerships is based on posting of resources on a website, making
paper copies available in consortium schools and central offices, and sharing at faculty meetings. The described process
for needs assessment is weak and accompanied by a vague process for identifying and inventorying needs. There is not
strong evidence that there is a coherent and sustainable plan across LEAs in the consortium. 

While the proposal describes some credible methods for engaging families through existing councils and programs that
target high needs populations, the description of methods for assessing the progress of the plan is too vague to promote
confidence. 

Overall, the applicants' competitive preference scores in the low-medium range. 

Absolute Priority 1: Personalized Learning Environments

 Available Score

Absolute Priority 1  Met

Absolute Priority 1 Reviewer Comments:
The applicants have met the competitive preference priority. Considered holistically, the consortium proposal represents a
coherent and comprehensive plan for building on the core educational assurance areas. The proposal includes
infrastructure to support personalized learning supported by a collaborative and professional culture. The proposal is built
on a data system that supports timely distribution and use of data to inform decisions about teaching and learning.
Additionally, the proposal includes a plan to create a culture that is college and career focused with supports and services
for families and students. 

Total 210 122

A. Vision (40 total points)

 Available Score

(A)(1) Articulating a comprehensive and coherent reform vision (10 points) 10 10

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has presented a comprehensive and coherent vision of reform.

The applicant will build on its work in adopting standards and assessments, building data systems that measure growth
and inform educators, develop effective teachers, and turn around low performing schools.
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The consortium has described a feasible method of personalized learning over all grade spans, with digital storytelling,
JumpStart and JumpStart Jr. Academies, as well as the MACRO program.  The proposal contains evidence of accelerated
achievement through the MACRO program, deepening student learning through digital storytelling, and increasing equity
through personalized modules.  By creating personalized opportunities in all grades for all students, the project
demonstrates a comprehensive vision of reform.  These opportunities are interrelated and overlapping at some grades,
which will enhance the coherence of the plan.  The four key goals of the proposal--infrastructure for personalization,
professional culture of collaboration, coherent system of data assessment, and supports for student success--all are
intertwined with the activities rooted in technology that will allow for personalization of learning.

Using scenarios, the applicant has clearly defined what the classroom experience will be like using personalized learning,
for both students and teachers.

This criterion was marked in the high range with full marks (10) because the applicant has presented a clear and
compelling case for its reform vision that meets all points of this criterion.

(A)(2) Applicant’s approach to implementation (10 points) 10 9

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has clearly described the scope of its reform proposal as to how many students and which schools will be
served during the life of the grant.

The applicant is a consortium of four LEAs that comprise CMEA.  The selection process of determining participating
schools was based on a needs assessment of all of the schools in the CMEA, which included parent, student, and staff
surveys, samples of which were included in the proposal.  Table A2 provides evidence that all of the schools listed have a
high percentage of low income children, and that of the total number of participating students (5234), 56.8% are high need
students, which meets the grant's eligibility requirements.  The table includes information for all ten schools, with data
regarding the number and percent of low income students, as well as the number and percent of high need students. In
addition, the number of educators who will be trained by grant funds are listed by school, and the total number of
educators who will be impacted is 587.

While the largest LEA will provide support for the smaller LEAs, it is not clear why these smaller districts were specifically
included as participants.  Related demographic or geographic evidence to show the proximity of LEAs was not included in
the application.

Because the consortium fully meets the eligibility requirements, and has conducted a careful preliminary study to select
participating schools, this criterion was scored in the high range with 9 points.

 

(A)(3) LEA-wide reform & change (10 points) 10 9

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has included elements of a high quality plan to describe how the proposal will be implemented.

The applicant already includes all schools in the member LEAs as part of the initial project, and all students in those
schools from grades K-12.  Change will be systemic, as the applicant will form a consortium that will require revision of
hiring practices, increased professional development, and technological improvements. 

The RTT-D High Quality Plan Overview was helpful in illustrating the existing supports for the project, as well as the
required new supports necessary for the project's success.  Supports for the proposal include a grant director, a data
coordinator, the technology team, and Lead Teachers.  Communication and monitoring will be conducted by
the stakeholder and leadership teams.  This chart provides evidence that the applicant has considered how to progress
toward its outcome goals.

The proposal includes all elements of a high quality plan, with the four key goals from Section A1 consistently the focus of
the proposal throughout the narrative.  The tables in section C1 and C2  help to illustrate the plan including activities,
deliverables, timelines, and parties responsible.  However, it is not clear from the narrative if all LEAs will participate fully,
or if all will have equal access to (non-LEA specific) grant-provided resources.

Because the consortium initially includes all students in all schools and has elaborated a credible high quality plan of
implementation, this criterion was marked in the high range with 9 points.

(A)(4) LEA-wide goals for improved student outcomes (10 points) 10 9
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(A)(4) Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has presented a strong case that it has ambitious yet achievable goals to improve student learning and
increase equity.

The applicant provides a clear rationale for its methodology of setting targets.  The targets for language and mathematics
ability  in grade K-2 are reasonable and achievable.  Summative assessment targets are also give for grades 3-12 in the
area of language arts and mathematics with an increase of 30% in the numbers of low achieving students who
are proficient.  Ambitious goals toward closing gaps in reading and math were set so that gaps were cut in half over a five
year period.  Graduation rates for all subgroups were set to be near 90%, with the exception of special education students,
who are currently at 50%.  The target for that subpopulation was set at 75% after five years.  College enrollment targets
were set at more than 80% for White, African American, and Hispanic students. 

However, college enrollment data for high need students is not tracked, despite the fact that high school graduation
data and college graduation data for these groups is monitored. 

The consortium utilizes the National Student Clearinghouse database to track post-secondary attainment of student groups,
including those with high needs.

Because the consortium has created a plan that is likely to increase student learning with achievable and ambitious goals,
this criterion was scored in the high range with 9 points.

 

B. Prior Record of Success and Conditions for Reform (45 total points)

 Available Score

(B)(1) Demonstrating a clear track record of success (15 points) 15 12

(B)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has provided evidence of a track record of success, utilizing narrative as well as charts to illustrate its
performance.

The adoption of the Common Core by New Jersey will help improve student learning outcomes.  Mobile devices and
OnCourse software are utilized to increase equity in teaching and advance student learning.  The use of the Common Core
has allowed member districts to revise curriculum targeting reading and writing to raise student achievement, close
achievement gaps, and increase graduation rates.  Targeted interventions focusing on student achievement include the
Basic Skills Improvement Program, and the Neptune Academic Summer Academy. Professional Learning Communities
have been utilized to analyze data and personalize instruction for students, which also contribute to closing gaps and
increasing equity.  College enrollment and increased high school graduation rates have begun to be addressed with the
planning of an early college program in addition to dual enrollment, on-line coursework, and new software to track student
progress.

While none of the schools in the area are persistently low achieving, the consortium has worked to improve state
assessment scores in mathematics in grades four to six, where there have been impressive gains over the last four years. 
Language arts scores have been stable, and as a result, the districts have employed several interventions.  Low achieving
students are served through the SCORE program, which entails at-home mentoring visits.

