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POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
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  1  

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

20  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 
Points)  

15  1  

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

15  ______  

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

15  1  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  1  

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

10  2  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

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

1  0  

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

1  0  

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

1  0  



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)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 6 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Scale Up 2: 84.396A  
Reader #1:  
Applicant: The School District of Osceola County, Florida -- , - , (U396A100043)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary State  

This proposal describes a pilot effort in its developmental or validation stages, not 
scale-up. The package of interventions that would comprise this model are to be 
identified as part of the project. They have not been piloted as a package yet and 
therefore have no evaluation data to support their effectiveness as a model. While 
the research partners identified to assist in identifying the interventions for the 
model are well qualified, it is difficult to evaluate the merits of a model that has 
yet to be created. 
 
This application was thoroughly discussed with respect to each selection criterion. 
My scores reflect my professional assessment of the application with respect to 
those criteria. 

 

 
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 applicant identifies an unmet need, namely the need for an intervention 
model for limited English language students at the secondary level that can 
accelerate their learning and increase their persistence in high school.  

 
Weaknesses 

The proposal does not specifically identify what the intervention(s) will be 
beyond a set of research-based practices. Only a few are named (e.g., 
Birthgram, Early Childhood Center, City as School, and College Career 
Centers). The rest will presumably be identified by the research team from 
WestEd and Harvard Extension. No supporting research is provided for these 
five identified programs, so it is unclear if they can be expected to achieve 
the goals identified by the applicant for this project. On page 15 a Design 
and Reform Summit is described that is supposed to yield the plan of 
intervention for the secondary level, yet on page 16 a program approach 
(City as School) with important implications for school structure is 
identified. This seems a bit premature given the plans for a Summit.  
This limited set of information makes it impossible to determine if the 
proposed project is either exceptional or aligned with the goals it sets forth.  
Because all the components of the proposed intervention have not been 
identified, it is difficult to assess whether or not it is exceptional or widely 
adopted.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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 
 
(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 application provided information on AP scores for Hispanic students 
and on the increase in graduation rate.  

 
Weaknesses 

No example is provided to support the assurances on page 29 that this district 
has the demonstrated experience in implementing large, complex, and 
rapidly growing projects. The applicant's ability to manage a budget, as 
described on page 29, is only one aspect of the scale-up challenge and more 
information is needed to support the capacity of the applicant to manage the 
budgetary challenges of the multi-district project described in this 
application.  
 
Only two of the data points provided to show the capacity to close gaps are 
potentially compelling in their size (i.e., AP scores for Hispanic students (p. 
30) and the increase in graduation rate.) However, it is not clear what 
formula was used to calculate the graduation rate, so it not possible to 
evaluate the significance of that statistic. The information on the Hispanic 
students outcomes does not include the pre- and post exam total scores for 
the populations being reported, so it is not possible to assess the significance 
of these percentiles.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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 
 
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 applicant provides limited information on its strategy and capacity to 
bring the model to scale.  



 
Weaknesses 

The primary strategy for bringing this program to scale is through on-line 
dissemination and the assumption that for-profit vendors would pick up 
some of the program elements. Given that the goals range the gambit from 
pre kindergarten to college transition, it is unlikely an online dissemination 
would be sufficient to support implementation with any fidelity beyond the 
partner districts. Vendors are also an undependable avenue for 
dissemination, since there are no guarantees that any will find this program 
marketable enough, or profitable enough, to include in their portfolio of 
products.  
 
Even the scaling to NYC and LA is weak, since it will only involve one 
element of the total package of interventions. No provision is made for 
personnel from the lead district to provide technical assistance to any of the 
partner districts, or to support the on-line dissemination. In fact, the applicant 
anticipates dissemination will largely be self-sustaining (p. 37).  
 
Insufficient information is provided on the prior experience of either the 
applicant or the identified partner districts in scaling model programs with 
fidelity to the target number identified on page 38.  
 
