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Summary Statement

1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 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, and

(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the



proposed project.

(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in
context.

Strengths

The proposal described a promising program designed to address absolute
priority 2 through an innovative approach to reading achievement retention
during the summer months and the use of a comprehensive data system,
which is not a widely used approach to improving academic achievement
(pages 1-5).

The proposal provides a set of goals, objectives, and outcomes that align to
absolute priority 2 and the needs of the target population; which includes
10,000 third grade students.

The proposal reflects the analysis of several research studies conducted in
regards to summer reading achievement retention and the use of data to track
and intervene in student reading achievement. In addition, the proposal seeks
to expand past research to include an evaluation of the cost associated with
such a program.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses detected.

Reader's Score: 20

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15
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 moderate
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that 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 likelihood that 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

Reader's Score: 0

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 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 complex
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

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

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

Strengths

The applicant describes a comprehensive research approach focused on
improving student achievement through established research centers (page
16).

The proposal describes the capacity of the partner LEA to close the
achievement gap over the past 10 years, as well as current efforts to use other
grant funds to examine achievement gaps, teacher gaps, and family-




community-school partnerships (page 17).

Data provided on behalf of the non-profit partner illustrates the strong
capacity of the agency to improve student achievement in reading and
mathematics, while decreasing dropout rates in a quasi-experimental model

(page 17).

Weaknesses

No weaknesses detected.

Reader's Score: 20

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 well designed quasi-experimental study.

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

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

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

(5) 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

Reader's Score: 0

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 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 State
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project)
working directly, or through other 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 availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

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

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

Strengths

The project proposes to reach 10,000 students with 2000 students affected at
the beginning and scale to an additional 8000 throughout the grant duration.
The non-profit partner has the capacity to scale the project for replication
statewide to affect all students (page 26).

The estimated per student project cost is $312 over the duration of the grant
(page 29).

Dissemination through published articles, webinars, and presentations will
share information with various audiences including policy makers and
practitioners (page 30).

Weaknesses

No weaknesses detected.

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,
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant.

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

Strengths

Due to the nature of the project to incorporate research on cost-effectiveness,
this project has the capacity to ensure that only necessary costs remain to
continue the project, as well as identify the replication costs (page 30).

The partners involved with this grant demonstrate experience and skill in
seeking and securing funds to support ongoing projects or to incorporate
successful projects with existing financial commitments (pages 30-31).

Weaknesses

No weaknesses detected.

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 complex 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 experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives.
Strengths

The proposal illustrates the qualifications and responsibilities of key




personnel to effectively manage and implement complex projects (pages 31-
34 and Appendix C-Resumes).

The qualifications, expertise, and experience of the project director and
evaluator demonstrate the capacity to conduct experimental or quasi-
experimental research studies (pages 33, 35, and Appendix C-Resumes).

Appendix H provides management plan tables illustrating responsibilities,
timelines, and milestones for the project duration.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses detected.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

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

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

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

Strengths

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

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

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement



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

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

Weaknesses

Appendix F indicates that Competitive Priority #6 was selected as a project
focus; however, Competitive Priority #8 was addressed and highlighted in
the Need for Project section. The application does not address Competitive
Priority #6.

Reader's Score: 0

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

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

Strengths

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

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

We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in



this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools.
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.

Strengths

The project addresses Competitive Priority #8 focusing on student
achievement, closing achievement gaps, and improving teacher effectiveness
serving students in rural areas.

Weaknesses

Appendix F indicates that Competitive Priority #6 was selected as a project
focus; however, Competitive Priority #8 was addressed and highlighted in
the Need for Project section. The application does not address Competitive
Priority #6, but the proposal demonstrated a focus on CP #8.

Reader's Score: 1
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Summary Statement

1. Summary Statement

The project seeks to validate the CE READS model, a summer reading

program. The CE READS addresses loss of skills over the summer among
students in 3rd and 4th grade. Preliminary research data indicate success with all
students, including specific sub groups. The project strategy is to refine the CE
READS model in a limited implementation, then to expand and further validate

the model using cost-benefit analysis.

