Success as the Norm: Scaling-Up KIPP’s Effective Leadership Development Model
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Competitive Priorities: The proposed project addresses each of the competitive priorities
defined by the grant. Broadly, the key uses of funds in this proposal include: (1) developing a
pipeline of effective principals; (2) refining and using KIPP’s leadership development training
programs and local pipeline development practices; (3) refining and using the performance
evaluation system that includes tools such as KIPP’s Leadership Competency Model and KIPP’s
Healthy Schools and Regions Framework to measure principal effectiveness and school quality;
and (4) disseminating best practices to school districts and charter schools. These activities align

with each of the competitive priorities, as shown below:

How the Proposed Project Addresses the Competitive Preference Priorities (CPP)

CPP 5 - Improve Early Learning Qutcomes

o KIPP currently operates 16 primary (early childhood and/or elementary) schools and grant funds will
support principal development for an additional 35-50 primary schools

o Student achievement results in KIPP’s first primary school in Houston outpaced the district and the
state, and are approaching those of one of the state’s most affluent districts (Section C)

o Grant funds will be directed toward developing a pipeline of effective principals for primary schools as
well as toward differentiating programs, practices and tools based on the unique needs of primary
school principals (including the identification of effective assessments for primary schools to be
incorporated into the suite of performance management tools)

CPP 6 - Support College Access and Success

o All KIPP schools are aligned with the mission of preparing students for success in college and the
competitive world beyond; to date, more than 85 percent of KIPP eighth grade completers have
matriculated to college

o Grant funds will be directed toward developing a pipeline of effective principals who view college
success as the ultimate measure of their effectiveness

e Grant funds will support expansion of the Healthy Schools and Regions Framework, which identifies
college completion as the ultimate measure of a school’s quality and a principal’s effectiveness

CPP 7 - Address the Unique Learning Needs of Students with Disabilities and Limited English
Proficient Students

¢ Evidence (Section B) indicates that KIPP generates statistically significant and substantial student
achievement gains for Limited English Proficiency students

e Grant funds will be directed toward developing a pipeline of effective principals for schools with large
populations of Limited English Proficient (up to 50 percent of the population in some KIPP schools), as
well as toward differentiating programs, practices and tools based on the unique needs of principals
leading schools serving such students

CPP 8 - Serve Schools in Rural LEAs

o KIPP has a growing rural presence, particularly in North Carolina and the Arkansas Delta, where school
expansion is planned during the grant period

o Grant funds will be directed toward developing a pipeline of effective principals for rural communities,
as well as toward differentiating programs, practices and tools based on those principals’ unique needs




Project Narrative

A — Need for the Project and Project Design

Meeting the educational needs of all children in our country — particularly those who are
poor, minority, or of limited English proficiency — is the most important challenge facing our
country over the next decade. The core of this challenge is bringing effective school reform
models to scale, led by effective principals who can help chart a path to ensure that all of
America’s students have the skills and knowledge to succeed in today’s world.

Consider the following national statistics. In a nation that aspires to be the land of
opportunity: (1) only about half of the nation’s African-American and Latino students graduate
on time from high school;' (2) only one in ten students from low-income families will graduate
from college by their mid-twenties;> and (3) students from high-income families in the bottom
quartile of achievement graduate from college at higher rates than students from low-income
families in the top quartile of achievement.” This is happening in an age when a college graduate
will earn $1 million more in lifetime earnings than a high school graduate.4

Contrast the national picture with that of KIPP — free, open-enrollment, college-
preparatory public schools that operate in underserved urban and rural communities across the
country, serving poor, largely minority students in pre-K through high school. Since KIPP began
in 1994, it has been extraordinarily successful at carrying out its core mission to help students

from educationally underserved communities develop the knowledge, skills, character and habits

! Education Week. (2007, June 12). Diplomas Count 2007: Ready for What? Preparing Students for College, Careers, and Life
after High School. Bethesda, MD: Editorial Projects in Education Research Center.

2 Mortenson, T. (2009). Bachelor's Degree Attainment by Age 24 by Family Income Quartiles, 1970 to 2008. Retrieved from:
http://www.postsecondary.org.

3 Fox, M.A., Connolly, B.A., and Snyder, T.D. (2005). Youth Indicators 2005: Trends in the Well-Being of American Youth,
(NCES 2005-050). U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office.

* Day, G.C. and Newburger, E.C. (2002). The Big Payoff: Educational Attainment and Synthetic Estimates of Work-Life
Earnings, (P23-210). Current Population Reports. Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau. Retrieved from
http://www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/p23-210.pdf.
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needed to succeed in college and the competitive world beyond. Throughout its growth from
two to 82 schools, KIPP has maintained its focus on students with the greatest needs. Over 80
percent of the more than 21,000 students currently in KIPP schools qualify for the federal
nutrition program, with 69.9 percent qualifying for free meals and 13.5 percent qualifying for
reduced price meals. More than 95 percent of KIPP students are African-American or Latino.
Students who enter KIPP schools are typically one or two grade levels behind the national
average, yet KIPP schools continually help these students outpace their peers across the country
in reaching standards and preparing for college. For example, 92 percent of KIPP’s eighth grade
classes outperform their districts in math, as do 92 percent in English Language Arts (ELA).’
KIPP’s college matriculation rate stands at more than 85 percent, and over 95 percent of KIPP’s
eighth-grade completers have graduated from high school.

Despite its exceptional approach to serving high-need students, KIPP’s model has not
been widely adopted. Although KIPP has learned how to create a group of high-performing
schools that are producing radically better results for high-need children, it has not replicated
these high-performing models on a scale necessary to prove that success can be the norm for all
students.

The work described in this proposal grows out of KIPP’s answer to the following
question: what investments will enable the KIPP network to grow at a much faster rate — to
double the number of students it serves while simultaneously improving its practices and results?
For KIPP, the answer has always been to invest in the development of effective principals.
KIPP’s founders believed that a school is only as strong as its leader. Therefore, ensuring KIPP
schools were founded and led by the most talented, best prepared and best trained educators in

the country was key to scaling nationally with excellence. KIPP’s deliberate investment in talent

5 See school-by-school data in Appendix H.4



to date — including its leadership development programs and performance evaluation systems —
has been the engine that has fueled the growth and sustainability of KIPP schools.

Toward this end, the proposed project, described in detail below, focuses on investing in
the development of effective principals to scale KIPP’s school model with fidelity. The principal
pipeline development practices that the KIPP network has created, and here proposes to broaden
and deepen, are eminently replicable and will fill a critical void in the efforts to expand
dramatically the number of school principals prepared to create and sustain high-performing
schools — both KIPP schools and others — that successfully serve high-need students.

The Proposed Project: Scaling-Up KIPP’s Effective Leadership Development Model by
Developing, Expanding and Sharing Practices to Grow the Pipeline of Effective Principals

The non-profit KIPP Foundation (founded to manage the replication of KIPP schools), in
partnership with KIPP schools and regional organizations, seeks Investing in Innovation (i3)
funds under Absolute Priority 1 — Innovations that Support Effective Teachers and
Principals to increase dramatically the number of effective principals prepared to lead high-
performing schools serving high-need students. (A KIPP region refers to a cluster of KIPP
schools that are in the same geographic area, are managed by a local Executive Director and
governing board and share a service center that provides operational and instructional support.)

To understand the strategies and goals of the proposed project, as well as KIPP’s track
record of impressive student achievement gains, one must first understand KIPP’s beginnings —
for much of what was put in place by KIPP’s founders remains at the core today. KIPP began in
1994 when two teachers, Mike Feinberg and Dave Levin launched a fifth-grade school program
in inner-city Houston. With 48 students and an unwavering emphasis on hard work and high

expectations, Feinberg and Levin delivered results that drew national attention. Although half of



their students began the year with failing scores on the Texas state test, by the end of the year 98
percent passed both the reading and math sections. In 1995, building on this initial success,
Feinberg remained in Houston to lead KIPP Academy Middle School, while Levin returned
home to New York City to establish KIPP Academy in the South Bronx.

These first two schools shared a commitment to a set of operating principles, the Five
Pillars, which are listed in Figure A.1, and serve as the core principles of all KIPP schools.

Figure A.1 KIPP’s Five Pillars

High KIPP schools have clearly defined and measurable high expectations for
Expectations | academic achievement and conduct.
Choice & Students, their parents and the faculty of each KIPP school choose to

Commitment | participate in the program. Everyone must make and uphold a
commitment to the school and to each other to put in the time and effort
required to achieve success.

More Time | With an extended day, week and year, students have more time in the
classroom to acquire the academic knowledge and skills that will prepare
them for success in college.

Power to Principals have control over their school budget and personnel allowing
Lead them maximum effectiveness in helping students learn.

Focus on KIPP schools relentlessly focus on student performance and character
Results development.

Project Goals and Overall Strategies

KIPP’s goals for the proposed project are threefold (see Figure A.2) and focus on:
increasing the pipeline of effective principals who are prepared to open or sustain successful
KIPP schools grounded in the Five Pillars; and, on equipping others to adopt proven practices.

Figure A.2 Summary of KIPP’s Project Goals

Train 1,000 leaders, including approximately 250 principals who will each
open a new school or assume the leadership of an existing school during the
grant period (includes approximately 60 principals outside of the KIPP
network); and 750 future leaders who will start on the path to school
leadership.

Goal
#1




Increase annual school openings by at least 50 percent, accelerating from
opening an average of 10 schools per year in the last five years to 15-18
schools per year during the grant period. Accelerated growth will allow
50,000 students to be served in urban and rural KIPP schools by the end of
the grant period and 66,000 students as those schools reach full enrollment.®

Goal
#2

Equip urban and rural school districts in which KIPP schools are located and
Goal | scaling charter management organizations to learn to adopt proven KIPP

#3 | leadership practices to deepen and expand their own principal pipelines to
benefit 3 million more students.

To meet the goals outlined above, KIPP will advance an exceptional approach to a
largely unmet need through a three-part strategy that is summarized in Figure A.3.

Figure A.3 KIPP’s Three-Part Strategy to Reach these Goals

To reach Goals #1 & #2:

e Strategy #1: Deepen and expand the pipeline of effective principals able to start and
lead KIPP schools successfully serving high-need students.

e Strategy #2: Support, develop and evaluate current and aspiring principals by
enhancing KIPP’s performance evaluation system.

To reach Goal #3:

e Strategy #3: Disseminate proven KIPP leadership development practices to school
districts and scaling charter management organizations to enable them to deepen and
expand their own principal pipelines and support, evaluate and retain principals.

Strategies to Reach Goals

Strategy #1: Deepen and expand the pipeline of effective principals able to start and lead
schools successfully serving high-need students.

Over the past four years, KIPP has deepened its commitment to leadership development
and internal pipeline development as the driver of growth, excellence and sustainability.
Specifically, KIPP invests in identifying and developing future principals from within the very
schools that are already delivering results for high-need students for two reasons: first, teachers
and assistant principals within these schools already know what it takes to create a successful
school and have been integral to making that success happen; second, an intentional, home-

grown principal pipeline has a significant multiplier effect as the schools started by new

8 KIPP schools typically open with one grade and add one grade per year until reaching full scale.




principals will, in turn, be incubators for the next generation of effective principals both within
and outside the KIPP network.

Currently, KIPP offers distinct school leadership development programs that target
participants at different points on the path to becoming principals including: grade level chairs,
assistant principals, principals assuming leadership of an existing school (successor principals)
and two programs designed for principals opening new schools. These year-long cohort-based
programs include one or more of the following: a summer institute (six weeks of intensive
training and coursework in a university setting), multiple leadership development workshops
(lasting from three days to two weeks), participation in a third-party school review team,
individualized leadership coaching, completion of a Master’s degree and credentialing program
and residencies in high-performing schools. As demonstrated in Figure A.4 below, the training
and preparation becomes more intense at each subsequent stage of the leadership pipeline.

One of the distinct elements that characterize each of the KIPP school leadership
development programs below is the training within a national cohort. The geographic reach of
KIPP schools across the country gives program participants the opportunity to network with a
cohort that extends past their own schools or regions and so ensure that best practices are learned
and shared widely. As such, all of the program components listed below are designed, planned
and executed at a national level.

Figure A.4 KIPP School Leadership Development Programs

Program Description Program Elements
A one-year program that develops skills Leadership Development
Grade Level | (e.g., data analysis to improve instruction, Workshops
Chair leading meetings) in those teachers assuming
leadership responsibilities at the grade level.
A one-year program that trains assistant Summer Institute; Leadership
Assistant principals to demonstrate greater leadership | Development Workshops;
Principal and responsibility on a school’s senior Master’s degree and Credential
leadership team. Program




A one-year program that prepares assistant Summer Institute; Leadership
S principals to assume leadership at an existing | Development Workshops;
uccessor S . :
Princi school within 18 months. Coaching; School Review;
rincipal . . ,
Residencies; Master’s degree
and Credential Program
The first year of a two-year program that Leadership Development
Miles Family | provides participants interested in startinga | Workshops; Coaching;
Fellowship | new KIPP school with the requisite Customized Placement in a
for School | leadership experiences to apply to the Fisher | KIPP school based on
Founders | Fellowship. Individualized Leadership
Development Plan
Fi A one-year program that prepares Summer Institute; Leadership
isher :
Fellowship entrepreneurial educators to found and lead Development Workshops;
new KIPP schools. Coaching; School Review;
for School . .
Residencies; Master’s degree
Founders .
and Credential Program

The tremendous growth in demand for seats in these programs shows how well they are

received not only across the KIPP network, but also by partner organizations (see Appendix

H.1). Over the past three years, the KIPP Foundation has trained nearly 400 current and aspiring

principals, including more than 60 principals from other non-KIPP charter schools, thereby

extending the reach of KIPP’s training programs to more students.

Meeting KIPP’s ambitious principal development and school replication goals described

in Goal #1 and Goal #2 now depends on deepening and significantly expanding the reach of

these pipeline programs that launch teachers on the path to found new or lead existing KIPP

schools. Therefore, KIPP will use a substantial portion of funds to:

Activity 1a: Expand the capacity of KIPP’s principal training to support the creation of
additional seats in these programs, particularly the earlier stage programs, providing KIPP with
the capacity to train nearly 1,000 future urban and rural principals serving the full pre-K through
high school continuum as well as to fund program enhancements to the successor principal
program to ensure sustained success in mature schools. Grant funds will be used to refine

successor principal training to include —residencies” (a series of two-week apprenticeships in



high-performing schools) and the opportunity to participate, along with a peer and an
independent evaluator, in a review of the school for which the participant will be assuming the
principal role in order to inform first-year leadership priorities.

Activity 1b: Significantly expand the pool of principals-in-training by staffing the
assistant principal role sooner in a school’s development. The assistant principal role is a direct
training ground for future principals. Because KIPP schools consistently receive less funding per
pupil than traditional public schools and take several years to grow to full enrollment, most KIPP
schools do not staff an assistant principal role until the fourth year of a school’s existence, which
impedes KIPP’s ability to support positions that give aspiring principals the real world
experience they need to open and successfully lead high-need schools. Grant funds will enable
KIPP to hire assistant principals earlier in a school’s life, thereby accelerating the development
of a strong pipeline of future principals.

Activity 1c: Advance effective local practices to support the development of principal
pipelines. Members of the KIPP Foundation’s national training team will work with local
Directors of Leadership Development to create training modules that can be implemented locally
so that more aspiring principals have access to rigorous and high-quality leadership training.
Grant funds will enable Directors of Leadership Development to enhance KIPP’s ability to
identify, support, place and evaluate talent.

Activity 1d: Codify and support the exchange of effective local principal pipeline
development practices. Fortunately, some principals and regional Directors of Leadership
Development have begun to identify and create effective development paths for aspiring
principals. With grant funds, Mathematica, KIPP’s partner in program evaluation, will identify

KIPP regions that have the best track records in: (1) managing through leadership transitions



(i.e., with little or no impact on factors such as student achievement and teacher retention) and
(2) utilizing performance evaluation systems to identify — from within existing teacher pools —
strong candidates to become effective principals. Mathematica will codify these local practices

in case studies to be disseminated throughout the KIPP network and beyond.

Strategy #2: Support, develop and evaluate current and aspiring principals by enhancing
KIPP’s performance evaluation system.

To support the principal development and school replication growth described in Goal #1
and Goal #2 and to propel sharing with the education sector as described in Goal #3, KIPP will
use a portion of 13 funds to continue building two key tools of KIPP’s performance evaluation
system: the Leadership Competency Model and the Healthy Schools and Regions Framework.
These tools measure, respectively, the effectiveness of principals and the quality and
sustainability of schools, and are used in processes to cultivate and support great principals as
well as to measure the success of leadership development investments. As demonstrated below,
these tools are fair, rigorous, transparent, and use multiple measures (with student gains as a
significant factor) and multiple rating categories to differentiate performance. Therefore, KIPP
proposes using a portion of grant funds for the following activities:

Activity 2a: Ensure ongoing refinement and adoption of KIPP’s Leadership
Competency Model. This research-based tool, designed in collaboration with KIPP school
principals and national experts, describes the competencies and behaviors that define effective
principals (further details provided in Appendix H.2). KIPP uses the Leadership Competency
Model in its pedagogy, coaching model and evaluation tools to develop current and future
principals. Tools associated with the Leadership Competency Model form a rigorous,
transparent and fair evaluation system that includes: mid-year and end-of-year performance

evaluations, 360 degree —full circle feedback™ reviews, career progression roadmaps (e.g., what

10




to expect in transition from grade level chair to assistant principal) and proficiency roadmaps
(e.g., expectations of a novice versus a master principal). Grant funds will support the following
activities: (1) refinement of tools in collaboration with a steering committee of teachers and
principals to identify any unique requirements for sub-populations within the KIPP network
(e.g., early childhood principals, rural principals and principals serving large populations of
Limited English Proficient (LEP) students); (2) validation of those elements that are better
predictors of principal effectiveness; (3) extension of the Leadership Competency Model so that
it can be used by principals to evaluate teachers; and (4) dissemination of effective practices both
within and beyond KIPP.