Insufficient information is provided on the capacity of the applicant to scale 
projects beyond its own district.  
 
No evidence is provided relative to this project's demonstrated success with 
any population.  
 
No budget narrative is provided, so it is unclear if the costs detailed for each 
of the five years of this project are for the applicants district alone, or include 
resources for their partners to also implement the model. No clear estimate is 
provided for the costs to scale this model to 100,000, 500,000, and 1,000,000 
students.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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 application provided limited information on sustainability.  

 
Weaknesses 

There is no discussion of the identified partner districts plans for continuing 
the program (p. 42) beyond the grant period. No multiyear financial plan is 
presented for sustainability beyond the grant period. 
 
There is insufficient information provided to determine if the applicant has 
the resources operate the project beyond the grant period, or that the 
applicant has commitments from any other partners to support the work 
beyond the grant period.  
 
Insufficient detail is provided on how the applicant intends to incorporate the 
project purposes into their on-going work.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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 resumes included for Osceola District seem adequate to implementing 
an array of new programs in that district. Both the superintendent and the 
identified project director have had experience in planning and implementing 
multiple interventions at scale within the applicant's district.  

 
Weaknesses 

Having the lead district's superintendent act as the primary point person with 
the assistance of one program manager and his senior staff for this large a 
project seems naive. This type of multidistrict effort will require a team of 
experienced leaders whose sole job is to implement this program, not do it 
on top of a full-time job as head of curriculum or ELL services.  
 
There is no mention of the data analyst support this project will require to 
keep the evaluation team supplied with what they need in a timely way.  
 
No information is provided on the qualifications of the independent 
evaluator.  
 
The timeline does not provide enough detail to assess the adequacy of the 
management plan.  

 

Reader's Score: 2 

 
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 



No strengths found.  

 
Weaknesses 

Insufficient information is provided on the specific nature of the 
interventions to assess whether or not they are innovative or aligned with this 
competitive preference priority.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

No strengths found.  

 
Weaknesses 

Insufficient information is provided on the specific nature of the 
interventions to assess whether or not they are innovative or aligned with this 
competitive preference priority.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 



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

Strengths 

No strengths found.  

 
Weaknesses 

While this seems to be the primary focus of the project, insufficient 
information is provided on the specific nature of the interventions to assess 
whether or not they are innovative or aligned with this competitive 
preference priority.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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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  ______  

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

20  1  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

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

15  1  
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10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

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

1  ______  
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1  ______  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  ______  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
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2  ______  
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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 
 
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 

While specific programs are not identified, Osceola indicates that only 
programs for which there is strong evidence will be included in the 
innovations to be pilot tested(Proposal Abstract p. e0 and Project Narrative 
(p. e6).  

 
Weaknesses 

Osceola proposes a plan for the selection of research supported innovations 
without the specification of innovations. The proposal describes a process 
and then makes specific allocations of resources to other partner school 
districts and to a variety of Osceola projects without providing specific 
information on the expected impact, particularly on ELL students, or the 
researched based justifications for the expenditures. 
 



Specific activities proposed include: ELL Scholars (Narrative p. e12), 
Birthgram (Narrative p. e14), Early Childhood Learning Center (Narrative p. 
e14), Design and Reform Summit (Narrative p. e15 and e16), Models for 
Secondary School Success (Narrative p. e15), high school College and 
Career Centers (Narrative p. e15 and e16), a Professional Learning Center 
(Narrative p. e17), and Teacher Tools (Narrative p. e18).  No specific 
evidence is presented for the impact any of these elements. 
 
Osceola needs to provide "strong evidence" for proposed innovations and for 
the specific planned activities.  It would have been helpful if the proposal 
would have been more specific on the type and level of evidence that would 
have been needed for a program to be considered for testing. Osceola does 
not specify what it would consider strong evidence. 
 