The applicant uses NJSMART, which is a state level student performance data system.  This, in addition to individual
district software, allows the applicant to make student performance available to educators, including student growth
measures that impact teacher evaluations.  Educators set annual goals based on specific students, and teachers can follow
the progress of students throughout the year.  Parents are able to access student data through parent portals such as
Genesis.  Reports are also mailed home, and students, parents, and teachers have designated dates to meet to discuss
participation, instruction, and progress.

 Because the applicant has enjoyed success in the past four years, with demonstrated improvement in the area of
mathematics, but does not have a clear track record in language arts, this criterion was scored in the high range with a
mark of 12.
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(B)(2) Increasing transparency in LEA processes, practices, and investments (5 points) 5 4

(B)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has provided clear evidence of a high level of transparency in its expenditures.

The districts in the consortium conduct monthly meetings, with minutes that contain financial information including salary
expenditures. The annual detailed budgets are also discussed during community forums.  These minutes are posted to the
website as well as provided to district patrons, which will allow for ease of access to these important documents.  The
Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports are also available on the Internet.  Personnel salaries at the school level for
teachers, staff, and all non-personnel expenditures are provided at these public meetings as well as on the respective
websites of the districts.

However, no evidence of specific LEA budget or personnel expenditures was provided in the application. 

Because the applicant has provided evidence in the narrative that it makes available financial information as described in
this section, this criterion was graded in the high range with 4 points.

(B)(3) State context for implementation (10 points) 10 10

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has provided clear and compelling evidence that there are successful conditions as well as autonomy for
successful proposal.

The consortium is in New Jersey, which has adopted the Common Core and set up conditions for the project's success. 
The applicant has been provided with NJSMART software by the state in order to use student level data to drive
instruction.  Student assessment data is matched by teacher so that it can be utilized to help evaluate educator
performance.  This level of granularity in student data will help create personalized learning.  State requirements to tie
student performance to teacher evaluation give incentives to educators to tailor instruction to student needs.  In addition, a
teacher evaluation process has been put in place by the state as part of Race to the Top.

The consortium does not have Focus or Priority Schools, so that districts can have increased autonomy while complying
with state and federal requirements. 

 In addition, letters of support from state representatives as well as the State Board of Education indicate favor toward the
application, with specific references to technology and personalization of learning.   The applicant attests that comments
from the State Board and the respective mayors were received and submitted to the Department of Education.

Because the applicant has demonstrated credible evidence for sufficient autonomy and successful conditions to implement
the proposal, this criterion was scored a 10 (in the high range).

(B)(4) Stakeholder engagement and support (15 points) 15 12

(B)(4) Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has met the requirements of meaningful stakeholder engagement, building on its history of on-going
communication with teachers, parents, and students as well as community members.

The applicant has provided evidence that key stakeholder meetings were conducted on multiple occasions.  Agendas, sign-
in sheets and feedback forms were included in the application which show how families, teachers and principals were
involved in the development of the proposal.  The consortium had also previously submitted a Race to the Top application,
which shows that stakeholder engagement is an on-going practice for the districts and that it is responsive to revision.  The
applicant sent out surveys to parents, students and teachers about the use of mobile technology.

Letters of support include institutions of higher education (Rutgers, Monmouth) as well as the local community college, local
city councils, police departments, mayors, churches, community organizations, and advocacy groups.  The application was
examined and approved by the area mayors.

Although the application was signed by representatives from teacher organizations,  no letters of support were from teacher
organizations or student organizations.  In addition, while there were several staff meetings and teacher surveys during the
development process, it is unclear if a majority of teachers supported the final proposal.

This criterion was ranked in the high range with a score of 12 because though the consortium provided meaningful
engagement of stakeholders, it did not provide sufficient evidence of approval for the final proposal by students and
teachers.
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C. Preparing Students for College and Careers (40 total points)

 Available Score

(C)(1) Learning (20 points) 20 16

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has developed a high quality plan that engages all learners.

The districts have presented evidence that they inform all students and parents through a variety of methods such as texts,
Twitter, PTO meetings and websites emphasizing the importance of programs and offerings in student learning.  In addition,
there will be a consortium website created so that  community members, students, and parents will have increased access
to academic information.

The applicant has established instructional initiatives linked to college and career readiness for grades K-2 (Digital
Backpacks, Digital Storytelling), grades 3-8 (Digital Storytelling, Personalized Learning Modules), and high school (Digital
Storytelling, Personalized Learning Modules, MACRO).  These modules and programs enable students to structure their
learning and measure progress toward academic goals, with self-directed learning environments tailored to individual
needs and interests.  However, no research-based documentation was provided to indicate that these personalized
approaches provide deep learning.

As part of a high quality plan, key goals, activities, and rationales are given for the use of these modules in the narrative. 
Timelines, deliverables, and parties responsible are listed in the chart in this section.  Accommodations within these
software packages are included for English learners and students with disabilities, such as the ability to speak text aloud. 
Instructional time saved by using the modules will be directed toward small group intervention and instruction.

The proposal includes the JumpStart Academies, which are enrichment programs that allow students to explore specialized
areas such as medicine, engineering and environmental science with joint modules related to domestic and international
issues.  These can serve to deepen student learning in areas of academic interest as well as expose students to diverse
cultures and contexts. 

As part of the classroom instruction, students will participate in collaborative tasks that mirror career-oriented tasks in order
to build creativity, critical thinking and problem-solving.  High quality instructional approaches include blended learning,
small group rotations, and cooperative learning.  Software such as Naviance will help students make the connection
between academic achievement and college and career goals.  This content will be high quality, aligned to Core Curriculum
standards and in addition will address technology skills.

The Lead Teachers will help construct curriculum pathways which that students  students can have a personalized course
sequence plan driven by students, mapped so that students will receive 120 credits or more for graduation.

By employing these personalized plans, students will receive regular feedback toward mastery of college and career
readiness standards in addition to information on student assessment and attendance data.  The Professional Learning
Communities will monitor student progress and technology usage to ensure that the personalized learning
recommendations are appropriate, and based on the student's level and skillset.

Teachers will be responsible for training students in the use of the digital tools available to them.  Additional support will be
made available to students and parents via on-line resources as well as in person workshops.

However, the applicant has not provided evidence how the diverse instructional and assessment initiatives fit into a
student-centered, coherent plan.

Because the applicant has made a thorough high quality approach to learning that includes all students, but does not
integrate all parts into one coherent plan, this criterion was scored in the high range with 16 points.

(C)(2) Teaching and Leading (20 points) 20 14

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has proposed a comprehensive quality plan to improve instruction for all students.

Professional development is a major component of the project to develop personalized learning plans for all students, as
evidenced by the chart in section C1.  All educators will participate in staff training in the areas of technology, pedagogy,
and professional learning communities, both during the school year and in the summer.  The proposal includes key goals,
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activities, and rationale for the activities in the narrative.  The applicant includes elements of a high quality plan, including
activities, deliverables, timelines and responsible parties in the chart in this section.

Teachers, utilizing training and digital tools, will learn to adapt the content and instruction based on student academic
needs and interests.  A variety of learning approaches will be used, as noted in the narrative in section C1.

Frequent measures of student progress will be analyzed by educators, who will have several software tools in order to
assess students, including the LinkIt data system.  Students who show mastery can accelerate to new sections or complete
courses early.