Activity 2b: Continue to implement and refine KIPP’s Healthy Schools and Regions
Framework. The KIPP Foundation’s Research, Design and Innovation team, in collaboration
with KIPP principals, has developed the Healthy Schools and Regions Framework’ for defining
school quality and sustainability based on multiple measures collected from a myriad of sources
(e.g., student assessments, parent and teacher surveys, observations from a comprehensive school
review) (further details provided in Appendix H.3). The information collected through the
Healthy Schools and Regions Framework allows principals to: critically assess their schools
against a robust set of performance outcomes and leading indicators; to identify best-in-class
practices by transparently viewing data from across KIPP’s national network of schools; and to
share strategies for improvement.

Grant funds will support: (1) the refinement of data collection and reporting (e.g.,
assessments, survey instruments, school reviews and performance dashboards); (2) infrastructure
related to data collection, analysis and reporting; and (3) ongoing training and support for

principals and other leaders in data-driven decision-making.

7 Trademark application has been filed.
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Activity 2c: Enable principals to effectively use performance management tools. To
truly leverage these tools, principals need to understand not only who is achieving the greatest
results in key areas, but also how these outcomes have been attained. Grant funds will allow
local leadership to hire Performance Evaluation Managers who will play an essential role in
supporting principals to effectively implement performance evaluation systems by handling one
or more of the following responsibilities: management of assessments and other data collection;

data analysis, reporting and coaching; and performance reviews.

Strategy #3: Disseminate proven KIPP leadership development practices to school districts
and scaling charter management organizations to enable them to deepen and expand their
own principal pipelines and support, evaluate and retain principals.

In support of Goal #3 to share KIPP’s practices with others, the final set of activities will
focus on identifying, capturing, leveraging and disseminating KIPP’s most successful principal
pipeline development practices. These practices can be adopted by others who are engaged in
building, growing and/or sustaining systems of schools in service to high-need students. (See
Section E - Dissemination Methods for further detail.)

Activity 3a: Codify tools, programs, and practices. KIPP will identify, capture and share
information about its pipeline development practices both within and beyond the KIPP network.
The first suite of tools to be disseminated will include: (1) KIPP’s Healthy Schools and Regions
Framework, including detailed indicators, metrics, data collection protocol and survey
instruments for measuring and reporting school quality and (2) KIPP’s Leadership Competency
Model, including evaluation tools, goal-setting tools, proficiency and leadership development

roadmaps, realistic job preview tools, interview protocols and selection rubrics.
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Activity 3b: Disseminate tools and practices. Further, KIPP will produce and
disseminate accessible information about its pipeline development practices through multiple
avenues including:

e National Online Portal. KIPP will create a national online portal that provides leaders both
within the KIPP network and across the country with access to the tools and best practices
highlighted above as well as to a library of case studies.

e National Leadership Development Symposiums for Superintendents and District Leaders.
KIPP will host a national symposium for superintendents and district leaders to share
knowledge about how to effectively build internal leadership pipelines within a system of
schools and to provide hands-on technical assistance to those interested in creating their own
comprehensive model for evaluating essential academic and non-academic student outcomes.
These symposiums will be hosted three times throughout the grant period and will target
superintendents and school administrators in school districts in which KIPP schools are

located (accounting for 17 of the 20 largest cities in the nation).

| B — Strength of the Research, Significance of the Effect and Magnitude of Effect

Research Overview

KIPP schools, run by KIPP-trained principals and utilizing the Five Pillars, have
consistently demonstrated success in meeting their core mission to: improve, substantially and
measurably, student achievement and growth; close achievement gaps; increase high school
graduation rates; and improve college attainment. There are increasing numbers of experimental
and non-experimental studies examining the potential effects of charter schools and the charter

school movement,® but KIPP is unique in that it has multiple, rigorous studies focused solely

8 Solomon et al. 2001; Hoxby and Rockoff 2005; Witte et al. 2007; Abdulkadiroglu et al. 2009; Hoxby et al. 2009; Dobbie and
Fryer 2009; Zimmer et al. 2009.

13



on its specific model (see Figure B.1 for a complete list). Section B details this KIPP-specific

body of research that meets the Strong Evidence threshold supporting KIPP’s application for a

scale-up grant:

e The KIPP model has been evaluated in multiple well-designed and well-implemented
experimental or quasi-experimental studies in diverse states and school districts;

e The entire body of evidence — rigorous, correlational, and descriptive — indicates that the

effects of KIPP are positive, such that KIPP improves student achievement and growth; and

Here, we highlight three rigorous, well-designed and well-implemented research studies
authored by the following organizations: (1) Mathematica Policy Research;'’ (2) National Bureau
of Economic Research (NBER);'' and (3) SRI International.'> Individually and collectively,
these studies demonstrate that the KIPP model is realizing statistically significant, substantial
and important effects in terms of student achievement gains for high-need students in both urban
and rural communities.

Individually, each of the three studies has high internal validity: the NBER study uses
school lottery results to select a randomized control group; and the Mathematica and SRI studies
use quasi-experimental designs employing matched comparison groups. In addition, the

Mathematica study examines 22 KIPP schools in multiple states and demonstrates the external

° Tuttle, C.C., Teh, B., Nichols-Barrer, ., Gill, B., and Gleason, P. (forthcoming June 2010) Student Characteristics and
Achievement in 22 KIPP Middle Schools: A Report of the National Evaluation of KIPP Middle Schools. Washington, D.C.:
Mathematica Policy Research.

' Tuttle et al, 2010.

' Angrist, Dynarski, Kane, Pathak, and Walters. (2010) Who Benefits from KIPP? Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of
Economic Research.

12 Woodworth, K.R., David, J.L., Guha, R., Wang, H., & Lopez-Torkos, A. (2008). San Francisco Bay Area KIPP schools: A
study of early implementation and achievement. Final report. Menlo Park, CA: SRI International.
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validity of KIPP’s impact (i.e., that KIPP’s impact can be generalized and that the KIPP model is
scalable in a national context).
Strong Evidence of KIPP’s Impacts to Support the Proposed Project

Study #1: Mathematica Policy Research

13 Pre-publication version of Student Characteristics and Achievement in 22 KIPP Middle Schools: A Report of the National
Evaluation of KIPP Middle Schools available upon request.
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14 Two-tenths of a standard deviation is viewed as substantively important based on a study done on the achievement effects of
class-size reduction measured in Tennessee’s Project STAR. This is often used for comparative purposes in benchmarking effect
size in other educational interventions.

15 Bloom, H.S., Hill, C.J., Rebeck Black, A., and Lipsey, M.W. (2008). Performance Trajectories and Performance Gaps as
Achievement Effect Size Benchmarks for Educational Interventions. Working Paper.
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Study #2: National Bureau of Economic Research

Another recent well-designed and well-implemented study, Who Benefits from KIPP?,
published by the NBER, examined KIPP Academy Lynn, in Lynn, Massachusetts and showed
that KIPP Academy Lynn is generating statistically significant and substantial student
achievement gains, particularly for LEP students, special education students and students
with the lowest achievement at time of entry. State test gains for each year a student spends at
KIPP Academy Lynn were 0.35c in mathematics and 0.12c in ELA. The NBER study also
found effect sizes of 0.44c in math and 0.38c in ELA for SPED students and 0.45c and
0.380, respectively, for LEP students. The NBER study used a rigorous, lottery-based approach
to create statistically comparable treatment and control groups. Because of this, the NBER study
is able to examine (and control for) observable characteristics, and ensure that the treatment and
control groups were equivalent in terms of unobservable characteristics like family motivation.

NBER Design and Implementation. The NBER researchers utilized admissions lotteries
for four entering cohorts of students (2005-2008) in order to estimate the causal effect on
achievement as a function of time at KIPP Academy Lynn, controlling for selection bias. This
design, equivalent to a randomized control trial, is eligible to receive the What Works

Clearinghouse’s highest rating of meeting standards (without reservations).



As expected in a randomized design, the treatment and control groups were
demographically similar. However, the study also found that KIPP Academy Lynn serves
students from an equally or more underserved demographic than the population of its
surrounding school district and KIPP Academy Lynn actually takes in applicants that —hae
somewhat lower test scores than the average Lynn [Public Schools] student” (Angrist et al,
2010).

NBER Findings and Effects. Overall, the NBER study key conclusions are statistically
significant and substantial. Key findings include:

e KIPP is generating significant and substantial student achievement gains. State test
score gains for each year a student spends at KIPP Academy Lynn were 0.35c in math and

0.12c in ELA. These results are significant at the 1 percent level.

e Students at KIPP Academy Lynn who historically have faced the biggest learning
challenges in other contexts — LEP students, special education students and the lowest

achievers — make the most progress. As noted in the study, —the findings reported here

strongly suggest that KIPP Academy Lynn benefits the weakest students most” (Angrist et al,

2010). For example: (1) test score gains for special education and LEP students were larger

in Mathematics (0.44c, 0.456 respectively) and ELA (0.30c, 0.385), and (2) students with
baseline scores half a standard deviation below the applicant mean receive an additional
achievement boost of 0.056 and 0.08c each year they attend KIPP Academy Lynn.

e Student attrition is comparable for successful and unsuccessful lottery participants.
Thus, the statistically significant and substantial results reported above are not due to high

levels of student attrition.
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NBER Synopsis. The NBER study is well-designed and well-implemented, the key
findings cited above are statistically significant, substantial and important, and the study has high

internal validity.

Study #3: SRI International

The SRI study, San Francisco Bay Area KIPP schools: A Study of Early Implementation
and Achievement - Final Report is well-designed and well-implemented (as evidenced by its
What Works Clearinghouse evidence rating),'® the key findings are statistically significant and
substantial, and the study has high internal validity. As part of SRI International’s
comprehensive examination of KIPP Bay Area, SRI observed that “Bay Area KIPP schools
outperform their local districts and that their students make above-average gains
compared with national norms” (Woodworth et al, 2008). In order to determine whether the
observed achievement gains were attributable to KIPP, SRI conducted a quasi-experimental
study using a matched comparison group design for two cohorts of fifth grade students in each of
three KIPP Bay Area middle schools. The study found positive and statistically significant one-
year effect sizes in both math and ELA. In math, each cohort across all three schools studied had
positive effect sizes ranging from 0.19c to 0.86G. A majority of the effect sizes in ELA were
significant and ranged from 0.16c to 0.54c across schools and cohorts.

SRI Design and Implementation. The SRI researchers employed a propensity score
matching approach and identified —the factors (e.g., prior achievement, race/ethnicity and
residential location) that predict whether a student will attend KIPP” and then matched KIPP

students with similar non-KIPP students. Since all key factors predicting KIPP enrollment and

' What Works Clearinghouse. (2008). WWC Quick Review: San Francisco Bay Area KIPP Schools: A Study Of Early
Implementation and Achievement. Retrieved May 10, 2010 from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwec.
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test scores were included in the matching, this approach produced as unbiased an estimate of the
impact of KIPP as is possible, short of random assignment (Woodworth et al, 2008).

SRI Findings and Effects. Key findings supporting KIPP’s model include: Attending
KIPP produced 5" grade math achievement effects that are “positive and statistically
significant for all three schools across both cohorts, with effect sizes ranging from 0.19c to
0.86c. These effect sizes correspond to adjusted differences in estimated percentile rank
between KIPP and non-KIPP students ranging from 6.8 to 33.0 percentile points. For fifth-grade
ELA achievement, four of the six effect sizes are statistically significant, ranging from 0.16c to
0.54c, across schools and cohorts,” corresponding —te adjusted differences ranging from 5.6 to
21.0 percentile points. In a field where 0.20c is generally considered to be a policy-relevant
effect, these represent modest to substantial effect sizes” (Woodworth et al, 2008). The effect
sizes described above are all one-year impacts.

SRI Synopsis. The SRI study on KIPP Bay Area is well-designed and well-implemented,
the key findings are statistically significant, substantial and important and the study has high

internal validity.

Supporting Evidence from Additional Research Studies

In addition to the three major studies referenced above, there have been several other
descriptive and quasi-experimental studies (including two additional matched comparison group
designs in Baltimore and Memphis) conducted on KIPP schools since 2001 that corroborate the
evidence provided by the three studies detailed above, and that further demonstrate KIPP’s
impact on students across multiple and diverse geographic locations. The policy brief What Do
We Know About the Outcomes of KIPP Schools? by Jeffrey R. Henig at Columbia University, is

an analysis of six of these studies. From his meta-review Henig found the following:
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e Students who enter and stay in KIPP schools tend to perform better than comparable students
in more traditional public schools;

e Better performance does not appear to be attributable to selective admissions; and,

e KIPP students tend to be minorities and many performed poorly in previous schools.

We have adapted a chart from Henig’s brief to demonstrate the breadth of the research
conducted on KIPP’s model (see Figure B.1). These additional studies of KIPP schools prove
that KIPP schools are successful at meeting their core mission to improve, substantially and
measurably, student achievement and growth, close achievement gaps, increase high school
graduation rates, and improve college enrollment and completion rates.

KIPP’s Model is Research Proven

The breadth and rigor of the existing research evidence on KIPP constitutes strong
evidence and supports the request for a scale-up grant, so that KIPP may expand its
programming to serve significantly more high-need urban and rural students directly and to

indirectly serve even more students through the sharing of best practices.
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Figure B.1 Overview of KIPP Research Studies

Sites Included

Number of

B (UI0Y) Year B (and years of (DY R Effects: Significance and Magnitude
, Group
Cohort #’s) follow-up
Mathematica Policy 2010 | QED using student-level propensity | 22 KIPP schools 2 years Matched students in
Research, Inc. (Gill, score-matched comparison group. nationwide, 2 to 6 baseline, 1- 4 local public school
Gleason, Nichols- cohorts each years follow- districts in which
Barrer, Teh, Tuttle) up per cohort KIPP schools reside
NBER (Angrist, 2010 Student-level, lottery-based KIPP Lynn, Lynn, | 1-4 years Unsuccessful KIPP State test math gains of 0.35 for each year at KIPP, with larger
Dynarski, Kane, Massachusetts (4 follow-up per Academy Lynn gains for LEP and SPED students. Reading gains of 0.12 SD for
Pathak, Walters) cohorts) cohort lottery participants each year, with larger gains for SPED (0.3-0.4 SD) and LEP
students. Slightly greater gains in both subjects for students with
lower incoming baseline scores.
SRI International 1) (1) QED using student-level (1) 3 Bay Area 3 years follow- | Matched students in | After 1 year, KIPP had effects sizes ranging from 0.16 to 0.86 on
(Woodworth,David, 2008 | propensity score-matched Schools (2 cohorts | up per cohort Bay Area Districts students who entered in 5" grade. KIPP also had effect sizes
Guha, Wang, Lopez- comparison group. each); serving KIPP ranging from 0.24 to 0.88 after 1 year with students who entered
. th
Torkos) @ (2) Analysis of KIPP NRT data, (2) 5 Bay Area students in 67 grade.
2006 | interviews, surveys, observations. schools
Center for Research in 2008 | QED using matched comparison KIPP Diamond, Up to 4 years Matched students at | —Noteworthy achievement” in Year 1 and Year 4 revealed fairly
Educational Policy, group design: Memphis, TN follow-up per nearby and similar positive outcomes, with speculation that leadership instability had
University of Memphis. (4 cohorts) cohort schools disrupted earlier progress.
(McDonald, Ross,
Abney, Zoblotsky)
The Center for Social 2007 | QED using student-level matched KIPP Ujima Up to 4years Own prior KIPP advantage was statistically significant even when students
Organization of comparison group design Village, follow-up per achievement and who subsequently left the program were retained as part of the
Schools. Johns Hopkins Baltimore, MD cohort matched students at experiment group.
University (Mac Iver, (4 cohorts) feeder schools
Farley-Ripple)
Educational Policy 2005 School-level Achievement Analysis | 24 KIPP schools 1 year National Norms —KIPP schools post substantially greater gains than what is
Institute w/ State and NRT’s nationwide considered normal.”
Musher, K., Musher, 2005 School-level Achievement Analysis | KIPP Academy 3 years National Norms Woodcock-Johnson scores in reading, math, and writing
D., Graviss, Strudler Using State and NRT’s Middle, Houston, improved about 1.8 years for each academic year for both cohorts.
TX (2 cohorts) Only low-income neighborhood school in TX with 100% of
eighth-grade students passing all components of TAKS.
New American 2002 | Student-level Analysis of KIPP DC: KEY, 1 year District Aggregate; KIPP students’ scores overall and for subgroups —#mproved at
Schools. (Doran, H.C., Achievement Gains KIPP Gaston National Norms impressive rates,” greater than those same students achieved
and Drury, D.W.) College Prep, before entering KIPP, and greater than respective districts.
KIPP 3D Largest gains in DC (12.13 NCE’s in reading and 23.54 in math).
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C — Experience of the Eligible Applicant

The eligible applicant includes the KIPP Foundation, a nonprofit organization, and the
consortium of KIPP schools and regional organizations. KIPP delivers a transformational
educational experience to both rural and urban students throughout the pre-K through high
school continuum. The KIPP model has resulted in both positive student achievement and
student attainment outcomes. Section B provided strong evidence of KIPP’s success based on
rigorous, well-designed and well-implemented independent studies. This section addresses
KIPP’s experience in scaling-up large, complex, and rapidly growing projects, and provides
additional evidence of KIPP’s continued impact on student achievement and attainment.

