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School Improvement Grant (SIG) RFA
Scoring Rubric


This tool is for evaluating local educational agencies (LEAs) 2013 SIG Application funded by the District of Columbia’s School Improvement Grant (SIG).  The rubric provides guidance to review panel members on making funding recommendations to the District of Columbia’s Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE).  

As a reviewer, it is valuable for the OSSE as well as the applicant to know your thoughts about the application. Therefore, please provide comments under the “strengths” and “weaknesses” area after each section.  Your comments may be shared with the applicant, so be thoughtful in your comments.  Please write / type the scores and comments directly into the spaces provided.  

The scoring is based on a 90-point scale.  Reviewers may decide to award funding that is less than the amount requested in the application.  If you decide that funding less than the amount request is appropriate, please provide the rationale for this decision in the “Comments” box on the last page of the rubric (page 13).  

You are to assign a score to each criterion included in the rubric as applicable. Your final funding recommendation to the OSSE should be based on all relevant information within the application.  The review panel’s recommendations are the primary factor in the OSSE’s decision about whether or not to award a grant.  The final decision, however, remains with the OSSE. 

Thank you for your time and participation in the 2013 School Improvement Grant Application process.  Please find below the rubric to be used to evaluate all SIG applications submitted on behalf of eligible LEAs.

	FY 2013 School Improvement Grant Rubric

	Tab i.

	Applicant Information and Certification (Points: N/A)

	

	Tabs ii. – iv.

	Assurances (Points: N/A)

	· Assurances:  ESEA Section 1003(g) School Improvement Funds 

	

	· Assurances:  General Education Provisions Act 

	

	· Assurances:  Additional / Other Assurances 

	

	Tab v.

	Consultation:  (Points:  10 points)

	· The LEA has described its process for consulting with relevant stakeholders, including parents, regarding the LEA’s application and solicited their input for the development and implementation of school improvement turnaround models in its participating “Priority” schools.

· Examples may include local board meetings, parent meetings, district advisory committee, and local bargaining unit meetings which indicate discussion of the LEA’s application.

· The LEA identifies which stakeholder recommendations have been used in the development of the LEA’s SIG Application have been used in the development of the LEA’s SIG implementation plan, and discusses stakeholder input not accepted, including a rationale for rejecting that input.


	The LEA clearly identifies its process for consulting with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application.

The LEA’s description demonstrates comprehensive consultation with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application, including local board meetings, parent meetings, district advisory committee, and local bargaining unit meetings. 

The LEA has provided minutes and agendas of meetings with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s SIG application that recount the input obtained.

The LEA has identified all significant stakeholder input, identifies input incorporated in the SIG implementation plan, discusses rejected input and provides a rationale for each rejected suggestion.
	Strong (8-10 points)

	The LEA identifies a general process for consulting with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application.

The LEA’s description demonstrates consultation with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application, including parents and other stakeholders.

The LEA has described meetings with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s SIG application, including a description of key stakeholder input that was incorporated in the LEA’s SIG application.

The LEA has identified significant stakeholder input, identifies input incorporated in the SIG plan, and provides a rationale for each rejected suggestion.

	Adequate (5 -7 points)

	The LEA does not clearly identify its process for consulting with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application.

The LEA’s description does not adequately demonstrate consultation with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application.

The LEA has not sufficiently described meetings with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s SIG application.

The LEA has not sufficiently identified significant stakeholder input; noted input incorporated in the SIG plan, or provided a rationale for each rejected suggestion. 

	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:









	Weaknesses:








	Total Points: ______/10 points

	Tab v. 

	Leading Indicators:  (Points:  10 points)

	· The LEA’s provides a detailed explanation of the current or proposed plan for collecting SIG leading indicators data.

	The current actions and/or planned activities for collecting SIG leading indicators’ data are clearly stated, reasonable, and contain a proposed plan for the collection of data not currently collected along with a detailed timeline that outlines a system for submitting timely data as requested by the SEA.