Student growth is an integral part of teacher and principal evaluation.  Professional Development Plans and Professional
Growth Plans for educators are a reflection of individual student achievement linked back to educators.  Professional
development related to addressing student needs and the improvement of educational practice will be part of the new
evaluation process.  Included in this training will be best practices related to individualizing learning, designing
assessments, the analysis of data, and how to modify activities to match student ability.  As Lead Teachers develop new
modules, these will be incorporated into the curriculum, and they will train all staff in the use of these modules.  The
effectiveness of instruction, including that of the new modules, will be monitored and re-evaluated each year of the grant. 

However, it is not clear that Lead Teachers will have sufficient time to undertake the difficult task of creating new modules,
while also charged with the challenges of leading Professional Learning Communities.  Similarly, the applicant hopes to use
Lead Teachers provide turn key solutions to teachers and students, but no provision is given for sufficient time or technical
training to carry out this duty.

Data will be provided to teachers on student assessments as well as progress in the digital curriculum.  Performance based
assessments will be developed in order to better measure college and career readiness skills.  All of the assessments and
software modules will reflect the high standards of the Common Core.

School leaders and project teams will have the training, policies, and data to structure effective environments, based on the
charts in section C1 and C2.

The rich and varied software environments will give them the resources to meet individual needs of students and
accelerate progress.  The teacher evaluation system is based on matching teachers to individual students and facilitates
taking steps to improve individual educator effectiveness.  Section E1 provides details of the continuous improvement
process as well as professional development that will be delivered so that effective practices of increasing student
performance will be implemented.

All staff in the consortium are highly qualified.  Based on the charts in section E3, only 30% of staff are highly effective,
and 50% of staff are effective.  Goals and timelines are included in these charts so that most staff will be highly effective by
the end of the grant period.  The applicant did not include all elements of a high quality plan to increase the number of
educators in this category, as activities, and parties responsible are not indicated.

Because the applicant has created a comprehensive plan with many, but not all, aspects of a high quality plan for
improving teaching and learning, with an overdependence on Lead Teachers, this criterion was scored in the medium
range with a mark of 14.

 

D. LEA Policy and Infrastructure (25 total points)

 Available Score

(D)(1) LEA practices, policies, and rules (15 points) 15 12

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has provided clear evidence of a high quality plan for project implementation.

The application was submitted by a consortium, with each member LEA providing a signed a Memorandum of
Understanding.  The organizational structure is shown on the CMEA Table of Organization chart, with a leadership team,
lead teacher group, stakeholder team, and technology team, each focused on the goal of personalized learning for each
school and student.  The CMEA leadership team will be composed of delegates from each LEA.  Rationales for activities of
each team are given, along with timelines.

In addition, the applicant has set out clear goals, activities to be undertaken, rationales for these activities, timelines,
deliverables, and parties responsible, as demonstrated in the tables in section C2.  The  thorough plan indicates that
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teachers will receive the support and resources they need.  Policy and procedures that provide flexibility include the
coordination of school calendars and staffing decisions by building administrators.  The roles and responsibilities for some
teachers will be shifted as they become Lead Teachers who are responsible for mentoring peers and spearheading the
project's efforts.  Principals will have additional flexibility in budget requests and the transfer of funds process.

Students will be given ways to progress including use of digital portfolios, Edmentum software, MOOCs and JumpStart
Academies.  Edmentum software will allow students a chance for credit recovery.  New grading policies, software, and
assessments such as DRA2 allow students to demonstrate mastery in a variety of ways.

The applicant currently has policy to address the needs of English learners and students with disabilities.  Personalization
of learning through electronic devices will also be fully available to all students.

However, targeted interventions for English learners and special education students are not included in the proposal.

As this criterion has been largely met by the applicant demonstrating that it has a high quality plan for implementation with
policies and infrastructure, this was scored with 12 points (high range).

(D)(2) LEA and school infrastructure (10 points) 10 5

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has provided evidence of a high quality plan to support personalized learning through its infrastructure.

The applicant has demonstrated that it has policy to ensure that all educators work to provide personalized learning for all
students.  The districts were careful to select project activities that were not too far beyond the range of its current
technological infrastructure so that sustainability would not be an issue.  The adoption of the Virtual Desktop Infrastructure
allows all students to equally work successfully with a consistent desktop experience, both in and outside of school.  Title I
funds will be used to train and support students and parents on instructional programming.  Technical support will be
provided to all educators through job-embedded professional development.  On-line support will be made available to
students, parents and teachers in addition to in-person workshops conducted by the district.  There are elements of a high
quality plan related to the implementation so that all students have access to content, tools, and resources.  These include
key goals, rationale, activities, parties responsible, deliverables, and timelines as documented in table C1.

Parents and students will have on-line access to grades as well as assessments from student learning software, and
results will be kept in the student digital portfolios.  However, the applicant did not address the requirement to be able to
export student information in an open data format.

The consortium uses interoperable data systems for student attendance , grades, and scheduling.  There is a separate
system for the budget, accounting and personnel data.  The applicant does not currently have one system that integrates
all of these components.

Although the applicant has a clear high quality plan for infrastructure support, its systems are not completely interoperable,
nor is its assessment system exportable, which may jeopardize the feasibility of the project.  The criterion for this section
was therefore scored in the medium range with 5 points.

E. Continuous Improvement (30 total points)

 Available Score

(E)(1) Continuous improvement process (15 points) 15 15

(E)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has presented a high quality plan for its continuous improvement process.

All elements of a high quality plan are present in a comprehensive design of improvement.  An advantage of the application
was its consistency--the key goals under the rubric of continuous improvement are those same four goals that are used
throughout the proposal (infrastructure, professional culture, assessment system, and college focused culture).  Each of
these goals have corresponding activities, rationale, deliverables, timelines, communication and parties responsible.  For
example, for goal one (the infrastructure), activities include monitoring, measuring and evaluating the
technology infrastructure. The applicant will use needs assessments to monitor its progress, in addition to the creation of
an interactive website.  Feedback will also be obtained from the Parent Advisory Council. Measures for continuous
improvement are given in the appendix. The party responsible is the technology department.  The timeline reflects a
phasing in of mobile technology.  
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The applicant demonstrated its serious commitment to continuing improvement with a plan of more than 20 pages.   Each
of the investments of the grant: technology, personnel, professional development, program evaluation, service
opportunities, and student support are part of the continuous improvement process.  All important phases and portions of
the plan were covered in this well-crafted section.

Because the consortium has presented a high quality credible plan of continuous improvement that covers all aspect of the
project, this criterion was scored in the high range with full marks (15).  

 

(E)(2) Ongoing communication and engagement (5 points) 5 4

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments:
Many elements of a high quality plan are present in a comprehensive design of improvement with emphasis on reflection
and reporting.

Each of the key goals have corresponding reflection and reporting activities that tie to the goals, deliverables, timelines, and
parties responsible.  For example, for goal three (the assessment system), Neptune Township and Belmar will share
technical experiences with other member districts.  All will report results through the NJSMART system.

The applicant will hold monthly meetings with its leadership team, as well as the stakeholder team.  An annual convocation
will be held with the broader community.  However, no evidence was provided that these meetings are of sufficient
regularity, nor was there a provision to increase the frequency of meetings should additional communication prove
necessary.