Past Performance Implementing Large, Complex and Rapidly Growing Projects

KIPP has a decade-long track record of successfully implementing and managing
large, complex and rapidly growing projects. Demonstrating this, first and foremost, is the
successful management of the rapid growth of the KIPP network itself:

e The KIPP network has grown from two schools serving 600 students to 82 schools serving
more than 21,000 students in just under a decade.

¢ During this period of exponential growth, KIPP has maintained a profound commitment to
serving our country’s students with the greatest needs — more than 80 percent of students in
KIPP schools qualify for free or reduced-price meals through the federal nutrition program.

o KIPP has extended its geographic reach from just two states to 20 states and the District of
Columbia, each with its own charter laws and drastically different per pupil funding levels,
ranging from $5,400 per student in Oklahoma to nearly $16,000 per student in New Jersey. '’

e KIPP has expanded beyond the original middle school model to a pre-K- high school model,

establishing 16 primary schools and 11 high schools within KIPP regions.

17 By summer 2010, when KIPP opens in Jacksonville, Florida.
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Most significantly, KIPP has managed this rapid growth while maintaining the dramatic
student achievement results that sparked the initial demand for school replication.

This successful growth has been made possible by the KIPP Foundation’s careful
management and implementation of several large, complex and rapidly growing programs
in support of the scale-up of the KIPP network. First among these is the creation and growth
of KIPP’s leadership development programs. The KIPP Foundation was created in April 2000 to
replicate the KIPP model, and in particular to recruit, select and develop educators to plan, open
and lead their own KIPP schools in high-need rural and urban communities across the country.
Don and Doris Fisher, founders of Gap, Inc. were convinced that the achievements in the
flagship KIPP Academies in Houston and the Bronx were not accidental, but rather the expected
consequence of fidelity to the Five Pillars. They approached KIPP’s founders to replicate the
success of the flagship schools, and in 2001 KIPP launched the Fisher Fellowship, an intensive
year-long program to prepare educators to open new KIPP schools. Since its inception, the
Fisher Fellowship has trained nearly 100 KIPP school founders. Furthermore, KIPP’s leadership
development programs have expanded from one program serving three principals preparing to
open new KIPP schools to a set of differentiated training programs that have developed 400
current and aspiring principals, including 60 principals from other charter school networks.

Other KIPP programs that have grown rapidly and increased in complexity
include:

e Board and Regional Leader Communities of Practice. The KIPP Foundation established the
only national community of practice for charter boards and a national community of practice

of regional leaders to support the ongoing professional development and exchange of
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effective practices among KIPP’s growing network of more than 30 autonomous local
executive teams and the hundreds of members of their local governing boards.

e Annual KIPP School Summit. The KIPP Foundation continues to host an annual summit
which has evolved from a conference for 35 teachers and leaders to a summer symposium
offering 2,000 participants the opportunity to learn and share effective practices with their
peers from across the country through 250 professional development sessions delivered
through more than 20 differentiated strands of content.

e Performance Evaluation Management Tools. In less than three years, the KIPP Foundation’s
Research, Design and Innovation team has: coordinated with representatives from all existing
schools and regions to develop a framework for defining school quality and design tools for
capturing the appropriate data via the Healthy Schools and Regions Framework; piloted the
concept in 26 schools; and implemented the tools across the full network of 82 schools and to
others in the field.

KIPP has Significantly Improved Student Achievement and Attainment Results

As described below and illustrated in Figures C.1 and C.2, KIPP schools have a proven
track record of increasing student achievement as measured by both: (a) national norm-

. . 1
referenced exams and (b) state criterion-referenced exams.'®

'8 Figure C.1 is accurate as of the end of the 2007-2008 school year. Four-year growth data presented in this form with National
Percentile Ranks is not available for the 2008-2009 school year due to KIPP’s switch from the use of the Stanford-10 to NWEA’s
Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) assessment. Figure C.2 is accurate as of Spring 2009.
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Figure C.1. Norm-Referenced Test Results' Figure C.2 State Criterion-Referenced Test Results

National Percentile Rank on Norm Percent of KIPP Middle School Classes
Referenced Test for Matched Students Outperforming Districts
80 86 88 91 93 92 92
58
3 54 58
Reading Math " SthGrade  6thGrade  7thGrade  8thGrade |
M Entering 5th Grade M End of 8th Grade B Reading B Math

National norm-referenced exams

The average student who takes a nationally norm-referenced exam will score at the 50™
percentile, which is considered on grade level. Many students who start at KIPP in the fifth
grade often perform at least one grade level or more behind their peers.’ As demonstrated in
Figure C.1., historically, after four years at KIPP, many students made gains of nearly four
deciles in math and nearly three deciles in reading as measured on the SAT-10 test.”'
State criterion-referenced exams

Data from KIPP primary, middle and high schools show that students across the country
are achieving at outstanding levels, in most cases far beyond their peers in traditional district
schools. The following sections describe KIPP’s results by school type.
e Primary Schools. Until second grade, schools utilize a variety of diagnostic and formative

assessments to measure the development of literacy skills, mathematical concepts, social and

emotional, and fine and gross motor skills. KIPP SHINE Prep in Houston, TX represents

¥ KIPP’s middle schools serve fifth through eighth grade. This chart is based on middle school student performance on the
Stanford Achievement Test (SAT-10). National Percentile Rank (NPR) here is determined by averaging the Normal Curve
Equivalent (NCE) scores for all matched KIPP students and converting the average NCE to an NPR.

2% All second through eighth grade KIPP students take a norm-referenced achievement exam (NRT). Until 2008-2009, the
Stanford Achievement Test (SAT-10) was the primary norm-referenced test used at KIPP. We then began transitioning to a
nationally-normed, computer-adaptive assessment called Measures of Academic Progress (MAP). NRT’s allow us to track the
performance of students while enrolled in KIPP as compared to their grade-level peers nationally. This provides KIPP with a way
to monitor student achievement longitudinally and to see the progress students are making on the road to college.

2! Due to the gradual transition to the new NRT (Measure of Academic Progress), KIPP does not have national information about
decile gains on MAP yet.
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KIPP’s most mature primary school (founded in 2004), and includes KIPP’s first third grade
cohort of students.”? As Figure C.3 illustrates, at KIPP SHINE, student achievement results
on Texas’s State Criterion Reference Exam not only far outpaced both the Houston
Independent School District and the state; they also are approaching the most affluent
communities in Texas, including Highland Park, in suburban Dallas, even though KIPP

SHINE enrolls larger numbers of low-income students and LEP students.

Figure C.3 KIPP SHINE 3" Graders vs. District and State Counterparts

3" Grade Reading 3" Grade Limited

School/ District | eading TAKS Math | Math TAKS | Low- English

TAKS Commended TAKS Commended income Proficienc

Passing Passing Performance* | Students y
Performance* Students
Rate Rate

KIPP SHINE Prep 100% 60% 99% 66% 96% 58%
Houston ISD 90% 41% 82% 34% 81% 31%
Highland Park ISD 100% 88% 100% 80% 0% <1%
State of Texas 89% 46% 84% 37% 57% 17%

Source: Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System (http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/)
*A Commended Performance (CP) score indicates that a student has answered 96% or more questions correctly.

Middle Schools. The vast majority of KIPP eighth-graders outperform their local district
counterparts on state criterion-referenced exams in ELA, math and science. For example, the
eighth graders in:

e 92 percent of KIPP schools outperform the local district in math

e 92 percent of KIPP schools outperform the local district in ELA

o 88 percent of KIPP schools outperform the local district in science

Furthermore, the research body cited in Section B provides strong evidence that KIPP is

realizing these student achievement gains while serving higher proportions of low-income

22 Most KIPP elementary schools start with pre-K or kindergarten classes. The majority of KIPP schools are currently in their
first or second year. Most state criterion-referenced testing begins in the third grade, and KIPP schools administer nationally
norm-referenced tests (such as the SAT-10 or MAP assessment) beginning in the second grade. As a result, in 2007-2008, only
two elementary schools, KIPP SHINE and KIPP McDonogh 15 Elementary, a creative arts transformation school in New
Orleans, have students who took state or norm-referenced assessments. KIPP SHINE’s results are detailed above. KIPP
McDonogh 15 Elementary’s historical results have been encouraging, with all students making gains in each subject.
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and minority students than the districts where its schools are located, and enrolling
students who perform at the same baseline level, or lower.

For a closer look at proficient and advanced levels of KIPP eighth graders on their state
assessments in comparison to their local district counterparts, please see Appendix H.4.

e High Schools. KIPP currently operates 11 high schools, seven of which were in operation
during the spring 2009 testing season. Impressively, 100 percent of KIPP high school
classes outperformed their local districts on state criterion referenced exams in ELA,
general math, Algebra I, Algebra II, Geometry, general science and history/social science.

Student Attainment Results

While a significant percentage of schools across the country report their college
matriculation rate as the percentage of high school seniors who matriculate, KIPP tracks and
reports the percent of students who complete the eighth grade at KIPP and then go on to
graduate from high school and matriculate to college. In a nation where typically only 40
percent of low-income students go onto college,” of those students who attended and completed
a KIPP middle school in or before 2004: 88 percent of KIPP alumni have matriculated to

college. Furthermore, 95 percent of KIPP eighth grade completers have graduated from

high school. |

23 This represents the percentage of students from low-income families nationally that enter college, based on original data from
the Census Bureau and National Center for Education Statistics. Mortenson, T. (2009, November). Family Income and
Educational Attainment, 1970 to 2008. Postsecondary Education Opportunity, No. 209.
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In summary, KIPP’s decade-long track record of success in growing KIPP; careful
management and implementation of several large, complex and rapidly growing programs to
support the scale up of the KIPP network; and KIPP’s significant success in improving student
achievement and student attainment demonstrate the experience needed to effectively implement

this proposed project.

Section D — Project Evaluation

KIPP schools have a documented track record of increasing disadvantaged students’
academic outcomes. As the KIPP network continues to grow into new communities and grades,
it faces a dual challenge of effectively serving more students while building a solid pipeline of
principals to sustain its success. The independent evaluation of KIPP, conducted by
Mathematica Policy Research, will address research questions, described below, that align
closely with the specific goals of i3 scale-up grants.”* Mathematica’s comprehensive, integrated
approach is based on a rigorous study design and proven data collection techniques that can be

applied broadly. Figure D.1 shows the relationships between the main study components.

2* Mathematica will comply with the rules and requirements of the federal evaluation of the i3 grant program and all technical
assistance provided by the federal evaluation contractor.
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Figure D.1 Overview of Study Components

s -
As KIPP scales up, ‘What characteristics of What do KIPP’s
Research what is its impact on KIP]_) schools and leadership
Questions student achievement? leadership are correlated development practices
with impacts? look like?
g
é e School records e Program data
D ¢ Study-administered test ® Leadership Development
ata ¢ Parent and student program participant survey
surveys o Site visits
-
(
Loyl e bt Correlational Implementation
A I‘oach (Lottery-Based and Matched q . .
pp Comparison Group Designs) Analysis Analysis
o
é Final Report (Fall 2015)
R. It o Scale-up impacts (Randomized Control Trial and Quasi-Experimental Design)
csults o Codification of factors and correlational analysis
L o Implementation analysis (including Leadership Survey results)

Research Questions

The evaluation will focus on the following questions:

1. As KIPP scales up, in numbers of schools and grades served, what is its impact on
student achievement? Is achievement maintained in existing schools and how does it

compare to achievement in new schools? Is there variation across schools?

2. In order to scale up, KIPP will invest in the identification, development and support of
highly effective school leaders. What do KIPP’s leadership structure, training and

pipeline development practices look like at the school, regional and national level? Is
there currently variation between levels or within each level? To what extent are KIPP’s
leadership development practices having their intended effects?

3. Finally, how are impacts correlated with implementation of the KIPP model? To what
extent are variations in leadership competencies, pathways or practices linked to
variation in objective measures of school performance? What lessons can be drawn

from these patterns for future replication efforts, both within KIPP and in other systems?

31



Methods for Addressing Research Questions

Below we describe the research design and how it addresses the desired evaluation
elements.
1. Impact Evaluation of KIPP Effectiveness at Scale

The impact evaluation will assess whether KIPP can sustain its effectiveness for students
as its network grows. Mathematica proposes to evaluate KIPP’s impacts on student achievement
by capitalizing on the advantages of both experimental and quasi-experimental designs (QEDs).
An experimental approach can provide the most rigorous assessment, but can only be applied in
schools where admission is determined by lottery. The QED may be somewhat less rigorous, but
can be applied to all schools. The following subsections describe Mathematica’s empirical
strategy to employ both in concert to address different sub-questions, including:

e What is the impact of KIPP elementary, middle and high schools for students who are
admitted by lottery compared to students who apply but are not admitted?

e How does student achievement by KIPP middle and high school students compare to
achievement for other middle and high school students in the same school district?

e What is the additional benefit of having a KIPP high school option in school districts
with KIPP middle schools?

a. Experimental Impacts of KIPP on Student Outcomes

The first part of the impact evaluation will use admissions lottery data from
oversubscribed KIPP schools to conduct a well-designed randomized control trial (RCT) of
KIPP’s effect on student outcomes. Mathematica draws on a wealth of experience
conducting RCTs that enables them to: (1) implement quickly and efficiently; (2) place
minimal burden on the school and applicants; (3) interfere minimally with application and
admissions procedures; and (4) readily obtain informed consent from applicants. Figure D.2

summarizes the proposed RCT analysis.
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Figure D.2 Estimated Samples for the RCT

Estimated sample size

Est. number School level Entry grade in
of schools chootfeve fall 2011 Treatment group Comparison group

(Lottery winners)  (Lottery losers)

Type of outcome data

e Parent survey

10 Elementary Kindergarten 500 500 e School records
(gr.Kto4) -
o Study-administered test (gr. 2)
. e Parent/student survey
15 ?/Iidglteo %) 5t 675 675 e School records
& e Study-administered test (gr. 7)
. e Student survey
High h
5 (er. 9 t0 12) 9 500 500 e School records

Study-administered test (gr. 11)

Mathematica will follow students for three years beginning in Year two of the grant and
assess them on multiple outcomes.”” Given that the KIPP network spans multiple states,
Mathematica plans to administer a nationally-normed standardized assessment as a common

26
measure of student performance.

The benchmark estimation model will be a regression that
compares the mean outcomes of lottery winners to those of lottery losers, allowing the impact

estimates to vary for each school. The basic form of the model is:

(1) Yu = &+ KB+ 8Ty + &85
where y;; is the outcome of interest for student 7 in school j; o; 1s a school-specific intercept, Xj; is
a vector of characteristics of student 7 in site j; 7j; is a binary variable for treatment status (i.e.,
indicating whether student i won the admission lottery in site ;), and ¢;; is a random error term. j
and o, are parameters or vectors of parameters to be estimated. As the estimated coefficient on
treatment status in site j, J;, represents the impact of admission to a charter school in site j. To

obtain an overall estimate of the impact of KIPP schools,”” Mathematica will average the school-

specific impact estimates ¢ over the J schools as follows:

BFigure D.4 provides more detail on outcomes.

26 Mathematica is aware of testing issues for young children and will select a valid and reliable assessment.

7 They will standardize test scores so that scores can by combined across grade level. Specifications will include both —atent to
treat” (ITT) and —reatment on the treated” (TOT) estimates.
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(2) 8= %], 6,

Mathematica implemented a RCT design in 16 KIPP middle schools in 2008 and 2009
and will be able to directly compare those extant findings (expected Summer 2012) to the effects
as KIPP scales up during the grant period. The study’s minimum detectable effect (MDE) with
high probability is 0.10 of a standard deviation across all schools.”® A 0.10 standard deviation
effect converts to a 4-percentile test score gain for students scoring at the 30 percentile.

b. Quasi-Experimental Impacts of KIPP on Student Qutcomes
The proposed study includes two sets of well-designed QED analyses that broaden the

evaluation’s scope to KIPP schools with shorter waiting lists, as described in Figure D.3.