	Strong (8-10 points)

	The current actions and/or planned activities for collecting SIG leading indicators’ data is minimally stated but lacks feasibility.  
	Adequate (5-7 points)

	The current actions and/or planned activities for collecting SIG leading indicators’ data is not clearly stated, reasonable, nor does it contain a proposed plan for the collection of data not currently collected or a detailed timeline that outlines a system for submitting timely data as requested by the SEA.

	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:







	Weaknesses:








	Total Points: ______/10 points

	Tab vi.

	Lack of Capacity (Points:  N/A) – If the LEA is not applying to serve each “Priority” school, the LEA must explain why it lacks sufficient capacity to do so.  The LEA must demonstrate lack of capacity by describing elements of capacity that are lacking.  

	· If the LEA determines there is a lack of capacity to sufficiently serve each “Priority” school, OSSE will evaluate the sufficiency of the LEAs stance, by reviewing their responses to the following items in “Tab vi”:
· Number and credentials of staff dedicated to implementation
· Dedication of other funds to directly support implementation
· Ability to recruit new principals for the Turnaround and Transformation models or the availability of EMOs to enlist for the Restart model
· Barriers and/or evidence of support from teachers, the Board of Education, School staff, and/or Parents

	

	Choose one of the following:            

ACCEPTABLE RESPONSE




UNACCEPTABLE RESPONSE



	Rationale:


	

	Tab vi. 

	Plans for Implementation:  (Points:  10 points)

	The LEA’s provided a detailed explanation of their proposed plan for 1) designing and implementing interventions consistent with the final requirements 2) recruiting, screening, and selecting external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality 3) aligning other resources with the interventions 4) modifying its practice or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the interventions fully and effectively; and 5) sustaining the reforms after the funding period ends.  
	Strong (8-10 points)

	The LEA’s provided a sufficient explanation of their proposed plan for 1) designing and implementing interventions consistent with the final requirements 2) recruiting, screening, and selecting external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality 3) aligning other resources with the interventions 4) modifying its practice or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the interventions fully and effectively; and 5) sustaining the reforms after the funding period ends, however, the plan lacked feasibility in relation to the timeline proposed.
	Adequate (5-7 points)

	The LEA’s provided a limited explanation of their proposed plan for 1) designing and implementing interventions consistent with the final requirements 2) recruiting, screening, and selecting external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality 3) aligning other resources with the interventions 4) modifying its practice or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the interventions fully and effectively; and 5) sustaining the reforms after the funding period ends.  The plan did not include a timeline by which the actions would occur.

	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:








	Weaknesses:








	Total Points: ______/10 points

	

	Tab A

	School Needs Assessment (Points:  10 points)

	The LEA describes the process and findings of the needs assessment conducted on each school it commits to serve and the evidence used to select the intervention model to be implemented at each school.  A description includes:

· Assessment instruments used
· LEA and school personnel involved
· Process for analyzing and selecting the intervention model
· Findings on use of state-adopted standards-aligned materials and interventions
· Curriculum pacing and instruction time
· Amount and types of PD, collaboration, and instructional support
· Use of student data, alignment of resources, and staff effectiveness
· Current interventions and their effectiveness

	The narrative includes a thorough and complete overview of the process used to assess schools, including specific instruments used, and multiple data elements cited.

The narrative identifies a variety of qualified LEA, school, parents, and community stakeholders providing a range of perspectives involved in collecting and analyzing school data.

The narrative describes a specific and effective process for analyzing assessment findings, including meetings of appropriate LEA and school personnel and school advisory groups to review findings and provide input on the needs analysis.

The narrative includes discrete and specific findings concerning all of the areas listed in the RFA that led to the selection of the intervention.
	Strong (8-10 points)

	The narrative includes a general overview of the process used to assess schools, including specific instruments used, and multiple data elements cited.

The narrative identifies LEA, school, and community stakeholders involved in collecting and analyzing school data, with a description of their level of involvement.

The narrative describes a process for analyzing assessment findings, including a basic description of how LEA and school personnel and school advisory groups reviewed the findings and provided input.

The narrative includes basic findings concerning all of the areas listed in the RFA that led to the selection of the intervention.
	Adequate (5-7 points)

	The narrative includes limited information on the process used to assess schools, including specific instruments used, and multiple sources cited.

