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Development 22: 84.396C

Reader #1:

Applicant: Advancement Through Opportunity and Knowledge -- Children Youth and
Family Collaborative, - Children Youth and Family Collaborative, (U396C100081)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

A key strength of this proposal is EPP's strong presentation of extensive and
compelling national, state and local data, which highlight the dismal
academic achievement and educational outcomes of foster youth. The
proposal clearly illuminates the need for an intense focus on the educational
progress of this unique group of students (Project Narrative, p.5).




Further, EPP provides a strong reminder that service systems that rely on
vast bureaucracies operating in isolation do not effectively address the
educational needs of foster youth. As the proposal indicates, caring for foster
youth involves complex administrative and educational obstacles. Key to
fixing any system, is first recognizing that it is broken and ineffective. EPP
has effectively noted that the present traditional system of caring for foster
youth is radically broken.

EPP's track-record demonstrates that it has moved well beyond the "problem
recognition™ phase of reform. EPP has targeted and pre-tested a multi-tiered
solution to reclaim foster youth from falling through the cracks. Specifically,
EPP has improved services for foster youth by concentrating on increasing
inter-agency collaboration; conducting educational intake assessments;
creating individualized learning plans; and providing tutoring and
remediation services. Data obtained from evaluations related to these
improved services reveal that the EPP approach is working and holds
promise for alleviating perpetual foster youth failure (Project Narrative, p.
10, 12).

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for

all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as



demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

CYFC provided a detailed overview of their work managing over $35
million in federal, state, and foundation funds (Project Narrative, p. 15).

The proposal also highlights the development and expansion of an agency
that began with one staff member serving 25 foster youth, to one that now
employs more than 250 staff members serving more than 4,000 students in
some of our nation's most challenged schools.

The proposal specifically indicates that the agency has tested and
implemented various programs addressing the critical needs associated with
foster youth and other underperforming children. Program enroliment
numbers range from 225 - 4000 students, depending on program type.

Achievement: The proposal provided explicit data pertaining to high school
graduation and college acceptance rates, as well as scores on various
assessments (Project Narrative, p.17).

As evidenced from the enrollment and program expansion and numbers
listed above, as well as achievement gains, this nonprofit has significantly
improved student achievement and retention through its record of work with
LEAs and schools (Project Narrative, pp. 14-17).

Weaknesses

The proposal presents data demonstrating significant achievement for
improving the outcomes of underperforming youth. The success rates for
foster students' a) overall academic performance, b) high school diplomas
earned, and c) acceptance into post-secondary institutions, are impressive.
However, because the data is presented strictly in percentages, the number of
actual students the report represents is unknown. The number of students
served by the pilot project is first reported as 63 (Project Narrative, p. 13)
and later reported as 183 (Project Narrative, p. 21); as to which number is
correct, is difficult to determine.

Reader's Score: 23

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring



to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project’s evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

EPP anticipates significantly improving the educational outcomes of 700 of
the 1,000 foster students enrolled in the MUSD and PUSD school districts.
The agency has already demonstrated strong success in building partnerships
which increase and strengthen the likelihood of this project achieving its
proposed goals (Appendix H: Partner Organization Charts for Education
Pilot Project and Children Youth and Family Collaborative).

Data substantiating cost analysis benefits, cross-sector information sharing,
as well as managing a wide range of programs and services, which have
already produced concrete life-changing outcomes for foster youth verify
that this organization's strategy to scale-up is more than theoretical. Cost per
student at start-up is estimated to be $18,502. At full scale the cost per
student drops to $15,000.

Letters of support from every key stakeholder indicate EPP's likely chance
for continued success with the proposed project. Although the agency has a
specific focus on foster youth, the project structure is suitable in any region




where stakeholders are willing to partner to improve outcomes for foster
youth, and already has been replicated with other at-risk youths.

The proposal indicated that the capacity to expand is enhanced through
EPP's efforts to document the service model with a compendium; desk
protocols; position manuals and job descriptions; implementation and
program manuals; training DVD's; and Memorandum of Understanding
delineating the roles and responsibilities of each partner. In addition CYFC
has developed a sophisticated student-management database that maintains
voluminous data on each participant for program and evaluation purposes.

Weaknesses

No weakness found.

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The proposal included letters of endorsement from all key stakeholders,
including the senior management of the Pomona and Montebello Unified
School Districts; the L.A. County Department of Children and Family
Services; the L.A. County Board of Supervisors-First District; L.A. County
Education Coordinating Council; the Annenberg Foundation; and Casey
Family Programs (Appendix D: Letters of Support).

The potential for incorporating planned project activities, benefits, and the
ongoing work of the EPP is clearly spelled out throughout the application
(Project Narrative) as well as through the attached Proprietary Information
packet (Appendix G: Individual Learning Plan, and Program Operating
Manual).




Weaknesses

No weakness found.

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

A key strength of the management plan is the educational background and
real world experience (e.g., program development, community organizing, as
well as legal, fundraising, and government grant experience) the project
director and staff bring to overseeing the proposed initiative (Appendix C:
Resume for Lydia Cincore Templeton and staff).

Equally important, this proposal brings a laser-like focus to improving and
sustaining the educational trajectory of 700 hundred foster youth. Absent
access to the proposed program, these students are likely to fall through more
than the "educational” cracks of life. Based on the agency's previous
successes and ability to target a caseload of 400 students per year, achieving
the identified project goals and milestones is highly probable. As EPP's work
expands, the proposed management plan will continue to build on
organizational relationships and structures already in place, thus enhancing
further opportunity for replication.

Weaknesses

No weakness found.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference




1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Preference not addressed.

Weaknesses

Preference not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

The proposal explicitly addresses college readiness issues through the
tutoring, pre-emancipation planning, as well as "Level Up" college




enrollment promotion services that focus on weekly sessions sharing college
knowledge, guidance for applications and financial aid. This program serves
452 students per year (Project Narrative, p. 15).

Weaknesses

No weakness found.

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

Numerous programs support the unique learning needs of students with
disabilities and LEP students; but perhaps the most powerful support extends
from the cross-sector data sharing, which is made available to all care and
educational providers through the proposal design (Appendix G: Proprietary
Information).

Weaknesses

No weakness found.

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.



To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Preference not addressed.

Weaknesses

Preference not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/27/2010 9:40 AM
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Reader #2:

Applicant: Advancement Through Opportunity and Knowledge -- Children Youth and
Family Collaborative, - Children Youth and Family Collaborative, (U396C100081)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

There is extensive data to support the need for this project through the data
analyses conducted by ECC. P 5, 6

This applicant provides solid support from the ECC study in 2006 to indicate




the uniqueness of the approach. P 6

Students are included in decision-making. In the opinion of this reader,
student engagement is likely to increase student achievement. P 9

The outcomes presented are measureable, citing specific numbers of students
and schools to be served and specific hours of activities. P 10 - 12

Goals are clearly written. p 10-12

Weaknesses

It would have strengthened this proposal if the applicant had stated the
outcomes for Goal # 2 to indicate that a higher percentage would be
statistically significant. P 11

Reader's Score: 24

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths



The current program demonstrates success and is a strong indicator of a
successful project. P 10

This applicant provides evidence of projects serving over 4,100 students per
year. This supports the applicant's ability to implement a project of this size
and scope.

The value-added analysis adds an additional dimension of support for the
success of this project. This found that students meeting the threshld for
high dosage had math and ELA scores that exceeded their predicted gains.p
17

Weaknesses

There is a slight discrepancy regarding the number of students served by the
pilot project on pages 13 and 21. On page 13 it states that 63 youth
participated in the pilot. On page 21 it states that the pilot project is serving
183 students.

Reader's Score: 23

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which



includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

There is a clear explanation of how the role of the lead agency would
change as this project is implemented and scaled up. P 22, 23

The applicant has developed extensive resources, such as a compendium,
dsek protocols, position manuals and job descriptions, and implementation
and planning manuals, for new partners to be able to implement this project
with fidelity. P 22

The applicant stated the nmber of students to be served for each year of the
project. p 21

The applicant estimated the cost of scaling up the project to 100,000 and
500,000. As the volume of students increased, the program would be more
cost-effective. p 22

Weaknesses

It would have strengthened this proposal to have addressed the complexities
of developing partnerships among multiple agencies and provided more
detail on how this would be accomplished.

Reader's Score: 4

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers’
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths



This applicant provided a history of stakeholder support and past
sustainability of the program. P 23

Monetary commitments are clearly outlined. This further demonstrates
support that would contribute to sustainability. P 24

Since this applicant has already completed a pilot project for this proposal,
the potential and planning for the incorporation of the project is ehnanced. p
24

Weaknesses

No weaknesses were found.

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The applicant provides clearly defined tasks, timelines, and milestones.

The staff is exceptionally well qualified due to their educational
qualifications and experience with the target population.p 26

Weaknesses

No weaknesses were found.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference
1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes



(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Applicant did not address this competitive preference.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

The specific program component, Level Up, provides weekly sessions that
address this competitive preference through sessions sharing college
knowledge, guidance for applications and financial aid for high school




students. P 3

Weaknesses

No weaknesses were found.

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The data from the pilot program provided by this applicant indicates that the
program has benefitted LEP students showing that as their program time
increased, achievement improved. P 3

Weaknesses

No weaknesses were found.

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or



improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Applicant did not address this competitive preference.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/28/2010 8:51 AM
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement N/A N/A

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project

Design (up to 25 Points) 25 25
2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25

. 25 25
Points)
3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and 5 4

Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)
4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 10 10
5. G. Quiality of the Management Plan and Personnel

(up to 10 Points) 10 10
Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 1 0
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 1 1
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address

the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 1 1

Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students
(0 or 1 Point)

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 2 0



Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points)
TOTAL 80 76

Technical Review Form

Development 22: 84.396C

Reader #3:

Applicant: Advancement Through Opportunity and Knowledge -- Children Youth and
Family Collaborative, - Children Youth and Family Collaborative, (U396C100081)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The need for this project is very well established at the beginning of the
narrative section. For example, data provided on pages 5-6 regarding youth
in the foster care system (e.g., dropout percentages, percentages performing
below grade level)demonstrate the neediness of this population. The




analysis also shows convincingly the importance of the various educational
and social agencies working collaboratively in addressing these challenges,
and it also outlines a set of educational interventions that could make a
significant difference for this population.

The proposal presents a comprehensive articulation of goals and objectives
on pages 10-12, together with a set of associated outcomes, that are
responsive to the needs established on the previous pages.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The submitting organization is clearly experienced in implementing projects
of this scope and complexity, and the various collaborating organizations and
agencies reflect a diverse, well-respected and community-based set of




resources. A variety of previous grants and projects are briefly described on
page 15.

The section on results (pages 13-14) presents data from some earlier efforts,
in which the successes of graduates are documented. This section is
supplemented by data on student academic achievement which is presented
on pages 16-17. Overall, the results of their work to date, working with a
very challenging and needy population, have been very favorable with regard
to student achievement and graduation rates.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate



information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The number of students to be involved is stated on page 21, and the cost
analysis of the scaling-up is provided on the following page.

The consortium of organizations and agencies mentioned earlier in the
proposal, with letters included in the Appendix, has extensive contacts in the
community and can disseminate information about the project widely and
effectively, as well as assist in the project's replication.

Weaknesses

As noted, the project would be expensive to scale up. While a persuasive
explanation is given of trade-offs for not investing in a program like this, the
proposal still fails to indicate where additional revenue might be found to
support a significant scaling up of this effort.

Reader's Score: 4

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

Given the experience and reputations of the partner organizations involved in
this project, there is a very good likelihood that this project could be
sustained beyond the period of Federal funding. As noted on page 23, this
organization has never had to discontinue a program due to lack of

funding. Letters of support in the Appendix are provided from a wide
variety of key stakeholders, reinforcing their interest in, and support for this
effort.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found




Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The Management Plan presented on pages 24-25 contains tasks, timelines
and milestones. It is comprehensive and thoughtful. Having both an
Executive Team and an Operations Team will help insure that all aspects of
the project are overseen competently and comprehensively.

The staff involved are experienced and well qualified in appropriate areas.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);

(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and



(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Priority not addressed

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

The proposal addresses a number of issues related to college preparedness,
expectations and readiness. As noted in the introductory section,

the applicant is especially concerned with college attending and graduation
rates, as well as a college access program.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must



provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The proposal addresses the unique learning needs of students in the foster
care system. The applicant provides data that show that many of the students
served are classified in the special education system and that a large
percentage are English Language Learners. As indicated in the introductory
section, the program has been able to show success with these challenging
populations (e.g., 100% have passed the California High school exit exam.)

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Priority not addressed

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/29/2010 9:18 AM
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Reader #1:

Applicant: Advancement Through Opportunity and Knowledge -- Children Youth and
Family Collaborative, - Children Youth and Family Collaborative, (U396D100081)

1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of



any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout
rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

The applicant demonstrated that there were research-based finding that
support the proposed study, e.g., Casey Family Programs and the Harvard
Family Research Project's evaluation, etc. (p.12-13). In addition, the pilot
study showed promising results although the sample size was small (p.13).

Weaknesses

The hypothesis or program theory needs to be elaborated to support the
proposed project. The applicant did not demonstrate very clearly why the
project would likely have positive impact if funded.

Reader's Score: 7

2. D. Quiality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.



(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

The matched comparison group design is appropriate for the proposed
project (p.18). There was an informative evaluation plan (p.19), and the
answers to the proposed research questions will provide sufficient
information about the key elements and approach of the project to facilitate
further development, replication, etc. (p.20)

Weaknesses

Although the proposal had budgeted for the external evaluation, some key
information about the evaluator (Harder+Company) was not provided, e.g.,
information of the principal evaluator.

Reader's Score: 13

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/23/2010 12:58 PM
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POINTS POINTS
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Evaluation Criteria
1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect,

and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10 Points) 10 !
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TOTAL 25 19

Technical Review Form
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Reader #2:

Applicant: Advancement Through Opportunity and Knowledge -- Children Youth and
Family Collaborative, - Children Youth and Family Collaborative, (U396D100081)

1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of



any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout
rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

A brief description of an evaluation for an integrated service model, a report
on the use of tutors in charter high schools, and a publication featuring
collection and sharing of student information is given as research-based
findings (pgs. 12-13). The pilot with 63 students offered positive results with
partners working together to improve student achievement. The applicant
describes how the project will impact youth in terms of positive outcomes in
achievement and more hopeful attitudes about themselves (pg. 14).