Osceola and partner districts have ongoing and extensive programs for the 
support of ESL students.  Some of these programs have been supported by 
research but none are mentioned in the proposal.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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 
 
(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, 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 

Osceola suggests the potential inclusion of some highly experienced program 
evaluation providers (Harvard Extension Team, WestEd) though there is no 
evidence of a commitment from the evaluators or identification of an actual 
evaluation team. In addition, a general description of three separate planned 
studies is provided. (Proposal Narrative, pp. e35 and e36).  

 
Weaknesses 

Osceola fails to provide any details of a plan for program evaluation.  
 
The proposal provides only a very general and vague description of potential 
elements of a program evaluation that might be developed without any 
specific indication of the critical outcome variables that might be addressed 



or how program success might be judged.   
 
No details are provided on data that might be collected, how data would be 
analyzed, or specific plans and timelines for data collection and reporting. 
 
Evidence is lacking of the commitment of the potential evaluators.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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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POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
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  ______  

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

20  1  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

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

15  1  

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

15  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

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

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

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

1  ______  

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

1  ______  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  ______  



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)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 2 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Scale Up 2: 84.396A  
Reader #3:  
Applicant: The School District of Osceola County, Florida -- , - , (U396A100043)  

 
  

 
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 criterion was addressed in the proposal.  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant appears to have an intent to develop an intervention rather than 
to roll out a proven intervention to scale. No empirical evidence is presented 
in this section as to the efficacy or impact of any particular intervention(s). 
Insufficient information provided to allow the awarding of points on this 
criterion.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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 
 
(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, 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 applicant is considering external evaluators with a reputation for rigor in 
conducting large scale evaluations.  

 
Weaknesses 

No detail provided as to the evaluation questions to be answered, the 
evaluation design, sample size(s), the analyses to be performed, or how 
results will be disseminated.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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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POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
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  6  

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

20  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 
Points)  

15  5  

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

15  ______  

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

15  5  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  3  

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

10  3  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

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

1  0  

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

1  1  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  1  



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)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 24 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Scale Up 2: 84.396A  
Reader #4:  
Applicant: The School District of Osceola County, Florida -- , - , (U396A100043)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary State  

This application was thoroughly discussed with respect to each selection 
criterion.  My scores reflect my professional assessment of the application with 
respect to those criteria. 

 

 
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 project seeks to address an unmet need - raising the achievement levels 
of English Language Learners - by providing a whole school reform model 
with components addressing early learning, college access, and the 
disciplines of the Science Technology Engineering and Mathematics 
(STEM) Initiative.   
 
The project's plan is innovative in its design which is to use a five-pronged 
method to research, develop, and scale up the reform model: 1) identify 6-8 
robust, evidence-based strategies for improving the achievement of English 
Language Learners; 2) integrate them into a program model for schools; 3) 
field test the model and its strategies in classrooms in the district; 4) expand 
the field testing to larger districts; and 5) design the final scale up program 
and materials for widespread use.  
 
Another innovative aspect of the project is that through university 
partnerships, the district aims to create research and development capacity 
for the district and, through partnerships with districts having similar 
populations, to broaden the base of evidence for successful practices for 
improving the academic outcomes of English Language Learners.  
 
The project's overarching goal is clear and ambitious - providing strategies 
that can be used by all teachers throughout the district and partnering 
districts.  

 
Weaknesses 

The implementation plan for the project is vague because actions to 
accomplish objectives and goals are not spelled out. The applicant does 
outline five project goals corresponding to the project's priorities - identify 
strategies, integrate them into a whole school reform model, field test 
components in the district, scale up testing in larger districts, and create a 
final scalable product - and twelve objectives aligned with those goals. 
However, actions listed consist of descriptions of programs, some of which 
are already in use in the district, rather than steps leading to the achievement 
of the project's goals and objectives.  As a result of this lack of clarity in the 
implementation plan, the project does not fully meet the requirements of this 
part of the selection criterion. 
 