In addition, as evidence of ongoing communication, the applicant has provided minutes and sign-in sheets from RTTD
meetings with district stakeholders.  Letters of support from external stakeholders are included as well as surveys of
teachers, parents, and students.

Because the consortium has presented solid evidence of ongoing communication and engagement as part of a high quality
plan for continuous improvement, but does not contemplate frequent meetings, this criterion was marked in the high range
with a score of 4.

(E)(3) Performance measures (5 points) 5 3

(E)(3) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has presented evidence for several performance measures that are important indicators of the project's
success.

The LEAs will use the New Jersey School Performance Reports for all students groups in order to look at growth on state
assessments, as well as administering a student survey of school climate.  In addition, for grades Pre-K to 3, the DRA2 will
be used to measure language fluency.   For grades 4-8, readiness for Algebra I will be considered.  For high school,
college readiness will be measured by PSAT and  FAFSA rates.

 In the narrative for this section, each measure is aligned with a rationale, how it relates to the proposed plan and theory of
action, and how the applicant will review the performance on the measures over time.

The measures for most categories appear ambitious but achievable.  The consortium plans to have 80% of all students in
all groups be served by highly effective teachers and principals by the end of five years, and 100% of all students to have
effective teachers and principals by the same time.  The school climate survey hopes to have 90% of all students
perceiving their school favorably within five years.  Other reasonable goals are that FAFSA participation will increase to
75% and SAT participation will go to 95%.

For the college readiness measure of grades 4-8, however, the percent of college ready students grows from 40% to 65%
over five years, which is a slow rate.  Similarly, the number of students in grades 9-12 who are career ready increases
only 1.7% over the life of the grant.  At the other extreme, the percent of students who score 1550 or more on the SAT
skyrockets from 21% to 61% in five years, which is not realistic, since 70% of students already take the SAT and are
currently factored into the average.

 Although the consortium has proposed measures for the appropriate grade levels in all of the required categories, not all
are ambitious and achievable.  For this reason, this criterion was scored in the medium range at 3 points.

(E)(4) Evaluating effectiveness of investments (5 points) 5 5
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(E)(4) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant will use its continuous improvement model to evaluate the project.

The applicant plans to conduct an evaluation plan of the effectiveness of the project by conducting staff development
surveys of principals and teachers through methods such as Survey Monkey.  Results will be reported to districts,
employees, and the larger community.  Student data will be reviewed to ensure that the project is closing the achievement
gap.   The continuous improvement plan will be a major mechanism to evaluate the grant, and the CMEA leadership team
will meet quarterly to measure effectiveness and if the consortium is on target to meet its performance measures in section
E3.  

As noted in section E1, all elements of a high quality plan are present in a comprehensive design of improvement.  It
contemplates the four key goals that are used throughout the proposal (infrastructure, professional culture, assessment
system, and college focused culture).  Each of these goals have corresponding activities, rationale, deliverables, timelines,
communication and parties responsible. The grant director, will certify that all goals and objectives are achieved.  The
technology engineer will ensure that the infrastructure is working at capacity, and the CMEA leadership team will verify that
the performance measure goals are met.

Because of the thoroughness of the high-quality continuous improvement plan, which constantly measures the
effectiveness of each component, this criterion was scored high with full marks (5).

F. Budget and Sustainability (20 total points)

 Available Score

(F)(1) Budget for the project (10 points) 10 10

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has put together a thorough and complete budget that defines all project funds.

 All revenues for the project will come from the Race to the Top District grant.  Each of the seventeen sub-projects have a
separate budget.  The consortium has considered the abilities and needs of the component LEAs and has provided
reasonable support for the infrastructure required to support the plan.

The personnel budget contemplates sufficient compensation and fringe benefits for key personnel, including the grant
director, data coordinator, and technicians.  In the case of a consortium, these roles are particularly important for
coordination across districts.  Professional development funds are allotted, but may need to be increased in the event that
staff need additional training on software required for the personalized learning environment.  The software and hardware
will be a one-time investment, as these can be used beyond the life of the grant.  Operational costs that are contemplated
beyond the life of the grant include annual software licensing, which will be transitioned to local funds during the life of the
grant.

 Because of the completeness and thoughtfulness of the budget with reasonable and sufficient funding, this criterion was
ranked in the high range with full marks (10).

(F)(2) Sustainability of project goals (10 points) 10 9

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has provided a high quality sustainability plan.

As part of the main budget, the consortium has thought of long-range sustainability.  Operational costs that are
contemplated beyond the life of the grant include annual software licensing, which will be transitioned to local funds during
the life of the grant.

 All parts of a high quality plan for sustainability are included in the proposal; the applicant understands the need for
continued funding for key personnel, professional development, curriculum, and technology, and provides rationale for this
need.  A sustainability plan is included for the post-grant period, with timelines, deliverables, and responsible parties
working under the assumption that each LEA can contribute out of local funds to the continuation of the project.  The LEAs
hope to obtain additional grant funds to further the goals of the project, yet they are willing to absorb the on-going cost of
the plan if outside monies are not secured.

However, none of the letters of support indicate additional funding during or beyond the life of the grant.
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Because the consortium has created a high quality plan for sustainability and a contingency plan, it received marks in the
high range for this criterion (9 points).

Competitive Preference Priority (10 total points)

 Available Score

Competitive Preference Priority (10 total points) 10 6

Competitive Preference Priority Reviewer Comments:
The consortium has described community partnerships that focus on the social and well-being of students that
are sustainable.

The applicant has provided evidence that it has on-going partnerships that support social and emotional well-being of
students with several community groups, including letters of support from the police departments, libraries, and the local
medical center. 

The preference included six desired results related to students feeling safe, both in and out of school; reading at grade
level, decreasing numbers of students using drugs or having discipline referrals, and increasing the number of students
who complete digital modules.  These measures will be tracked either with the student assessment software or through
school climate surveys.  The chart in this section outlines the performance measures, target population, timelines, baseline
data, and targets.  The targets for a five year period represent ambitious yet achievable goals that increase with time; for
example, a 30% drop in referrals and substance abuse cases.  The use of the software system will allow the consortium to
monitor success at the individual level, as well as to look for trends across the LEAs.  Formal relationships with
partners will be formed and regularly scheduled stakeholder meetings will be conducted.   The preference priority will
initially scale the model to the entire consortium.

The chart in this section details how each partnership program will impact the desired results by providing specific
services.  For example, the Neptune Police Department will help increase the number of children who feel safe by
delivering programs on conflict resolution and bullying prevention.  Public libraries will provide ESL classes for parents,
which will address family needs, while the Parents Advisory Council (PAC) will engage parents in the decision-making
process of this priority plan.  Beyond the network of the PAC, the consortium will use its website to monitor and report its
project progress, conduct needs assessments, and publish results in newsletters.

Teachers would be provided information on each of the potential partners, and the consortium would include this
information on its website.  The use of Title I related activities such as parent involvement, school wide plans and needs
assessments, and school-parent compacts will be the major mechanism of engaging families.  The needs assessments and
the monthly report of the grant director will be two ways that the consortium will review the effectiveness of the
partnerships with community members.  However, details related to the needs assessments are missing.