Weaknesses

The research evidence did not strongly connect to or support the proposed
project as a whole. Also, it would have been valuable if they had looked at
how a similar approach was used with ELLS or at-risk students in general.
Little information is provided about the design and implementation of the

pilot, which was given as evidence for a project previously attempted.

Reader's Score: 7

2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following



factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and

scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality

implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of

progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the

key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to

carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

The project will employ a full-time data coordinator and an external

evaluator (pg. 17). The evaluation will use a quasi-experimental design with
matched groups. Semi-annual assessments of student performance and
quarterly feedback on program implementation will be provided. The key
questions that they expect the evaluation to answer are reasonable to the
project and are in measurable terms. Sufficient resources for the evaluation
are shown: the evaluator has experience with community-based
organizations and programs serving foster youth and a full-time Data
Coordinator will work with project partners and assist the evaluator in
collecting data (pgs. 17, 20-21).

Weaknesses

It was not shown how the following aspects would be evaluated: Goal 1 in
terms of project implementation, and Goal 2 in terms of GPA, attendance,
passing sections of Math and Language Arts, receiving diplomas, and
enrolling in postsecondary schools. The process for revising the training
program (Goal 3) was not detailed. How the implementation data and
performance feedback would be utilized was not discussed.

Reader's Score: 12

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/23/2010 3:12 PM
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TOTAL 80 77

Technical Review Form

Development 42: 84.396C
Reader #1:
Applicant: Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools --, -, (U396C100321)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The CollegeYes program directly addresses the i3 grant Absolute Priority
3. The program is designed to meet the needs of high-risk students in the
Los Angeles area. The program has a focus on English Language
Learners. 92% of the students receive free or reduced lunch. Its design is
intended to prepare these students for college or post-graduate career




paths. The goals of the project are clearly set and measurable.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(1) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The supervising board of the project, The Alliance, have conducted several
projects with greater size and scope than the CollegeYES

proposal. Previously they have partnered with the Mayor of Los Angeles in
the construction of a Math and Science Charter High School. The Alliance
group has a demonstrated track record of improving student achievement for
high-risk students - all of their schools have outperformed traditional schools
with similar demographics.

Weaknesses



None noted.

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project’s evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The grant writers have a demonstrated track record of developing and
expanding programs successfully in the LA area. Given appropriate funding,
the program could be replicated in districts across the country. The proposal
clearly estimates to costs to expand the program all the way to 500,000
students.

Weaknesses



None noted.

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The Alliance group has an extensive history of successful fundraising
activities in the past. Key stakeholders such as the Ahmanson Foundation
and the Gates Foundation, as well as others, have pledged continued support
for the project. The potential and planning for the incorporation of project
purposes, activities, or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible
applicant and any other partners at the end of the Development grant area
clearly defined.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths



The management plan has been thoroughly developed, with specific
budgetary needs and goals identified for each phase of the project. The
project director has extensive experience in helping low-performing public
schools, and her support staff have the skill sets needed to support her in this
role.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Applicant did not apply for this competitive preference priority.

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable



kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

The STEM courses and Advisory periods designed into the program provide
students with the practical knowledge needed regarding college expectations,
affordability, and financial assistance available.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

Approximately 25% of students in the Alliance schools are ESL
students. The CollegeYES principles address the unique learning needs of
these students.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 1



4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Applicant did not apply for this competitive preference priority.

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/18/2010 11:19 AM
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POINTS POINTS
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement N/A N/A

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project

Design (up to 25 Points) 25 24
2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25

) 25 25
Points)
3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and 5 4

Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)
4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 10 9
5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel

(up to 10 Points) 10 10
Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 1 0
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 1 1
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address

the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 1 1
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students

(0 or 1 Point)

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 5 0

Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points)



TOTAL 80 74

Technical Review Form

Development 42: 84.396C
Reader #2:
Applicant: Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools --, -, (U396C100321)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The applicant has paired two central goals for meeting this priority on
college and career readiness by integrating innovative uses of technology
and project-based learning with STEM courses and college counseling
experiences. With a Latino population of 86%, and high poverty rates in
these Los Angeles schools, the applicant is clearly serving an unmet need by
providing these opportunities for students. The use of students as technology
leaders is especially innovative, cost effective, and promising in terms of




increasing student engagement and motivation.

Weaknesses

The application narrative is not very specific on how the professional
development plan will address STEM content and project-based learning,
especially as it pertains to the annual STEM student projects.

Reader's Score: 24

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(1) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The non-profit charter school operator established the first high school in
2004 and has impressively scaled up to a total of 17 middle and high schools
in just 6 years, with 3 more planned during the grant period. The 99%
graduation rate and 73% college attendance rates are also very impressive
given the depressing fact that only 30% of students are proficient on the CST
in middle school years. The implementation partner, Kijana VVoices, has over
a decade of experience and proven track record in meaningful professional
development and increasing student achievement.




Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The strategies for scaling up and dissemination involving conferences,
publications, and community outreach are all excellent. Foundation partners
are impressive and will enable targets to be reached in the grant period
provided there are no glitches in opening three new schools. The plan for
integration into courses is a bonus for continued development of the project
as it becomes increasingly institutionalized.




Weaknesses

The applicant's estimates for costs to scale up to big targets seem low given
the high dependence on delicate technology such as laptops and tablets with
mobile functionality that have costly upgrades and repairs. Details in how
those estimates were calculated are missing.

Reader's Score: 4

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The applicant has demonstrated success in diversified fundraising, and has a
track record of scaling up the school model quickly and effectively. Creating
course integration from the outset is also a strategy that will likely enable
ongoing support for the project, and resources that will be built into future
school budgets.

Weaknesses

The continued training of student technology leaders and new teachers
beyond the grant period is not specifically addressed and could pose an
onerous cost and time burden. The institutionalization described through
policy, procedures, programs and budgets lacks specifics and details on how
this will be accomplished, particularly regarding summer training for
teachers.

Reader's Score: 9

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed



project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

All partners have experience working on technology integration and project-
based learning in high-needs urban schools with clear parameters and
defined responsibilities that also involve teachers, parents, and students.
Timelines provide details and are broken down by quarter. There is potential
for additional funding from the private sector as the project moves forward
so goals should be accomplished without budgeting difficulties. All
personnel are highly qualified and committed to the goals and desired
outcomes of the project based on prior experiences and successes.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

N/A: The proposal did not apply for this competitive preference category.




Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

The project is specifically designed to improve student achievement for
college readiness and success, as well as prepare students for college
entrance procedures. There is explicit instruction in understanding financial
aspects of college. Peers and adults are used in leadership roles to assist with
support and dissemination of project's goals.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as



defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.
Strengths

The proposed project is designed for a high percentage of limited English
proficient students and an overall Latino population of 86%. The programs
proposed are specifically designed to increase college and career readiness
and maintain high graduation rates for these populations.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

N/A: The proposal did not apply for this competitive preference category.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/27/2010 2:57 PM
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The proposed project is targeting a high need student population. The 17
schools in the Alliance Network are 86% Hispanic, 13% African American,
23% ELL, 6% Special Education students and 92% of students participate in
the Free/Reduced Meal Program.

With the addition of 3 schools in 2011,the project will serve 10,000 students.




The goals of the program are clearly stated and measurable. They are
challenging but reasonable for the proposed project.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The Alliance has demonstrated the ability to implement a project of the size
and scope of the one proposed. Examples of past project successes include
the Construction of a Math/Science High School on the CSULA Campus, the
opening of 13 new charter schools over a 4 year period and the Center for
Math and Science Instruction Partnership with Loyola Marymount
University.

The Alliance has provided evidence that they have increased student
achievement in the past by almost all subgroups increased performance on




the CST for 2008-2009. All Alliance schools outperformed nearby
traditional schools on the CST.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project’s evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The number of students targeted is appropriate and attainable for the
proposed project.




Alliance and Kijana Voices have demonstrated the capacity for replicating
programs and scaling them to a larger group through opening additional
successful charter schools and the STL program.

The applicant has provided reasonable costs to scale the project to 500,000
students.

The plan for dissemination is detailed and includes avenues such as
conferences, professional networks, professional associations and
publications.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The applicant has demonstrated support of ongoing work. Foundation
supports include Ahmanson Foundation, Gates Foundation, and Baxtor
Family Foundation.

The project design lends itself to incorporation into the Alliance School
Network.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10



5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

Key personnel have been identified and project responsibilities are clearly
identified. Key personnel have the experience and expertise to implement the
proposed project.

A detailed timeline with attainable milestones for the project is provided.

The budget detail is appropriate for the project and clearly presented.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);

(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and



(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Not addressed

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

The College Yes program targets all of the objectives for Competitive
Preference Priority 6 including college expectations, college affordability,
financial aid and the college application process.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based



on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The proposed project targets Special Education students as well as English
Language Learners.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Not addressed

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/28/2010 7:14 PM
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of
any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout



rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

The applicant identified a number of program variables that program
developers hypothesize affect the expected outcomes. The authors also
describe studies of the outcomes of Tech-Yes programs, the findings of
which support the proposed project. The results of the described meta-
analyses, in particular, provide good evidence and support for the proposed
intervention. The description of the previous implementation of the STL
component of the intervention is a strength of the proposal.

Weaknesses

A stronger explanation of the similarities between TechYES and
CollegeYES would have strengthened the proposal.

The applicant does not provide information about the expected magnitude of
the effect of CollegeYES on the expected outcomes. Page 15 identifies
outcomes of a previous implementation of the STL component but the way
in which the results are reported does not provide a good indication of the
magnitude of the change. Details about the potential impact of the project on
student outcomes would have been helpful.

Reader's Score: 8



2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

The evaluation methods are appropriate to the size and scope of the proposed
project. The CBAM and Guskey models offer appropriate frameworks for
data collection and analysis. The evaluation plan calls for the collection and
analysis of both qualitative and quantitative data from a variety of
stakeholders. The strength of this plan is that it will likely provide sufficient
information about the key elements and approach of the project to facilitate
further development, replication, or testing in other settings. Also, the
evaluation plan allows for the sharing of evaluation data to allow for periodic
assessment of progress toward achieving intended outcomes. These elements
of the plan will allow for a comprehensive review of the project and support
program implementation and formative review.

The identified resources should be sufficient to carry out the project
evaluation.

Weaknesses

The weakness in the evaluation plan is the lack of details about how student
outcome data will be collected and analyzed as well as an overall description
of methods of data analysis and how the various data sources will be
integrated to tell a complete story of implementation and outcomes.

Reader's Score: 12
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of
any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout



rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

B. Factor #1

The proposed project uses research-based findings to develop the hypotheses
(p. 2). The 'causal chain' of events of the intervention is nicely articulated
showing how they eventually impact the key indicators. This includes
referencing the Carpenter study (p. 8) and a justification of the project
hypothesis and its research underpinnings (p. 12). Finally, the description of
the meta-analyses conducted previously on project-based learning (p. 14)
helps lend confidence to the hypothesis proposed.

B. Factor #2

The intervention proposed is based on 'rigorous California State standards'
(p. 8). They are also aligning with the 'ISTE Technology and the 21st
Century Skills Standards' which complement California's standards. There is
a lengthy discussion of the previous implementation of the STL project (P.
14-15).

B. Factor #3

The proposal discusses quite well how the research as well as previous
implementation of the intervention would suggest a positive impact of the
intervention on the student achievement (p. 14-16) as well as 'college
readiness, student efficacy and confidence, and learning skills.' (p. 16). The
gains made in math, language arts and reading scores in similar projects in
Texas (p. 15) offer promise for this intervention to result in similar student




achievement impacts in Los Angeles schools.

Weaknesses

B. Factor #1

There is a lack of clarity regarding the interrelationship between 'College
YES' and the 'Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools." It is unclear
whether these are the same groups or different entities. It would have been
more helpful if the investigators offered more explanation regarding these
two organizations.

Reader's Score: 9

2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

D. Factor #1

The proposal offers a thorough discussion of the process and outcome
evaluation plans. The research questions are well-outlined and matched with
the project objectives (p. 19). The evaluation plan is strengthened by the
inclusion of comparison schools and the collection of self-report and
observational data.

D. Factor #2

The tools being used in data collection have been previously validated (Five
Levels of Professional Development Form, CBAM) (p. 20). Included in the
evaluation plan is the need to share results with implementers to 'refine




program components' (p. 22)

D. Factor #3

The proposal offers a thorough discussion of the feedback loop for data
collection and analysis (p. 18) as well as the extent that key informants will
play a role in any changes needed/required for the evaluation design. Plans
for replication (p. 23) and future dissemination of results from the evaluation
(p. 24) are included in the proposal.

D. Factor #4

The evaluation personnel indicated in the proposal appear to be experienced
to handle the evaluation tasks included in the design. The percentage of the
budget devoted to the evaluation (884K or 17.7%) seems adequate to
complete the tasks at hand.

Weaknesses

D. Factor #1

Greater detail is needed to demonstrate to the reader how exactly the
analyses of the data will take place for both the process and outcome
evaluation components.

Reader's Score: 14
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The applicant proposed an approach to addressing the unmet needs of high
need students. The project will identify methods for identifying effective
teachers. Substantial references to the data supporting the connection
between student achievement and teacher effectiveness was compelling. The
design is proposed to not only evaluate teachers but to improve instruction.
(p.2-5) This reader was convinced this represents an exceptional approach to




the priority.

The project description is very detailed and responsive to the need of
improving teacher evaluation systems. (p.5-14)

The applicant provided a clear set of goals and strategies with measurable
outcomes. (p.5-7)

The applicant provided a well-designed proposal that this reader believes can
be successfully implemented. (p.8-14)

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(1) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The applicant provided evidence of past performance of implementing
projects of the size and scope of this project. (p.19-22) This reader concurs
that the capacity exists to bring this project to completion successfully. The
following represents some examples of past success.