Although the applicant claims that the strategies to be identified, tested and 
scaled up by the project have not been used before on a broad basis, some 
that are outlined in the project narrative, such as an Early Childhood 



Center,  birthgrams for new parents, and a Professional Learning Center for 
teachers are not new and have been implemented district wide.  In addition, 
the source of the research-based strategies identified by the applicant are 
from the U.S. Department of Education Center for Choice and Achievement, 
the IES, the PEW Hispanic Center, the PEW National Institute for Early 
Education Research, the Ford Foundation, and the Carnegie 
Corporation.  Because these organizations have produced research reports on 
their findings, programs cited by these organizations are also not new.  

 

Reader's Score: 6 

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 
 
(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 

Evidence is provided by the applicant for demonstrating experience with 
large, complex, rapidly growing projects. Evidence consists of information 
that the district manages an annual budget of $100 million consisting of 
local, state, and federal funds.  
 
The district has improved the graduation rates of Black and Hispanic 
students from 67.5 percent for the 2007-2008 school year to 79.2 percent for 
the 20082009 school year.  This is a sizable and significant increase in one 
year. 
 
Although not required by the selection criterion, the applicant provided 
information on two partner districts including current programs for English 
Language Learners.  

 
Weaknesses 

No evidence is provided to show how the district's current budget 
management system correlates with the demands and requirements of 
managing a large, complex scale up project.  Also, no evidence is provided 
to indicate whether school district personnel have experience in conducting 
and supporting research efforts and projects. 



 
While the district has improved graduation rates, no description of how 
graduation rates were calculated is included.  Since a variety of methods can 
be used, information on how rates were calculated and whether the same 
methodology was used in each of the school years cited would have been 
helpful in determining the true rate of progress.  
 
Evidence provided by the applicant for demonstrating significant progress in 
closing the achievement gap is not convincing.  For example, the applicant's 
claim of two percent higher performance scores for Black and Hispanic 
students over comparable scores for white students and the total population 
on the state's standards-based test of reading is confusing.  It is unclear what 
the size of the achievement gap was to begin with, whether the improvement 
is averaged across all grade levels, and what the trend is for performance in 
mathematics for the same subgroups.  Also, data are not sufficiently 
disaggregated to provide a level of detail to compare the performance of 
other subgroups in the district.  As a result, it is difficult to determine if there 
is clear, consistent evidence that the achievement gap has narrowed as 
required by this selection criterion.  

 

Reader's Score: 5 

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 
 
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 applicant has provided information on the number of students to be 
reached during the grant period and the cost per student. This is strength 
because it permits cost benefit analyses to be calculated for potential 
replicability. 
 



The applicant's plan to extend the district's internal capacity through the 
capacity residing in partner districts and researchers from institutions of 
higher education to identify strategies and evaluate the reform model in use 
is resourceful.   
 
A plan for dissemination using four broad based methods for communication 
is presented by the applicant. Methods include:  1) through work with partner 
districts; 2) on web sites of partner districts; 3) in evaluators' reports; and 4) 
on the district's project web site.  This increases overall access to information 
about the project for potential adopters.  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant's claim that 30,000 to 50,000 students will be reached by the 
project in Years 1 - 4 is overly optimistic since Year 1 is scheduled for 
research only. Presumably few students will be affected while the district is 
identifying effective strategies and integrating them into a reform model.  It 
is unclear whether projected numbers make allowance for the lag year.    
 
It is unclear what cost factors associated with the project are used to 
calculate the per pupil cost. The applicant lists technology, professional 
development, and materials in general terms.  More detailed information 
would have been helpful in order to determine whether the figure presented 
for per pupil cost is reasonable and accurate.  
 
Information about and evidence for the capacity of the applicant to replicate 
the project are weak.  For example, although the applicant asserts that the 
project can be feasibly duplicated, the rationale and plan for how this will 
occur is not presented.  In addition, the applicant's capacity for reaching 
state, regional, and national levels with its proposed whole school reform 
model during the grant period is doubtful since there is no evidence that a 
coherent strategy for scale up has yet been developed. 
 