In addition, the applicant does not provide evidence that MOUs are in place with any community member, or that current
partnership meetings occur.  The applicant did not make a compelling case of how the long list of varied programs fit into a
coherent system to achieve the narrow focus of the six goals, nor how this priority fits into the four main goals of the
overall proposal.

Because the consortium has made a compelling case for ongoing community partnerships with ambitious yet achievable
goals, but did not make clear how this priority is coherent with the proposal overall, this criterion was ranked in the
medium range with 6 points.

Absolute Priority 1: Personalized Learning Environments

 Available Score

Absolute Priority 1  Met

Absolute Priority 1 Reviewer Comments:
The applicant has clearly addressed how it will build on the four core areas to meet this absolute priority.

The consortium, in addition to signing and affirming the assurance areas, has described the teacher and principal
evaluation system that is based on individual student performance and growth, as evidenced by the use of the NJSMART
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program. It is located in a state with the Common Core, with a data system that matches students to teachers.  The
districts also participate in the National Student Clearinghouse so that it receives higher education data about its former
students.

The proposal is focused on personalization of learning by using technology based on college and career ready standards. 
The applicant has presented compelling evidence that the plan will accelerate student achievement and deepen learning,
professional development will improve teaching and make educators more effective, and that increased numbers of
students will be career and college ready when they graduate from high school.

As the consortium has clearly addressed this priority to create personalized learning environments, this criterion was
scored as met.

Total 210 174

A. Vision (40 total points)

 Available Score

(A)(1) Articulating a comprehensive and coherent reform vision (10 points) 10 8

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The Coastal Monmouth Education Alliance (CMEA) has provided a highly detailed and clearly articulated vision of how the
consortia of schools will look with the implementation of Race to the Top Grant funds.  The vision statement contained 
four very specific goals tied directly to the Core educational assurance areas of the grant.  Some specific and impressive
highlights were:

 

acknowledgement that the LEA's in the consortia are at varying levels in the implementation process and will require
a differentiated approach for all to meet the rigorous standards set forth in the goals
there are specific opportunities for students to demonstrate mastery at age/grade appropriate levels K through 12
using the technological infrastructure that is to be implemented through the grant
a plan that will allow students to maintain a digital record of their work for assessment purposes over time
a personalized approach to the learning experience that acknowledges the needs of students who are advanced as
well as students with special needs and English Language Learners.  Opportunities for college and career choices
are embedded throughout the vision statement
specific referrals to individualized learning plans for all students beginning in kindergarten
on-going, "job embedded" professional development provided at the school level through lead teachers and teacher
collaboration
hiring and retention strategies designed to attract and keep the best teachers and evaluate all teachers.  The
evaluation tool described is designed to give timely feedback based upon data and is linked to student achievement
data systems that will align all of the LEA's and provide information to parents and the community
true partnerships with local colleges and universities that will allow students greater choices in higher education
beginning while students are still in high school

 

The proposal addresses the core assurances in the following areas:
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Adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and the workplace-The consortium has
partnered with the State by adopting the Common Core State Standards which specifically target college and career
readiness.  The state provides standardized assessments aimed at measuring the rate by which students acquire these
skills.  Copies of the assessments are embedded in the appendix section of the application as well as graphs and charts
outlining student achievement towards proficiency in these standards

Building Data Systems-According to the application data systems are in place through statewide assessment (New Jersey
Assessment of Skills and Knowledge) as well as local benchmark assessments.  Data charts detailing student achievement
were included in the application as performance measures for grades 3 through 12.

Recruiting, developing, rewarding and retaining effective staff:  according to section (D)(1), building administrators have the
authority to select and assign new personnel to schools.  Though the process begins in the Human Resources department
the building administrator and building-based staff have an active role in the selection of staff members

The vision created in the proposal is one that should result in increased student achievement if all components are
implemented and monitored with fidelity.  Because the system for allowing students to demonstrate proficiency through the
use of technology is relatively new there is little specific evidence that the strategies and programs proposed by the
Neptune School District will actually provide the desired results.  The evidence documented should the grant be funded will
be beneficial to other districts considering similar technological changes.

 

 

 

(A)(2) Applicant’s approach to implementation (10 points) 10 7

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments:
This section of the plan includes a detailed rationale for the forming of the consortium.  This included the partnering of
three small "one school costal districts" with selection of the schools based on economic need and proximity to the larger
district.  There was no additional evidence that described the specific process for bringing the consortium together, who
was involved and whether there was agreement with the forming of the consortium. What was described in the application
was designed to provide economic support to very small LEA's while increasing the scope of the larger district. 

Prior to choosing the schools to be included he selection process looked at the LEA's commitment educational reform as
demonstrated by work done in previous years.  The consortium's aim was to continue and enhance work rather than use
funds to begin to build capacity.

Acting as the lead LEA, Neptune City has articulated a goal to expand the smaller LEA's by using prior success. The
narrative speaks of the "instructional reform work that has been implemented".  There is no evidence of this work or further
description of the impact on student achievement.  A statement that "each of the LEA's has demonstrated both a capacity
for reform as well as need for resources..." is somewhat vague as it is not supported by evidence.  There is also a
statement that speaks to the "three smaller, K-8 districts...implementation of some work in the area of learner-centered
instruction.  There is no curricular evidence to support this detail.  A list of all schools and the collective enrollment was
included in the statement as well as a detailed demographic chart for each school.

(A)(3) LEA-wide reform & change (10 points) 10 7

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments:
This section included specific infrastructure changes centered on the hiring of a variety of positions as well as the
development of monitoring/implementation teams.  The stakeholder team will include parents and community leaders who
report to the community twice per year.

Consistent with the proposal's technology rich vision, a specific CMEA website is planned with accessible links provided on
each LEA's website.

The grant application was not specific about whether other schools will have access to the personnel described in A(3).

Many reforms and changes are listed in order to implement the goals of this grant.  The merging of these four districts will
place several "layers of personnel and systematic structures" on the consortium to achieve success and fidelity in the
grant.  This undertaking will require significant cooperation amongst the districts involved.  The smaller districts will have
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significant work to do in order to maintain their autonomy as a district within the bounds of the consortium.  In order to
demonstrate success and individualized learning for all students equally, the districts who are part of the consortium will
need to work together for an extended period of time in order to demonstrate their ability to translate the goals in the plan
high learning and high achievement for all participants.

 

 

 

(A)(4) LEA-wide goals for improved student outcomes (10 points) 10 9

(A)(4) Reviewer Comments:
The vision is likely to result in improved student learning by the fact that the learning is planned for intense
individualization-especially beginning at the high school level.  While the "digital backpack" described in the vision section
will be beneficial to all students it is not likely to see an immediate effect until students are thoroughly acclimated to the
technology infrastructure set to be implemented through the grant.

What will have the most impact is the targeted goals for each student group as well as the goals listed for decreasing the
achievement gap and the way the goals are equally divided according to the formula listed on pages 55.and 61.  The
CMEA also took into account achievement gap goals for student groups that were less than 10% points from the states or,
in some cases, exceeded the state average.  The plan has divided the goals into equal percentages per year and was
differentiated based upon the baseline targets in each group according the NJ HSPA and ASK reports.