The applicant has partnered with the Toledo Board of Education since 1981
to implement a successful program of teacher professional development and
evaluation. (p.20)

The Fresh Start Program was an example cited for improving student
achievement. (P.21) The data provided by the applicant convinced this
reader of the applicant's ability to improve student achievement.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths



The applicant was responsive to all criterion in this section. The number of
students proposed to be impacted is approximately 81,199. The project will
be staffed by AFT teacher quality experts, NYSUT and RIFTHP staff who
are familiar with the districts to be included in the project. (p.29) A strong
indication of the applicant's capacity to be taken to scale is validated by the
collective bargaining agreements in member districts. (p. 29-32)

Because the participating districts represent a good cross-section of the
American public education system it is proposed by the applicant that this
will aid in generalizing how to implement in districts with a variety of
students. (p.31)

The applicant proposed an average cost per student per year of $18.50. The
costs for 100,000, 250,000 and 500,000 are provided as required. (p.31-32)
The applicant proposed a variety of existing dissemination systems it uses to
support further development or replication. (p.32) This reader found the
applicant to be responsive to all the criterion in this section with sound
strategies.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The applicant provided evidence that relationships already exist with major
stakeholders and resources are available to operate the project beyond the
grant period. (p.32-33) This project is viewed as a top priority for the union
and this organization. (p.32) This reader saw this as a substantial
demonstration of support from stakeholders.

The applicant states that improving teacher evaluation systems to support
improved student achievement is a top priority. The president of the




organization has publicly announced commitment to the goals of this
project. Lessons learned from the project will be incorporated into the work
of the organization. (p.33-34)

This reader was favorably impressed with the commitment of the applicant
to the ongoing success of this project.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The applicant provided a logical sequence for the development of this
project. All the required details for this section were included. There are
clearly defined responsibilities, timelines and milestones for project tasks.
(p.34-37) This reader was impressed with the clarity of the plan and the ease
of being able to identify the evidence of response to the

criterion. Additionally, the applicant specifically addressed standards for
LEP and SWDs. (p.34-36)

A project director and project team are identified by the applicant. The
relevant training and experience of the key personnel was provided. (p.37-
41) This reader is confident the team, as identified, has the experience to
manage a project of the size and scope of the one proposed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10




Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Weaknesses

This priority was not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Weaknesses



This priority was not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The applicant addressed this competitive priority in several places in the
application. (p.1,37). This reader is confident the applicant intends to use this
project to address the unique learning needs of students with disabilities and
limited English proficiency.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses



This priority was not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/28/2010 2:25 PM
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

There is a growing need in the field of education for the development of
effective performance-based teacher evaluation systems, which this project
addresses. According to page 5, these evaluations will be based on
professional teaching standards and will encompass multiple areas of




teaching practice. According to page 9, the design of the project includes
Danielson's Framework for Teaching and criteria for high quality
professional development. As stated on page 10, experts from the Danielson
Group will deliver stakeholder education training and observation skills and
coach training which are critical elements for effective performance-based
teacher evaluations.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

According to page 20, AFT has developed and implemented performance-
based evaluation in Toledo and that work will be valuable in developing the
"next-generation model of teacher evaluation™ outlined in the

proposal. According to page 21, the applicant has experience managing
grants and large scale programs and has demonstrated progress toward




closing the achievement gap in Chicago Public Schools.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project’s evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

As stated on page 29, over 81,000 students will be impacted over the course
of four years. On page 30 it is noted that AFT's relationship with collective
bargaining units in local LEAs will help to bring the project to scale. The
average cost per student is moderate, as explained on pages 31 and 32. As




stated on page 31, "the experience of working with a wide range of districts
from this project will make it easier to replicate the model in districts of
many different sizes and locations." According to page 32, webinars,
seminars, and reports will be made available to the broader education
community to share lessons learned from the project.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers’
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The ability to sustain the program is helped greatly by AFT's stakeholder
support in 3,000 LEAs nationwide, as explained on page 32. Also on page
32 it is stated that AFT has 360 employees and a $172 million budget. On
page 33 it is noted that the president of AFT has publicly announced the
union's commitment to research and development of teacher evaluation
systems. Also on page 33, AFT expects partners and affiliates of
participating districts will be eager to continue development and scale-up
upon completion of the grant.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed



project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The management plan is of high quality. The 8 major tasks listed for Year
One on pages 35 and 36 and the 6 major tasks listed for Year Two on page
36 are reasonable for staying on time and on budget. The "Innovative
Milestones™ on page 37 are focus on progress toward the goals. The
Danielson Group and American Institutes of Research are well respected and
highly skilled. According to page 34, the Danielson Group has done more
than 20 years of work on performance-based teacher evaluations and AIR is
highly skilled at evaluating professional development programs. According
to pages 38-41, the key personnel are well qualified for their individual
tasks.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);

(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and

(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning



programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.
Strengths

Weaknesses

The applicant did not respond to this priority.

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Weaknesses

The applicant did not respond to this priority.

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths



According to page 1, the evaluation system will be multifaceted, including
components to measure effective instruction for students with disabilities and
LEP students. Furthermore, page 1 explains that working groups will be
formed to focus on LEP students and students with disabilities to develop
standards and performance rubrics.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

The applicant did not respond to this priority.

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/25/2010 8:49 AM
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

The applicant has developed an excellent and innovative proposal. The proposal
seeks to develop and incorporate the use of professional teaching standards for
general education teachers of LEP students and SWDs to judge teacher
effectiveness and assist teachers in improving their practice. Including
professional teaching standards for LEP students and SWDs in an overall teacher
evaluation system will identify effective practices for working with diverse
students in general education settings and assist teachers in successfully educating
students with varied learning and linguistic needs.

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit



strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The proposed E3TL Consortium will work in 10 districts in New York and
Rhode Island to support the implementation of rigorous and comprehensive
performance-based teacher evaluation systems that include standards for
effectiveness in instructing limited English proficient (LEP) students and
students with disabilities in mainstream classrooms. The project is
innovative and an exceptional approach that has not been adopted.

Through the project the applicant is expecting that positive changes will
occur in teacher attitudes regarding the purposes and potential uses of
teacher evaluation; and there will be increased accuracy in identifying
effective teaching practices and teachers; an increase in the percentage of
teachers meeting the standards over time;and increase in student
achievement

and closing of achievement gaps.

The ultimate goals is to develop a set of standards with performance rubrics
for assessing teacher practices in the instruction of LEP students and SWDs
in inclusionary settings.

The theory of action undergirding this project is that implementing
performance-based teacher evaluation systems will strengthen teaching and
increase student learning. Such systems are based on professional teaching
standards that identify effective practices that lead to desired student
outcomes.

The applicant's proposal clearly defines the premise that when implemented
with fidelity, the project could provide valuable information on a teacher's
strengths and weaknesses, thus allowing for targeted professional
development to develop and improve teachers.

Additionally, through the project the applicant is aiming to create and refine
training and materials to certify evaluators to accurately assess teaching
performance and to interpret teacher evaluation data to help teachers develop
and improve.

(p.2-15)

Weaknesses



No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The proposed program is a partnership between AFTEF and 10

districts. AFTEF is a nonprofit 501(c)(3) foundation that conducts, sponsors
and disseminates research in education and related fields with the main
objective of improving and

restructuring the education system. One of the strengths of is that the AFTEF
has an outstanding history of implementing high-quality projects similar in
size and scope to the proposed project.

For example, the AFT has worked since 1981 with the Toledo Board of
Education and the Toledo Federation of Teachers to implement a highly
successful program of teacher professional

development and evaluation. The Toledo Plan includes components for new
and veteran teachers. Trained teacher-evaluators, along with management,
conduct evaluations based on performance standards set by the Toledo
Public Schools, with help from the AFT.




Created in 1981,the AFT Educational Research and Dissemination (ER&D)
Program is a research-based professional development program designed to
help local unions build the capacity to deliver high-quality professional
development services in collaboration with their school districts. ER&D
delivers scientifically based research in a focused, sustained framework that
promotes the application of research-validated concepts and strategies.

Another strength of the applicant's experience is AFTEF's work has led to
improved teacher professional development, evaluation, and practice, as well
as increased student achievement, attainment and retention.

The AFTEF has worked with the Chicago Public Schools (CPS) and the
Chicago Teacher's Union (CTU) on the Fresh Start Program demonstrates
the AFTEF's longitudinal success in implementing

projects focused on at-risk student populations that has resulted in positive
teacher and student outcomes.

The project was a major grant project which provides some measure of
evidence of AFTEF experience in implementing projects of the size and
scope of the E3TL as well as its capacity to forge a strong LEA-level
collaborations.

The applicant provides data and narrative that clearly indicates their
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement,
attainment, or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.
(p.19-22)

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.



(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project’s evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The applicant proposes that the project will impact approximately 81,199
students over four years.

The project will be fully staffed by AFT teacher quality experts, NYSUT and
RIFTHP staff who know the districts well and are experts in their field, and
district- and school-level educators in 10 local education agencies. In
addition, the project will benefit from the guidance of AFT Teacher
Evaluation Advisory Panel who members include some of the top experts in
the field. All of which have long-term established relationships with schools,
districts, educators, policymakers,

researchers and experts across the country and the world.

The E3TL project and its external evaluator will document the process of
developing the system and identify successes and pitfalls. This information
will help other districts across the country implement performance based
teacher evaluation systems.

The E3TL Consortium project design includes the piloting of a web-based
application to support evaluator capacity. On-site training to certify
evaluators can be timely and costly. This project seeks to test other methods
that will still ensure accuracy but will be feasible and cost-effective as well.
Data from this project will inform the use (including the validity and




reliability) of online, web-based applications to certify teacher evaluators.

With an estimated cost of approximately $1.5 million per year for
implementation of the E3TL project within the participating districts, the
average cost per student per year is $18.50. It

is estimated that it would cost $1.85 million per year to reach 100,000
students, $4.625 million to impact 250,000 students and $9.25 million to
reach 500,000 students.

To share the lessons learned with the broader education community, AFTEF,
along with NYSUT and RIFTHP plan to present webinars, seminars and
reports. The AFT will continue to

use its existing Teacher Evaluation Community web portal to

disseminate information on the project. Ongoing updates and evaluation of
E3TL will be posted, as well as blogs by various project stakeholders. (p. 29-
32)

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The AFTEF has the resources and stakeholder support to operate and sustain
the E3TL Consortium beyond the length of the Development grant based it's
previous experiences, expertise and stakeholder support. The AFT has




approximately 360 employees and annual budget of roughly $172 million
and has a healthy financial history that extends back to its founding in 1916.

The AFT represents nearly 3,000 local education agencies nationwide, 43
state educational agencies and more than 1.4 million members. The AFT has
well-developed and institutional structures and close working relationships
with LEAs, many of which serve large populations of the most at-risk
students in the country.

Over the past few years, AFT has invested approximately $775,000 to
support an innovative teacher evaluation framework, both from its own funds
and from major foundation donors including the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation and the Carnegie Foundation.

The applicant has provided letters of support from the 10 participating E3TL
districts in the Appendix.

The applicant has the resources and connections to recruit other district
partners that are not currently part of the E3TL Consortium participate in a
development and scale-up following completion of this project. Priority will
be given to districts who meet the following criteria: the capacity to
participate in the work of the project, a district/union formal agreement to
participate, and a district wide student population where at least 40 percent
are eligible to receive free and reduced price lunches (FRPL) and at least 15
percent are ELLs. The applicant presented a well documented narrative that
evidenced alternative plans to collaborate with additionally districts if
needed to further develop the project. (p. 32-34)

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and



scope of the proposed project.
Strengths

The applicant has developed a management plan to achieve the objectives of
the proposed project on time and within budget, including clearly defined
responsibilities, timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project

tasks. The applicant has listed all major tasks to be accomplished by year.

For example: There are eight major tasks to be accomplished in Year One:
1. The training materials for stakeholders and evaluators must be developed,;

2. The pilot schools must be selected;

3. Initial training of a stakeholders group must be completed;

4. Evaluators must be trained and certified;

5. The teacher evaluation must be implemented in pilot schools;
6. Protocols for data collection must be developed;

7. Materials must be refined as a result of pilot;and

8. A committee must be formed to develop standards for assessing teacher
effectiveness in dealing with LEP students and SWDs in mainstream classes.

The applicant has commitments in place from several organizations who will
have significant roles in accomplishing all the tasks involved in the

project. For example, The Danielson Group will assist the union/district
partnerships

in developing materials and training and the American Institutes of Research
will evaluate the project.

The Danielson Group has a track record of more than 20 years of work on
performance-based teacher evaluations, particularly in regard to assessing
instructional practice. AIR has a long history of working with state and local
districts.

The E3TL Consortium has developed a comprehensive project management
plan that details partner responsibilities and milestones for accomplishing the
project objectives on time

and within budget. The applicant listed the key personnel and the roles of
each. All have very impressive expertise and experience in managing
projects of the size and scope of the proposed project.




All resumes of the key personnel have been include in the proposal. The key
personnel will oversee the work of the state and district development
committees and a project coordinator assigned to each district to assure that
the development of materials, training and the implementation of the system
occurs in a timely manner and to address issues of implementation as they
arise in the field. (p. 34)

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Weaknesses

The applicant does not address.

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)



We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Weaknesses

The applicant does not address.

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The applicant is proposing to meet Competitive Priority #7 by developing
and incorporating the use of professional teaching standards for general
education teachers of LEP students and SWDs to judge teacher effectiveness
and assist teachers in improving their practice. The program is innovative
and designed to improve student outcomes and close achievement gaps.(p.1)

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.




Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

The applicant does not address.

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/28/2010 9:22 AM
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of



any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout
rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

There is a clear, reasonable hypothesis about the effects of a performance-
based teacher evaluation system. Given the prominence of alternative teacher
evaluation systems in the modern education policy dialogue, this represents a
worthwhile hypothesis that merits testing.

The authors provide excellent support for the potential utility of
performance-based teacher evaluation systems, with a focus on the ability of
performance-based evaluation systems to help teachers improve their
practice, the relationship between performance-based evaluations and
student achievement gains, and the importance of fidelity of implementation
in affecting the impacts of the performance-based evaluation system. All
components of their proposed intervention are adequately discussed in this
review.

Weaknesses

There is little evidence about the magnitude of effects on teachers or students
(or, at least, the magnitudes are not much discussed). The one piece of
evidence is the narrowing of achievement gaps in MCPS (p. e19), but it is
difficult to attribute this change to the performance-based evaluation system




with just the evidence provided. Based on this section, it is not clear what the
expected magnitudes of the effects of the performance-based evaluation
system would be, either for the effects on teachers or the effects on value-
added.