The applicant's claim that the project can be scaled up with technology 
support rather than personnel or fiscal expenditures is not 
credible.  Technology support available for the project is not presented in 
sufficient depth and detail to indicate that it is a reliable means for extending 
the project to larger districts or that the expansion can occur with consistency 
from site to site.  

 

Reader's Score: 5 

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 proposes to leverage its share of the state's Race to the Top 
grant and other state and federal funds to maintain and continue the project. 
 
Commitment, evidenced by letters of support from three partnership districts, 
is expected to add resources, not just funds, that could provide for 
continuation beyond the grant cycle. 
 
The applicant expects that products and approaches for the whole school 
reform model will be created that are marketable and will provide a source of 
funding to carry on the project.  

 
Weaknesses 

There is no convincing evidence that the applicant can insure sustainability 
by using fiscal and human capital resources to continue the project beyond 
the grant cycle. No multi-year financial management plan is included nor an 
explicit strategy for incorporating the project into the ongoing work of the 
district. 
 
Internal sustainability, strengthened and developed through capacity-building 
efforts with teachers and principals, has not been addressed by the 
applicant.  Professional development and other internal capacity-building 
strategies have not been outlined.  
 
The applicant presents no evidence that the district or its partner districts 
have the marketing expertise to raise funds for sustainability through the sale 
of products and approaches generated by the project.  In addition, foundation 
funds have not yet been secured so there is no evidence that foundations will 
support the project after the grant period is over.  

 

Reader's Score: 3 



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 proposed management plan for the project consists of a to-be-hired 
project director with associate superintendent level experience who will head 
up a district level design team. Dedicating a full-time position to overall 
management of the project will increase the likelihood that project activities 
are carried out. 
 
Deputy superintendents and central office staff from the curriculum and 
instruction and budgeting office are included in the design team.  This 
increases the likelihood of high-level support and attention for the project 
within the district's central office.  

 
Weaknesses 

The project's timeline is extremely broad and designated by project years 
rather than by quarters, months, or weeks.  Clearly outlined responsibilities, 
deadlines, milestones, and specific, time-bound periods for their 
accomplishment have not been provided by the applicant.  As a result, there 
is neither an indication of how the work of the design team will be overseen 
and monitored nor how day-to-day implementation will be supervised, 
communication will be managed, and the scale up plan will be rolled out 
with intentionality.   
 
Resumes of central office staff who will be involved in the project are 
included by the applicant.  However, since no one, other than the to-be-hired 
project director,  is assigned exclusively to the project, it is not clear how the 



time of central office staff will be divided between project implementation 
and district-level duties.  An outline of the expertise and qualifications 
required of the project director and staff is not included. 
 
The project plan gives no indication of how the applicant will provide 
effective and efficient operations and processes for implementing the project, 
including grant administration and oversight, budget reporting and 
monitoring, tracking and reporting on performance measures and 
disbursement of funds.  Since this selection criterion requires a high quality 
management plan with clearly defined targets and in-place mechanisms for 
insuring accountability for progress and performance to insure scalability, 
full points could not be awarded.  

 

Reader's Score: 3 

 
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 

No strengths found.  

 
Weaknesses 

Although an Early Learning Center is described in the application narrative, 
a specific plan for improving the transition between the early learning 
program and the district's elementary schools was not included. Also, no 
plan for aligning the learning outcomes of the Early Learning Center with 



the state's standards for other grades was outlined.  
 