Graduation rates in the CMEA seem consistent across student groups with the exception of students with disabilities which
saw a 14% point decline from 2011/2012-2012-2013 and a 9% point decline for Asian Pacific Highlander group.  With the
information in the plan students will have a variety of opportunities to demonstrate proficiency including the opportunity to
attend college classes prior to graduation.

Partnering with various colleges and universities will increase the likely hood that students will seek and attain a
postsecondary degree.

B. Prior Record of Success and Conditions for Reform (45 total points)

 Available Score

(B)(1) Demonstrating a clear track record of success (15 points) 15 6

(B)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The CMEA district has provided extensive narrative information detailing the reform measures in place designed to
advance student learning and achievement.  Though the narrative includes a number of strategies and program
descriptions the CMEA has implemented over time to improve student outcomes.  The evidence  included consists of a
data chart showing NJASK Math and Literacy Percent Proficient for the years 2009-2013.  The data in these charts for
students in grades 4-5 for the years 2009 through 2013 shows little improvement .  Grades 4 ad 6 show a decline in
achievement by marginal indicating there has been little change in the attainment of skills in this time period. 

Programs such as Summer Instruction, Basic Skills Improvement Program, Inclusion programs for ELL and Special Needs
Students is reported in great detail in the narrative.  There is no evidence of the success of these programs, the
participation by students by demographic, student group or by LEA through data charts linked to these programs (before
and after) or through assessment data linked to any of the programs listed in the narrative.

According to the narrative,student data is used regularly both by students as they analyze and results and share them
during class and during PLC's (Professional Learning Communities).  There is no evidence of the format used to examine
this data, create assessments or inform students/parents of results.  Data charts, samples of data charts or information
sent to parents would have provided evidence to support the information included in the narrative.

Though CMEA has implemented an ambitious approach to address the needs of the students the data does not yet give
evidence these programs have or will be successful.
 

(B)(2) Increasing transparency in LEA processes, practices, and investments (5 points) 5 3



Technical Review Form

http://www.mikogroup.com/rttd/technicalreviewall.aspx?appid=0016NJ&sig=false[12/9/2013 12:05:11 PM]

(B)(2) Reviewer Comments:
According to the narrative statement, actual salaries are a matter of public record, discussed at annual board meetings and
posted on each school's website.  Information about how to get hard copies is also posted on the School board website as
well as through links at each individual school.

The applicant did not include hard copies of salary scales, bargaining unit salary agreements or any other evidence to
support the information contained in the narrative.  Although the statement says the information is a matter of public record
there is nothing in the application that is accessible to a reviewer.  This calls to question the accessibility of the information
to the general public, specifically to those who may not have internet access or the time/interest required to attend the
board meetings for the purpose of obtaining the salary information.

(B)(3) State context for implementation (10 points) 10 7

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments:
The CMEA has been granted autonomy through the State of NJ due to its status as not labeled as Priority or Focus.  By
implementing the NJ State Common Core State Standards in mathematics and English, the consortium as assured
alignment with the state goals while maintaining the ability to implement programs and infrastructures uniquely tailored to
the needs of the district's students.  The CMEA has been granted the opportunity to function as a local unit thus allowing
for the freedom to implement state of the art programs and visionary goals designed to assist all students in becoming
college and career ready.

According to the narrative in (B)(3) the state of New Jersey grants autonomy to all schools except those schools labeled
"Focus" or "Priority".  The narrative further states "there are no schools within the CMEA that are labeled as either "Focus"
or "Priority".  This fact would provide the successful conditions allowing the CMEA the autonomy to implement the
personalized learning environments described in the proposal.

 

(B)(4) Stakeholder engagement and support (15 points) 15 10

(B)(4) Reviewer Comments:
Stakeholders throughout the district were given extensive opportunities to participate in the development of the proposal.  A
listing of meetings held beginning in August 2013 as well as copies of signatures of those present is included in the
proposal. 

Leadership teams consisting of parents, teachers, administrators, community members and members of the bargaining
units were given forms where they could provide feedback to the grant writing team.  Time was given for the  teams to
submit their feedback to the grant writing team prior to the final submission of the proposal.  Copies of the surveys as well
as letters of support were included in the application.

There were a total of 11 supportive feedback forms from members of the Teacher's Union.  There is no indication of the
total number of feedback forms received nor what percent of the union membership is represented by the feedback forms
included in the application.  There were also 8 parent surveys returned.  Again, no indication of the total number received,
or how many were for or against the proposal.  All 8 parent surveys and 11 teacher surveys were in support of the goals
outlined in the application.

Letters from student organizations were absent from the application.  Since this consortium represents four districts feeding
into one high school it was surprising to see no evidence of student voice or student input in the formulation of the plan or
the goals.

There were extensive letters of support from local, county and state government officials as well as from community
members and local universities that had been enlisted to support the district in the grant implementation.

C. Preparing Students for College and Careers (40 total points)

 Available Score

(C)(1) Learning (20 points) 20 13

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments:
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The plan contained in the CMEA consortium proposal includes detailed information about how students in grades K-12 will
be engaged in rigorous, standardized learning that is individualized by ability level, student need and student interest. 
Specific tasks are outlined for students in the lower grades through the use of digital "backpacks" (a set of digital tools and
assessment pieces required to be mastered prior to exiting the grade) through "digital storytelling".  The plan provides:

Personalized learning modules for grades 3-12
Advanced college readiness for advanced students desiring to take college-level courses while in high school
specific and targeted tools and learning experiences differentiated for ESL, special education and low achieving
students
the expansion of the consortiums' JumpStart academies for allowing high school students the opportunity to explore
specific areas such as medical science, engineering, performing arts, etc.
A comprehensive evaluation assessment is to be developed to assess college and career ready status of high
school students
blended learning (including the choice of on-line learning in conjunction with in school classwork
rotation models at the elementary level that will allow teachers to work with small groups
An extensive, detailed professional development plan that will rely on both state approved and "turn key" training at
the school and district level for grant-participants as well as some training for all district personnel
a plan to provide students with the training on the mobile devices to ensure their effectiveness in providing the
personalized instruction proposed

Evidence

a-i    There is some evidence the district reaches out to the community.  According to the narrative, multiple measures are
in place to reach the parents and keep them informed.  A sample of a news article was included.  Though parents are
"encouraged to monitor their child's progress" there is no evidence provided to judge whether or not they do actually use
the tools provided.  The use of the Naviance© system was "recently" implemented.  There is no evidence as to its
success.  With a heavy reliance on mobile technology and an emphasis on on-line storage and data usage there is little
evidence provided in the proposal that would provide assurance that parents would have the knowledge or interest to
access their student's progress in the new system.  Families without internet access may have to rely on the library which
may or may not be open when parents are available to access their student's work.

College an career goals are aligned with the NJ state Common Core Standards as detailed

There is evidence through the partnership with several colleges and universities that high school students will have choices
in their learning method, level and time (on-line, blended, off-campus).  With the proposal's heavy reliance on mobile
technology in grades K-8 the students will be using the devices heavily to differentiate activities with a hope/plan that these
activities will promote a high level of learning.

 The use of internet resources should provide exposure to a variety of cultures.  There is no evidence in the proposal that
students currently have the access and exposure that will deepen individual student learning

The district is using JumpStart to provide personalized and individualized learning for students at the high school level. 
The application lists plans to expand the JumpStart model to the middle school.