The performance-based evaluation system proposed by the applicant is
similar to programs in other urban districts that have already been
implemented. If anything, it is not entirely clear why new approaches to
performance-based evaluation are needed.

Reader's Score: 7

2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

There is a comprehensive set of research questions guiding the evaluation,
focusing on the full spectrum of implementation and intermediate and more
distal outcomes (including student outcomes).

The research plan is very focused on fidelity of implementation, which will
be useful in explaining program effects (or lack thereof). The plan for
investigating implementation fidelity includes multiple methods and sources
of data (interviews, surveys, observations) which will allow for triangulation
of data and a richer understanding of fidelity of implementation of the
performance-based evaluation program.

It is good that AIR will be evaluating the pilot year of the intervention, and
that the evidence from the pilot year will be used to inform potential




revisions to the program for subsequent years.

There will be a wide array of data gathered on teachers' instruction, teacher
and leader beliefs, and student outcomes, which will be helpful in evaluating
the processes by which performance-based evaluation lead to effects. The
extensive array of sources of evidence from the proposed research will allow
a better understanding of the perspectives of multiple stakeholders.

Weaknesses

It appears as though the intervention will be implemented completely in all
districts after the initial pilot year. This means there will be no direct
comparison group for evaluating the impact of the study, a threat to the
internal validity of the research. A stronger approach from the standpoint of
internal validity would be to split the sample of schools in half (randomly or
by matching) and assign schools to receive the intervention or not.

Reader's Score: 11

Status: Submitted
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of



any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout
rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

On pp. e15-17 the proposers provide citations from peer-reviewed journals
that indicate Performance Based Teacher Evaluation correlates with
improved teaching and improved student performance. They also provide
citations indicating the fidelity of implementation correlates with positive
outcomes as well as systematic review training and systematic
communication related to the Evaluation.

The proposers provide two examples of school district and union officials
working together to develop a performance evaluation system (pp.e. 17-18).
The first is very similar to the proposed intervention because it involves AFT
working with a school system to develop a teacher evaluation system using
adaptations of Charlotte Danielson's Framework: A Continuous
Improvement Model For Teacher Development and Evaluation. The second
project is similar as well.

Weaknesses

While the results of previous similar projects have indicated relationships
between teacher performance evaluation systems, the proposers provide very
little information about the size and magnitude of effects in previous




research. The only indication is that in one example the achievement gap was
reduced for third-grade white and African American Students from 35 to 19
points and for Hispanics 43 to 17 points (p. e19). This seems like very
specific data for a narrow range of students.

Reader's Score: 8

2. D. Quiality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

The proposers have laid out 7 research questions on pp €23 and e24.

The proposers intend to create and refine evaluation instruments and
protocols by treating the first year of implementation as a pilot and also
providing baseline data.

The proposers describe the types of information that will be measured and
those are relevant to the components of the evaluation system.

On pp. e 25 and e26 the proposers describe evaluation instruments that
include Observations of training, teacher focus groups, telephone surveys
and online surveys at reasonable intervals. These data can provide adequate
information for judging fidelity of implementation and subsequent
development and replication.

There are sufficient resources for conducting an evaluation on p. e2 of the
budget narrative. The total amount contracted for AIR will be $737,516.




Weaknesses

The evaluation does not include a focus on LEP and SWD students although
this is a major feature of the grant.

On p. e 23 the proposers say that AIR will conduct an implementation
evaluation. However, the research questions also include changing teacher
practice and student achievement which are summative in nature. Their use
of terminology is inaccurate.

Insufficient attention has been paid to establishing comparison groups It is
important in projects such as this that in the end we have the highest quality
information possible. The addition of comparison groups would allow the
proposers to make stronger statements about the causal relationship between
the intervention and changes in teacher behavior and changes in student
achievement.

Reader's Score: 9

Status: Submitted
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The AppleTree Institute and its partners propose to further develop the Every
Child Ready (ECR) Program, a data-driven, evidence-based, RTI model for
preschools that integrates special education children into the general
education classroom. The proposal presents four overall goals: (1) all
participating children arrive at kindergarten with the language, early literacy,
early math, and social/emotional skills necessary for success; (2) all
participating classrooms implement the ECR model with fidelity; (3)




children who participate in ECR demonstrate higher achievement than non-
participating peers; and (4) ECS becomes a documented system of tools and
practices (p. 1). The proposal presents the ECR model, its components (e.g.,
full-day program, teachers with bachelor degrees, universal screening,
differentiated instruction) (pp. 4-5), and its five non-negotiable elements (pp.
7-8). The proposal describes the assessments that are used to identify
children who score in the lowest quartile and who also display slower growth
rates than their peers (pp. 8-9). Activities to Goals 1 and 4 (e.g., assessments
coupled with professional development and classroom-based coaching for
Goal 1) are depicted (pp. 9-11), and those associated with Goals 2 and 3 are
described in the evaluation section (pp. 18-20).

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths



The proposal describes AppleTree as a 14-year old, nonprofit organization
focused on increasing access to high quality preschool and

prekindergarten. As an entity that supports charter schools, AppleTree
Institute has experience raising funds for facilities and has provided technical
assistance to other charter schools in the DC area (pp. 14-15). The
organization shifted its mission 10 years ago to focus on improving the
outcomes of the youngest learners, and began opening early learning charter
schools in 2005. AppleTree has experience working with the named partners
(e.g., Georgetown University evaluation team, DC Preparatory Academy) on
similar initiatives.

The proposal describes evidence from a pilot project that involved 52 low
income, mostly African American children over a two-year period. These
children achieved increases in vocabulary growth: although they entered the
pilot with reading assessments between the 20th and 28th national percentile,
they exited scoring above the national norm (p. 4).

Weaknesses

It appears that AppleTree Institute has incrementally increased the number of
its early learning charter schools over the past 5 years, going from 1, to 3, to
5 (pp. 15-16). Its ability to rapidly scale up and continue to achieve positive
outcomes for its students is still untested.

Reader's Score: 20

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed



project’s evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The proposal states that the three charter schools that will participate will
enroll 800 students, a modest number given the project budget, and the per-
pupil per-year cost is estimated as $1,375. This translates into per pupil per
year costs of $425 for 100,000 student (total of $42.5M), $337 for 250,000
($84.3M), and $262 for 500,000 ($131.2M). In terms of dissemination, the
AppleTree Institute will work with the Office of the State Superintendent of
Education (OSSE) to disseminate the tools and outcomes, which will make
the resources available to the District's preschool teachers. Other
dissemination channels, such as multimedia professional development and
online portals, will be developed by a local business consultant (p. 24).

Weaknesses

Since the project would be initially limited to a select group of three
committed charter preschool partners (p. 6), it is unclear whether non-charter
schools or those that do not have the resources to commit to the model would
be able to adopt the approach or experience the outcomes associated with
this initiative.

Reader's Score: 4

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at



the end of the Development grant.
Strengths

The proposal includes an MOU from the key partners (DC Prep Academy,
Early Childhood Academy), which describe the obligations, responsibilities,
and expectations for participation. Also included are letters of support from
the DC State Superintendent of Education, private foundations, and other
community organizations. The proposal notes that early childhood education
is a core concern in Washington, DC, which means that efforts to build on
the project's success can continue forward. The tools and practices that the
initiative documents will allow for other organizations to build on the
outcomes. The proposal describes a commitment to provide matching funds,
if the initiative is funded.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The management plan describes a three-phase implementation: planning
(year 1), implementation (years 2 and 3), and follow up (years 4 and 5). The
proposal describes in general terms the presence of an advisory board. A
management plan describes benchmarks, indicators, and responsible parties
for the major project activities in years 1-3 (pp. 28-28). Resumes are
provided for each member of the management and evaluation team.

Weaknesses

There appear to be important gaps in the experience of the management team
that, taken together, call into question whether the project can be




successfully implemented. The project director (Mr. McCarthy) holds only a
bachelors degree and does not appear to have experience managing federal
grants of a similar magnitude. Although the project manager (Ms. Lesiak)
has experience within the US Department of Education coordinating the
grant process, she also does not appear to have experience managing
externally-funded initiatives of the scope and complexity in the current
proposal. The lack of experience is important since these two key staff
members would be responsible for making significant decisions about the
partnership, resource allocation, negotiating and renegotiating decisions, and
mid-course corrections.

Reader's Score: 7

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

The proposed project clearly targets the needs of preschool students and
meets the criteria of the priority.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 1

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success



(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Priority not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The proposed project intends to focus on the needs of children who are
identified as in need of special education services.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.




Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Priority not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/28/2010 7:05 AM
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

One of the strengths of the proposal is it is a data driven evidence-based
Response-to-Intervention model targeted at Pre-school aged students. The
Early Child Ready program has the support of community partners and a
core group of stakeholders. Apple Tree did a 52-student pilot program for
two a year period. The data showed that students who participated in the
Apple Tree program out performed their peers in vocabulary development.
Vocabulary development in primary grades is used as a strong predictor of




reading comprehension skills. The Every Child Ready Program has a
Progress Monitoring System that gathers data on key academic areas like:
Social/Emotional Development, Language, Phonological Awareness/Print
Concepts, Alphabet Knowledge and Mathematics, teachers and coaches use
the information to craft tier 1 or tier 2 plans using targeted evidenced-based
activities.

Weaknesses

No weakness found

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

As noted in the application, the applicant has 14 years of grant experience
(Community Development Block Grant), and has community partners,
Environmental Protections Agency and DC Department of Housing and
Community Development. With these community partners, Apple Tree was
able to provide technical assistance to several local charter schools totaling




1800 students.

Weaknesses

The applicant makes mention to the DCPEL to demonstrate its efforts to
improve student outcomes, but the applicant does not provided any data to
support student achievement outcomes, and the applicant doesn?t address
high-quality teachers and principals.

Reader's Score: 20

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

In SY11 through SY13, the Every Child Read Program will reach close to




800 students. With a 14year history of private and public agency
partnerships and support from the State Superintendent of Education to track
achievement, disseminate tools and outcomes and provide technical
assistance Apple Tree has the capacity to bring the project to scale.

Weaknesses

No weakness noted

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

Every Child Ready is a early learning professional development program
that seeks to target instructional improvements in PreK. PNC Bank and the
Morris & Gwendolyn Cafritz Foundation have agreed to provide 20%
matching funds, because Apple Tree is a consulting agency, teachers union
support is not appropriate, however, Apple Tree does have support from
several federal government agency and the State Superintendent?s Office.

Weaknesses

No weakness found

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed



project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

Applicant provided timeline and milestones broken down by benchmarks
and indicators. The applicant has a strong Advisory Board that will oversee
the implementation of the grant. A particular strength of the application is
the development of professional development modules and ECR coaches.
Instructional coaches that focus on early learn literacy development is a
critical piece to the success of this program.

Weaknesses

No weakness noted

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Applicant provided a quality response

Weaknesses



Reader's Score: 1

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Weaknesses

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

Applicant provided a quality response

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1



4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/29/2010 9:57 AM
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

This early childhood data-use innovation project uses a multi-year
longitudinal design to address the persistent challenges of inadequate early
childhood education among minority and poor students. Every Child Ready
(ECR) is a promising data intensive RTI1 model that has shown promise in
addressing early academic skills when implemented in public DC pre-
schools. The ECR model is anchored firmly in five research-based practices
associated with robust studies of early learning (pp. 4-5). The ECR




implementation model operates with five core, non-negotiable practices,
which aid in fidelity and consistency of implementation across settings.

The project design is grounded in four clearly stated and comprehensive
goals focused on the further development and refinement of the ECR
innovation. (pp. 8-9). Additionally, preschool educators working at ECR
sites commitment to 230 hours annually (nearly 40 days) to workshops,
coaching, and administrator-led professional learning communities.

Currently, ECR uses a web-based data analysis and student progress
monitoring system, but raising the level and extent of use of this tool in
school and classroom level practice is identified as a key priority.

Weaknesses

The DC provides approximately $12,000 per child annually for public pre-
school education programs, which may limit the ECR replication in other
states or communities.

Reader's Score: 23

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.



Strengths

AppleTree (501c3) has a successful 14-year history as an incubator for
secondary and now preschool charter or specialty schools.

Close and comprehensive working relationships have been developed with a
number of public, governmental, higher education, and private sector
organizations to advance the quality of public schools in DC. Since 2000,
the organization has been developing and operating preschools as partnership
entities with clean audits for the past 14 years.

A recently published independent ECR evaluation study reflects large and
significant effect sizes on early language (.24) and math skills (.80) for
children with and without disabilities at ages 3 and 4 (p. 13)

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.



(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

800 preschool students will be served over two years at an average cost of
$1,375, which appears quite reasonable given the significant return on
investment for early childhood interventions.

The staff is exceptionally well qualified in the areas of early childhood
education innovations, professional development, and school leadership. An
impressive set of consultants have committed to designing and implementing
a robust ECR evaluation study.

Several local foundation partners have committed to providing the matching
funds to advance the project.

Weaknesses

The expertise, qualifications, and role of Hartman Business Consulting
organization in providing technology support and professional development
for schools needs to be clarified, including the assurance of FERPA
compliance associated with releasing pre-school student and family data to
subcontractors.

Reader's Score: 4

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers’
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

Each of the three participating pre-schools provided comprehensive MOUS.
(see appendix)

The partner organization letters confirm an impressive commitment to the
20% match. (p.25)




Ultimately, the project will substantially enhance the capacity of the ECR
network to advance early learning on a wider scale and more cost-
effectively.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

Details regarding responsibilities, timelines, and benchmarks for
accomplishing project tasks are provided for years 1-4.

The Apple Tree key personnel and the staff and consultants from the partner
organizations are well qualified to lead the planning and implementation of
pre-school innovations like ECR. They offer a wealth of experience in urban
pre-school, community development, and research settings.

Equally important, these individuals worked together previously and
successfully on several projects focused urban pre-school learning and
development.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 10



Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

The proposed ECR innovation implementation and evaluation design
addresses fully and effectively each of three assurances listed above.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 1

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths



Priority not addressed

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The applicant's plan for addressing CP 7 is excellent.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths



Priority is not addressed

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/28/2010 7:26 AM
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of
any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout



rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

1 STRENGTH OF RESEARCH-BASED FINDINGS OR REASONABLE
HYPOTHESES

STRENGTHS

1. On pages 12 and 13 the applicant cites several studies that explain
commonly known conditions that positively and negatively impact learning
for entering kindergarten students.