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 

One component of the project, ELL Scholars, is designed to track 100 
secondary school students over 5 years, from grade 9 to college, to identify 
successful strategies to prepare students to enter and graduate from college, 
as well as to provide mentors for them.  An additional component is to site 
College and Career Centers in each district high school to assist students and 
families with issues of college affordability, financial aid, and the college 
application process.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 



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

Strengths 

The focus for the entire project is to improve the academic achievement of 
English Language Learners, to increase their readiness for college and 
careers, and to raise their graduation rates through the use of targeted 
instructional practices embedded in a whole school reform model.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Priority not addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 
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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  7  

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

20  0  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 15 
Points)  

15  2  

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

15  0  

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

15  1  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  1  

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

10  3  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

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

1  0  

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

1  0  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  0  



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)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 14 
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Scale Up 2: 84.396A  
Reader #5:  
Applicant: The School District of Osceola County, Florida -- , - , (U396A100043)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary State  

This application was thoroughly discussed with respect to each selection 
criterion.  My scores reflect my professional assessment of the application with 
respect to those criteria. 

 

 
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 proposal demonstrates a unique approach to developing a research 
program that is directed at meeting the needs of high-need ELL students. On 
page e0 (GEPA Statement Page), and page e1 the proposal states that the 
project will address ELL students. In addition, the project will employ 
professional development programs and resources as well as prescriptive 
resources to teachers. 
 
The district proposes to take on a unique project to seek out, review and 
analyze research-based strategies that will increase student achievement for 
low performing schools. This is not usually the norm for a district to 
undertake such a project. 

 
Weaknesses 

Since the innovative strategies have not yet been identified, the strategies 
connected to the goals are vague and not able to be supported with research 
that show that explicit strategies and actions will result in achieving the 
expected goals, objectives, and outcomes.  

 

Reader's Score: 7 

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 

Not assigned to score Selection Criterion B.  

 
Weaknesses 

Not assigned to score Selection Criterion B.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

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 
 
(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 demonstrates an extensive number of successful past 
experiences in which the school district has implemented projects that have 
shown increases within the district in student achievement for at-risk groups 
of students.  
 
The proposal contains data that show growth in academic areas such as AP 
exams, increased reading scores, and graduation rates within the district. The 
Superintendent report cites the use of certified reading specialists.  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant states on page e28 that the district has had considerable 
experience in the implementation of large and complex projects. However 
the large and complex projects are not named and detailed. Thus, the number 
of students in each population of these projects is unknown.  
 
On page e28, the proposal states "School district leadership has decades of 
experience in the management of $100,000 million plus." However, the 
experience is not detailed. If $100,000 million is divided over decades that 
does not amount to significant dollars to support that there is documented 
evidence of success for past large scale projects. 
 
Page e29 documents increases in student achievement based upon 
percentages. Since only percentages were reported the application does not 
provide there is not a clear picture of what and how comparisons relate to 
actual numbers of students. It would have been clearer if the number of 
students tested was presented along with the percentage and number of 
students that showed gains. In addition, there are no detailed numbers to 
indicate if the project reached large scale proportions in multiple settings 
with different types of students. There is a big difference if 100 students 
were involved in the testing versus 1,000 students. Percentages of increases 
used without the number of students tested can be deceiving when analyzing 
significant increases in student achievement and closing achievement gaps. 
 
There is a listing on page e29 of "other notable accomplishments." There are 
no detailed numbers to support that these accomplishments positively 
affected large scale populations. The application also does not list years 
beyond 2008-2009; so it is unclear if the programs were successfully 
sustained over an extended period of years. 

 

Reader's Score: 2 

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 

Not assigned to score Selection Criterion D.  

 
Weaknesses 

Not assigned to score Selection Criterion D.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

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 proposal accounts for four broad-based methods of dissemination on 
page e38. These methods of dissemination provide articulation for: partner 
school districts, using technology to disseminate through websites, 
downloading through web-based interfaces. The proposed articulation 
strategies are aligned with modern-day strategies that will broadcast 
information to the large numbers of partners in a timely manner.  

 
Weaknesses 

There is not a clear plan for what type of program will be implemented. 
Without a clearly defined program or plan cost estimates could change 
depending upon the type of research-based program chosen for the project. 
As a result estimates for numbers of students that will be reached, and costs 
affiliated with the program success could be significantly lower than what is 
being proposed. The program would be stronger if the applicant knew what 
program was going to be implemented to have a definite cost and definite 
numbers of students, and a plan for professional development,etc. There are 
too many unknowns to know if a plan could be brought to scale. 
 