Figure D.3 Sample Designs for the Quasi-Experimental Analyses

Analysis ;?;E;;’ f 1‘1):]::?1(;1 a2 What is being compared? What type of outcome data?
School- Middle MS stu(.ien.ts in
level schools (MS)  KIPP dlStrlCt.S e Similar students in KIPP and not in e School records
impacts High HS students in KIPP at the same grade
schools (HS) KIPP districts
Added Students who o KIPP students w%th a HS option.and e School records
benefit of Hioh schools  attended a KIPP KIPP students without a HS option e Student
KIPP HS & o Across regions within a cohort uaent survey

. MS i .
to region o Across cohorts within regions

Study-administered test

The first set of QED analyses matches KIPP middle and high school students with
observationally similar non-KIPP students—based on variables such as prior test scores—and
compares their subsequent academic performance.” The second set of QED analyses focus
specifically on students who attended KIPP middle schools to increase our understanding about
the added benefit of a KIPP high school option. This will be done by taking advantage of (1)

variation in KIPP high school availability across regions at a single point in time and (2)

28 The MDE for elementary, middle and high schools is 0.20, 0.13, and 0.22 SD, respectively, and 0.10 combined. This assumes
80 percent of KIPP lottery winners attend KIPP. Proposed sample sizes account for factors including availability of open slots,
exemption rates, take up rates, consent rates, and response rates.

% Mathematica cannot study elementary schools using a QED because there is no valid and reliable pretest available for
establishing baseline equivalence.
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variation in availability across cohorts, by year, in a given region. The MDEs for the QED

analyses are 0.08 of a standard deviation for middle schools and up to 0.11 for high schools.*

2. Implementation Study of KIPP’s Leadership Development Model

Mathematica proposes to study the implementation of KIPP’s leadership structure,
training, and pipeline development practices at the school, regional, and national levels to
achieve two primary purposes: (1) describe what KIPP’s leadership structure looks like, both
before and after scale-up; and (2) identify factors capturing specific dimensions of how the KIPP
model is implemented. Questions include the following:

e How do schools and regions identify candidates within KIPP possessing the
competencies to become future principals?

e What does the leadership pipeline look like at each school and region, and how does that
change as schools age and regions expand?

e What leadership preparation or training, formal or informal, is in place at the local level:
before, after, or in place of the national KIPP School Leadership Development Programs?

e How have the KIPP School Leadership Development Programs training influenced
graduates’ job experiences?

Mathematica will address these questions by: (1) conducting case studies and site visits in
each region or school, interviewing regional staff, principals, and other school leaders, and
codifying the information; and (2) administering a web-based Survey in Year 1 and 4 to learn
about the experiences of program participants, allowing a comparison of early responses with
those obtained once KIPP leadership programs have been expanded for several years.

3. Relating Variations in Leadership Pathways to Variation in School Performance

The final component of the research design will study variation in leadership across

schools as it relates to impacts on school outcomes. Mathematica will examine variation across

3% The 0.11 number is for a cohort comparison focused only on KIPP high schools slated to open between 2009-10 and 2011-12.
Samples that include 7 other pre-existing KIPP high schools have an MDE of 0.09.
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KIPP schools and regions in three main ways: (1) the characteristics of individual leaders,

focusing on leadership competencies as measured by KIPP; (2) how schools or regions differ in

the ways they prepare or select staff for leadership pathways; and (3) key dimensions of the

pathways themselves, such as the positions considered to be important and the length of time

individuals typically serve at each position. Mathematica will use appropriate statistical

techniques to relate these features of KIPP leadership programs to: (1) school outcomes such as

teacher retention or student attrition, and (2) estimated impacts on achievement; for which

Mathematica will incorporate leadership characteristics into the student impact analysis to

examine whether schools or regions that utilize different leadership pathways options have

significantly different impacts on students. This analysis will provide a linkage between

leadership structure and school performance to inform replication of the KIPP model.

Data Collection

Data for all components of the study will come from the sources described in Figure D.4.

Figure D.4 Data Sources and Measures

Planned
Source Collection Sample Measures

Dates
Site visits and Year 1 * Staffin s.chools/reglons and Characteristics of KIPP leadership structure and
interviews leadership development development programs

programs (LDP) p prog
Web-based Year 1 e Pre-grant LDP participants ) )
Leadership KIPP leadership development program experiences
Surveys Year 4 e Post-grant LDP participants
Student telephone  Years 2-4 ¢ HS QED samples Motivation, engagement, educational expectations and
interviews Year 3 o MS/HS RCT sample plans, KIPP satisfaction, self concept
Parent telephone Involvement in child’s education, educational expectations
interviews Year 3 * ES/MS RCT sample for child, KIPP satisfaction, reason for leaving KIPP
Student-level Years 1-5 e MS/HS QED samples State assessment scores, proficiency levels in math and
school records Years 2-5 o ES/MS/HS RCT samples reading, attendance, HS graduation and college enrollment
~ Years 1-4 e HS QED samples

Séudy . d Standardized test scores
administered test  yeqr 4 e ES/MS/HS RCT samples
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Mathematica has a long history of protecting confidentiality and privacy of records and
considers such practice a critical aspect of the scientific and legal integrity of any data collection
effort. In Year 5 of the grant period, Mathematica will make available a restricted-use file of the
data as a tool for authorized users.

Mathematica’s proposed workplan will provide timely, useful information throughout the
study period. The final report at the end of the grant period will address scale-up impacts (RCT
and QED), the scale-up correlational analysis, and the implementation analyses of KIPP
leadership programs. In the intervening years, Mathematica will submit interim annual reports to
KIPP on findings and progress.

Finally, the $5.6 million budget allocated to program evaluation ensures that

Mathematica will have adequate resources to execute the evaluation as described above.

| E — Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale

Students Reached by Proposed Project and Applicant’s Capacity to Reach Them

Leveraging the collective leadership and management capacity of the KIPP Foundation,
of KIPP’s local leadership teams and local boards, and of KIPP-trained principals leading other
charter schools, the infusion of grant funds to support the proposed project will dramatically
accelerate the number of high-need students who are exceptionally well-served and on the road
to college during the grant period and in the years ahead. Specifically, by 2015, grant funding
will allow KIPP schools to directly serve more than 50,000 high-need students from traditionally
underserved rural and urban communities across the nation. When these schools reach full
enrollment in 2018-19, they will serve 66,000 students. Grant funding impact will be felt well
beyond the grant period, as the increased pool of developing leaders will allow KIPP to continue
to scale at an average rate of 18 new schools per year, adding nearly 8,000 students per year and

growing to serve nearly 90,000 students by 2020.
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In addition to students attending a KIPP school, at least 20,000 students will benefit from
having a principal trained through the KIPP national leadership development programs (and
more than 30,000 students as those principals’ schools grow to full enrollment). To date, this
program has trained 60 leaders from other high-performing charter management organizations
across the country. Grant funding will allow KIPP to continue to train leaders from other
organizations even as we are building our capacity to train a far larger number of our own
leaders. Finally, by broadly disseminating best practices to the school districts in which KIPP
schools are located and to other charter schools, KIPP will influence local leadership practices to
reach an estimated three million students across the country.

Capacity to Bring Proposed Project to National Scale

The KIPP Foundation and the consortium of KIPP schools and regional organizations
have talented and highly-qualified personnel, financial resources, and the management capacity
to bring the proposed project to scale on a national level.

Once a network of dozens of standalone schools, today KIPP is growing into a network
of pre-K-high school clusters of schools (regions) in communities across the country, as shown
in Figure E.1.

Figure E.1 KIPP School Locations
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With schools in 17 of the 20 largest cities across the country and in the most rural areas
of the eastern Arkansas Delta and North Carolina, KIPP is a network of public charter schools
that is truly national in scale. This scale ensures that the proposed project reaches students in
nearly every corner of the nation.

Each KIPP regional organization is led by a highly-capable Executive Director and a
local board of directors that possess the skills necessary to manage a growing charter school
management organization. From the start, this project will involve these local teams, take
advantage of their management and operational skills, and provide them with the latest tools and
systems to build their capacity to develop effective principals. Together with the organizational
capacity of the KIPP Foundation (described above in Section C), KIPP’s regional structure and
significant local talent ensure that the activities proposed in this application will be implemented

fully and with fidelity nationwide.

Feasibility of Proposed Project to be Replicated Successfully in a Variety of Settings and with
Diverse Student Populations

KIPP already has demonstrated that its Five Pillars can be replicated successfully in a
variety of the most challenging rural and urban settings across the nation. Figure E.2. on the
following page illustrates the portability of the KIPP model across widely varying regions,
student demographics, per pupil funding levels, and state charter school laws.

Figure E.2 Sample Demographics/Features of KIPP School Regions

Austin Arkansas | Washington, | Houston Los

Delta D.C. Angeles
African-American (%) 5 97 100 33 35
Hispanic/Latino (%) 94 1 0 62 63
Limited English Proficiency (%) 18 0 0 32 28
Special Needs (%) 6 4 9 4 8
Average Per Pupil Funding $8,930 $7,000 $14,000 $8,390 $6,650
State Charter Law Letter Grade* D D A D A

*As rated by the Center for Education Reform. The report’s A-F grade rating reflects the strength of charter authorizers when it
comes to factors such as per-pupil funding and whether charter school administration and staff are free of educational red tape.
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Not only is the KIPP model replicable in a variety of settings, the leadership pipeline
development strategies proposed within this application are also highly transferable to school
districts and to other successfully scaling charter management organizations in a variety of
operating environments. KIPP’s leadership training and curriculum emphasize the talents and
skills that all highly effective principals need, and the leadership pipeline development model
offers lessons for best-in-class systems of schools.

In addition, the performance evaluation system described in Section A has grown out of
input from principals operating in diverse environments serving a variety of student populations,
and, therefore, is equally applicable to principals in rural and urban settings, from pre-K through
high school. For example, performance management and stakeholder management skills,
included in the KIPP Leadership Competency Model and valued among all KIPP principals, are
just as important to principals in traditional district public schools. Likewise, measures such as
teacher satisfaction and parent satisfaction, captured in the Healthy Schools and Regions
Framework, are as applicable to a district school as they are to a KIPP school. The strategies
proposed here will also work in a range of policy environments; most districts and schools could
put KIPP’s competency-based pipeline development and performance evaluation systems into
practice without significant changes in law, regulation, or contractual agreements.

Cost Estimates

The KIPP Foundation and the KIPP schools and regions request $50 million over five
years for the grant activities described in this application and further detailed in the budget and
budget narrative. Roughly half ($22.9 million) of these stimulus funds will be used at the school
and regional level to accelerate the number of principals in training and effectively support them.

$21.5 million will support program costs to add seats to national training programs (including
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participant travel and fees for consultants who serve as faculty), positions at the KIPP
Foundation to appropriately staff program expansion and to further enhance program evaluation
systems, and costs of dissemination and grant management. Finally, $5.6 million will fund
program evaluation by Mathematica.

Federal funds will be matched by $10 million in private funding that also supports
expansion of national training programs and ongoing development of KIPP’s performance
evaluation systems. The proposed project to expand KIPP’s capacity to develop future principals
builds upon the current infrastructure already in place to train leaders. Figure E.3 below
highlights the estimated cost of the proposed project per student per year, factoring in the $50
million costs described in this proposal (and presented in Form ED 524), the $10 million private
sector match, as well as the full costs of running all of KIPP’s national leadership development
programs.

Figure E.3 Program Cost Per Year & Per Student

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Cost per student* $541 $502 $448 $365 $271

*Students served is based on projected students in KIPP schools during each year of the grant. Actual cost per student served
will be lower as the estimates above include only students served directly by KIPP schools. Several thousand additional students
are already being served by the 60 principals KIPP has trained who lead schools in other organizations and thousands more will
be served by the 60-70 principals trained during the grant period.

The KIPP Foundation suggests the following estimate of costs to reach additional
students by staffing schools with a KIPP-trained effective principal. KIPP invests $150 thousand
in each founding principal to cover the year-long training and residency required to prepare an
aspiring principal to open a new school. As highlighted below in Figure E.4, assuming an
average school enrollment size of 500 students, to train sufficient principals to reach 100,000,
500,000 and one million students, respectively, would cost $30 million, $150 million, and $300

million.
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Figure E.4. Cost Estimate for Training Effective Principals to Reach Additional Students

Total students to Reach | Total Schools/Principals Required | Total Principal Training Costs
(500 students per school) ($150,000 per principal)

100,000 200 $30M

500,000 1,000 $150M

1,000,000 2,000 $300M

In addition to the cost of preparing the founding principals as laid out in Figure E.4, the
other key cost for opening new schools is the school start-up costs so that the school culture can
be built from scratch and rooted in the Five Pillars. The KIPP Foundation estimates that the
average school start-up cost is $350 thousand. This means the total cost for preparing the leaders
and opening 200 schools to serve 100,000 students will be $100 million; for 500,000 students, it
would be $500 million (to fund leaders and start-up for an additional 1,000 schools); and for one
million students, it would be approximately $1 billion dollars (leaders and start-up for another
2,000 schools).

While it would be a considerable undertaking to open 2,000 schools in one year, it is not
unreasonable to assume that each of the 20 largest schools districts could open 10 new schools
per year over the course of ten years. Such investments would cost a total of $100 million per
year (15 percent of the funds the Secretary has at his disposal through this grant program) and

would position one million children to achieve to high standards and succeed in college.



Although scaling this work to one million or even 500,000 children requires significant
investment, it is also important to recognize the potential cost savings were school districts to
commit to growing high-performing schools; for example, school districts are in a position to
reduce the costs of school start-up in ways that a charter school often cannot, although we have
not discounted the cost in our projection. In addition, there are significant resources inside larger
school districts that could be reallocated if districts were to make this approach a top priority,
particularly since our shared service centers are funded at no more than 10 percent of the total

per pupil revenue, or less than half of what most districts spend outside of school expenses.

Dissemination Mechanisms

With grant funds, the KIPP Foundation will bolster efforts to disseminate strategies,
innovations, and promising practices by sharing its model with the broader education
community. The KIPP Foundation will develop and implement solutions to surface effective
practices and share them nationally to help educators across the country achieve and sustain
results with high-need children in both rural and urban settings. Specifically, the KIPP
Foundation will engage in a bold, visionary process to enable knowledge sharing at a national
scale by:
e Hosting a National Leadership Development Symposium for Superintendents. Key to

KIPP’s dissemination strategy will be targeted sharing of best practices with superintendents
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across the country. Toward this end, KIPP will host an invitation-only symposium three
times throughout the grant period during which KIPP will seek to work the district leadership
teams from the school districts where KIPP schools are located (involving 17 of the 20
largest cities in the nation) to engage in dialogue about KIPP’s leadership development
programs and practices. The goals of this symposium will be twofold: (1) to share
knowledge about how to effectively build internal leadership pipelines within a system of
schools; and (2) to provide hands-on technical assistance to those interested in creating their
own comprehensive model for evaluating essential academic and non-academic student
outcomes, as well as identifying which school elements make these types of results possible.
Capturing Best Practices and Creating Tools to Share with the Field. Mathematica will
produce case studies of model leadership competencies in action; document strategies and
systems that emerge from KIPP’s pipeline development projects; and KIPP will refine its
performance management tools, including the Healthy Schools and Regions Framework and
the Leadership Competency Model, to share with the field (See Appendix H.2 and H.3).
Creating a National Effective Leadership Portal. This unique online portal will provide
access to the above tools as well as to a library of case studies of KIPP principals in action.
This portal will serve as a comprehensive and accessible resource for educators, researchers
and policymakers nationwide to learn more about KIPP’s leadership development practices.
Speaking at National Forums. KIPP’s co-founders, Mike Feinberg and Dave Levin, and
CEO Richard Barth frequently speak at national forums for practitioners, business leaders,
and entrepreneurs. These dynamic leaders will continue to use national speaking
engagements to broadly share information about the KIPP model, as well as KIPP’s

successes and lessons learned in developing pipelines of highly effective principals. KIPP
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will seek out future speaking engagements at annual meetings of groups such as the Council
of Great City Schools, Council of Chief State School Officers, and the Hunt Institute for
Educational Leadership.

o  Sharing with Policymakers. Due to Secretary Duncan’s interest in creating state-wide or
district-wide school climate needs assessments, there is already high demand to share
information related to KIPP’s Healthy Schools and Regions Framework. Throughout the
grant period, KIPP will create policy specific briefing materials to provide more information
about this framework, the context regarding implementing the Five Pillars with fidelity,
research on their impact, and materials about comprehensively evaluating school quality.

e Operating as an Open Book. Each year, thousands of dignitaries, education practitioners and
researchers from across the globe tour KIPP schools to learn about practices in serving high-
need urban and rural students. KIPP will continue its commitment to such visits and

information-sharing through the portal described above and an open-door policy for visitors.

| F — Sustainability

Resources to Operate the Project Beyond the Length of the Scale-Up Grant

Through a combination of public and private funding, KIPP will have the resources to
operate the project beyond the grant period. The operating model will persist with local and
national partners assuming the practices in the leadership development model described in this
proposal. As described in the budget narrative, sub-grants for local level roles will support the
accelerated hiring of positions that can be covered by per pupil public funding by the end of the
grant period (once schools have reached full enrollment). The multi-year financial model in
Figure F.1 below presents projected uses and sources of funds related to continued operation of

national training programs and investment in evaluation systems by the KIPP Foundation.
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Over the last three years, KIPP has trained 380 leaders and rising leaders, funded by

$10.5 million in philanthropy and $1.8 million in fees. Absent grant funding, the KIPP
Foundation would continue to train principals and aspiring principals at the current program
enrollment rate with the same participant and philanthropic funding levels. Grant funding will
enable KIPP to dramatically increase the rate of growth.