2 PROPOSED PROJECT ATTEMPTED PREVIOUSLY WITH
PROMISING RESULTS

STRENGTHS

1. On page 13 the applicant lists a study of the Every Child Ready model
with significant and large effect sizes regarding language and math skills and
did show increases in children with disabilities.

3 PROJECT LIKELY TO HAVE A POSITIVE IMPACT AS MEASURED
BY THE EFFECT, ON IMPROVING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT,
CLOSING GAPS, DROPOUT RATES, GRADUATION RATES,
COLLEGE ENROLLMENTS, COLLEGE GRADUATION.

STRENGTHS

1. On page 14 the applicant lists prior positive results from a previous study




as the potential for improving student achievement in kindergarten.

Weaknesses

1 STRENGTH OF RESEARCH-BASED FINDINGS OR REASONABLE
HYPOTHESES

WEAKNESSES

1. On page 12 the applicant notes that there certain parent attributes affect
the starting point for children entering kindergarten. The applicant then
makes an assumption not based on any studies that the children become poor
readers.

2. There are no studies cited regarding studies conducted for the Early Child
Ready program that will be implemented. This is a substantial short coming
and limits the ability to evaluate the impact this model will have.

3. On page 13 the applicant notes numerous studies that document the impact
preschool has on children entering kindergarten. However, these studies do
not address the effectiveness of the model proposed or any similar programs.

2 PROPOSED PROJECT ATTEMPTED PREVIOUSLY WITH
PROMISING RESULTS

WEAKNESSES

1. There were no weaknesses noted.

3 PROJECT LIKELY TO HAVE A POSITIVE IMPACT AS MEASURED
BY THE EFFECT, ON IMPROVING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT,
CLOSING GAPS, DROPOUT RATES, GRADUATION RATES,
COLLEGE ENROLLMENTS, COLLEGE GRADUATION.
WEAKNESSES

1. There were no weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 7

2. D. Quiality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.



(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

1 METHODS OF EVALUATION ARE APPROPRIATE TO THE SIZE
AND SCOPE OF PROJECT

STRENGTHS

1. On page 16 the applicant will utilize a randomized control trial and will
utilize the students not selected in the lottery as the control group. This is a
good technique to obtain valuable comparison data.

2. On page 16 the applicant notes that the control group will be given literacy
related materials. This is a reasonable attempt to provide an appropriate
comparison group.

2 METHODS OF EVALUATION WILL PROVIDE HIGH QUALITY
IMPLEMENTATION DATA AND PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK, AND
PERIODIC ASSESSMENT

STRENGTHS

1. On pages 18, 19, and 20 the applicant lists a very comprehensive and
thorough listing of nationally normed measurement techniques (Peabody
Picture Vocabulary, etc.). The tests are sequenced to provide periodic
assessment which is a important strength for high quality and timely
feedback.

3 THE EVALUATION WILL PROVIDE INFORMATION ABOUT THE
KEY ELEMENTS AND APPROACH FOR REPLICATION OR TESTING
STRENGTHS

1. On page 21 the applicant notes that the evaluation will collect data and
construct a profile and summary scores for classroom and

4 THE PROJECT INCLUDES SUFFICIENT RESOURCES FOR THE
EVALUATION EFFECTIVELY

STRENGTHS

1. On page 22 the applicant indicates it has allocated personnel and resources




for the evaluation.

Weaknesses

1 METHODS OF EVALUATION ARE APPROPRIATE TO THE SIZE
AND SCOPE OF THE PROJECT

WEAKNESSES

1. On page 18 the applicant notes that the control group will probably not
enroll their children in a pre-school program. This format raises serious
questions regarding a specific model given that logically any reasonable
preschool program will show immediate results of having children entering
kindergarten more ready in literature, reading, counting, etc. compared to
children who had no preschool experience. Thus, there really is no
randomization of a control group. This brings into serious question the
design appropriateness.

2 METHODS OF EVALUATION WILL PROVIDE HIGH QUALITY
IMPLEMENTATION DATA AND PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK, AND
PERIODIC ASSESSMENT

WEAKNESSES

1. There were no weaknesses noted.

3 THE EVALUATION WILL PROVIDE INFORMATION ABOUT THE
KEY ELEMENTS AND APPROACH FOR REPLICATION OR TESTING
WEAKNESSES

1. On page 21 the applicant notes that treatment and comparison group will
be analyzed utilizing ANOVAS and MANOVAS. This analysis will be of
questionable usefulness given the comparison group did not attend any
preschool. The results are more a statement on the value of preschool rather
that the specific preschool model being proposed. It will have very limited
research or statistical value. It will only prove the obvious.

4 THE PROJECT INCLUDES SUFFICIENT RESOURCES FOR THE
EVALUATION EFFECTIVELY

WEAKNESSES

1. In the Budget Narrative the applicant lists the evaluator as being
compensated $1.8 million over the length of the program. This amounts to
36% of the request to the funding agency. This seems way out of proportion
to conduct an evaluation of several small preschool programs and greatly
reduces funding that could have been better used to add more schools to the
program.




Reader's Score: 10

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/21/2010 11:34 AM
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of
any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout



rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

Strengths: The applicants cite several studies that support the effectiveness
of quality pre-k education and its long term benefits (pgs 12-13).

The program was piloted in the proposed setting and independent evaluation
results found significant effect sizes on relevant outcomes (pg 13). These
promising results suggest that more formal and systematic study is
warranted.

The independent evaluation found effect sizes ranging from 0.24 to 0.80 in
language and math skills for 3 and 4 year olds, and for children with and
without disabilities (pg 13).

Weaknesses

Weaknesses:  Although there is evidence of the approach overall, the
applicants did not cite research supporting their specific program design or
components of their program (pgs 12-13). On page 13 the applicant makes a
statement that children who start kindergarten farther behind others become
poor readers and struggle with literacy and learning “throughout their often-
abbreviated academic career.” There is no literature cited to support this
prediction.




Reader's Score: 7

2. D. Quiality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

Strengths: The project proposes to use RCT and the setting will support
such a model. This evaluation method is appropriate to the size and scope of
this proposed project. The evaluators have a solid plan for recruitment and
retention of the control group (incentives) (pg 16).

The evaluation plan includes several implementation measures to monitor
fidelity and implementation process (Table D1; pgs 19-20). The plan
includes mechanisms to share information with program staff and a set
schedule for data collection. They will make data easily accessible by
teachers and project teams (pg 21). They will also document the extent to
which the proposed activities occur (pg. 22).

The table on pages 18 through 21 indicates that the evaluation has been
designed to assess outcomes, and to document and measure the extent to
which each of the program components is implemented.

The evaluation team has stellar credentials and an impressive amount of
experience with both basic research and evaluations. In addition to being
methodologically strong, they are also content experts which will strengthen
their ability to interpret findings and make programmatic recommendations
(appendix C CVs). A sufficient amount has been budgeted for the evaluation
(p. 3 Budget Narrative).




Weaknesses

Weaknesses: Some of the children in the control group will attend preschool
and some will not. It is possible that a sizeable portion will not attend any
preschool, therefore, it is questionable as to whether changes detected
suggest this program is effective, or whether attending preschool at all is
what contributed to differences. The design would be stronger if the control
group were attending some more traditional preschool program in order to
determine whether this particular program is more effective than what is
currently available (e.g., Head Start).

Reader's Score: 10

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/21/2010 10:32 AM
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TOTAL 80 69

Technical Review Form
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Reader #1:
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

The proposal gave evidence of a strong track record of data-driven school
improvements and sustainability. The project was research-based, clearly written,
and well thought out. The application did not identify any competitive priorities
and it would have seemed appropriate to have asked for CP5 and CP7.

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths



The project provides for interventions that will benefit 6800 students in 12
low-performing schools. It was helpful to have the table in the appendix that
reported individual building demographics.

The proposal was very well organized and well written. The goals (p. 49-52)
were clear and tied to program evaluation components.

There was a strong tie between project goals and activities and solid
research.
Using 6 schools as a control group is impressive.

The identification of specific school level assessments (DIBELS) and other
evaluation tools - the need to create one using prior district successes was
also a good idea. The applicant then does not have to wait until this project is
in its 4th year to develop something that it needed from the start of the
project.

The recognition that in order to continually improve and to be able to share
with others evaluating your process is crucial and impressive.

Weaknesses

In the appendix you have the demographics and test data for 4 of your 6
control group schools. It is not clear how the applicant will get the 6 control
schools to cooperate for 5 years. There appears to be no incentive for those
schools to "put up™ with the intrusions of an external evaluation process.

Data were not given for academic needs.

Reader's Score: 22

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -



(1) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

In its 4.5 years of operation the applicant has provided evidence that using
the research for teaching and learning works. This proposal comprehensively
demonstrated that this nonprofit organization has the ability to improve
student achievement.

Weaknesses

It was not clear about what levels of expertise the partners bring to the table.

Reader's Score: 23

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which



includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

This project is cost effective. The allocation of $64 per student for five years
of service ($13 per student per year) is impressive.

The project holds nothing as proprietary. It actively pursues collaboration
with others also committed to school improvement. This is impressive and
adds the scalability of the project design in dimensions beyond budget
issues. It is with this openness and willingness to share what works that US
schools will make the necessary progress to retain its place in the world.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers’
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The proposal identified sustainability costs post grant as $1500 per school. It
was noted that Title I dollars could be allocated to this purpose. BSRI also
reported that they would work with district superintendents to secure local
funding. In the event that there are no places for the local district/school to
find funding, BSRI has a cash reserve for the purpose of supporting
sustainability. This is not only beyond their responsibility but indicated to




this reader a true heart for their mission.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The Executive Director's experiences in managing large scale initiatives and
projects are excellent.

The resumes indicated clear abilities to perform required functions of the
project.

There was strong evidence of capacity to perform the project at the highest
possible standards.

Weaknesses

One question relates to the budget category: "OTHER"

Over 5 years $1,043,841 is allocated to this category. The brief explanation
identifies such expenditures as: miscellaneous office expenses, costs of
expanded evaluation planned for this project, and the purchase of their
professional development program.

The budget has a $807,000 allocation for the program evaluation component.
It is unclear why other dollars would be needed for an expanded evaluation.




Reader's Score: 9

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Priority not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;

(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and

(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.



Strengths

Priority not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

Priority not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.



Strengths

Priority not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/29/2010 5:53 PM
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the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 1 0
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(0 or 1 Point)

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 5 0

Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points)



TOTAL 80 65

Technical Review Form

Development 27: 84.396C
Reader #2:
Applicant: Bay State Reading Institute -- , - , (U396C100623)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

The Bay State Reading Institute is cooperating with several districts to develop a
"literacy-based" and "data-based" program that could be expanded statewide. It is
partnering with 12 high-need low-performing elementary schools. The project
would identify the skills and resource requirements for scaling up a rather well
designed program.

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths



The statement of needs is well documented and focused on developing
model program based on experiences in 12 elementary schools. Strategies
deployed appear to be drawn from both a body of research and from direct
experience. Support from the state is recognized as an advantage in moving
this project further. Basically, a well written section.

Weaknesses

Details of the conditions that exist in the schools that are being targeted are
not adequately described. Some addition details that would demonstrated a
more in-depth analysis of the problems and conditions as they currently exist
could have been included. The respective roles of the principals and others
should have been described at the outset. The appendix picks up on some of
the details that describe the program design.

Reader's Score: 20

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The applicant demonstrates evidence of having considerable and direct




experience in working with school districts in the state over the past five
years. The DSTP approach seems to have evidence that it has contributed to
the improvement of young children that are identified as being "at risk" or
failing out of school. Three years of data is impressive.

Weaknesses

Possibly, additional details of the involvement of partners would have
helped.

Reader's Score: 23

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths



The applicant demonstrates that it has considerable political and professional
experience and to work with project partners to continue and expand the
project beyond the experimental school sites.

Weaknesses

The proposal lacks some relevant details that would have added strength to
the applicant's capacity to document research-evidence and further develop
the project. Information regarding cost implications including those
associated with whole school reform are not given adequate attention. Citing
prospective funds from Title 1 and other sources could have been identified.

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers’
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The experience of the staff and credibility of the project director in being
able to marshall support for this project throughout the state are recognized
strengths for carrying on this project to other districts. Funding sources
located to move forward.

Weaknesses

Although the overall capacity of this applicant to carry on this innovative
project beyond i3 funding is generally acknowledged, more documentation
would have contributed to the strength of the applicant to sustain the
project's development. Having support from the state assembly is noted, but
not necessarily a contributing factor for addressing these criteria.

Reader's Score: 8

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)



In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The management plan is comprehensive and the staff seem very well
qualified to manage this project. The director has considerable contacts with
officials in the state that could add to its capacity to orchestrate the various
components of this project. Drawing on former and successful principals to
serve as trainers and coaches is another strength worth citing here.

Weaknesses

It is unclear how much time the proposed director will devote to manage this
project.

Reader's Score: 9

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);

(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and

(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.



Strengths

Weaknesses

Competitiveness priority not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Weaknesses

Competitiveness priority not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

Weaknesses



Competitiveness priority not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Competitiveness priority not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/28/2010 4:20 PM
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1. Summary Statement N/A N/A

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project
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the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 1 0
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(0 or 1 Point)

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 5 0

Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points)



TOTAL 80 65

Technical Review Form

Development 27: 84.396C
Reader #3:
Applicant: Bay State Reading Institute -- , - , (U396C100623)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

DSTP will be partnering with BSRI, who has 18 current partner schools to assist
approximately 6800 students in the area of literacy.

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

There is a need for DSTP with several low income, non-white, ELL schools.
The belief is that out of 6800 students, literacy will be increased by 20%.




Addressing early reading difficulty has been related to achievement later on,
which DSTP plans to address. DSTP will be partnering with BSRI, who has
18 current partner schools to utilize several of its program components which
are detailed and research based. Data to support the achievement already
established at one of these other cohorts included in section B.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(1) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

Although the BSRI has been only in MA schools since 2005, there has been
substantial growth in those years for expertise. It is impressive that they are
able to increase 120% for partner schools in a year without fidelity loss.
Good strategies and steps are in place for measurement of success, which
correlates to the percentages of increases in achievement on pagel2.




Weaknesses

The margin of reading is lower than the rest of the application merits. There
is concern for the level of significance on page 14.