NOTE: PROPOSAL INCLUDED AN APPENDIX F THAT APPEARED TO
BELONG TO A DIFFERENT APPLICATION CALLED CAREERS THOUGH
CULINARY ARTS PROGRAM FCCLA AND NRCCUA VALIDATION

GRANT

Selection Criteria

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 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, and

(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the
proposed project.

(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in
context.

Strengths

1. The project represents an exceptional approach to absolute priority #2,
using data from pre and post tests to increase the effectiveness of summer
reading. Students will be given a set of personal reading strategies during
spring instruction, they will receive 8 books by mail that have been chosen
based on their reading proficiency, there is a parent "fluency' activity, there
are student incentives to participate. The post test, administered in the Fall,
will provide follow up data for future decision making.

2. The proposal includes a clear set of goals and explicit strategy, with
objectives and outcomes specified. (NOTE: A more detailed timeline is to
be generated at the project start.)

3. The project is supported by research evidence (preliminary ) that shows
achievement in reading over the summer. Black and Hispanic children
derived the greatest benefit from the summer reading program, showing

treatment effects that were about twice as large as the overall effect. (Nar. P.
13)

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 20

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15
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 moderate
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that 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 likelihood that 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 20 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 complex
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

(ii) 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. The proposer (Harvard College) has extensive experience with complex
projects as well as specific experience with this model. The University of
Virginia employs the co-director and likewise has extensive project
experience.

2. The nonprofit organization which is applying for this grant has
significantly improved student achievement, attainment, or retention through
its record of work with an LEA or schools using the proposed model. (Nar.
P. 13-14 and Appendix H, Table 5)

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 20

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 well designed quasi-experimental study.

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

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

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

(5) 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 10 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 State
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project)
working directly, or through other 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 availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

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

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

Strengths

1. The number of students who will be served totals about 10,000 directly
over two summers.

2. The applicant proposes many qualified personnel (Nar. P. 33-35) and
indicates financial resources to meet the required 20% match. The CIS
subcontractor appears to offer an appropriate network. The staging plan for
bringing the project to scale appears reasonable. (p. Nar. P. 26) Likewise,
the strategy for developing local funding in three stages appears reasonable
and has been successful.

3. The replication plan includes specific elements for success: explicit
strategies for using data to: select the program sites; improve the program
including its cost-effectiveness; and emphasis is in building understanding;
support for the program at many levels of LEAs; and marshalling the
necessary expertise and resources.




4. The proposer's estimate of cost per student is $312. This means that the
program could reach 100,000 students at a cost of 31.2 million, 250,000
students at a cost of $78 million and 500,000 at a cost of $156 million.

5. The dissemination plan includes: working with the governor and
legislators to secure statewide funding; publication of results; using research
and service networks; conducting webinars with the Mid-Atlantic Equity
Center; writing articles for the Johns Hopkins Center for Summer Learning
and related journals; creating interactive websites at the Harvard Graduate
School of Ed.s Usable Knowledge website and CIS of NC; communicating
findings at conferences such as AERA and SREE. The CIS network will
expand the READ program through its contacts in North Carolina. (p. Nar.
29-39)

Weaknesses

1. There are vacancies listed in the proposal which do not have position
descriptions or statements of qualifications.

2. The staffing plan does not clearly show % of time allocated for proposed
personnel.

3. The proposal does not clearly state what expenses the per pupil cost
includes. A simple set of budget item descriptions are included on Table
9b: READS Budget Checklist in Appendix H. These may be the basis for
the per pupil cost estimate. The narrative does not address this point.

4.  The dissemination plan does not specify strategies to specifically
provide stakeholders with targeted information that will facilitate future
adoption or allocation of resources to sustain the program.

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,
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant.

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

Strengths

1. CIS will, in the post grant phase, use grant outcomes to sustain the




effort: rigorous evidence of effectiveness and cost effectiveness; the ability
to point to successes in other districts; the district implementation checklist
tool; the study results of how districts use data and research on READ to
make decisions about adopting and expanding it.