Beyond the scale-up grant, KIPP’s national training programs will be funded by
traditional sources: participant fees and private funding. Some programs have been fully funded
through annually-renewed philanthropic grants while others have been funded by a mix of
sources. We expect this support to continue throughout and beyond the grant period.

KIPP has been fortunate to receive the support of major philanthropic partners who have
made, and continue to make, a significant contribution to the success and sustainability of the
KIPP network. Our largest philanthropic partners with distinguished histories of giving include:
The Don and Doris Fisher Fund, The Walton Family Foundation, The Robertson
Foundation, The Michael & Susan Dell Foundation, The Eli and Edythe Broad
Foundation, The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, Miles Family Foundation, and
Rainwater Charitable Foundation. Since 2001, the KIPP Foundation has raised approximately
$150 million in private philanthropic funding. Furthermore, the KIPP Foundation is in the midst

of a five-year effort to diversify its funding base as the network grows. The ongoing funding
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plan includes continued partnership with many of the philanthropists whose letters of support
appear in Appendix D.

Finally, the leaders of the consortium of KIPP schools, critical to the project’s long-term
success, are collectively committed the successful implementation of activities in this proposal

during and beyond the grant period as demonstrated by their letter of support in Appendix D.

Incorporation of the Project Activities into the Ongoing Work of KIPP

Thoughtful planning that includes: (1) an emphasis on local capacity building and —ain-
the-trainer” approaches; and (2) KIPP’s historical and unwavering focus on developing effective
principals to support quality, growth and sustainability, ensure the incorporation of project
activities well beyond the grant period. As highlighted above, grant funding will support
accelerated hiring of positions that, by the end of the grant period, can be supported on the
additional public funding that results from a school growing to full enrollment.

By the end of the grant period, the most effective pipeline development practices (i.e.,
identifying, recruiting, developing, placing, rewarding and retaining highly effective principals)
will have been shared throughout the network of KIPP schools and implemented by principals,
Executive Directors, and a growing community of local Directors of Leadership Development
who will continue to advance and exchange practices well beyond the grant period. Those same
Directors of Leadership Development will have been trained to implement locally modules of
KIPP’s national training programs to complement the training programs that are the core service
offered by the KIPP Foundation. Through the work of local Performance Evaluation Managers
in concert with local leadership, the performance evaluation processes associated with the
Leadership Competency Model and the Healthy Schools and Regions Framework will become

common operating procedures.
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Furthermore, grant funding will support broad dissemination of training modules,
principal pipeline development processes, and the tools of KIPP’s performance evaluation

system using multiple methods to benefit school districts and charter schools nationwide.

G - Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel

Management Plan

KIPP will achieve the objectives of the proposed project on time and within budget
through experienced management, collaboration with the leadership of KIPP schools and
regional organizations throughout the country, partnership with other leading charter
management organizations that participate in KIPP’s leadership development programs,
partnership with our independent evaluator, Mathematica, and through support from our
philanthropic partners. Each partner’s roles as well as major activities and milestones related to
the proposed project appear in Figure G.1.

Figure G.1 Responsibilities, Timelines and Milestones for Accomplishing Project Tasks

Major Milestone Respon's1ble Year 1 Years Year 5
parties 2-4
Deepen and expand pipeline of effective principals
Recruit and select additional national training staff KIPP Foundation | Sep- May- | May-
(KF) Oct Jun Jun
Recruit and select Assistant Principals Principals Sep- Mar- Mar-
Oct Jun Jun
Recruit and select Directors of Leadership Development Executive Will vary by region
Directors (EDs)
Conduct orientation for national training programs KF N/A May May
Execute Summer Institute KF N/A | Jun-Jul | Jun-Jul
Execute national training programs KF Sep- Jun- Jun-
Mar Mar Mar
Evaluate program year and plan for program refinements in KF Nov- | Nov- Nov-
following year Apr Apr Apr
Nominate participants to following year’s national training Principals, EDs, Mar- Mar- Mar-
programs CMOs Apr Apr Apr
Local pipeline development practices
Hire Directors of Leadership Development (DLDs) Executive . .
. Will vary by region
Directors
Create case studies of local practices Mathematica Ongoing
Host/attend professional development/effective practice KF, Principals, Feb Feb Feb
exchange for principals and Executive Directors EDs Aug Aug Aug
Host/attend professional development/effective practice KF, DLDs A A Au
exchange for Directors of Leadership Development e e £
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Expansion of KIPP Schools
Submit letters of intent for growth EDs, Principals N/A July July
Approve growth KF Apr Apr Apr
Open schools EDs, Principals June June June
Dissemination outside KIPP
Design online portal KF, Consultant By N/A N/A
June
Post tools and case studies to portal KF Ongoing
Host guests at Annual KIPP School Summit KF Aug Aug Aug
Host national symposium KF TBD TBD TBD
Program Evaluation
Data collection, analysis and reporting Mathematica Ongoing
Release of final impact and evaluation report Mathematica N/A N/A Sept
Grant reporting
Recruit and select staff KF Sept N/A N/A
Submit reports KF Each Each Each
qtr qtr qtr

Relevant Training and Experience of Key Project Personnel

Several KIPP Foundation senior leaders will be among the project’s key personnel and all
have training and experience relevant to managing large, complex and rapidly growing projects.

Mr. Jonathan Cowan, Chief Research, Design & Innovation (RDI) Officer will serve
as Project Director for KIPP’s grant activities, if funded. Mr. Cowan is responsible for leading
the RDI team’s efforts to support the KIPP network by: (1) leading and scaling network-wide
innovation efforts in support of KIPP’s regions and schools; (2) enabling local, grassroots
innovation to have a broader impact by identifying effective practices and helping to catalyze
and disseminate them; and (3) driving ongoing insight via research and analysis that feeds
KIPP’s innovation pipeline and supports KIPP regional organizations. Prior to joining KIPP,
Mr. Cowan spent over 10 years at The Boston Consulting Group where he assisted senior
executives of large, complex organizations in addressing strategic, operational and organizational
issues and in managing large-scale change. As a principal and partner at BCG, Mr. Cowan spent
several years helping to create and lead BCG’s public education practice.

Ms. Kelly Wright, Senior Learning Officer oversees all of KIPP’s national leadership

development programs and will oversee all grant activities related to the expansion and
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enhancement of these programs. Prior to joining the KIPP Foundation, Ms. Wright founded
KIPP Adelante Preparatory Academy in San Diego. Under her leadership, in 2007, KIPP
Adelante was awarded the National Title I Distinguished School Award for being the one school
in California (out of over 6,000 Title I schools) that most narrowed the achievement gap.
Furthermore, Ms. Wright’s entire national training team staff (whose biographies can be found in
Appendix C) is comprised of former principals with experience serving high-need students, most
of whom previously founded or lead a KIPP school prior to joining the KIPP Foundation staff.

Mr. Richard Barth, Chief Executive Officer will play an active role in the
dissemination strategy due to the close alignment between the proposed project (to expand
KIPP’s direct reach as well as KIPP’s contribution to broader education reform) and KIPP’s
2015 Strategic Plan. As CEO of the KIPP Foundation, Barth has overseen the growth of the
network from 45 to 82 schools, and has the network on track to meet its five year goal to double
in size to 97 schools.

KIPP’s regional Executive Directors will also play a critical role in the advancement and
exchange of local practices, and in assuring that grant funds are implemented with fidelity to
meet the goals and objectives outlined in this application. Finally, the KIPP Foundation Board
of Directors, whose members collectively have extensive experience in education and managing
rapidly scaling organizations will have ultimate oversight of the project (biographies and CVs for
full KIPP team can be found in Appendix C).

Relevant Training and Experience of Independent Evaluator

Mathematica Policy Research, a recognized expert in study design, has conducted

independent, objective evaluations for over 40 years, with unparalleled experience executing

randomized control trials (RCTs) in educational contexts. As the operator of the What Works
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Clearinghouse (WWC), Mathematica is well versed in study design and the components of high-

quality research. In particular, the experience of the proposed study team along three key

dimensions make them uniquely qualified to conduct the independent evaluation for the

proposed project:

Pioneering the implementation of RCT studies in charter schools in several studies,
including the Evaluation of KIPP Middle Schools, the Evaluation of the Equity Project
(TEP) Charter School, the Evaluation of Charter Management Organization (CMO)
Effectiveness, and the Evaluation of the Impact of Charter School Strategies.
Mathematica’s approach brings rigor to lottery-based studies of charter schools by
incorporating close monitoring of the lottery and waitlist admissions process.

Expertise designing the most rigorous non-experimental approaches to estimate
impacts when RCTs are not feasible, as in the Evaluation of KIPP, the Multi-State
Charter School Study and the study of the Achievement Impacts of New Leaders Charter
School Principals.

Experience conducting non-experimental analyses to examine school factors that may
be related to more positive or more negative impacts on student outcomes. Both the
Evaluation of the Impact of Charter School Strategies and the Multi-State Charter School
Study examined the characteristics that distinguish effective charters from ineffective
ones in terms of standardized academic outcomes, and the CMO study has a qualitative
component geared towards identifying strategies and programmatic elements associated
with more positive outcomes.

The leadership team for the evaluation includes Dr. Philip Gleason as principal

investigator, Ms. Christina Clark Tuttle as project director, and Ms. Emily Dwoyer as survey
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director, each of whom has performed a similar role on rigorous studies of charter school impacts
and has detailed knowledge of KIPP through his or her work on the current Evaluation of KIPP.
Dr. Kevin Booker and Dr. Josh Furgeson will round out the study team (full CVs in Appendix
C). The studies cited above and described in more detail in Appendix H.5 showcase the team’s

expansive knowledge of the issues related to the study of charter schools, and KIPP in particular.

Conclusion

KIPP has proven that success can and should be the norm for all students and that
demography does not have to define one’s destiny. An infusion of i3 grant funds to support
KIPP’s proposed project will serve millions of students by helping KIPP share success, replicate
it further and make it the norm for all students. The existing 82 KIPP schools across the country
have achieved excellent results serving the nation’s highest need, low-income and minority
students. The key to this unparalleled national success has been an unrelenting focus on training
and developing effective principals.

The principal pipeline development practices that the KIPP network has developed, and
proposes to broaden and deepen with grant funds, are eminently replicable and will fill a critical
void in efforts to dramatically expand the number of effective school principals prepared to
create and sustain high-performing schools that successfully serve high-need students. With
grant funds, KIPP will scale to serve more rural and urban students by accelerating the
development of future principals and by further codifying best-in-class practices to share with
others looking to identify, select, develop, place and retain transformational principals.
Altogether, these funds will ramp up KIPP’s ability to demonstrate on a national scale that, with
the right school leadership in place, all children can be on a path to college even under the most

challenging conditions.
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graduation rates, or increasing college enrollment and completion rates.

(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the
proposed project, including the extent to which the project will substantially and
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the
eligible applicant to support the proposed project.

Strengths

The application provides strong evidence, with multiple studies using either
experimental design or quasi-experimental research designs using matched
comparison groups in conformity to the criteria defined in the Notice
Inviting Application. The studies demonstrate statistically significant effects
of KIPP middle schools in comparison with control middle schools.
Although most of the studies are on a small number of schools, the most
recent study included 22 KIPP middle schools nationwide -- thus enhancing
the external validity of the studies included with respect to middle schools.

The effect sizes in mathematics and reading were generally moderate to large
across studies, providing evidence that the KIPP program significantly
increases student achievement at the middle school level.




Weaknesses

The studies included did not address student dropout or
graduation/completion rates in KIPP programs, which is an important
consideration in assessing the overall effectiveness of the KIPP program.

The three research studies discussed in detail and virtually all of the other
experimental and quasi-experimental studies listed in the table on p. 23 focus
only on middle schools. The proposed scale-up is intended for elementary,
middle, and high schools, however. This threatens the external validity of the
studies cited as evidence.

Most importantly, however, is the fact that the proposed project focuses on
the expansion of KIPP's leadership development model, and although it
might be supposed that KIPP's school leaders contribute importantly to the
success of KIPP's program, there is no specific research cited on the
superiority or impact of KIPP's school leaders in comparison with others.
This is all the more important given the applicant's statement (p. 5) that its
leadership development model should prepare principals to succeed both in
KIPP schools and others -- implying that the leadership development model
should demonstrate positive results independent of the results of the KIPP
schools themselves. And it becomes more of a concern in light of the
absence of research on the success of the KIPP model at the elementary and
high school levels, where the responsibilities of the principal -- especially at
the elementary level -- may be substantially different than those at the
middle school level.

Reader's Score: 12

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 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 large, complex,
and rapidly growing projects.

(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

Weaknesses
4. 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 will include a well designed
experimental study or, if a well-designed experimental study of the project is not
possible, the extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed
quasi-experimental study.

(2) The extent to which, for either an experimental study or a quasi-experimental
study, the study will be conducted of the practice, strategy, or program as
implemented at scale.

(3) 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.

(4) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in
other settings.

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

(6) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact
of the project.

Strengths

The evaluation is to be undertaken by a credible, independent organization
with a national reputation for solid work. The research questions are
appropriate to the proposed project, and they are concerned with KIPP as
implemented at scale and with specific features of the school leadership
model being scaled up in the proposal. The evaluation includes both




experimental and quasi-experimental studies of the program's impact on
students' academic performance employing longitudinal data. The sample is
representative of the population of schools in the scale-up study. And it asks
the right kinds of questions about the indirect impact of KIPP's school
leaders on student achievement. Finally, the evaluation seeks to identify key
factors in the model that seem important to its success and scale-up (such as
seamless leadership transition in individual KIPP schools).

The $5.6 million allocated for the evaluation is almost 10% of the total
project budget and seems adequate for the evaluation described.

This is the right kind of evaluation to provide strong evidence for the
effectiveness of the leadership model -- precisely the kind of study that one
would have wished already to exist in order to justify the further expansion
of the leadership program.

Weaknesses

One opportunity it is not clear that the evaluation study design takes
advantage of is to compare the differential impact of KIPP-trained principals
not only in different KIPP schools but in non-KIPP schools (in comparison
with both KIPP schools and non-KIPP trained principals in non-KIPP
schools).

Reader's Score: 14

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed
project to scale, 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 bring the proposed project to scale on a
national, regional, or State level working directly, or through partners, either
during or following the end of the grant period.

(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 proposed project's demonstrated
success in multiple settings and with different types of students, 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, 500,000, and
1,000,000 students.

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

Weaknesses
6. 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
to operate the project beyond the length of the Scale-up grant, including a multi-
year financial and operating model and accompanying plan; the demonstrated
commitment of any other partners; and evidence of broad support from
stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' unions) critical to the
project's long-term success.

(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 Scale-Up grant.

Strengths

Weaknesses
7. 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, as well as tasks related to
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project.

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



rapidly growing projects.

(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and
conducting large-scale experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational
initiatives.

Strengths

Weaknesses

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

Weaknesses

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
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Summary Statement
1. Summary State

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 15 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 actions that are
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet,
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the
proposed project.

Strengths



KIPP demonstrates that it has a model of success for educationally
underserved populations but has not had the funding necessary to take the
next step to a larger scale(p.2).

Research that less than 10% of low income students graduate from college is
a staggering number that supports a need for this project.

The students KIPP currently serves are primarily African- American or
Latino performing below grade level by one or two years.

KIPP addresses the training of principals as well as providing additional
seats for students in new KIPP schools to be adopted if the project is funded.
The project design is based on the premise that quality leaders are the key to
successful schools. This premise was what prompted KIPP to apply for this
grant so that it could bring the training and development to a larger scale.
The goals and strategies to accomplish the 3 goals are specific and align to
the proposed project. The training of principals outside of the KIPP network
strengthens the application as it is more than an internal growth model.
KIPP is addressing a key issue in school improvement;quality principal
training that is concentrated and follows a prescribed skill set. This training
has proved to be successful where other programs do not have a consistent
framework and do not require an intensive internship in a high performing
school.

The focus on high need students is evident from the past work of KIPP
where the students are primarily minority and from urban or rural settings
that are low income.

KIPP utilizes a national cohort that provides dialogue among a diverse group
of professionals addressing the same issues in different locations.

Weaknesses

The application is unclear as to how the rural schools will be selected and
supported when the primary focus of the KIPP projects has been in urban
settings. The number of schools in rural areas is limited to North Carolina
and the Arkansas Delta. These areas may not be similar to rural areas across
the U.S.

Reader's Score: 14

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 20
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity
(generalizability) of the 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 is strong
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that its implementation of
the proposed practice, strategy, or program will have a statistically significant,
substantial, and important effect on improving student achievement or student
growth, closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enrollment and completion rates.

(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the
proposed project, including the extent to which the project will substantially and
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the
eligible applicant to support the proposed project.

Strengths

Weaknesses
3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 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 large, complex,
and rapidly growing projects.

(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 KIPP Foundation has been involved in large scale development of the
KIPP schools throughout the past ten years. Its ability to expand from two
schools to 82 schools is evidence of its ability to be successful in the scale-
up project. While doing the expansion of the schools, KIPP expanded to 20
states and the District of Columbia. In addition, KIPP moved from a middle
school model to a preK-12 model and continued the quality of the principal
development.