Reader's Score: 21

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

DSTP will serve 6800 students, already assisting 18 schools. Expertise is
established with other schools showing that this project can continually be
replicated successfully. Management has continued success in implementing
these types of interventions and is seeking state-wide scaling. Costs per
students are indicated.




Weaknesses

Dissemination is not addressed outside the lines of Departments of
Education in MA.

Reader's Score: 4

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers’
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The MA legislature has supported BSRI with allocation funding
andBSRIreceives support from various superintendants in MA. Schools
know upfront the funds needed to stay with BSR , utilizing other resources
that are detailed for the costs. BSRI coaches will be used to guide future
professional development. A cash reserve is going to be maintained by BSRI
to continue with DSTP, in the event other sources cannot be found.

Weaknesses

There is not much in the view of further purpose or activity to stay ongoing
with this partnership after the grant. It is stated on page 20 that upon
entering a partnership with BSRI later, schools will be responsible for
covering costs using Titlel funding which may be hindered at a future time.

Reader's Score: 7

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.



(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

There is great qualifications and management for this project team, including
an Associate Commissioner to assist with policies who has previously served
as a House of Representative. Gardner has been associated with many large
scaled projects. There are details of management roles and responsibilities. A
timeline is addressed in another section and gives good merit to the plan
being outlined.

Weaknesses

More detail needs to be set on the Turnaround coaches, at the heart of the
program on page 22.

Reader's Score: 8

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Preference not addressed.




Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Preference not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths



Preference not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Preference not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/25/2010 11:50 PM
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of
any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout



rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

The applicant summarizes research findings that connect each component of
the proposed intervention with improved student outcomes or successful
school turnaround efforts. In addition to identifying the research-based
instructional practices or school structures of the model, the applicant also
describes characteristics of high-fidelity implementation, which are
embedded within the proposed intervention model (page 8). A strength of
this application is the description of a model that connects instructional
elements with training, changes in the infrastructure, stakeholder
involvement, evaluation, and attention to policy and funding.

The descriptions of previous implementation efforts and outcomes of those
efforts offer promising results that support additional implementation and
further study. The reported effect sizes (page 10) suggest that the proposed
intervention will have a positive impact on student achievement as measured
by DIBELS of an appreciable magnitude.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 10

2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)



In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

The methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and scope of the
proposed project. The evaluation plan will examine both the effectiveness of
implementation as well as the observed outcomes. The experimental design
of the controlled study is a strength in that a well-designed experimental
study can theoretically predict future outcomes in similar settings. This type
of study could provide stronger support for the efficacy of this project than
could an evaluation with a less rigorous design.

The evaluation plan describes a method that will collect high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback. Data from classroom
observations, interviews, and surveys will provide information that can
inform improved implementation.

The applicant describes an evaluation that will collect information about the
key elements and approach of the intended intervention. Connecting
implementation information with the outcome evaluation will provide
information to facilitate further development, replication, or testing of the
model.

The evaluation plan includes sufficient resources - funding and capacity of
identified evaluation firm - to carry out the project evaluation effectively.

Weaknesses

The proposal describes an experimental design but does not identify the
ways in which comparison schools will be chosen, how quantitative and




qualitative data will be analyzed, or the instruments that will be used to
analyze the data.

The intervention model suggests that evaluation results will be used to
inform implementation (pages 8 and 9), but the proposal does not explicitly
identify the time lines for sharing evaluation information with stakeholders
and the process by which those data will inform implementation
modifications and improvements.

Reader's Score: 14

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/22/2010 2:43 PM
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of
any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout



rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

B. Factor #1

There is a methodical explanation of the research behind each of the
hypotheses (p. 7-8) and good references listed for every one suggesting
support for these hypotheses. This covers each of the four elements of the
planned intervention. They stress the importance of the integration of the
four parts of the DSTP model (p.8).

B. Factor #2

The proposal discusses how the DSTP model has been previously
implemented in '18 schools over the last 4.5 years' (p. 9). They show the high
implementation fidelity and the gains made all suggesting promising results
with the current proposed intervention with large statistically significant
results from ANOVA (p. 10).

B. Factor #3

The investigators clear step-by-step discussion of the process behind the
project including the research-basis behind each step results in a clear
understanding and confidence that the intervention as proposed should yield
a positive impact on student achievement.

Weaknesses



No weaknesses found

Reader's Score: 10

2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

D. Factor #1

The evaluation design includes a well-specified plan for both implementation
and impact studies (p. 14). They make clear the importance of demonstrating
the quality of the implemented intervention in that 'the quality of the
implementation is as challenging as it is important' (p. 8). The plan includes
the collection of data through surveys, documents (meeting minutes),
observations, and school data (achievement scores) (p. 16-17). They also
plan to ‘triangulate the data to complete an index that qualitatively rates each
school on both implementation fidelity and intensity' (p. 16).

D. Factor #2

The proposal discusses the use of valid and reliable tools (DIBELS, MCAS)
for confidence in the assessment data to be collected (p. 12). There is also a
strong training component for data collection team to ensure consistency and
quality of data to be analyzed (p. 15).

D. Factor #3

The investigators make clear their intent to identify key parts of the program
in order to assist in replication of the program in the future (p. 14). The data
collection places a great deal of importance on the study of the
implementation process for fidelity to the current project and future




replication (p. 16). The use of a mixed methods data collection strategy will
result in triangulation of the data for greater confidence in the results
generated (p. 16-17; 23).

D. Factor #4
The budget suggests that over 15% ($807K/$5000K) of the budget will be
reserved for the evaluation component.

Weaknesses

D. Factor #2

The timelines for sharing information with key project participants are not
delineated. There needs to be a timely sharing of this information in order
for the results to be helpful to responding to any needed changes in the
implementation of the intervention.

Reader's Score: 14

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/22/2010 6:41 PM
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Applicant: Beaverton School District 48] -- Teaching and Learning, - Teaching and
Learning, (U396C100900)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

This proposal was thoughtfully organized and addressed all aspects of the
Selection Criteria. It would serve as a model proposal to assist others who
attempt this process.

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet

need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths



This proposal is to develop and enhance A4L, an academic program that
integrates standards-focused, text-based content and arts strategies to
improve students achievement in literacy, learning, and life skills. The goal
is to implement A4L learning in grades 3-5 across the applicants district. As
part of this implementation, comprehensive evaluations - both formative and
summative - will monitor the implementation of the program and rigorously
evaluate its impact on student achievement.

This i3 grant will allow BSD to faster leverage their existing systems,
stakeholder support, and other available state and federal resources to
significantly and rapidly improve all of our students reading and writing
achievement, particularly their high-needs students.

A4L has been piloted in 92 schools in 28 districts across the country; a
majority of participants were students in grades 3-5 (14,123 students). In
previous evaluations significant student gains in key literacy skills, including
ELLI students and those who perform below grade level. This program is
closely aligned with the high priorities of BSD. The distinctive features of
the program are listed on p.4 of the narrative. Through implementation of the
A4L Lessons the applicants expect to achieve the following goals: 1)close
achievement gaps in learning; 2)increase the percent of elementary students
meeting or exceeding benchmarks for college and career readiness in
literacy; and 3)increase 4th grade students writing performance.

The district goal is to ensure that all students show continuous progress
toward their personal learning goals and that they are prepared for post-
secondary education and career success. Our staff engages in purposeful,
research-based, and ongoing professional development. With a fast growing
percent of English language learners (9-15%)and a doubling percentage of
underserved students increasing from 24-43%, while the applicant is proud
of the progress students have made, 1 in 4 students failed to meet the
standards in reading/literacy and the majority of these students are
economically disadvantaged, ELLs and students with disabilities.

Weaknesses

none

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the



size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

BSD has extensive experience securing and successfully managed grant of
the size and complexity of this i3 grant. In the 2009-10 year BSD managed
almost 27 million in grants from federal, state, local and private sources in
which fiscal reporting was completed on time for all grants.

BSD has made strong progress between 2003-04 and 2008-09 by increasing
the percent of students meeting or exceeding state standards in reading by
7%; in math by 4% in in writing in grade 7 by 12%. Most importantly BSD
has been successful in closing the gap between Black and White students (by
almost 10%) and between White and Hispanic students (over 16%).

Weaknesses

none noted.

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.



(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project’s evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

A total of 12,850 students in grades 3-5 will be served by this grant period.
The requested i3 grant and matching funds will serve 4,500 students
annually for four years, with an additional 4,500 supported by the district in
the final year as they move toward sustaining the program.

The per student cost per student will be $107. for the initial year; subsequent
years will be $78. For 250,000 students at $24,744,00 initially; subsequent
years $18,035,000.

Weaknesses

none

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.



(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

In year 5 of the proposed project, BSD will support the cost to implement
A4L in the 17 treatment schools using Title 11A and general fund allocation.
This includes support for the Teacher on Special Assignment, release time
for teachers to collaborate, related materials and accompanying Residencies.

With the gradual replacement of Federal grant support with funds from other
sources, the district will be able to assume all costs associated with
implementing A4L in each of the 33 elementary schools.

The sustainability of the project will have support from strong consensus
BSD has established among school and community stakeholders around the
districts overarching theory of action.

(more information on pp.18-19)

Weaknesses

none noted

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The Management Plan will organize around three broad tasks: 1)Design and
Development, 2) Implementation, 3) Evaluation.

Timelines for each task and associated acivities along with target
benchmarks/outcomes and responsible parties are presented in Appendix




H.9.

Ensuring the amount, quality, and timelines of implementation of the
program requires the confidence of teachers and principals that they will be
supported with expertise that is sensitive to their experiences.

The team invests in multiple means for timely data, support, and feedback
from the field - meetings of the study groups, formal observations, informal
connections, scheduled and asynchronous voluntary electronic connections
and regular e-mail exchanges to support practice and prompt feedback.

BSD will serve as the fiscal agent and lead organization, including
overseeing the execution and monitoring of contracts.
(more details on pp.21-25.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Weaknesses
2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success



(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Weaknesses

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

In meeting the district goal to narrow the achievement gaps for ELL students
in reading and writing results drawn from piloting A4l schools and districts
that serve large numbers of ELL students will be particularly helpful. From
the clarity of the proposal and the way research support was drawn on at
each turn to qualify and enlarge the scope of understanding for each decision
has added to the clarity and transparency of the decision-making of how best
to meet the needs of the special needs students and ELL students.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1



4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/30/2010 1:25 PM
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Reader #2:

Applicant: Beaverton School District 48J -- Teaching and Learning, - Teaching and
Learning, (U396C100900)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

The applicant is focused on developing, implementing, and evaluating a program
that integrates student focused, text-based content and art strategies to improve
students' achievement in literacy, learning, and life skills for 12,850 students in
grades 3-5.

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.



Strengths

Outcomes are clearly stated on page 65 and include spending more time
reading, efficient use of time, building on strengths, building community,
using specialists and PLC's, and meeting specific standards. The needs of all
learners are included in goal 11 by ensuring equal access to all students.
Integrating disciplines is a strong component of the program. Measurable
and specific outcomes are clearly addressed in the narrative on page 67. The
program is aligned to the state standards as evidenced in appendix H, which
is a priority for the applicant.

Weaknesses

No significant weakness noted in narrative.

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The applicant shows evidence on page 11 that they have managed grants of
this size and scope, managing over $27M in grants. The applicant provides




statistics on page 1 of the narrative that they have improved student
achievement in reading, especially for LEP and minority students.
Additionally data tables in appendix H and information on page 12 support
this.

Weaknesses

No significant weakness noted in narrative.

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The applicant identifies that they have qualified personnel, who have worked




together sucessfully on similar projects, to develop the program beyond the
grant. The staff is commited to expand the program. Scale up costs are
outlined on page 16 of the narrative for up to 500,000.

Weaknesses

The applicant has not demonstrated the capacity to work with the 12,850
students in the proposal with evidence in the narrative. Feasibility of
replication is not addressed in the narrative. Mechanisms for Dessimination
are also not included in the narrative.

Reader's Score: 2

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The application shows that the stakeholder will support the project beyond
the grant. All costs will be assumed by BSD. On page 1, BSD states that they
will implement lessons in all elementary schools at the end of the project.

Weaknesses

No significant weakness noted in narrative.

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,



timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

Responsibilities, timelines, and milestones clearly stated in Appendix H and
aligned to outcomes. Responsible parties are identified for each objective.
This extensive chart gives a clear indication that the project will be
completed on time and within budget. Roles and responsibilities are clearly
and specifically outlined and defined in the narrative on pages 21-24.
Training and experience of key personnel is evident and supported in the
attached CV's/

Weaknesses

No significant weakness noted in narrative.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Weaknesses
Reader's Score: 0



2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Weaknesses
Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The applicant addresses meeting the needs of LD and LEP students
throughout the proposal and specifically in goal 11.

Weaknesses

No significant weakness noted in narrative.

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)



We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses
Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/18/2010 6:58 PM
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement N/A N/A

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project

Design (up to 25 Points) 25 25
2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25

. 25 25
Points)
3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and 5 4

Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)
4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 10 10
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(up to 10 Points) 10 10
Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 1 0
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)
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3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address

the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 1 1
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(0 or 1 Point)

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 2 0



Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points)
TOTAL 80 75

Technical Review Form

Development 36: 84.396C

Reader #3:

Applicant: Beaverton School District 48J -- Teaching and Learning, - Teaching and
Learning, (U396C100900)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

Innovative approach focused on using the arts to boost literacy. The
program is a "groundbreaking supplemental literacy program that blends the
creativity and discipline of the arts with learning science to raise student




achievement in reading and writing, and to develop learning and life skills"
(pp. 3-4). The project is a "unique design interweaving the arts, reading, and
writing” (p. 6). Data from pilot projects indicate gains in key literacy skills,
including LEP students and those who perform below grade level. These
features are aligned with the key needs of the target district. The project is
aligned with Oregon academic standards. Application specifies 11
distinctive features of the project (p. 4). The project is focused on units of
instruction aligned with work by trained teaching artists who collaborate
with classroom teachers. The project provides students with opportunities to
excel through activities that draw on a variety of skill sets and learning styles
(p. 5). The project includes both formative and summative assessments.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths



Applicant has experience managing grants from federal, state, local, and
private sources. Applicant has raised student achievement, helped to close
achievement gaps, and improved graduation rates (p. 12).

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

Key project staff have worked successfully on similar Arts for Learning
projects (p. 16).