2. CIS has a track record of successful fund raising.

3. Appendix D includes a variety of statements of stakeholder support,
including willingness to cooperate as well as actual contributions toward the
required 20% match for this project. Scholastic, for example, offers 50%
cost reduction for its books.

4. The idea of including cost benefit analysis in the study indicates the
proposer's commitment to sustainability with the highest quality program at
the best price. The independent evaluator is an Associate Professor of
Economics. This also indicates commitment to ensuring sensitivity to cost,
over time.

Weaknesses

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 complex 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 experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives.
Strengths

1. The management plan is an adequate statement which generally presents
objectives, timeline, budget and project tasks. See notes below.

2. The qualifications, relevant expertise and experience of the project
director are adequate. It is clear that he and the co-project director are
experienced in managing complex tasks.




3. The project director for the evaluation, an independent contractor appears
well qualified in studying the questions at hand.

Weaknesses

1. The evaluation activity does not specify who the data collectors will
report to. There is not a plan for ensuring the integrity of this data as an
independent evaluator is a requirement for this project. (Nar. P. 35)

Note: As previously noted, the management plan is to be developed in more
detail after project start up. (Nar. P. 33)

Note: As previously noted, there are many vacancies which are not
supported by position descriptions or a statement of qualifications.

Note: As previously noted, there is not a fully developed staffing plan which
displays time commitments, and reporting responsibilities.

Note: As previously noted, it is unclear how leadership will be defined,
given two project directors. The proposal does not address this point.

Reader's Score: 9

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference S: Innovations for Improving Early Learning QOutcomes
(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

NOTE: PROPOSAL INCLUDED AN APPENDIX F THAT APPEARED
TO BELONG TO A DIFFERENT PROGRAM CALLED ?CAREERS
THOUGH CULINARY ARTS PROGRAM FCCLA AND NRCCUA
VALIDATION GRANT?

NO COMPETITIVE PRIORITY POINTS COULD BE ASSIGNED TO
THIS APPLICATION AS THE ENCLOSED APPENDIX F INDICATED
PRIORITY 6 ? WHICH IS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE APPLICATION

Reader's Score: 0

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

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

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

Weaknesses

NOTE: PROPOSAL INCLUDED AN APPENDIX F THAT APPEARED
TO BELONG TO A DIFFERENT PROGRAM CALLED ?CAREERS
THOUGH CULINARY ARTS PROGRAM FCCLA AND NRCCUA
VALIDATION GRANT?

NO COMPETITIVE PRIORITY POINTS COULD BE ASSIGNED. THE
ENCLOSED APPENDIX F INDICATED PRIORITY 6 ? WHICH IS NOT
ADDRESSED IN THE APPLICATION

Reader's Score: 0

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



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

Strengths

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 0

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

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

Strengths

The treatment group includes a set of rural schools.

Weaknesses

NOTE: The proposer did include a cohort of rural areas in the
study. However, there is no detail designed specifically for rural LEAs.

Reader's Score: 1

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 07/13/2010 3:28 PM
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Summary Statement
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Reader #3:

Applicant: President and Fellows of Harvard College -- ,Graduate School of Education -
,Graduate School of Education (U396B100195)

Summary Statement

1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 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, and

(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the



proposed project.

(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in
context.

Strengths

Weaknesses

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15
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 moderate
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that 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 likelihood that 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

Both internal and external validity is very well documented. Research is
relevant and informs the project. The study designs are appropriate, clearly
explained and thorough in detail. There is an excellent discussion of the
Kim and White research. Randomization into project and control groups
plus covariance procedures provide for excellent bias control. There is a
helpful discussion of the limitations of the research. Appendix H provides




excellent detail on study effects and provides samples of qualitative
instruments.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 15

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 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 complex
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

(ii) 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 well designed quasi-experimental study.



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

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

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

(5) 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

An excellent discussion of the experimental evaluation of READS was
provided, including a sound way to use regression to test project effects. A
reasonable use of statistical methods to determine cost benefit was also
provided. A good discussion was presented on how randomization and pre
test covariance will be used for bias control. There is a clear discussion of
the formative evaluation procedures. The evaluator is indicated and is
independent of the applicant. The evaluator is an economist, but has
experience evaluating educational programs.