Student achievement in the LEAS has shown consistent increase in KIPP
schools as compared to the local district in mathematics, ELA, and science.
Middle School data show that 92% of KIPP middle schools outperformed
the districts’ schools in mathematics and ELA; 88% outperformed the
districts' schools in science.

One of the primary schools started in 2004 scored as well as a wealthy
district in Texas when the school has 96% low income students compared to
0% in the comparison school.

It is not just primary and middle schools that show strong performance
against the LEAs; 100% of KIPP high school classes showed higher
performance on the state assessment in ELA, general mathematics, Algebra
I, algebra Il, Geometry, general science and history/social science(p.29).

Weaknesses

Listing of science courses beyond general science would strengthen the case
that the comparison is to higher level courses versus lower level science
courses.

The inclusion of how KIPP students who matriculate to college compares to
the LEA would add another layer of support if the data are strong.

Reader's Score: 13

4. 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 will include a well designed
experimental study or, if a well-designed experimental study of the project is not
possible, the extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed
guasi-experimental study.

(2) The extent to which, for either an experimental study or a quasi-experimental
study, the study will be conducted of the practice, strategy, or program as
implemented at scale.



(3) 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.

(4) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in
other settings.

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

(6) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact
of the project.

Strengths

Weaknesses
5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed
project to scale, 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 bring the proposed project to scale on a
national, regional, or State level working directly, or through partners, either
during or following the end of the grant period.

(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 proposed project's demonstrated
success in multiple settings and with different types of students, 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, 500,000, and
1,000,000 students.



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

KIPP has a history of support by major philanthropic partners and has raised
$150 million. The charging of fees for principal training as well as monies
from philanthropic partners has also supported the expansion of the program.
The KIPP schools in 20 states plus the District of Columbia are partners in
this endeavor. They will serve as supports for the training and
implementation of this proposal.

The ability to continue the project beyond the grant funding is evidenced by
the training of the principals and the school expansions. Students will
continue to be involved in the KIPP model as they matriculate through the
grades. The skills the principals gain will be utilized throughout their careers
to impact the achievement of students.

The current locations of KIPP clusters allow for expansions to other areas of
the large cities (schools in 17 of the 20 largest cities in the US). Expansion
to a larger scale is easily accomplished with support sites throughout U.S.
urban areas and two rural areas in the South.

There are three distinct areas that will support the replication of this model
successfully. The first area includes the "Five Pillars"; leadership
development pipeline; the performance evaluation system; and the Healthy
Schools and Regions Framework (p. 39-40). The next two areas involve the
ability of schools/regions to capitalize on the currently developed documents
and programs to increase the success of replicating this model.

The cost per student declines from year 1 to year 5; the cost is almost 50%
less during the final year of the grant. This amount would be lower but KIPP
is training principals outside of the KIPP authorized schools.

The dissemination mechanisms include sharing lessons learned through a
principal portal available to principals and teachers at no cost to the

users. Superintendents from across the country will be invited to three
symposiums over the life of the grant utilizing current KIPP district leaders
in the process. Allowing individuals to visit the KIPP sites and sharing the
"school climate surveys" with state level officials will provide additional
information for replication.

The KIPP Foundation will not be requesting any indirect costs in an effort to
place the funding at the site development level.

Weaknesses

The cost to reach the various levels of students was not clear as the amounts
listed were for principal training and it was difficult to relate this to the cost
estimates listed for students over the life of the grant.

There was no direct evidence of the project's relative ease of use or
satisfaction. Although one could derive this information from the




documents, it was not explicit.
The cost for leadership training is high and for this reason the leadership
training would be difficult to replicate in most districts with funding issues.

Reader's Score: 10

6. 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
to operate the project beyond the length of the Scale-up grant, including a multi-
year financial and operating model and accompanying plan; the demonstrated
commitment of any other partners; and evidence of broad support from
stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' unions) critical to the
project's long-term success.

(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 Scale-Up grant.

Strengths

The KIPP Foundation has committed resources from philanthropic groups to
continue the project beyond the three years of the grant. The only change
will be that the acceleration of growth will not be as great as that afforded by
the 13 funding.

The letters from the consortium of KIPP schools indicate a commitment to
continue to implement the items in the proposal beyond the grant timeline(p.
47).

KIPP will have completed a trainer of trainers model for the Directors of
Leadership Development in the consortium of KIPP schools that will
continue to offer these trainings as a supplement to those offered by KIPP.

Weaknesses

None Found.

Reader's Score: 10

7. 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, as well as tasks related to
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing large, complex, and
rapidly growing projects.

(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and
conducting large-scale experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational
initiatives.

Strengths

The quality of the management plan is evident in the specificity of the
milestones with years and months specified. The plan includes
dissemination timelines and milestones and builds project sustainability into
the implementation plan.

The CEO will serve as the dissemination point person which will cause this
action step to have top priority. The rationale given is that the dissemination
plan aligns with the strategic plan for 2015.

A full time Project Director on this grant will provide the needed support and
focus that only someone dedicated to this project can provide. His expertise
in leading change in business ventures as well as leading large scale reform
in school districts provides the experience needed in this grant.

The KIPP Foundation Board will provide oversight at a different level to
ensure success of this project.

Mathematica is the organization that will conduct the evaluation for this
project. It has experience in educational research.

The team from Mathematica that will be responsible for the independent
evaluation includes a Principal Investigator (P1); a project director, and a
survey director. The Pl has extensive experience in evaluation and
educational research studies.

The Survey Researcher has extensive background in this area and is
currently only involved in two other studies where she serves in this role.

Weaknesses

The PI for this project is currently the PI on six ongoing studies and it would
be helpful to explain how he will be able to devote the necessary time to this
project. The Project Director is also involved in four ongoing studies and the
same issue comes to light for her work.

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

KIPP provides principal development for 35-50 primary schools that directly
relate to the needs of primary school students.

Weaknesses

The applicant did not mention transitions in the proposal to deal with
movement from developmental stages of students.

Specifics on how school readiness will be addressed is lacking and needs to
be addressed to meet 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

The project plan addresses preparing students to be successful in college and
tracks student completion of college.

Weaknesses

The proposal does not address providing support or access to college other
than providing the skills necessary to be successful in college. A statement
regarding how the proposal would support students applying for college and
finding funding would have strengthened the proposal in this area.

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

Current KIPP schools have a substantial number of limited English
proficient students who perform well in this model.

Weaknesses

None 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

The proposal for this KIPP initiative is to expand the number of rural schools
in North Carolina and the Arkansas Delta.

Weaknesses

The narrow areas of rural America being targeted may not provide
replication of this model in rural regions in the Southwest, etc. A plan to
move beyond these two areas would strengthen the proposal.

Reader's Score: 1

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/03/2010 0:55 AM
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Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant: KIPP Foundation -- Research, Design & Innovation, - Research, Design &
Innovation, (U396A100031)

Reader #3:

POINTS POINTS
POSSIBLE SCORED

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 15 Points) 15 15
2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 20
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 20 Points) —
3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15
) 15 15
Points)
4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 15
Points) E—
5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to
X 15 10
15 Points)
6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 10 8
7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel
. 10 8
(up to 10 Points)
Competitive Preference
1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 1 0
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)
2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 0

Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With

Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 1
(0 or 1 Point)
4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 9 9
Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points)

TOTAL 105 59

Technical Review Form

Scale Up 1: 84.396A

Reader #3:

Applicant: KIPP Foundation -- Research, Design & Innovation, - Research, Design &
Innovation, (U396A100031)

Summary Statement
1. Summary State

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 15 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 actions that are
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet,
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the
proposed project.

Strengths



(1): A principal leadership training process for free open-enrollment college
preparatory public charter schools that serve urban and rural communities in
preK-12 to help students develop knowledge skills, character, and habits to
succeed in college and beyond.

(2): There is a clear focus on developing principal leadership skills to ensure
the school is lead by someone who has demonstrated leadership ability. The
program is built upon five core principles: high expectations, choice &
commitment, more time, power to lead, and a focus on results. The KIPP
schools serve 69.9% of students qualifying for free meals and 95% of
students are African-American or Latino performing at least two grades
below level but graduate students performing at higher rates than the
communities in which they live.

Weaknesses

None Found

Reader's Score: 15

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 20
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity
(generalizability) of the 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 is strong
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that its implementation of
the proposed practice, strategy, or program will have a statistically significant,
substantial, and important effect on improving student achievement or student
growth, closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enrollment and completion rates.

(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the
proposed project, including the extent to which the project will substantially and
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase



college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the
eligible applicant to support the proposed project.

Strengths

Weaknesses
3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 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 large, complex,
and rapidly growing projects.

(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

(1): There are 82 KIPP Schools serving over 21,000 underserved students in
less than ten years.

(2b): The schools' data indicates significant increases in student
achievement. There is a defined framework for defining school quality and
design tools for collecting data. 100% of KIPP schools outperformed their
local districts.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses identified

Reader's Score: 15



4. 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 will include a well designed
experimental study or, if a well-designed experimental study of the project is not
possible, the extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed
guasi-experimental study.

(2) The extent to which, for either an experimental study or a quasi-experimental
study, the study will be conducted of the practice, strategy, or program as
implemented at scale.

(3) 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.

(4) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in
other settings.

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

(6) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact
of the project.

Strengths

Weaknesses
5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed
project to scale, 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 bring the proposed project to scale on a
national, regional, or State level working directly, or through partners, either
during or following the end of the grant period.

(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 proposed project’s demonstrated
success in multiple settings and with different types of students, 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, 500,000, and
1,000,000 students.

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

(1): The KIPP Foundation seeks private donations and expects a match of up
to 10 million dollars for this proposal. KIPP Schools will serve 50,000
students by 2015.

(2): As a network of public charter schools, KIPP's capacity and
organizational structure was evident to bring the project to the proposed
Scale-Up level.

(3): KIPP Charter Schools presented evidence on p. €39-40 as to its ability to
replicate the model in multiple settings.

Weaknesses

(1):Opening 2,000 schools is very aggressive and would be very difficult to
manage in the time identified.

(2): The training cost per principal is $150,000 (chart page 42) is high. As a
charter school initiative, there may be local barriers. States must have charter
legislation in place that allows for charter schools.

(3): There does not appear to be a plan to build the understanding of local
communities about the KIPP schools so that they will support the concepts.

(4): Looking at the overall costs of the scale-up, even with private donations,
it does not seem to be sustainable over time.

(5): The dissemination strategies do not include the grass roots efforts




needed to ensure local support. Also, the approaches listed were limited to
national symposiums, case studies, speaking at national forums.

Reader's Score: 10

6. 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
to operate the project beyond the length of the Scale-up grant, including a multi-
year financial and operating model and accompanying plan; the demonstrated
commitment of any other partners; and evidence of broad support from
stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' unions) critical to the
project's long-term success.

(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 Scale-Up grant.

Strengths

(1): A combination of funding presents an opportunity to sustain the program
over time. Private funding comes from significant private foundations such
as the Michael and Susan Dell Foundation and the Bill and Melinda Gates
foundation. The applicant has raised over 150 million dollars in private
funds.

(2): Once principals have been trained, their capacity continues without the
ongoing training expense.The incorporation of the schools has strong
potential with the training identified as well as significant support from
partnerships and foundations.

Weaknesses

(1): Building local capacity to sustain the schools over time will be necessary
as will the need to build public support so that the schools can be sustained
and supported by SEAs and other stakeholders.

Reader's Score: 8

7. 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, as well as tasks related to
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing large, complex, and
rapidly growing projects.

(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and
conducting large-scale experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational
initiatives.

Strengths

(1): Figure G.1 provides a detailed management plan with timelines,
responsibilities for accomplishing project tasks, scalability and sustainability.

(2): The qualifications of the proposed personnel are consistent with the
program demands.Key personnel each have training and experience with
managing large and complex projects.

(3): Overall, the quality of the plan, the proposed personnel (including the
evaluation element) are very good. Mathematica Policy Research is a
recognized company that is highly regarded in the field of education.

Weaknesses

(1): The scope of work for the Project Director who is also the Chief
Research, Design & Innovation Officer is very extensive (page e49). It calls
for enabling local, grassroots innovation to have a broader impact - which is
extremely important. The extent of work may not be manageable for one
person.

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

Weaknesses

This priority was addressed bu the applicant did not meet requirement(c).

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

Students attending KIPP Schools are better prepared and enter college at
high rates.

KIPP certainly contributes to the conditions and knowledge necessary for
college readiness.

Weaknesses



The narrative did not discuss the elements of college affordability and the
financial aid process in detail for its students.

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

Kipp schools are designed to serve the needs of the identified children and
have shown success at high rates.Their efforts show commendable growth.

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

KIPP Schools present an exceptional model that applies to urban and rural.




KIPP Schools close the achievement gap, decrease drop out rates, increase
graduation rates, and specifically are geared to principal leadership of the
highest quality.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 2

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/02/2010 8:56 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 15 Points) 15 E—
2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 20 13
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 20 Points)
3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 15
Points) E—
4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15
. 15 15
Points)
5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to
X 15
15 Points) E—
6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 10
7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel
. 10
(up to 10 Points) E—
Competitive Preference
1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 1

Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point) E—

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



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address

the Unique Learning Needs of Students With

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

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 9
Schools in Rural LEASs (0, 1, or 2 Points) E—

TOTAL 105 28

Technical Review Form

Scale Up 1: 84.396A

Reader #4:

Applicant: KIPP Foundation -- Research, Design & Innovation, - Research, Design &
Innovation, (U396A100031)

Summary Statement
1. Summary State

Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 15 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 actions that are
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet,
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the
proposed project.

Strengths



Weaknesses

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 20
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity
(generalizability) of the 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 is strong
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that its implementation of
the proposed practice, strategy, or program will have a statistically significant,
substantial, and important effect on improving student achievement or student
growth, closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enrollment and completion rates.

(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the
proposed project, including the extent to which the project will substantially and
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the
eligible applicant to support the proposed project.

Strengths

This proposal presents extremely strong research about the KIPP program
which includes strong effect sizes from experimental and quasi-experimental
studies. The effect sizes for the most part are moderate to strong. These
studies show strong evidence that the program will improve student
academic achievement, close the achievement gap, and increase high school
graduation and college enrollment and completion rates. Two of the studies
presented have been given a WWC rating. The first study conducted by
Mathematica Policy Research was a national longitudinal study using a
quasi-experimental design using matched comparison schools. The findings
were statistically significant and had effect sizes in mathematics ranging
from .16 to .83 for the third year of the study. The reading effect sizes were
greater at .19-.99 (page 17). The second study, a quasi-experimental study




conducted by the National Bureau of Economic Research, also found that a
KIPP school in Lynn, Massachusetts shows statistically significant and
substantial student achievement gains, particularly for LEP students. This
study also had effect sizes ranging from .12 to .35 for mathematics and ELA
respectively (page 18). The study found greater effects sizes for SPED and
LEP students ranging from.38 t0.45. This study used a rigorous, lottery-
based approach to create statistically comparable treatment and control
groups. This study received the WWC highest rating without reservations.
The SRI study of San Francisco Bay Area schools also received a rating
from the WWC with reservations. It studied fifth grade students in a
matched comparison in three schools. The findings and effects sizes in both
mathematics and ELA were statistically significant for the one year

results. The effect sizes ranges from .19 to .86 for mathematics and .16 to
.54 for ELA.

Five other studies' findings were also presented in chart form, indicating
their statistical or practical significance that supports the three extremely
strong research studies.

Weaknesses

Although the research provided has received WWC ratings, the studies fail
to address the proposed focus for scaling up the project, The KIPP leadership
development model. Two of the three project goals specifically discuss
principal leadership and training. There are no findings presented on the
impact of the leadership model on student achievement or teacher

success. There may be a relationship between the leadership development
model and the KIPP schools' successful academic outcomes, but the studies
do not discuss that link or reference the leadership development model. In
addition, the focus of the majority of the studies is on middle school
populations and do not address the elementary and high school levels which
are proposed to be included in the scale up project, which is a threat to the
external validity of the cited studies.

Reader's Score: 13

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 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 large, complex,
and rapidly growing projects.

(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

Weaknesses
4. 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 will include a well designed
experimental study or, if a well-designed experimental study of the project is not
possible, the extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed
guasi-experimental study.

(2) The extent to which, for either an experimental study or a quasi-experimental
study, the study will be conducted of the practice, strategy, or program as
implemented at scale.

(3) 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.

(4) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in
other settings.

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

(6) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact
of the project.

Strengths



A strong project evaluation plan is proposed by the applicant. The
evaluation will consist of an experimental design and a quasi-experimental
design. The study is a longitudinal study, which will evaluate not only the
impact of the KIPP schools but of the project scaling up process. The study
will investigate the relationship between the KIPP Leadership model and
student achievement based on comparisons of the various implementation
strategies, recruitment strategies, and regions. The study will be conducted
independently by Mathematica Policy Research, a reputable national
company that has conducted one of the studies submitted as research
evidence in support of the proposed project. The plan identifies the sources
of the data and the tools that will be used for the qualitative component of
the study (page 35). The quantitative sources are also identified in that table
and on page 33. The resources identified for the study are adequate for fully
completing the study with adequate staff to provide feedback and results in a
timely manner. The statistical methods for analyzing the data and for
ensuring external and internal validity are identified in the presentation on
page 33. The evaluation will provide timely feedback about the process of
scaling up and the impact of scaling up on the teachers, principals and
student achievement. This will produce valuable information for schools
that would like to replicate the KIPP model, particularly the leadership
development model, because of the possible variations in implementing it at
different schools.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 15

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed
project to scale, 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 bring the proposed project to scale on a
national, regional, or State level working directly, or through partners, either
during or following the end of the grant period.