Weaknesses

Limited discussion efforts to disseminate project information broadly and
support replication.

Reader's Score: 4

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The applicant will incorporate the program into the district strategic plan to
ensure sustained commitment (p. 17). The applicant has secured stakeholder
consensus on "inherent values and educational priorities” of the project
community (p. 18). Applicant reports strong community commitment to
ensuring that all children receive instruction in the arts as well as in core
subject areas. Applicant reports that once established, program maintenance
will be manageable and involved "nominal cost” (p. 19). Applicant will seek
public and private sources of support to sustain program.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.



(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

Personnel have experience managing large, multi-faceted federal

projects. Key staff have subject matter and management experience. For
example, the Project Coordinator has 15 years of experience working with
arts organizations and other team member are experts in learning

sciences. The management plan emphasizes effective communication and
coordination among program partners, including monthly meetings,
feedback, and quarterly reports. Applicant plans at least monthly internal
reviews of work progress and budget status. Applicant promotes a "shared
responsibility for quality within all of our teams" (p. 22).

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Priority not addressed.




Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Priority not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

Weaknesses



Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Priority not addressed.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/18/2010 2:41 PM
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Reader #1:

POINTS POINTS
POSSIBLE SCORED

Evaluation Criteria
1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect,

and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10 Points) 10 9
2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15
. 15 15
Points)
SUB TOTAL 25 24
TOTAL 25 24

Technical Review Form

Development Tier 2 Panel 10: 84.396D

Reader #1:

Applicant: Beaverton School District 48J -- Teaching and Learning, - Teaching and
Learning, (U396D100900)

1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of



any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout
rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

The Arts for Learning Lessons(A4L) project intends to improve the
achievement of high needs students in grades 3-5. A4L is a supplemental
literacy program that blends the arts with science to improve reading and
writing. This project has been piloted in 92 schools across the country.
Evaluations of the pilot found significant student gains in "key literacy
skills™ for English Language Learners(ELL) and students performing below
grade level. (p. 4) The A4L project is based on the "How People Learn"
model by Bransford, Brown and Cooking. (p. 5) A number of research
studies to support this project are discussed on pages 7-11. The applicant
states on page 10 that the research in the past 5 years on the A4L project
were not of scale or rigor of the proposed study. However, positive results
were obtained in literacy gains, particularly for ELL students.(p. 10)

Weaknesses

The research studies discussed in this section provide summaries of the
findings and their relevance to this project. However, few details on the
studies are included.

Reader's Score: 9



2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

WestEd will serve as the independent evaluator. The evaluation design
includes quantitative and qualitative data and details for the formative and
summative evaluations. (p. 13-15) Biannual classroom observations, an
online teacher survey, student surveys, professional development
observations and annual interviews with principals and district
administrators will be part of the formative evaluation. (p. 13-14) The
summative evaluation will be a three year, cluster-randomized trial in 33
elementary schools in the Beaverton School district. (p. 14) To ensure
internal validity of the random assignment process, statistical analyses will
assess the baseline differences of the treatment and control groups. Appendix
H contains a five year project overview and the logic model. Sampling and
Power Estimates of the project are also provided in detail on pages H-35-36.
A detailed chart of the tasks, timelines, benchmarks/outcomes and
responsible parties is also detailed in Appendix H. During Year 1 WestEd
will develop the protocols for comparisons.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 15

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/21/2010 5:55 PM
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Applicant: Beaverton School District 48] -- Teaching and Learning, - Teaching and
Learning, (U396D100900)

Reader #2:

POINTS POINTS
POSSIBLE SCORED

Evaluation Criteria
1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect,

and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10 Points) 10 10
2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15
. 15 15
Points)
SUB TOTAL 25 25
TOTAL 25 25

Technical Review Form

Development Tier 2 Panel 10: 84.396D

Reader #2:

Applicant: Beaverton School District 48J -- Teaching and Learning, - Teaching and
Learning, (U396D100900)

1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of



any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout
rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

A4L has significant support from the research literature including its basis in
How People Learn, a seminal meta-analysis of education research.

A4L has been piloted in 92 schools in 28 districts, with positive results. The
combination of its strong literature-based and empirical-based support makes
it a promising program that is likely to produce positive outcomes and
warrants more rigorous study.

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 10

2. D. Quiality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.



(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

The experimental design of the summative evaluation matches the project
goal of rigorous study of impact on students. The description of this design
demonstrates understanding of designs aimed at facilitating causal
inferences.

Implementation data will be collected using a comprehensive set of measures
including independent measures such as observation protocols.

The implementation data collected, including fidelity of implementation will
be useful in replication.

WestEd is a sound choice for external evaluation. The subcontract is large
($900K); nearly 20% of the entire budget but this is appropriate given the
size and rigor of the summative evaluation design (cluster randomized trial).

Weaknesses

None noted.

Reader's Score: 15

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/22/2010 1:46 PM
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TOTAL 80 63

Technical Review Form

Development 35: 84.396C

Reader #1:

Applicant: Bellevue School District -- Bellevue School District, - Bellevue School
District, (U396C100150)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The applicant clearly describes the extent to which the proposed project
represents an exceptional approach to Absolute priority 3 and Competitive
priorities 6 and 7. The applicant proposes to enact problem based curricula in
both AP and non-AP courses, implement a series of supports for struggling
students, and professional development for teachers to implement and
evaluate problem based curriculum (p 5). The applicant has provided specific




outcomes to drive the project with specific emphasis on SWD's and LEP's (p.
8).

Weaknesses

The response could have been strengthened by providing a clear set of goals
and objectives.

Reader's Score: 22

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(1) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The applicant has provided information regarding past projects that are of
similar size to the proposed project (p.12-13). The applicant provided
substantial data the clearly shows the progress the applicant has made in
closing the achievement gap for all groups of students (p 14). The applicant
has also indicated that 27% of BSD teachers have National Board
certification.

Weaknesses



No weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project’s evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The applicant's estimate of 6700 students appears to be reasonable to the
project (p 19). The applicant has detailed highly appropriate mechanisms for
the dissemination of information on the project. These include publications,
site visits, and week long institutes for interested schools (p 21).

Weaknesses

The estimated cost of $4,324,717, for the project of the proposed project




appears to be high in relation to the number of students to be reached (p 20).

Reader's Score: 2

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The applicant clearly has support from stakeholders. The applicant included
multiple letters of support (Appendix D). The applicant clearly details the
potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, or
benefits into the ongoing work at the end of the Development grant. The
applicant gives clear examples, problem based curriculum and assessment as
well as Starting Strong, of activities that will continue after the grant (p. 21)

Weaknesses

The response could have been strengthened if the applicant had clearly
described the extent to which it has the resources to operate the project
beyond the length of the Development grant.

Reader's Score: 8

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.



Strengths

The applicant included a management plan with activities and years for
completion (p 24-28). The qualifications of the project staff appear to be
appropriate for completion of the project.

Weaknesses

The applicant provides a very vague management plan (p 24-28). The
response could have been strengthened by providing more detail regarding
responsibilities, timelines, project goals and objectives, and milestones for
accomplishing project tasks.

Reader's Score: 4

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Weaknesses

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for



K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

The applicant clearly addresses strategies that are designed to enable
students to be prepared and ready for college by sifting to problem based
curriculum.

Weaknesses

The applicant fails to address strategies for students to understand issues of
college affordability and the financial aid and college application processes.

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

The applicant clearly describes startegies that will specifically have a direct
benefit on SWD's and LEP's.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses.

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)



We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/30/2010 8:54 AM
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Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)
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Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points)
TOTAL 80 74

Technical Review Form

Development 35: 84.396C

Reader #2:

Applicant: Bellevue School District -- Bellevue School District, - Bellevue School
District, (U396C100150)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

Applicant points out the need by American industry to replace retiring
workers with young employees who are masters of STEM subjects and
concepts.




The fact that ? of the students in WA who enter 2-year colleges need
remedial courses supports the need for this project.

There is a wide gap at applicant's high school between the number of
graduates who at least one AP course and Hispanic, SWD or LEP students
who pass at least one.

While the project involves whole school reform for all high schools in the
district and for all students, there is a clear focus on improving the
achievement of high-need students.

The project involves adoption of PBL strategies and creation of PBL
curricula to add rigor and require academic behaviors that mirror college and
career experiences.

PD and curriculum work are major components of the project. Teacher time
for training and curriculum development is achieved by having participating
teachers responsible for one less class per day. This should also help recruit
top teachers for the project.

Expansion of the summer Starting Strong program to serve specially
identified high school students should help the project meet its achievement
goals.

The participation of professionals in the field as guest speakers in classrooms
and as mentors for individual students is an outstanding component.

The proposal presents a wise plan for curriculum change, with a year to plan
before implementation of new courses, and one course worked on per year.

The inclusion of a high quality Advisory Board is well conceived.

Teachers will be trained in using PSAT data to revise instruction as needed,
and the willingness of middle school principals to administer the ReadiStep
assessment in grade 8 will provide more information about incoming
students’ academic strengths and weaknesses.

Teachers' union participation in the project design and strong support of the
project will greatly aid in its chances of success.

Partnering with the University of Washington-Seattle and with local industry
and community leaders will add much to the project.

Weaknesses



While the expected outcomes are on target, there is some confusion about
them numerically. For example, a 20% increase in AP exam pass rates could
mean that the passing rate moves 20 percentage points, e.g., from 30 to 50%,
or grows by 20%, e.g., from 30 to 36%. This needs to be clarified.

Clarity is needed as to how teachers will be selected to participate in the
project, i.e., selecting from volunteers or mandating across the board.

While science and math improvements are clearly targeted, courses in the
engineering and technology areas are left out of the project, other than in
ways that these subjects may be included through PBL activities.

Reader's Score: 23

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(@) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The Bellevue School District has significant experience in creating and
implementing grant programs. In fact, this project is a logical extension of
work already accomplished or underway that has been supported by outside
funding.




BSD has already made significant progress in closing achievement gaps in
reading and writing. This project targets gaps that still exist in STEM
subjects.

100% of the classes in BSD's "high poverty schools" are taught by highly
qualified teachers, as defined by ESEA. Further, in 2009 BSD has the
highest number of National Board Certified Teachers in Washington State.

BCSD has a data system in place that will support the analysis of new
student achievement data that is generated by the new curricula and common
assessments created during this project.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.



(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The project begins at one of the district high schools and then expands to the
other three the following year.

The district already has a common curriculum aligned to state standards,
which will facilitate scalability to the other schools.

The evaluation model, which includes videography of classrooms and
interviews of participants, lends itself to the creation of a "how to™ manual
for other institutions to follow.

Strong teacher union support should create enthusiasm and prevent obstacles
from occurring.

Over the course of the 5-year grant period, it is estimated that 6,700 students
will be involved in the instructional improvements being implemented.

The creation of a scale-up team will help to ensure that the project will be
brought to scale.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

Support from the University of Washington, the Bellevue Education




Association and the Bellevue Schools Foundation will clearly assist in
sustainability.

The PBL curriculum and assessments that will be created throughout the
project will be available for use once the grant period ends.

An important component of the project is PD in use of data to improve
instruction. This acquired skill will help staff sustain and improve the
developed instructional methodologies once the grant period ends.

The 0.2 FTE allotment for teachers involved in course planning and piloting
peaks in Year 2 at 25 teachers and decreases in the next two years. By Year
5, teachers are no longer receiving the extra planning time, which is a
significant expense that will not be required after the grant period ends.

Weaknesses

New staff may need more training than is available through "new staff
orientations and refresher workshops."

Reader's Score: 9

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The timeline for project activities is clear and logical.

The staff members who will take responsibility for the implementation of the
project are highly experienced and qualified.

The applicant has given great thought to creating a Table of Organization
that will give staff members time and resources to work on the project with
enough oversight to ensure excellence.




Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Priority not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and



college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Through the instructional, mentoring and guidance components of the
project, applicant has met all requirements of this priority.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

There is a clear description of the gap between SWD's and LEP's and all
other students in participation in AP courses, with specific goals and
strategies to narrow the gaps.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.



To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

Priority not addressed.

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 06/29/2010 8:12 PM
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Reader #3:

Applicant: Bellevue School District -- Bellevue School District, - Bellevue School
District, (U396C100150)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The applicant, Bellevue School District (BSD), states that it has successfully
implemented high quality standards and assessments throughout its schools,
however, there are gaps in graduates? college readiness, especially in math
and science. The math and science scores on the state test were 20 to 30




percentage points lower than scores in reading and writing. Also, though AP
courses are readily available, pass rates on AP exams for African American
and Hispanic students were 28 and 20 percentage points (respectively) lower
than pass rates for white students. There are also significant AP course
completion gaps for Hispanic HS seniors, LEP seniors, and HS seniors with
disabilities.

The proposal has 3 elements to address those needs. First, design and
enactment of problem-based curricula in both AP and non-AP courses;
Second, implement a series of specific supports for struggling & underserved
students, focusing on increased mathematics literacy; third, work with
partners to provide professional development that will help teachers
implement new curricula and evaluate their effectiveness.

The applicant includes an explicit strategy, with the goals, objectives, and
outcomes of the project over 5 years.

Weaknesses

None

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the



nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.
Strengths

The applicant has received a number of recent grants and engaged in
partnerships with public and private educational organizations. BSD has
also received recognition in national publications highlighting Sammamish
High School specifically for its success in preparing students for

college. Data from Washington state tests show that BSD has made
significant progress in closing achievement gaps for AYP subgroups over the
past 6 years. For example, the achievement gap for students with disabilities
on the10th grade reading exam has gone from 55% points in 2003-04 to only
21 in 2008-09. Achievement gaps have also narrowed for Hispanic students
in reading as well as African American and Hispanic students in writing.
Also, on-time graduation rates in BSD have remained high (Pages 86-90)
since 2004.

Districtwide, 97% of classes are taught by NCLB (highly qualified) teachers,
with 100% of classes in high poverty schools. 27% of BSD teachers have
achieved National Board Certification, compared with only 5.3% of teachers
statewide.

Weaknesses

None

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and



expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The applicant notes that the proposed project will reach approximately 2200
students over the 5-year grant and 4500 students at BSDs other 3
comprehensive high schools. A scale-up team will begin preparing for
project dissemination in years 3 to 5 of the grant. Partnerships with
University of Washington and College Board will add capacity to scale the
practice to other regional or national high schools and the advisory board of
local educational and industrial leaders will help leverage professional
connections and secure resources to assist with scaling. The project will
result in a number of deliverables that will facilitate project replication. PBL
curriculum frameworks will be made available to schools at zero or minimal
cost.