Weaknesses

There is little detail about how randomization will be conducted. There is no
mention of how formative evaluation instruments will be developed or
validated, or how formative data be collected and provided to the applicant
for ongoing decision-making. The evaluator is independent, but has worked
with the project developer on previous projects and papers.

Reader's Score: 14

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 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 State
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project)
working directly, or through other 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 availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

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

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or
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,
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Validation 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 complex 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 experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives.
Strengths

Weaknesses

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference S: Innovations for Improving Early Learning QOutcomes
(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
Last Updated: 07/14/2010 4:44 PM
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POINTS POINTS
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Summary Statement

1. Summary Statement N/A N/A

Selection Criteria

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

Design (up to 20 Points) 20 —
2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 15 3
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)
3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 20
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15
: 15 11
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5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to
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10 Points) -
6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 10
7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 10

(up to 10 Points) —

Competitive Preference

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

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That
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 —
(0 or 1 Point)

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

TOTAL 105 19

Technical Review Form

Validation 06: 84.396B

Reader #4:

Applicant: President and Fellows of Harvard College -- ,Graduate School of Education -
,Graduate School of Education (U396B100195)

Summary Statement

1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 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, and

(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the



proposed project.

(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in
context.

Strengths

Weaknesses

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15
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 moderate
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that 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 likelihood that 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 project will focus on reducing summer loss using a tested program,
READS. Instead of identifying at-risk students to attend school in the
summer months, students are given books to read at home. Two studies
conducted by the program developer and named PI of the i3 proposal were
reported. Both studies used randomization. For the 2006 Kim study, the
statistical analyses included using pretest scores in an ANCOVA to adjust




for group differences. For the 2008 study, statistical methods were again
used to examine the equivalence of the groups.

The research on the impact of traditional summer school is presented and the
minimal impact builds a case for the need of the project. Both the Teach
Baltimore and the Chicago Summer School Program evaluations were
discussed, albeit both of these studies had validity concerns.

In general, there is an attempt to validate the impact of the READS program,
and the efforts to enhance the program are thoughtful and creative.

Weaknesses

In the 2006 Kim study, the small group of randomly assigned students was
from a mid-west, suburban district with 39% free or reduced priced lunch
and 69% ethnic minorities. The sample is not reflective of the targeted
sample in the proposal. The size of the sample is small to expect the
randomization to equalize the groups.

The results of the 2006 study were not statistically significant at the .05
level.

In Table 5, the difference of the scale scores was described in terms of
months of growth (i.e., 1.56). The researcher used the ITBS norms to
establish a rate of growth per year (14 scale score points) and then divided
by the 9 month school year. This is an uncommon way to measure
growth. An alternate option, converting to grade-equivalents, doesn't
provide a better solution because of the inherent inaccuracy of that score

type.

In the 2008 Kim study, the results were statistically significant showing the
full scale model of the program as more effective. Unfortunately, the
attrition rate for the study was a high 22%. Attrition is a common yet critical
component to monitor in summer school studies.

Reader's Score: 8

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 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 complex



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

(ii) 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 well designed quasi-experimental study.

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

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

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

(5) 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 addition of the teacher calls may be an important component of a strong
summer school program. The use of Lexiles to help match books to student




ability level will improve the chances of students and parents actually
reading the books. The use of a second standardized test to more precisely
measure a student's reading level will strengthen the match. The sample
size, calculated by using data from previous

studies, will help to reduce the effect of the inevitable high attrition.

The implementation of the study will be supported by the collection of
qualitative data from surveys, teacher logs, and postcards. Discussions
including teachers, administrators, and parents will be scheduled to review
various aspects of the program.

The evaluation will be conducted by an independent researcher who has not
been or will not be involved in the development or implementation of the
program

Weaknesses

It will be difficult to measure growth in achievement over the course of a
short summer school program. Although a 'longitudinal' study of two years
may better measure growth, the accumulated effect over a longer time period
may be more relevant. The extended study time may detain the scale-up and
expansion of the program, but it will allow for an opportunity to strengthen
the effect before the program is widespread. Programs tend to take on a life
of their own when they are widely distributed, especially when they are not
highly prescriptive and cannot be closely monitored. The program idea
presented is exciting and practical but needs more time to stabilize.