(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 proposed project's demonstrated
success in multiple settings and with different types of students, 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, 500,000, and
1,000,000 students.

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

Weaknesses
6. 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
to operate the project beyond the length of the Scale-up grant, including a multi-
year financial and operating model and accompanying plan; the demonstrated
commitment of any other partners; and evidence of broad support from
stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' unions) critical to the
project's long-term success.

(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 Scale-Up grant.

Strengths

Weaknesses
7. 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, as well as tasks related to
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project.



(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing large, complex, and
rapidly growing projects.

(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and
conducting large-scale experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational
initiatives.

Strengths

Weaknesses

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

Weaknesses

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
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Summary Statement
1. Summary State

The KIPP Foundation's request is to expand the current principal leadership
program to additional sites around the country. KIPP has had successful results
with leader preparation and is seeking funds to focus on the principalship,
bringing KIPP-developed ideas and training to charter, other public and private
schools throughout the nation.

The proposal is a solid one, based in part on successful past performance and the
demonstrated ability to manage large, complex projects. The applicant also
demonstrates significant capability to raise financial support from a variety of
foundations and business leaders.

The key factor that hinders this proposal is the cost per participant in the KIPP
program- $150,000 per participant. This figure makes replication and
sustainability a cause for concern, especially for many high needs schools around
the country.



Selection Criteria
1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 15 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 actions that are
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet,
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the
proposed project.

Strengths

The proposed project represents an exceptional approach to improve the
development and delivery of highly qualified principals to meet student
needs across the country. The KIPP leadership development program has an
outstanding track record as identified in the proposal, in terms of the
connection between KIPP- trained principals and the outstanding student
performance results cited on page e 3.

The proposal is focused on Absolute Priority 1- Innovations that support
effective teachers and principals. The KIPP approach has demonstrate
outstanding progress in addressing the needs associated with this priority.

The proposed project has a clear set of goals and specific strategies to
achieve those goals, and is aligned with the priorities (both absolute and
competitive) to achieve those goals. The exception to this statement is
explained in the weakness section below.

Weaknesses

One of the requirements of this category relates to goals, strategies and
outcomes expected from these strategies. Activity 3b (pg e13) does not
appear to be sufficient to achieve the dissemination of tools and practices to
meet the goals/objectives of the proposal. The establishment of an online
portal and an annual conference to share success does not appear to be
adequate for a national scale-up project of this size.

Reader's Score: 13



2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 20
Points)

The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity
(generalizability) of the 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 is strong
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that its implementation of
the proposed practice, strategy, or program will have a statistically significant,
substantial, and important effect on improving student achievement or student
growth, closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school
graduation rates, or increasing college enrollment and completion rates.

(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the
proposed project, including the extent to which the project will substantially and
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the
eligible applicant to support the proposed project.

Strengths

Weaknesses
3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 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 large, complex,
and rapidly growing projects.

(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 past performance of the applicant in managing large, complex and
rapidly growing projects is impressive as noted below;

* Growth of KIPP schools from two to six hundred.

* Focus on the needs of subgroups while growing substantially.

* Expansion geographically across the nation.

* Fisher Fellowship effort to train KIPP leaders through a leadership
development program.

The performance of the applicant related to student achievement trends is
impressive as noted below;

* After four years at a KIPP school (many students of whom are high-needs)
gains of statistically significant improvement in student achievement are
made.

* The vast majority of KIPP eighth graders outperform local district
counterparts- Figures by subject range from 88% to 92% of students
outperforming counterparts.

* 100% of KIPP high school classes outperform their local districts on state
exams in all major content areas.

* College attendance and high school graduation attainment is significantly
higher for KIPP students than the general student population.

Weaknesses

None found.

Reader's Score: 15

4. 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 will include a well designed
experimental study or, if a well-designed experimental study of the project is not



possible, the extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed
guasi-experimental study.

(2) The extent to which, for either an experimental study or a quasi-experimental
study, the study will be conducted of the practice, strategy, or program as
implemented at scale.

(3) 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.

(4) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in
other settings.

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

(6) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact
of the project.

Strengths

Weaknesses
5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 15 Points)

In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed
project to scale, 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 bring the proposed project to scale on a
national, regional, or State level working directly, or through partners, either
during or following the end of the grant period.

(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 proposed project's demonstrated
success in multiple settings and with different types of students, 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, 500,000, and
1,000,000 students.

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

The capacity of the applicant and other partners to reach the proposed
number of students is exceptional, especially given the past performance and
the number of partners and foundations that support the KIPP concept.

The applicant's financial, personnel and management infrastructure is very
positive to bring the proposed project to scale. As pointed out in the
proposal, the KIPP management structure and the implementation plan
(regional sites, etc.) provide a well defined and successful method of creating
capacity.

Weaknesses

The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project
totals 50,000. However, it is difficult to ascertain the direct correlation
between newly KIPP-trained principals and the connection with KIPP
schools and traditional schools. There appears to be an ancillary connection
of principals trained and the total number of students eventually reached.

In terms of replication, questions must be raised about how the KIPP
curriculum and practices around leadership development would be replicated
successfully. There is little discussion of concrete, specific replication of the
content other than traditional sharing and disseminating

practices. Furthermore, given the current structure of traditional public
schools, ample evidence needs to be provided that the replication of this non-
traditional approach to leadership can be implemented in traditional K16
structures. The applicant has not provided evidence in its application.

The estimated cost is a real concern- $150,000 per participant raises question
as to whether or not this is an unrealistic figure for replication and capacity
issues. The student cost is extremely low, yet the direct connection between
the individual leader's training and students is difficult to assess.
Sustainability at a cost of $150,000 per educator has not been adequately
addressed in this application.

The dissemination strategies appear to be limited and very traditional




approaches including;

Hosting an Leadership Symposium three times during the grant cycle.
Capturing best practice and creating tools to share those practices.
Speaking at National Forums

Sharing with policymakers

Operating an Open Book

The strategies outlined for dissemination are inadequate to meet the
ambitious goals of the proposed project.

* ok % ok %

Reader's Score: 9

6. 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

to operate the project beyond the length of the Scale-up grant, including a multi-
year financial and operating model and accompanying plan; the demonstrated
commitment of any other partners; and evidence of broad support from
stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' unions) critical to the
project's long-term success.

(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 Scale-Up grant.

Strengths

The applicant has clearly articulated a strong set of partners and financial
resources to operate the project after grant funding ends. The combination
of participant fees and private funding is an impressive set of figures to
support the resource item.

The strength of the KIPP effort with state and local education agencies is
demonstrated by the fact that they are working in 17 of the 20 largest
districts in the nation, as well as numerous other education organizations,
such as charter schools and other non-traditional schools.

The evidence of planning to incorporate the project's purposes after grant
funds end is clear and substantial. Since this is an effort to grow current
leadership programs, the grant's purpose is appears appropriate for inclusion
of best practices and lessons learned as the KIPP effort continues to evolve
after the grant period has ended.

Weaknesses



None found.

Reader's Score: 10

7. 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, as well as tasks related to
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project.

(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project
director and key project personnel, especially in managing large, complex, and
rapidly growing projects.

(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and
conducting large-scale experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational
initiatives.

Strengths

The proposal has a management plan that appears well developed and has a
set of milestones responsible parties and timelines to support this
conclusion. While dissemination has been raised repeatedly as a concern for
this grant proposal, the dissemination part of the management plan is
consistent with the grant proposal’s plans in this area.

The project director's qualifications appear to be well grounded and more
than adequate. The background in KIPP, research and other management
related responsibilities appear to clearly qualify him for this role. This is
also true of key personnel, based on the information about the respective

backgrounds of each in the proposal.

The external evaluator (Mathematica) will receive over $5 million to conduct
extensive, large scale studies of this educational initiative. The organization
has credibility for the quality of their work evaluating projects of similar
scope.

Weaknesses

None 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

This competitive preference was not a focus of the grant proposal.

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

This competitive preference was not a focus of the proposal.

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 has demonstrated a successful focus on addressing the unique
learning needs of special education students and has met this prefence.

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

The proposal as presented is transportable to rural areas and is mentioned in
the proposal. The requirements of this competitive preference are partially
met.

Weaknesses

While there is some degree of transportability and support for rural areas
through the application, a depth and broad reach into rural America is not
presented.

Reader's Score: 1

Status: Submitted
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A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design

Reading Recovery is a targeted approach to school reform focusing on first grade
students experiencing the greatest difficulty learning to read and write, typically the lowest 20%
of the class. Our project addresses Absolute Priority 4: Innovations that Turn Around Persistently
Low-Performing Schools with priorities given to the unique learning needs of students with
disabilities and limited English proficient students (Competitive Preference Priority 7) and rural
schools (Competitive Preference Priority 8). The overarching goal of this proposal is intensive,
long-term professional development for teachers who will provide one-to-one, short-term, 30-
minute lessons each day with first graders to accelerate their learning such that they catch up
with their peers and close the achievement gap.

The innovation, Reading Recovery, has gone through a 25-year period of development
and validation, producing the largest impacts on student reading skills of any intervention
reviewed by the What Works Clearinghouse, making it one of the most promising reading
interventions for scale up. Although Reading Recovery has over 20 years of experience working
with struggling readers across the U.S., this proposal offers a unique and innovative opportunity
to specifically target high-need schools and provide trained Reading Recovery teachers for
students in the lowest-achieving schools. In this section, we discuss the need for Reading
Recovery and describe the quality of the project design.

e Objective 1: Train 15 new teacher leaders in Year 1 to serve underrepresented
areas of the U.S. with a high population of schools meeting the criteria for
Absolute Priority 4. The teacher leaders will train new Reading Recovery

teachers in Years 2-5.



e Objective 2: Train 750 new Reading Recovery teachers each year for a total of
3,750 teachers.

e Objective 3: Trained Reading Recovery teachers will work with more than
90,000 Reading Recovery students (.5 FTE) and over 400,000 students in
classrooms or Title I small group instruction during the other half of their day for
a total of nearly 500,000 students.

e Objective 4: Conduct a rigorous outside project evaluation including both
experimental and qualitative methodologies.

e Objective 5: Provide high-quality oversight for the project orchestrating activities
across the 16 universities.

The partnership described in this proposal includes 15 universities with Reading
Recovery Training Centers and the districts and schools in 40 states within their current
networks. Together, we will train 15 new Teacher Leaders and 3,750 new Reading Recovery
teachers across the U.S. who will work with approximately 90,000 first graders struggling to
learn to reading and write over the course of the five-year grant. In the other half of their day, the
trained Reading Recovery teachers will work with over 400,000 students, usually in either
classroom or small group settings. This existing partnership between universities and school
districts is uniquely positioned to immediately scale-up Reading Recovery quickly and
efficiently. University of Pennsylvania is the 16™ partner and will be conducting the outside
evaluation.

Need for Reading Recovery

Low performing students do not suddenly fall behind their classmates when they reach

middle school; they have been struggling since their first day at school (Juel,1988; Vellutino &



Scanlon 2002). Differences in achievement have been documented as early as kindergarten, and
in first (Denton & West, 2002) and fourth grade (U.S. Department of Education 2001). By the
time struggling readers reach middle school they have been falling behind for five or six years

and they have been growing more and more discouraged.

We also know that high-needs students are over-represented in this group of struggling
readers (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998). The most recent National Assessment of Educational
Progress shows that there have been no significant changes in any achievement gap, including
those gaps along race/ethnicity and gender lines, and gaps by type of school (Vanneman,

Hamilton, Baldwin, Anderson, & Rahman, 2009).

Reading Recovery presents an innovative approach to tackling the problem of struggling
readers in that it targets the problem early on, in first grade, when reading problems first become
apparent. The goal of the intervention is to take struggling readers at the onset of difficulty and
bring them to average levels of reading performance within a 20-week lesson framework. By
addressing the problem early we dramatically increase the odds that young students who are

struggling in first grade will be average readers in later grades (see Juel, 1988).

Evaluation data show the impact of intervening early with Reading Recovery. In the
2008-2009 national report (McGee, 2010), data were disaggregated to compare the progress of
Reading Recovery students who entered the intervention in the fall to three other groups: a
random sample of first grade students, an equivalent comparison group of first grade students
who did not receive Reading Recovery but were assessed as equally low readers in the fall, and

students who entered Reading Recovery in the middle of the year.



As displayed in Figure 1, students selected for Reading Recovery in the fall initially
scored well below the random sample of first grade students on a text reading measure, but at a
comparable level to the equivalent comparison group of equally low readers. At midyear,
however, the fall Reading Recovery students had caught up to the random sample, while the
equivalent comparison group not taught by Reading Recovery had fallen further behind their

peers.

Students who started their Reading Recovery intervention mid-year made slow progress
during the first half of the year while they waited for their turn in the intervention. By the end of
the year, however, those students who started in mid-year caught up to the cohort of Reading
Recovery students taught first and with the random sample never taught by Reading Recovery.
By contrast, the equivalent comparison group of low performing students who never received
Reading Recovery made some progress by the end of the year, but they were still far behind their

peers (McGee, 2010).

National Reading Recovery evaluation data were also examined to determine the
relationship of economic status, race/ethnicity, and early intervention in predicting end-of-first-
grade reading achievement (Rodgers, Gomez-Bellengé, & Wang, 2004; Rodgers, Gémez-
Bellengé, Wang, & Schulz, 2005). These studies demonstrated that the Reading Recovery
intervention is effective across race/ethnic and socio-economic groups and that access to the
Reading Recovery intervention reduces the achievement gap among these groups. Regression
procedures indicated that the strongest predictor of literacy success in first grade was access to
the Reading Recovery intervention. The regression model included economic status as a

predictor variable, but race did not contribute to the prediction of success beyond these two main



factors. These results suggest that effective early intervention is a critical component toward

providing educational opportunity for all students.
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Figure 1. Progress on text level by group and timing of intervention

We cannot draw causal relationships between student progress and the intervention from
these examinations of Reading Recovery’s national data set, however, the results from Pinnell,
Lyons, Deford, Bryk and Seltzer’s (1994) quasi-experimental study which linked student
progress to their involvement in Reading Recovery, leads us to think that Reading Recovery was
responsible for the outcomes observed in the national data. These findings underscore the need

for intervening early with Reading Recovery to make a difference in students’ reading progress.

What we do know is that we can expect to see an achievement gap opening as early as

kindergarten between struggling readers and average performing students. We can also expect to



find that this gap will exist along race/ethnicity, economic, and language lines and that
disadvantaged students will be over-represented in the population of struggling readers. It will
take more than a superficial fix, such as mandating a phonics program or emphasizing direct
teaching, to compensate for the differences that exist between average performing and struggling
readers (Bainbridge & Lasley, 2002). An investment in Reading Recovery in which teachers
receive specialized preparation and ongoing professional development in order to provide high-
quality individual reading instruction to the lowest achieving children, may constitute a

comprehensive response to a complex problem.

Even though Reading Recovery has been present in the U.S. educational system for some
time, it is not in common use. In 2007-2008, there were 3,755,236 first grade students in the
United States (Common Core of Data). If we estimate that 20% of those students were struggling
readers we might expect that as many as 751,047 students needed an intensive intervention in
2007-2008 to help them catch up to their peers. By contrast, Reading Recovery reached just
82,165 struggling readers in 2007-2008 (McGee, 2010). The goal of this project is to scale up
Reading Recovery so that more students, particularly high-needs students in the lowest-

performing schools across the country, will have access to this validated intervention.

Quality of the Design

Four features distinguish the design of Reading Recovery:

1. A network of professional support for teachers and administrators

2. Intensive, daily, one-to-one, 30-minute lessons for children



3. An intensive professional development program through which educators learn to teach

children with extreme literacy difficulties

4. A research and evaluation system maintained by the International Data Evaluation Center
(IDEC) to continuously monitor results, ensure accountability, and provide information

for making implementation decisions

These four features, which have evolved and were refined throughout the course of
Reading Recovery’s development and validation in the United States, are foundational to
Reading Recovery’s design. In the remainder of this section we discuss these features in detail

and we describe how these features position Reading Recovery extremely well for national scale

up.

Reading Recovery is a professional development partnership between universities and
school districts. Literacy coaches called —teacher leaders™ are prepared at the university to
provide training and continuing professional development to teachers. Typically, the teachers are
either classroom or Title I teachers who work half time in Reading Recovery and half time in

their other role.