The Neptune district is currently using a data system that has longitudinal data available.  None of the other districts is
currently using this system.  There was no evidence contained in this plan of its successful use in improving student
achievement over a period of time.

b-The applicant provided evidence of course selection for high school students.  Students have the opportunity to take
enough courses to earn an "opt-out" or early graduation option based upon their successful "testing out".  An
electronic/virtual mechanism for taking additional course work is also included for students.  Blended learning and rotation
models are to be provided at the high school level.  There is no evidence this will be successful beyond the elementary
level.  The narrative is not specific to the use of these and other models mentioned in the narrative.

The narrative also describes personalized learning recommendations and accommodations for high needs students. 
Accommodations will use a "web-based program" allowing for students to read, take notes and import classroom materials.

c-Teachers will be responsibility to "turn key" the learning objectives and learning outcomes for the students.  Job-
embedded professional development is also planned.  Teachers will be challenged with not only delivering quality
instruction to diverse students but also training students on the successful use of technology and monitoring their use.  This
tremendous undertaking will require extensive support for all in-house stakeholders.  It is difficult to determine the quality of
instruction that will be available to students given the massive amount of information and training scheduled for the
teachers in the first year(s) of grant implementation.

The narrative and implementation charts provide evidence of a high quality plan.  Successful implementation of this
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massive initiative will be a daunting challenge.

(C)(2) Teaching and Leading (20 points) 20 12

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments:
CMEA plans to provide "job embedded" professional development as well as summer and "turn key" training.  The ultimate
goal is to ensure teachers have the knowledge and training needed to set up and monitor student learning plans.  Most
impressive is the inclusion of training on pedagogy as in conjunction with training in the use of the technology.  The grant
makes it clear that the delivery of instruction is crucial to the success of the plan.

The plan includes an extensive professional development calendar that seeks to insure all students receive the training
needed to use the technology in a way that will increase their ability to exit the school college and career ready.

The plan relies heavily on Lead Teachers who will provide "turnkey" training to their colleagues.  There is no evidence that
these lead teachers will receive training on the effective deliverance of such a significant amount of new material to their
colleagues.  These Lead Teachers will be responsible for both the training in the new platforms and also the monitoring of
the implementation at the classroom level.

There is a plan for the Leadership Teams to be trained in the use of the new technology.  There was no evidence that
these teams will also receive training through the teacher evaluation system that will help to improve educator effectiveness
while they are learning to use the new technology.  The professional development is focused on the acquisition of
knowledge that will allow the use of the technology in the classroom.

According to the grant narrative there are policies in place to ensure highly effective (highly qualified) teachers and
administrators are in place and that the appropriate staff members are trained and certified to provide instruction to all
students.

The evidence provided relies heavily on educator tools presented and discussed during professional development on-site
and in the summer.  With a plan t gradually align modules and rubrics to the newly implemented digital resources teachers
will be expected to use these resources consistently in the classroom.

Elements of a high quality plan are evident in the details of the ambitious implementation schedules, programs and
assessments included in this section.  Coupled with the implementation of a new teacher and principal evaluation system
the layering of the implementation of this plan will require a tremendous commitment from staff members involved to make
the integration and use of the proposed technology successful for students.

 

D. LEA Policy and Infrastructure (25 total points)

 Available Score

(D)(1) LEA practices, policies, and rules (15 points) 15 8

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments:
a)The grant proposal outlines how all members of the consortium will serve on the Leadership team and participate in the
decision-making process.  A signed Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is included with the proposal outlining specific
rights and responsibilities within the grant implementation period.  The memorandum states, and all parties have signed
and agreed that decisions for policy and operational issues will be made by majority vote and that all are committed to the
projects for the duration of the grant.

b)The MOU also affirms the partnership with the NJ department of education and provides assurances that all members
share the same level of autonomy in terms of making decisions that affect the achievement of students within the body of
the consortium.

c)Throughout the application there are references to students demonstrating mastery through the construction and
presentation of projects, taking of on-line classes, storage of student work over time on a centrally located server.  There is
a reliance of yet-to-be-developed assessments that will allow students to show mastery of a subject to the satisfaction of
the state of NJ prior to taking the NJ ASK (Assessment of Skills and Knowledge).  There are no sample assessments
(teacher-made or other) that will provide the evidence that teachers will have the tools needed to assess student progress
on a regular basis or that they are using those tools in their current practice.  Part of the budget includes money for
teachers to develop these tools.
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d) According to the proposal students in grades K-8 will have the opportunity to demonstrate mastery of the technology
multiple times during their school career.

e)The needs of ELL students and students with disabilities is addressed in the grant application by quoting specific policy
numbers.  There was no direct evidence of the kinds of programs, specific teaching materials/strategies currently in use
that is ensuring the execution of the policy at the present time.  The grant application states that the CMEA has been
"promoting a more inclusive support model for special education".  There is no evidence in the grant as to what the
instruction is that currently provides these students with appropriate instruction for their needs.

 

(D)(2) LEA and school infrastructure (10 points) 10 4

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments:
a and b-The grant application quotes policy that requires teaching staff members with the materials needed for the
implementation of approved programs.  There is no specific evidence that details the protocol and/or process that assures
these materials are obtained.  There were no statements, supply lists, supply requests, or teacher needs assessments. 
The narrative states there is support for struggling students outside of the regular school day.  There is no evidence of
what these programs provide, who is ensuring students actually get to the programs, percentage of academically struggling
students who benefit from these programs or the effectiveness of each of the programs.  The narrative states that students
without internet connection will have access to the public library and/or mobile "hot-spots" in the area.  Again, there is no
evidence that academically struggling students have or will take advantage of these currently-available resources and what
effect they have on the acquisition of skills.

c) According to the narrative there is an on-line grading system available to parents.  There is no evidence presented that
shows the number or percentage of parents actually using the system.  The application also mentions Study Island© or
Raz Kids©.  Again there is no evidence to show that these programs are currently in use by students and what effect they
have had on student learning.  Without information/evidence to show how currently available information is being used it is
difficult to project how the use of new technology will benefit students in the future.

d) There is a narrative about the data systems being used by CMEA districts but no direct evidence of their use or
effectiveness.  There is no evidence the system has been used in the past to provide budget reports as planned in the
proposal.

The narrative represents a comprehensive structure that, if implemented with fidelity, will provide the vehicle for
participation by all stakeholders.  The plan takes into consideration the needs of the districts within the CMEA with less
developed technological infrastructures and has planned measures to insure their inclusion.  The plan is sufficient as
written but in this section does not rise to the level of a high quality plan due to the deficits outlined above.

E. Continuous Improvement (30 total points)

 Available Score

(E)(1) Continuous improvement process (15 points) 15 7

(E)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The plan includes a rigorous process that is designed to provide feedback to all stakeholders in the educational process. 
There were no specific documents that detailed what the monitoring tools would look like and the timeline for feedback. 
Focused walk-throughs were included but the protocol or draft was not included.  A draft Professional Development Plan
as listed in this section as a monitoring tool was not included.

Each section in the plan was to be evaluated with the "monitor, measure, evaluate, share/reflect" system.  Tools to be
used for each of the program sections were not included.