The applicant provides the total project cost and an estimated breakdown of
cost per student per yr and for 100,000, 250,000 and 500,00 students. Also,
the applicant proposes to disseminate information through a variety of
vehicles, including peer-reviewed journals and district publications.

Weaknesses

The applicant provide an estimation that was very high in relation to the
number of students being served (see page 20).

Reader's Score: 4

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.



(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The applicant provides letters of support from the Bellevue Schools
Foundation, offering financial support, and the Bellevue Education
Associations (union) executive board to unanimously support the

project. Also, BSDs many community and industrial partners will continue
to support the mentoring programs and provide real-world STEM expertise
in the classroom.

The applicant intends to make the problem-based curriculum and
assessment, developed during the project, available to district high schools
for their continuing use. The programs will continue to operate with state and
private funding and the partnership with College Board will allow for
continued administration of the PSAT/NMSQT to all 9th to 11th grade
students and access to score data training.

Professional development for implementing the curricula will be
implemented into new staff orientation and refresher workshops at the school
and district levels. The district will also follow the recommendations of the
Department of Education on the ongoing effective use of assessments.

Weaknesses

None

Reader's Score: 10

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The applicant shows a detailed budget narrative with a management plan




including responsibilities, timelines and milestones for accomplishing
project tasks. The qualifications of the project director and other key project
personnel appear to reflect the training and experience needed to manage
projects of this size and scope.

Weaknesses

Though the management plan lists some required qualifications for the
Project Leader, that position has not been hired yet. The success of this
project is highly dependent on this position.

Though the management plan lists some required qualifications for the
Project Leader, that position has not been hired yet. The success of this
project is highly dependent on this position (see Page 24 and page 280.

Reader's Score: 9

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

None

Weaknesses

This application does not address educational outcomes for high-need
students who are young children.




Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

The school district offers strong supports for college success. The district
curricula are aligned with state and national standards. BSD ranks in the top
one percent nationally for student participation in Advanced Placement or
International Baccalaureate courses. BSDs College Corps Program provides
trained volunteers to help with college applications and access to information
about scholarships and financial aid. Counselors ensure that all students fill
out and submit at least one college application before graduation. Students
have access to the Discover Career Planning Program to identify options for
post secondary schooling and careers. The proposal includes connecting
students with local professionals in STEM fields to provide real-world
validation for students college and career questions.

Weaknesses

None

Reader's Score: 1

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that



are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

All beginning LEPS in the district are served at Sammamish HS, where the
grant activities will begin. Also, approximately 15% of students at
Sammamish HS qualify for special education services.

The proposed innovation provides increased instructional time for LEPS and
SWDs with a focus on mathematics, which the applicant notes is a frequent
barrier to high school and college readiness. It also provides one-to-one
mentoring from local professionals for information about college access and
opportunities for job shadowing and internships.

Weaknesses

None

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

None

Weaknesses

This application does not address the challenges of high-need students in
rural schools.

Reader's Score: 0



Status: Submitted
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Reader #1:

Applicant: Bellevue School District -- Bellevue School District, - Bellevue School
District, (U396D100150)

1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of



any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout
rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

STRENGTHS:

The applicant begins with a strong research based discussion about why the
school district needs to implement this new problem based learning in their
schools. The applicant includes well documented research data, within the
US, identifying that there is a need for more STEM graduates and
professionals to enter the Sciences. The applicant discusses the evolution of
their school district and the results of minority students on AP tests and
graduation rates.

Current research and references documenting the use of Problem-based
learning is provided. The need for a robust framework for assessment is also
provided by the applicant in their narrative.

The applicant provides details about the need for additional STEM program
activities, and professional development for staff who teach in a STEM area.
An in-depth plan for implementation among minority students and STEM
study areas are provided. Related components of Problem Based Learning
(PBL) including scaffolding are discussed and research and references are
provided to support them. (p 9) Use of assessments and evaluations of them
are included. (p 10) One-to-one youth mentoring, another component is




discussed with corresponding references.

The applicant provides an indication of how they have previously
implemented many of the individual components and their success is
documented. Previous grants have been used to support some of these
successful components. The applicant demonstrates how their students have
been able to achieve as a result of the components.

Weaknesses

WEAKNESSES:

None observed.

Reader's Score: 10

2. D. Quiality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

STRENGTHS:

The applicant discusses all of the required potential risks, where and how
data will be collected and how the results will be used. The applicant




proposes measurable and observable goals and objectives for this overall
project implementation.

Evaluation meetings are identified in the plan and will allow the evaluators
to communicate with project staff. Project evaluation activities are included
within the overall management timeline and plan.

Weaknesses

WEAKNESSES:

The applicant has not discussed how data will be collected and

compared. There is no information about when baseline data will be
collected and when follow-up data will be collected, by whom. There is no
information about how the data will be analyzed to determine whether or not
there will be any significant changes. The applicant has not identified any
statistical analysis to be used.

The applicant uses the word random assignment and meta-

analysis. However, they are not designing an experimental total random
assignment, nor are they doing a meta-analysis when they are actually
collecting pre and post test data and survey results. This is not a meta-
analysis of previous data and studies.

The applicant includes a discussion on formative and summative evaluation.
However, they do not fully define how each will be accomplished and how
they will be able to make any decisions about the overall success of this
project.

No matter how strong the goals and objectives were, the evaluation is
lacking any specific criteria or performance measures that will be
demonstrated as a result of this project.

There is no indication about who will conduct the evaluation process. How
will data be collected, by whom and how will it be quantified and analyzed,
all of these items are not discussed.

In the proposal narrative 10% of the budget is allocated to the evaluation
costs, this should be more than adequate to successfully complete a rigorous




evaluation process. However, in the budget narrative and budget line item
there are no monies identified.

Reader's Score: 7

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/22/2010 2:44 PM
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1. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 10
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including
reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of



any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve
student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout
rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and
completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an
intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes,
such as teacher or principal effectiveness.

In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-
based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project,
including related research in education and other sectors.

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit
on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that
more formal and systematic study is warranted.

(3) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the
proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance
or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth,
closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enroliment and completion rates.

Strengths

One strength of the BSD proposal is that problem based learning is currently
being used within the district. As a result, some staff within the district are
familiar with the processes needed to develop a problem based learning
approach, effective assessments, and can provide support and information for
those new to the problem based approach. In addition, as a result of their
efforts, BSD staff already have some data on the impact of a problem based
approach on student performance.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 10

2. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following
factors.

(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and
scope of the proposed project.



(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further development,
replication, or testing in other settings.

(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to
carry out the project evaluation effectively.
Strengths

First, the evaluation incorporates both process (e.g., documenting the
implementation of the problem based learning approach) and outcomes
findings which will provide information on both what happened (i.e.,
process) and what was the impact (outcomes).

A second strength is that the evaluation incorporates assessment of teaching
processes followed by rapid feedback that will ultimately enhance the
fidelity by which staff implement the problem based learning curriculum.

Next, the evaluation clearly incorporates both quantitative (e.g., test scores)
and qualitative data collection, a strength because information learned from
each approach will complement the other.

Another strength is that the evaluation incorporates assessment of all
program components: teacher professional development, implementation of
the program, and student outcomes which will provide useful information
about the relative successes and challenges encountered at each point of
program implementation.

Last, a strength of the proposed evaluation is determining the impact of the
problem based approach on student academic and career plans. This is useful
and warranted because it examines the impact of the proposed curriculum
beyond the classroom.

Weaknesses

One weakness is that a single group pretest/posttest design has been chosen
to evaluate the problem based learning approach and this design is relatively
weak in determining the impact of a program relative to other, alternative
approaches. In other words, the design may show that the problem based
approach had an impact on students, but it will not demonstrate if the
problem based approach has more impact that other teaching approaches.




Another weakness is that the group plans to use course grades (see p. 17), in
part, to examine the impact of the problem based approach on student
performance. Use of course grades is problematic because of variations from
teacher-to-teacher and school-to-school in the development of course
assignments and the assessment of student work on those assignments.
Those variations introduce error into the analysis of the impact of the
program and impede conclusions made. Instead, a standardized, uniform
instrument would be more useful to determine the impact of the problem
based learning approach on student learning.

Reader's Score: 8

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/22/2010 2:03 PM
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Applicant: Board of Education of the City of New York -- Division of Talent, Labor and
Innovation,Office of School of One - Division of Talent, Labor and Innovation,Office of
School of One (U396C100941)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

This project is innovative and will move partners into a 21st century instructional
model and design. It offers a practical solution to meeting Response to
Intervention differentiated instructional needs and honors the diversity found
within this country. The RFP was well organized, clearly stated goals and
objectives, and represented a strong need.

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).

(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible



applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The proposal identified extensive needs for the continued development of the
pilot model. To facilitate transitioning into high school, the proposal
provided evidence for how 9th grade would benefit. There were strong
clearly written goals, well thought out implementation plans, and a solid
program evaluation plan.

Weaknesses

None identified.

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(1) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or

(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment,
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.

Strengths

The credentials of the NYC schools were impressive. The leadership seems
focused on moving the district into the 21st century. To have wisely engaged
each of the stakeholders in understanding your vision long before you
submitted this proposal poised your partnerships to write strong supporting




letters. Their personal experience with the system and their sharing added a
powerful dimension to your proposal.

Time magazine's Top 50 recognition certainly added credibility to this
project being innovative.

On page 19 the leadership reported the following student achievement gains:
3-8th grade Language Arts and Math gains on the NY State Regents' exams
were 44.6%, 2009 graduation rate, as compared to 30% in 2005.

Evidence of the ability to scale up a project was found in the implementation
of ARIS.

Weaknesses

None identified.

Reader's Score: 25

3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to further develop and bring
to scale the proposed project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project, and the
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed
number of students during the course of the grant period.

(2) The eligible applicant’s capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial
resources, or management capacity) to further develop and bring to scale the
proposed practice, strategy, or program, or to work with others (including other
partners) to ensure that the proposed practice, strategy, or program can be further
developed and brought to scale, based on the findings of the proposed project.

(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

(4) The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible



applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and
500,000 students.

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to support further development or replication.
Strengths

The proposal will involve 3,000 students (250 per school). The 6th-8th grade
math scores were impressive. Evidence was provided supporting a past
history of bringing technology to scale. The credentials of those responsible
were impressive. The district has experience with scaling up on a national
level through its partnerships with several other large urban districts.

The replication plan for this project includes a number of tool-kit procedures,
student orientation handbooks, school selection criteria, and technical
platform requirements.

There was an honest assessment of per student costs at $3337.

The identified dissemination plan includes a realistic and concrete list of
venues within which to share results.

On page 3 the teachers have stated that they want this project and the student
achievement benefits that would result from its implementation.

Weaknesses

None identified.

Reader's Score: 5

4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)

In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources,
as well as the support from stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions) to operate the project beyond the length of the Development grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Development grant.

Strengths

The proposal identified an impressive list of partnerships that indicate




admiration and support for the framework of School of One.

There was clear evidence of strong district commitment to not only maintain
but to build this system. The fact that the letters of support were written by
partners that had visited the pilot months prior to the application was
significant. The district had been solidifying and sharing their vision of 21st
century instruction with many partners and potential partners.

Weaknesses

There was no evidence of professional development for the teachers. This is
a concern related to the sustainability of the project, if the teachers are not
well trained.

Reader's Score: 9

5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points)

In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed
project, the Secretary considers:

(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing projects of the size and
scope of the proposed project.

Strengths

The personnel costs included one full time director.

The proposal also included job descriptions for the new personnel to be
hired. This indicated a thoroughness of planning and forethought. There was
evidence of the connection between all positions and their responsibilities.

Weaknesses

None identified.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference
1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes



(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this
priority, applications must focus on:

(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA);
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with
appropriate outcome measures; and
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in
kindergarten through third grade.

Strengths

This project did not apply for this Competitive Preference.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success
(0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for
K-12 students that

(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college;
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and
college application processes; and
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.
Strengths

Weaknesses

There were no clear connections between the proposal and this preference.




Reader's Score: 0

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient
students.

Strengths

This proposal addressed this Preference.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or
2 Points)

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

Weaknesses

The project does not serve rural schools. The fact that it could in the future
do so is not a factor for this proposal.

Reader's Score: 0
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Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement N/A N/A

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project

Design (up to 25 Points) 25 25
2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25

) 25 25
Points)
3. E. Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and 5 3

Bring to Scale (up to 5 Points)
4. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 10 10
5. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel

(up to 10 Points) 10 10
Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 1 0
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 1 1
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address

the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 1

Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students
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4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve

Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points) 2 !

TOTAL 80 76

Technical Review Form

Development 27: 84.396C

Reader #2:

Applicant: Board of Education of the City of New York -- Division of Talent, Labor and
Innovation,Office of School of One - Division of Talent, Labor and Innovation,Office of
School of One (U396C100941)

Summary Statement
1. Summary Statement

The New York City School of One Project is offering to develop a personalized
instructional model for helping middle school students to master critical
knowledge and skills that are considered vital for continuing on to high school
and college. The project is based on the experience and success of a pilot program
that involved 80 school in the City. The project is technology-based and includes
ongoing and comprehensive assessments that will be used to direct supplemental
education and support services.

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 25 Points)

In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program
that has not already been widely adopted).



(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit
strategy, with the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed
project clearly specified and measurable and linked to the priorities the eligible
applicant is seeking to meet.

Strengths

The is well designed innovative project that appears to complement and
support the City's priority of improving the teaching and learning of math at
the middle school level. The program makes use of a management
information system that will provide ongoing data on the performance and
achievement of students, and particularly for students with the greatest
needs. The assessment system provides a key component for monitoring
progress and for making adjustments. It will contribute to identifying the
unique needs of ELL student and students with learning disabilities. The
exclusive focus on math and its unique approach in providing professional
development to facilitate the integrity of the proposed model program seem
to be definite strengths.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 25

2. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 25 Points)

In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing projects of the
size and scope proposed by the eligible applicant.

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data
demonstrating that -

(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has -

(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for
all groups of students described in such section; and

(if) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as
demonstrated with meaningful data; or



(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the
nonprofit organization has significantly imp