Reading Recovery teachers design daily individual 30-minute literacy lessons for
children in first grade who are having the greatest difficulty learning to read and write. Children
are engaged in writing and reading continuous text, word study, and phonics instruction. There is
a standard lesson format but no teacher script. The teacher teaches and prompts the student to use
the kinds of strategies that average-achieving students use while reading and writing (Clay,
2005). The goal is to accelerate each student’s progress to average levels of reading and writing

within 20 weeks. Researchers attribute this faster-than-usual progress to the one-to-one nature of



the instruction, the teacher’s professional development, and the instructional components of the

Reading Recovery lesson (Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk & Seltzer, 1994).

As soon as students meet grade-level expectations and demonstrate that they can continue
to learn in the classroom, their lessons are discontinued, and new students begin individual
instruction. There are two positive outcomes for students who complete the 20-week

intervention:

1. Students meet grade-level expectations in reading and writing and continue to work
successfully within their classroom programs. The outcome category for —responders”

(about 75% annually) is discontinued.

2. The remaining students still having difficulty after a complete intervention are
recommended for further evaluation. The outcome category for -ron-responders” (about

25% each year) is recommended.

Both outcomes are viewed as positive in that diagnostic information on rate of progress and key
measures of outcome levels are available to inform decisions about future actions. In this way,
Reading Recovery operates as a prescreening tool in schools, identifying students who respond
well to early intervention and can catch up to their peers from those who need more long-term

support.

Reading Recovery was first implemented in the United States in 1984. Since that time,
Reading Recovery has undergone a lengthy period of development and validation in which its
design has been tested and retested by various researchers and evidence for its effectiveness
established. Every aspect of its design has been subjected to scrutiny including: student outcomes

and subsequent performance, impact on retention and referral to special education rates, effect on
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home literacy activities, outcomes for English Language Learners, impact on phonemic
awareness, impact on the achievement gap, teacher learning and scaffolding within teacher-

student interactions (See Schmitt et al. 2005 for a review of the literature).

The lengthy period and extensive record of developing and validating Reading Recovery
before scale up is appropriate. Innovations need an extended period of time in use to be tested in
order to ensure they meet rigorous feasibility and evidence requirements before scaling up is

attempted (Baker, 2007).

The structure and design of Reading Recovery are consistent with a large body of
research on how children learn to read and write. The instructional format is based not only on
basic research about young children’s reading and writing development (Clay, 1966), but also a
series of studies conducted in the 1970s and 1980s that included randomized field trials, follow-
up studies, replication studies, monitoring studies, and subgroup studies. Numerous other studies
have subsequently examined the effectiveness of Reading Recovery for children with literacy

difficulties. (See Schmitt, Askew, Fountas, Lyons & Pinnell, 2005 for a review.)

Next, we describe how these design features fit Cohen and Ball’s (2007) instructional and
implementation strategies for scaling up interventions. Cohen and Ball recommended that
innovations offer powerful and ongoing guidance for instruction. The design of Reading
Recovery represents an investment in the professional skills of teachers. It builds professional
communities and has been widely praised as a model worth emulating (e.g., Herman &
Stringfield, 1997). All Reading Recovery professionals—teachers, teacher leaders, and
university faculty complete a full academic year of graduate, post-masters or post-doctoral study

respectively. Following the initial year of coursework, educators take part in ongoing



professional development sessions which are grounded in the teaching of children, problem-

solving issues of practice, and ongoing analysis and reflection on teaching.

Professional development integrates theory and practice. Because Reading Recovery
depends on a teacher who can design and deliver individual lessons, the teacher must learn how
to observe and record student behaviors and to make moment-by-moment teaching decisions
(McEneaney, Lose, & Schwartz, 2006). The teacher must also know how to evaluate teaching
decisions to determine subsequent teaching moves. This process takes a high level of skill
combined with ongoing study and support from colleagues and a teacher leader.

Each regional teacher-training facility across the country is equipped with a one-way
mirror. Live Reading Recovery lessons are taught behind the one-way mirror while the teachers
observe, discuss, and analyze the lessons. The teacher leader guides the collaborative inquiry and
challenges the teachers to observe closely, provide evidence for developing theories about the
student’s learning, and to suggest multiple alternative teaching moves in response to their
observations of what the student can do independently and what the student needs to learn how
to do. Reading Recovery teachers develop effective observational skills and a repertoire of
teaching procedures designed to meet the particular needs of individual students. Observing and
analyzing live lessons taught behind the one-way mirror provides teachers with a shared example
of teaching and learning that they can reflect on and analyze. Teaching lessons behind the one
way mirror is an integral part of the training year and continues throughout the teacher’s ongoing
professional development following the training.

Cohen and Ball (2007) also note that instruction, leadership and school organization may
need to be reorganized if changes are to be taken up within a school district. Reading Recovery’s

design reorganizes the system and introduces new structures. These structures enable the district
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to implement the changes and carry them forward more independently without needing
continued close involvement of the university (Clay, 1994).

Regional teacher training sites. A regional teacher training site is a new entity within the
educational organization; it provides the structure at a district or cross-districts level to provide
professional development to the teachers. Several districts may form a consortium to support the
costs related to having a teacher leader and a regional training site. The site is usually located at
an already-existing professional development space within the school district that acts as the
fiscal agent for the site. The training site contains a one-way mirror to observe lessons and space
for teachers to have a class meeting. Each regional teacher training site is affiliated with a

University Training Center.

University trainers. More than 20 Reading Recovery university training centers (UTCs)
provide the organizing structure for states or regions of the country. University trainers are
faculty members at the UTC who are responsible for providing initial and ongoing professional
development for teacher leaders, supporting a network of Reading Recovery teacher training
sites, expanding and strengthening network sites, and ensuring the integrity of Reading Recovery
in the region. Two UTCs, The Ohio State University and Texas Woman’s University provide the
one-year post-doctoral training to prepare university faculty to establish and direct their own

UTCs.

Reading Recovery teacher leaders. Teacher leaders are selected by a school district for
training. The teacher leader directs the regional teacher training site. Teacher leader candidates
must have a master’s degree and leadership potential. The candidate attends one of the UTCs for
an academic year that includes: (a) teaching four Reading Recovery students daily; (b) actively

participating in graduate-level classes; (c) participating in clinical and leadership practica, as
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well as seminars in reading, writing, reading difficulties, and adult learning theory; (d)
participating in teacher professional development classes and fieldwork at established sites; and
(e) preparing their home districts for Reading Recovery implementation. All course work is

offered at the post-masters level.

After the initial year of professional development, teacher leaders return to full-time
positions in their districts/sites. They continue to teach children daily in Reading Recovery, train
Reading Recovery teachers, and provide leadership for site implementation. They oversee data
collection on all Reading Recovery children and work with school leadership teams to improve
student performance and implementation decisions based on evaluation data. For ongoing
learning, teacher leaders participate in regularly scheduled professional development sessions
conducted by university trainers. They attend a required national Teacher Leader Institute

annually to ensure current knowledge about all aspects of their roles.

Teacher leaders provide Reading Recovery teachers with an academic year of
professional development. Teachers receive graduate credit while working with four children
individually on a daily basis and actively participating in weekly graduate-level classes at a
university. Each teacher-in-training will receive at least four school visits by the teacher leader

during the school year.

The teacher leader is a key component in the design because of that person’s role in
maintaining the fidelity of Reading Recovery (Clay, 1994). According to Clay, the teacher leader
is the —agent of redirection” because of her/his pivotal role in redirecting learning across the
system; every part of the system has to change, including the child learning, the teacher learning,

the system learning, and the community learning. Clay (1994) says that teacher leaders are
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redirecting systems because they —teach children, train teachers, educate the local educators,
negotiate the implementation of the program, act as advocates for whatever cannot be
compromised in the interests of effective results, and talk to the public and media, correcting
misconceptions” (p. 127). The teacher leader, therefore, is responsible for orchestrating
fundamental changes in the system, the kind of reform where things that really matter are

changed, which as Fullan (1993) has noted is so critical for reform to occur.

The role of the teacher leader in redirecting the system does not diminish or take on less
importance the longer Reading Recovery has been implemented. Teacher leaders play a pivotal
role in ensuring that the design is not pared down by local educational stakeholders who want to

implement untested changes to the design.

Reading Recovery teachers. Reading Recovery teacher candidates, most often Title I or
classroom teachers, are selected by school district administrators. They must be certified teachers
with a record of successful teaching experience with young children. Teachers rarely work in
Reading Recovery for the entire day. They work about half the day in the Reading Recovery
role and the other part of their day in the Title I or classroom teacher role. The most common
combined role in 2008-2009 was Reading Recovery/Classroom teacher or Reading
Recovery/Title I teacher (McGee, 2010). National data for 2008—2009 show that Reading
Recovery teachers taught an average of 8.1 Reading Recovery students, plus 40.6 children in
their other teaching roles (McGee, 2010). These teachers also interacted with other teachers in
collaborative and leadership roles, building literacy expertise and capacity for working with

struggling readers.
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Site coordinators. Because Reading Recovery is a system intervention, each Reading
Recovery site has a site coordinator, an administrator who is responsible for placing the
innovation into an existing educational system. The role of site coordinator is a new one within
the education system. Site coordinators generally are not trained in Reading Recovery, but they
are familiar with all aspects of implementation. Working closely alongside Reading Recovery
teacher leaders, they serve as leaders for communicating and problem solving within the regional
training site. Administrators at the school level work with a school leadership team to problem

solve and refine the implementation on their campuses.

Standards and guidelines. Consistent with Cohen and Ball’s (2007) recommendation that
new professional norms be developed to support the implementation of new instructional
practices, Reading Recovery’s period of development and validation in the United States has
included the development of common professional standards: Standards and Guidelines of
Reading Recovery in the United States, 4" edition (Reading Recovery Council of North America,
2004). The standards describe norms for operating a regional training site, the roles and
responsibilities of teachers, teacher leaders and trainers, and site coordinators. A royalty-free
license is issued annually to each regional teacher training site on the basis of following the
standards. Standards and the issuance of annual site licenses ensure the internal and external

fidelity of Reading Recovery implementation.

Teacher leaders and site coordinators can request a one-year exemption to a standard
provided they give a rationale for the variance and include a plan for returning to the standards in
the following year. This flexibility allows a feedback loop to investigate any necessary changes
to the design. When changes are made to the design, it is a result of research, not pressure to pare

down the design.
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The design of Reading Recovery includes new educational subsystems which provide
continuing technical and professional support, another implementation strategy identified by
Cohen and Ball (2007). These structures have evolved over the years that Reading Recovery was
being developed and validated, in response to the needs articulated by school and district
stakeholders. They provide continuing professional and technical assistance to teacher leaders

and site coordinators at the regional training sites.

Reading Recovery Council of North America. RRCNA is a not-for-profit association of
Reading Recovery professionals, advocates, and partners. The Council provides a network of
opportunities for leadership and professional development. It is an advocate for Reading
Recovery throughout North America. The Council provides a wide variety of programs and
services, including publications, annual conferences, advocacy, technical assistance, and special
institutes. These activities strengthen the implementation of Reading Recovery and provide
opportunities for Reading Recovery professionals to collaborate with early literacy advocates

and other education professionals.

The International Data Evaluation Center. IDEC operates a web site to enable Reading
Recovery teachers and teacher leaders to enter data and download reports and datasets that can
be customized for individual schools, districts, regional training sites, university centers, or
individual states. A national evaluation report is published annually. IDEC supports 22 Reading
Recovery University Training Centers by providing them with standard annual reports as well as
data needed to prepare custom reports or engage in research. These reports follow a standard
evaluation protocol that includes information about teacher and student demographics, students’
progress on standard literacy measures and their progress in relation to five national achievement

groups. Data as to the length of time in the program, schools’ level of implementation, and
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teacher and student absenteeism and their relationship to outcomes, are also provided. The IDEC
research director advises 40 university trainers and their staff on research and evaluation issues

and collaborates with these universities in research efforts.

The design of Reading Recovery has evolved during its development and validation
period in ways that address challenges identified by Cohen and Ball (2007). With the
introduction of Reading Recovery to an educational system, new structures, new roles and new
relationships are created such that each Reading Recovery teacher is connected to a teacher
leader who in turn is connected to a faculty member at a university. The three-tiered structure of
implementing Reading Recovery through schools, regional training sites and universities with
ongoing professional development for every role, allows the intervention to be implemented with
fidelity. It also allows for change to the design in that teachers and teacher leaders who are
implementing the innovation can provide feedback to the university innovators who can test the
changes in well-designed research projects. Teachers can work with independence at the school
level because they are responsible for designing and implementing individual lessons but they
are also connected to a wider network through the activities of the Reading Recovery Council of

North America and the support offered by the International Data Evaluation Center.

B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect

Reading Recovery is perhaps the most widely researched early literacy intervention in the
world. The program has received considerable research emphasis primarily because student
assessment and evaluation have been integral program components since its inception in the
1970s. Marie Clay, the program developer, also created the Observation Survey (OS), which

consists of six tasks (letter identification, word reading, concepts about print, writing vocabulary,
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hearing and recording sounds in words, and text reading level) to diagnose a student’s strengths
and weaknesses, identify students for services, and to monitor student progress during the
intervention. This intense focus on data-driven decision-making facilitated ongoing program
evaluation. For more than 20 years in the United States, the International Data Evaluation Center
(IDEC) in Columbus, OH, has relied on systematic, empirical methods to collect data on all
children served by the intervention (about 90,000 first graders in 2008—2009). Data are also
collected on a random sample of grade-level peers to provide a comparison group. Information
about implementation factors is also collected to inform local decision makers. This web-based
data collection system provides a highly sophisticated system for reporting and aggregating
program and school measures of student performance. Besides the continuous data collection and
analysis conducted by the IDEC, numerous empirically-driven RR impact studies have been
performed. In an extensive meta-analysis of the program, D’ Agostino and Murphy (2004)
identified 36 empirically-driven impact studies of RR in the United States alone that were
conducted between 1986 and 1997. Many more studies of RR that focused on producing

estimates of its effectiveness have been conducted since the late 1990s.

A study must be based on a randomized design with a control group, have low attrition,
and documented group equivalence to meet the highest evidence standard of the What Works
Clearinghouse (WWC, 2008). To meet the evidence standard with reservations, a study can
either be based on a randomized design with high attrition but documented group equivalence, or
a quasi-experiment with documented group equivalence. Among the 106 RR studies reviewed by
the WWC, four were identified that met their strict evidence standards, and one study met the
evidence standards with reservations. Baenen et al. (1997) performed a randomized controlled

trial of RR in Wake County, NC. Literacy outcomes were assessed at the end of first grade
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(n=147), second grade (n=147) and third grade (n=127) on students who had been assigned
randomly to receive RR in first grade or to serve as control students. Another randomized
controlled trial was conducted by Pinnell et al. (1988). The authors assigned students at random
to receive RR (n=38) or to receive an alternate literacy program (the control condition, n=53) in
14 Columbus, Ohio schools. The third study that met the WWC’s highest evidence standards
involved the random assignment of students to RR (#=31) or a comparison condition (#=48) in
eight Ohio schools (Pinnell, et al., 1994). The final study that met these WWC evidence
standards was performed by Schwartz (2005), who randomly assigned students in 14 states to
receive RR in the first (n=37) or latter (n=37) part of the school year. Students who received RR
in the latter part of the year served as a comparison group, and program effects were estimated
from midyear testing. Iverson and Tunmer (1993) implemented a quasi-experimental design
involving 30 school districts in Rhode Island that met the WWC standards with reservations. RR
students (n=32) were matched based on pretest scores with 32 comparison students who received

small group support out of their classrooms.

Taken together, about 700 students in 46 schools throughout the nation participated in the
five WWC studies that either met the highest evidence standards or met the evidence standards
with reservations. Findings of all five studies were statistically significant and were positive for
Reading Recovery. Students who participated in the studies had fall first-grade reading
achievement levels that were near or below the 20™ percentile, which is the targeted performance
level for RR eligibility. Study participants in all likelihood adequately represented the targeted
population that will take part in this scale up project—early learners in low-performing schools.
Though none of the studies yielded disaggregated effects for ELL students, many study

participants likely were ELL because those students are more likely to struggle with English
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language skills, and thus, test in the bottom quartile of the distribution. Kelly, Gomez-Bellengé,
Chen, and Schulz (2008) examined the performance of 17,792 ELL students from the RR
national program evaluation data. They found only a slight difference in the outcome status
success rate and performance levels between ELL and native English speakers. The length of
interventions did not differ between these groups, nor was it related to rating of oral English
proficiency prior to the intervention. Because RR is designed to help students with lower English
proficiency, it would be highly unlikely that program effects would not generalize to ELL

students.

The studies that met the WWC evidence standards with or without reservation also did
not produce effect estimates by school location (urban, suburban, rural), and it is not possible to
identify the exact location of schools because they remained anonymous in the studies. Because
the 46 schools were in various localities throughout the country, some schools likely served large
proportions of rural students. Furthermore, it would not seem sensible to conjecture that rural
students would be less likely suited for RR treatment than students in other localities. The RR
studies that met the WWC evidence standards with or without reservations not only had high
internal validity, but had sufficient external validity that allows for the generalization of effects

to the targeted participants in this scale up effort.

Ascertaining the extent of evidence for an intervention and examining the magnitude of
program effects on important student outcomes are major purposes of the WWC review process.
Impact evidence is reviewed in four critical outcome domains of beginning reading, including
Alphabetics, Reading Fluency, Comprehension, and General Reading Achievement. Within each
domain, the WW