Extensive systems were detailed in this section to address the professional development and academic needs of students
and staff.  The improvement process relies on currently used assessment data.  No other information was included in the
details of the plan.

Though the narrative elements of the plan are high quality there is insufficient evidence that the plan will be able to be
successfully monitored for continuous improvement based on the information in this section.
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(E)(2) Ongoing communication and engagement (5 points) 5 3

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments:
Communication will be through the grant director, a newsletter and monthly meetings with the CMEA leadership team.  The
stakeholder team will receive information from the grant director and data coordinator.  All stakeholders and participants will
have information available to them including newsletters, meetings and information on the CMEA website that will be
developed with the implementation of grant funds.  Additional documentation about other methods of communication were
not included.  It is not clear how those without access to the internet or time to come to meetings will receive the
information.

Though internal stakeholders will meet monthly, External stakeholders are to be included in annual meetings.  No
information about timing of the meetings or location was included in the plan.  It is questionable as to whether these
meetings will be sufficient to keep the external stakeholders engaged in the process and supportive of the initiatives. 
Though stakeholders will have the opportunity to provide feedback and discuss concerns at these meetings it may be
unrealistic to expect a high quality of discussion in one meeting per year.

There were some elements of a high quality plan but the plan for communication needs to more precise and thorough to
ensure all parties remain informed.

(E)(3) Performance measures (5 points) 5 3

(E)(3) Reviewer Comments:
The CMEA has included extensive data for all students in grades K through 12.  Data is differentiated by sub-group and
includes the number and percentages of participating students, evaluation measures used, baseline data, targets for each
year through 2018.

Information about the number and percentages of students/families who completed the FAFSA form was not available for
the baseline year though there were goals set for subsequent years for each student group.

For each performance measure the target audience was identified as well as the rationale for selecting each measure,  For
grades PreK-3 the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) will be used, grades 6 through 8 will use the NJASK and
grades 9-12 will use the HSPA.  No standardized assessments were included in the charts for other grades.  The
narrative/charts rely on survey information, performance reports, enrollment in JumpStart and FAFSA forms.

These measures will provide feedback on a regular basis with teachers who administer the DRA.  Other measures will
provide annual feedback.  It is questionable whether these measures will provide timely feedback that will allow the internal
stakeholders to make adjustments and corrections to the plan as needed.  Regular, consistent feedback is essential for this
plan to be successful and there is little evidence that feedback will be provided on a regular basis.

(E)(4) Evaluating effectiveness of investments (5 points) 5 1

(E)(4) Reviewer Comments:
The CMEA has included a narrative that details its proposed efforts to evaluate the effectiveness of the investments. 
Quarterly meetings with the Leadership team will be held to evaluate the data collected through the Performance
Measures.  Students and teachers will evaluate the effectiveness of the mobile device usage through on-line surveys and
observation.  On-line tools will be used for staff and the reviews are proposed to be reviewed at staff meetings.

There is a narrative plan to "backward map" the curriculum in an effort to ensure the courses are vertically and horizontally
aligned.  It is not clear by the evidence supplied what this alignment will entail.

The evaluation methods lack rigor and will not provide the feedback necessary to make changes or justify the investment
of grant funds.  Additional, rigorous assessment measures and reports to stakeholders are needed.

F. Budget and Sustainability (20 total points)

 Available Score

(F)(1) Budget for the project (10 points) 10 6

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments:
The budget narrative and tables provides extensive information about the use of the grant funds to sustain the projects
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proposed in the plan.  Also included is a plan to use Title I funds to support parent training and some professional
development for staff.

Some funds listed in tables has been specifically identified as one-time investments-such as the purchase of electronic
devices.  Other funds-such as the support of infrastructures- are being used to support plans and processes already in
place.

The long-term sustainability of the project for the lead district is less in question than the sustainability for the smaller
districts.  If the consortium is to remain intact, the benefit will be for the smaller districts.  It is not clear by the evidence
provided that the consortium will have the funds post-grant to maintain the consortium and provide the necessary
resources that will ensure personalized learning environments continue past the grant parameters.

(F)(2) Sustainability of project goals (10 points) 10 4

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments:
Contained in the grant application is an extensive and high-quality plan for students to have personalized learning
environments.  There is documented support from state and local government leaders via letters included in the appendix.  
Autonomy granted by the state, support from stakeholders and some funds that will ensure some of the programs will
remain in tact. 

There is a question of the sustainability of the structures post-grant for the smaller school districts outside of the larger
district.  Part of the reason for the forming of the consortium listed in the narrative was the financial need demonstrated by
the smaller districts.  The Post Grant Budget and Sustainability Plan included in this section makes "budget assumptions"
and potential sources.  Of concern is these sources and specific district percentages will be based on enrollment, need and
availability of funds.  Projecting forward there is no guarantee the smaller districts will be more fiscally sound at the end
of the grant.

The CMEA will rely on feedback forms, surveys and stakeholder meetings to gain feedback that will determine the
effectiveness of the grant implementation.  These methods couple with the annual assessment data will provide some
information though it may not be valuable to allow the internal stakeholders to implement needed changes.

Competitive Preference Priority (10 total points)

 Available Score

Competitive Preference Priority (10 total points) 10 5

Competitive Preference Priority Reviewer Comments:
Given the information and data included in the grant application the CMEA has provided extensive information about their
current use of funding and partnerships, primarily in the Neptune district.  Partnerships with a number of private and public
organizations have provided documentation of support and the district has used these partnerships to enhance the impact
on student lives through social supports, medical, dental and educational supports.  Evidence is provided in the appendix.

The desired results included student groups from grades K through 12.  Differentiation by subgroup and grade level was
included in data charts provided.

The methods used to evaluate performance are insufficient to provide sustained analysis of the effectiveness of the
programs.  There is little evidence the district has been successful in documenting a record of academic achievement or
improvement to this point, especially with ELL and special education students and students in other sub groups..

Letters of support from local legislators and politicians, local business and civic organizations were included to indicate
support of the proposal.  All stakeholders expressed an interest in seeing the technology portion move forward.

Professional development will be provided through summer, on-site, Professional Learning Communities.  Teacher coaches
will be used to provide additional support.  The amount of information provided to teachers and staff will be extensive and
the implementation will rely on teachers "turn keying" training to students.

 

Absolute Priority 1: Personalized Learning Environments
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 Available Score

Absolute Priority 1  Met

Absolute Priority 1 Reviewer Comments:
The proposal presents a very specific plan to provide personalized learning for students in this consortium.  The planned
use of individual electronic devices as a learning tool is an intriguing prospect and, if the plan is implemented with fidelity,
will result in increased student achievement.

Additional and careful documentation of the use of the funds and the impact of the digital backpacks is needed to assess
the actual learning.  Monitoring of student use for the purposed outlined in the grant is imperative in order to achieve
success with all student groups and assure personalized learning is taking place.

The partnerships formed with parent organizations and teacher organizations was detailed in the narrative but not well
represented by the evidence included in the appendix.

Student voice is critical and documentation of their participation vital to the success of this undertaking.  Students in under-
represented groups are mentioned in the narratives and the district will need to ensure these students have equal
opportunity to participate fully at their academic, social and emotional level.

The proposal contains a high-quality, well thought out plan that will likely result in success if implemented with fidelity.

Total 210 123
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