Reader's Score: 11

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 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 State
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project)
working directly, or through other 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 availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

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

(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or
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,
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant.

(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities,
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at
the end of the Validation 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 complex 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 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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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 20 Points) 20 20
2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 15 0
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)
3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20

) 20 15
Points)
4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15

: 15 0
Points)
5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to

. 10 10

10 Points)
6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 10 10
7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 10 10

(up to 10 Points)

Competitive Preference

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

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That
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 —
(0 or 1 Point)

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

1. Summary Statement

Selection Criteria

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 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, and

(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the



proposed project.

(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in
context.

Strengths

The applicant has a clearly detailed approach to their priorities of closing the
reading gap between low socio-economic students and high socio-economic
students. The applicant demonstrates a need for this type of research and
potential to have this project scale-up due to the ineffectiveness and or
closing of summer school programs and the loss of reading skills over the
summer. The applicant has a pilot project that has been operational for 2
years. The goals and objectives of this project are outlined comprehensively
in three phases on pages 6-11.

The explicit strategy outlined in the three phases demonstrates their
knowledge of using this funding to take an existing program and test its
effectiveness, ability to adapt to withstand specific adjustments, remain
effective and cost efficient, and finally test its ability to scale-up.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 20

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15
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 moderate
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that 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 likelihood that 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

Reader's Score: 0

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 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 complex
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

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

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

Strengths

The applicant states that the research center in the Graduate School of
Education implements complex projects and that this specific project has
already begun in two school districts.

Evidence is provided of the applicant?s partners with the LEA and
Communities in Schools (CIS) having made improvements in student




achievement.

Weaknesses

It is not clear the specific complex projects implemented by the research
centers.
It is not clear the specific complex projects implemented by the research
centers.

It is unclear if "our non-profit" means that Harvard College also operates a
non-profit or if that is a separate entity that is a nonprofit and a partner of
Harvard College.

2 a) and 2 b) were meant to reference the "eligible applicant?s" achievement
in closing the achievement gap and though they are an IHE, this section
would have been strengthened by giving specific projects or programs
Harvard College has facilitated or collaborated on that "significantly closed
the achievement gaps between groups of students described in this

section or significantly increased student achievement for all groups of
students described in such section; or made significant improvements in
other areas, such as graduation rates or produced high quality teachers from
their Graduate School of Education, or improved student achievement,
attainment, or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.?

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 well designed quasi-experimental study.

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

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



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

(5) 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

Reader's Score: 0

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 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 State
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project)
working directly, or through other 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 availability of resources and
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction.

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

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

Strengths

The applicant has a detailed explanation and proposal of how to scale-up the




proposal. The three phase goals and objectives are prepared for this
end. They also will work through their non-profit Communities in Schools.

The applicant indicates that part of their sustainability plan is that
each Community in Schools of North Carolina (CIS) agency's' executive
director (ED) will write for grants to replicate the model of this proposal.

The applicant clearly described how the costs per students were arrived at
and how they would differ in this validation phase versus a scale-up
process. The information was clearly presented and appeared reasonable.

Dr. Kim will publish findings to disseminate information about this project
to enable it to be replicated and scaled-up.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

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,
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers'
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant.

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

Strengths

CIS has numerous benefactors, budgeting strategies, and grant opportunities
to continue this program beyond the grant years.

Also the likelihood that the LEAs will adopt and prioritize Summer READS
if it is proven successful is also high.

Dr. Kim's efforts create buy-in with the LEAs as he includes and empowers
the Superintendents in participating in the building of the READS program
specifically for their districts.




Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

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 complex 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 experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives.
Strengths

The proposed staffing and the credentials of the administrators involved in
this program appear to be exceptional. The three-phase goals outline a
complete timeline of how the program will be implemented.

Weaknesses

No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference

1. Competitive Preference S: 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

The applicant is serving a rural LEA.

Weaknesses

Reader's Score: 1
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