The narrative does not sufficiently describe a process for analyzing assessment findings.

The narrative does not include findings concerning all of the areas listed in the RFA that led to the selection of the intervention.
	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:









	Weaknesses:








	Total Points: ______/10 points

	

	Tab A

	Annual Student Achievement Goals (Points: 10 points)

	· The LEA has established annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts (ELA) mathematics, and high school graduation rates, where applicable, that it will use to monitor each Priority school it commits to serve.




	The annual goals for student achievement are measurable, are based on the state’s assessments in ELA and mathematics, and are clearly identified for each school that the LEA commits to serve. 

The goals are realistic and reflect high expectations for improved student achievement, and are based on the needs of each school.

The plan for monitoring the identified goals is clearly described, includes specific timelines and procedures, and identifies the personnel responsible for its implementation. 

	Strong (8-10 points)

	The annual goals for student achievement are measurable, are based on the state’s assessments in ELA and mathematics, and are generally identified for each school that the LEA commits to serve. 

The goals are realistic, project improved student achievement, and are based on the needs of each school.

The plan for monitoring the identified goals is described and includes clear implementation procedures. 

	Adequate (5-7 points)

	The annual goals for student achievement are not sufficiently identified for each school that the LEA commits to serve. 

The goals appear limited, project a minimal increase in student achievement, and/or are not based on the needs of each school.

The plan for monitoring the identified goals is inadequate or is not provided.


	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:









	Weaknesses:








	Total Points: ______/10 points



	Tab A

	Capacity to LEA and School/Campus and Sufficiency of Funds to Implement Turnaround Model/Intervention (Points:  10 points)

	· The LEA demonstrates its capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each “Priority” school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement, fully and effectively, the required activities of the school turnaround model/intervention(s) it has selected. 


	The LEA fully describes how it will use SIG funding and all other available resources required to implement the turnaround model selected. The narrative includes extensive information on the specific use of each resource to support implementation of the planned school improvement activities. 

The description demonstrates that the LEA has fully identified the resource needs of each school and appropriately planned how resources will be used to achieve successful implementation of all activities planned for each school.


	Strong (8-10 points)

	The LEA describes how it will use SIG funding to implement the turnaround model selected. The narrative includes general information on how resources will be used to support implementation of the planned school improvement activities. 

The description demonstrates that the LEA has considered the differing resource needs of each school in determining how SIG funding and other LEA resources will be used to address the specific needs of each school and lead to successful implementation.

	Adequate (5-7 points)

	The LEA provides a limited description of how it will use SIG funding to implement the turnaround model selected. The narrative includes little or no information on how other resources will be used to support implementation of the planned school improvement activities. 

The description does not adequately demonstrate that the LEA has considered the differing resource needs at each school in determining how SIG funding and other LEA resources will be used to address the specific needs of each school and lead to successful implementation.

	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:









	Weaknesses:








	Total Points:______/10 points

	Tab A

	Other Funds Dedicated to Implementation (Points: N/A)

	

	School’s Student Profile Data (Points: N/A)

	Tab B

	Comprehensive Overview of the Seven Turnaround Principles (Points:  10 points)

	· The LEA will describe how SIG funds will be deployed in support of interventions and how each intervention will be aligned to the needs assessment and turnaround principle.  
· The LEA will describe the action plan for implementing the selected turnaround model/intervention over three years.
· The LEA will describe in detail any services to be received by each school/campus, if any. 
· The LEA will describe their process for design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements (http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/2010-27313.pdf ).


	Interventions are determined based upon student need and are specific to the needs of the District.  The District-level action plan is unique to the district needs. Interventions are worded and research-based as effective school improvement strategies.  All interventions are measurable and realistic.  Interventions thoroughly support the attainment of the goal(s) and there is a clear alignment of the results of the needs assessment to the turnaround principles.

Services are determined based upon student need and is specific to the needs of each building.  Services are unique to each building’s needs, not simply repeated.