Although the proposal provides methods for disseminating information, the 
process for using the broad-based delivery system is not defined and the 
vision for what the broad-based system will look like is not provided. 
Without a detailed plan or sequenced process for how the project will be 



disseminated, replication of the project will be difficult to execute. In 
addition there are no specific timelines for executing replication of the 
project. Only general timelines are provided.   
 
The research design of the project provides for evaluation of the innovations 
in multiple settings, with different types of students. Personnel and evaluator 
positions' credentials and experience relative to large scale project success 
are not defined. The types of students are also not defined.  
 
Without defined processes there is no assurance that there is adequate 
funding or management capacity to successfully bring the project to scale at 
a regional, state, or national level utilizing the numbers that have been 
presented in the proposal. 
 

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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 application includes commitments from identified partners to continue 
working with the project currently and beyond the years addressed in the 
project.  

 
Weaknesses 

There is no support of stakeholder buy-in from named teacher unions and/or 
state organizations. Since an actual program has not yet been named, there is 
no guarantee that the program that the applicant and partners choose to 
implement will be accepted by district teachers, state educators, or national 



leaders and organizations. 
 
Although the application indicates that the LEA has applied for other grant 
funding sources, there is no documentation or guarantees that the other 
funding that the LEA has applied for will be awarded. Should the applicant 
not receive the grant award, there is no demonstrated plan for multi-year 
funding to sustain the multi year funding for a successful project. 
 
On page e40, the proposal states "The work of this project will also be 
incorporated into the ongoing work of the partner school 
districts."  However, documentation and evidence of how the project will be 
incorporated into the ongoing work of partner districts is not described. 
Because the work is not being defined there is also no explanation for how 
this work will continue or align with the financial and operational costs 
associated with the partners and the costs needed to sustain the project for 
multiple years and years beyond the project. 

 

Reader's Score: 1 

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 

Responsibilities of personnel are detailed in the proposal on page e 43 and 
e44.   
 
The project accounts for utilization of an independent evaluator in designing 
and conducting all aspects of the experimental research study connected with 



the project 
 
There are timelines and milestones within the project.  

 
Weaknesses 

The credentials and experience of the project director and affiliated 
personnel are articulated relative to conducting district projects. However, it 
is not clear that key personnel have led large scale projects with rapid 
growth. In addition, there is not supportive documentation that the project 
director and key personnel have had experience with designing and 
conducting large-scale experimental and quasi-experimental studies of 
educational initiatives. In addition, there is no process described for how the 
project will develop experimental and/or quasi experimental designs because 
the application does not include a vision of how the process will move 
forward. 
 
Because the vision and plan are stated vaguely and with generalizations, the 
adequacy of the management plan is not clearly defined and does not support 
a strong proposal for successful sustainability and scalability of the project. 
The proposal is missing a clear vision along with detailed processes and data 
that would ensure success. 

 

Reader's Score: 3 

 
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 

No strengths found.  

 
Weaknesses 

There is only one paragraph on page e13 that refers to Birthgrams and early 
learning at preschool through Grade 3 levels. This is not a theme that is 
sustained throughout the body of the grant proposal.  

 

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 

No strengths found.  

 
Weaknesses 

Processes, resources, and identification of responsibilities for key personnel 
to successfully implement goals related to student understanding of college 
affordability, financial aid and college application processes are not 
supported consistently throughout the proposal. In addition the proposal does 
not identify a program that guarantees that support will be provided to 
students from peers and knowledgeable adults.  

 

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 

No strengths found.  

 
Weaknesses 

Since a program has not been chosen and processes for implementation of 
strategies have not been clearly delineated, there is no concrete evidence that 
the program selected will provide strategies to improve academic outcomes 
and graduation rates, close achievement gaps, and increase college-and 
career-readiness.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

Priority not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

Priority not addressed.  
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