The LEA designed and implemented interventions consistent with the final requirements authorized under Section 1003(g) of Title I of the ESEA.  The interventions clearly articulate the LEAs plan for implementing the school’s SIG turnaround model/interventions.
	Strong (8-10 points)

	Interventions are based upon student need and are specific to the needs of the District.  The District-level action plan is measurable and realistic.  Interventions thoroughly support the attainment of the goal(s) however, there is little alignment of the results of the needs assessment to the turnaround principles.

Services are determined based upon students’ needs, however lack specificity to the needs of the students and building.

The LEA designed and implemented interventions however the interventions show a lack of consistency with the final requirements authorized under Section 1003(g) of Title I of the ESEA.  The interventions articulated are only satisfactory in articulating the LEAs plan for implementing the school’s SIG turnaround model.
	Adequate (5-7 points)

	Generic goals and associated interventions are given.  A District-level action plan does not exist.  Interventions do not align to the results of the needs assessment and turnaround principles. 

Services do not appear to be unique to each building’s student needs.

The LEA provided little to no evidence of a plan that sufficiently implements interventions consistent with the final requirements authorized under Section 1003(g) of Title I of the ESEA.
	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:









	Weaknesses:







	Total Points: ______/10 points



	Tab C

	Explanation for Proposed Budget Items (Budget Narrative) (Points:  10 points)

	· The school and LEA budget(s) are aligned.



	The LEA and school budgets are clearly aligned and, taken together, fully describe appropriate expenditures of funds in all categories that are clearly sufficient to support the design, implementation and ongoing maintenance of the proposed SIG activities. The proposed expenditures reflect research-based strategies likely to increase student achievement.
	Strong (8-10 points)

	The LEA and school budgets are aligned and, taken together, adequately describe expenditures of funds in all categories of the proposed SIG activities. The proposed expenditures reflect strategies likely to increase student achievement.

	Adequate (5-7 points)

	The LEA and school budgets are not clearly aligned, the LEA has not sufficiently described expenditures of funds in categories necessary to support proposed SIG activities, and/or proposed expenditures reflect strategies unlikely to increase student achievement

	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:









	Weaknesses:







	Total Points: ______/10 points

	

	Tab D

	Proposed Three Year Annual SIG Budget (Points:  10 points)

	· The LEA projected budget template is complete.

	The LEA projected budget template is complete, expenditures are accurately classified by object code, the full term of the grant is covered, and totals by year are provided. 

	Strong (8-10 points)

	The LEA projected budget template is complete; expenditures are appropriately listed for the full term of the grant and totals by year are provided. 

	Adequate (5-7 points)

	The LEA projected budget is incomplete, expenditures are not accurately classified by object code, and/or the full term of the grant is not covered.
	Inadequate (1-4 points)

	Strengths:







	Weaknesses:







	Total Points: ______/10 points




	OVERALL COMMENTS:

	














	SECTION TOTALS
	SCORE:

	Applicant Information and Certification
	N/A

	Assurances:  ESEA Section 1003(g) School Improvement Funds
	N/A

	Assurances:  General Education Provisions Act
	N/A

	Assurances:  Additional Assurances 
	N/A

	Consultation 
	/10 points

	Leading Indicators
	/10 points

	Lack of Capacity
	N/A

	Plans for Implementation
	/10 points

	Overview:  Proposed Plan for Funding Allocations for Individual Participating School Applying for SIG funding
	30 points 

	School Needs Assessment
	/10 points

	Annual Student Achievement Goals
	/10 points

	Capacity of LEA and School/Campus and Sufficiency of Funds to Implement Turnaround Model/Intervention 
	/10 points

	Other Funds Dedicated to Implementation
	N/A

	School’s Student Profile Data
	N/A

	Comprehensive Overview of the Seven Turnaround Principles – 

	10 points

	Part 1:  Intervention Alignment
	/10 points

	Part 2:  Action Plan for Implementation at this School
	N/A

	Part 3:  Services Rendered
	N/A

	Explanation for Proposed Budget Items (Budget Narrative)
	/10 points

	Proposed Three Year Annual SIG Funds Budget
	/10 points

	FINAL SCORE:
	

	
	


 


	Fund Application?
	YES/NO

	If no, would you partially fund?
	YES/NO

	If yes, how much?
	$
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