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IMPROVING TEACHER QUALITY STATE GRANTS PROGRAM

Title II, Part A, No Child Left Behind Act of 2001

California Postsecondary Education Commission

2011 Improving Teacher Quality State Grants Competition

CPEC’s California Common Core Standards Grant Initiative

                            RUBRIC FOR EVALUATING PROPOSALS
Directions to readers: This rubric is designed as a tool to organize your thoughts about each proposal and to guide discussion in your panel session.  It is recommended that before you begin marking the rubric, you read each proposal in its entirety to get an overall impression of the project. The rubric consists of a series of numbered statements that reflect the qualities of a successful project.  Please review each proposal carefully against the guiding statements provided at the beginning of each section, and present comments on the strengths and weaknesses related to each. Write specific comments in complete sentences that evaluate rather than describe.  You may attach additional sheets as necessary for each section and for the concluding section.
Your evaluation and written comments will be available upon request to the applicant but you will not be identified. If you find that there are major benefits or drawbacks to the proposed project that the rubric does not capture, you should make note of them and bring them to the discussion, as they may influence the panel’s final decision on whether or not to recommend a proposal for funding.
When your panel meets, you, together with your Panel Chair, will complete a “Panel Rubric.” You will review the statements on the rubric as a group, working toward a consensus. The Panel Rubric will be essentially the same rubric used for the initial review with a few additional summary questions to be completed as a group. If the panel determines that a proposal should not be awarded a grant, the reasons should be unambiguous and clearly stated. 
The panel will then rank the order all of the proposals as a group and make recommendations for or against funding. Final decisions on proposing teams that will be interviewed and recommendations to CPEC’s Executive Director for funding are the responsibility of program staff.  
Please accept our sincere appreciation of your expertise and work to review these proposals.  If you have any questions please call Marcia Trott at (000) 000-0000 or Rachel Lagomarsino at (000) 000-0000.
Your evaluation and written comments will be available upon request to the applicant.  The identity of readers will remain anonymous. 
SECTION 1:  NEEDS ASSESSMENT
· Describes the specific needs identified by the partnership in the area of teacher professional development, particularly what professional development is needed in relation to the Common Core State Standards in Mathematics (CaCCSS-M) or Common Core State Standards in English Language Arts & Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects (CaCCSS-ELA) and how these needs were identified.  

· Shows the extent to which the entire partnership and especially the K-12 teachers and administrators were involved in the selection of the problem area to be addressed and in formulating the solution.  

· Shows the extent the proposed activities will respond to the professional development needs related to student achievement in the core academic subjects and that the proposed activities are the result of a collaborative planning process among all partners.  

	Strengths:


	Weaknesses:



SECTION 1:  NEEDS ASSESSMENT 


(Maximum points: 16)
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellant

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	0-4
	5 – 8
	9 - 12
	13 –16


Total Section 1 Score ______ 

SECTION 2:  GOALS AND EXPECTED OUTCOMES 
· Major goals and outcomes connect the needs assessment to specific activities in the professional development to be implemented by the project.  
· Anticipated outcomes address the effect of the project on the performance of the target audience.  
· Major goals and outcomes lend themselves to measurable indicators that can demonstrate project success, and those indicators are consistently reflected in the evaluation plan section of the proposal.

· Goals are ambitious, yet realistic and achievable within the proposed timeframe for the project.

· Identifies the desired changes in teacher content knowledge and pedagogical skills.

	Strengths:



	Weaknesses:


SECTION 2:  GOALS AND EXPECTED OUTCOMES 
 (Maximum points: 16)
  
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellant

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	0-4
	5 – 8
	9 - 12
	13 - 16


Total Section 2 Score ______ 

SECTION 3: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MODEL(S)
· Provides convincing evidence that the proposed intervention (treatment) will help teachers understand and strengthen their content knowledge in preparation for and implementation of the CaCCSS-M or the CaCCSS-ELA.  
· Identifies the professional development model, its supporting research, the demonstrated effectiveness of that model to support and guide the project activities, and how the specific activities that are planned for participating teachers will lead to changes in the classroom.  

· Action Plan and program management operations are clearly defined (who will do what, when, and where).

· Explains how the intervention will build upon, supplement, or merge with other programs that are or have been in place, including Program Improvement efforts. If project is “scaling up” an existing project there is an explicit statement describing the effectiveness of the previous program.   

· Provides information about how the partners will work together to deliver quality professional development which leverages the resources offered by the IHE and the COE’s and what those partners specifically offer towards meeting the goals of the project. 

	Strengths: 

	Weaknesses:


SECTION 3: INTERVENTION, PD MODEL(S), AND ACTION PLAN
 (Maximum points: 20)

	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellant

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	0-4
	5 – 10
	11 - 15
	16 – 20


Total Section 3 Score ______ 

SECTION 4:  TEACHER RECRUITMENT 

· Includes evidence of a strong commitment to the project from the teachers, site administrators, and district personnel.

· Addresses strategies for teacher attrition and mobility, especially in regard to how these factors identify hard-to-reach participants, e.g., teachers who fear mathematics, science, or any of the other applicable core academic areas.

· Provides information about specific incentives offered to teachers which would make participation appealing.  

	Strengths: 

	Weaknesses:


SECTION 4:  TEACHER RECRUITMENT
 (Maximum points: 4)

	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellant

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	0-1
	2
	3
	4


Total Section 4 Score ______
SECTION 5:  PROJECT STAFF and PARTNERSHIP 
· Names the IHE, LEA and/or COE, representatives who will coordinate the project and describes the duties and responsibilities of key personnel.  
· Provides the qualifications of key personnel with respect to their capacity to implement the proposed plan. Considering training and experience, the project’s key personnel are properly qualified to provide the administrative and instructional leadership necessary to carry out the activities of the project ( via résumés or vita attached to the proposal).

· Includes an organizational chart that clearly illustrates the roles and responsibilities of all project staff, including those representing additional partners.  

· Explains the time commitments of the project director and other key personnel are appropriate and adequate to meet the objectives of the project.

· Shows a demonstrated commitment from each partner to the project and each has a programmatic role including the leveraging of materials and resources.

	Strengths: 



	Weaknesses:


SECTION 5:  PROJECT STAFF (Maximum points: 20)
 
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellant

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	0-4
	5 – 10
	11 - 15
	16 – 20


Total Section 5 Score ______ 

SECTION 6:  EVALUATION PLAN 
· Articulates the data that will be collected, how it will be collected, when it will be collected and by whom.  

· Relates how the evaluation is tied to the major goals and outcomes detailed in Section 2.  

· Explains how the plan is realistic and achievable and will adequately demonstrate project success or “lessons learned” to contribute to the field.  

· Includes a dissemination plan that includes a description of the content and methodology that will be used to disseminate to all stakeholders so they may directly benefit from the project they supported.

	Strengths: 


	Weaknesses: 



SECTION 6:  EVALUATION PLAN
 (Maximum points: 12)
 
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellant

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	0-3
	4 – 6
	7 - 9
	10 – 12


Total Section 6 Score ______ 

SECTION 7: BUDGET 
· Presents a budget that is reasonable for the size and scope of the project and reflects the programmatic components and personnel proposed.
· Proposes a budget that clearly correlates program costs with the project activities
· Meets the federal requirement that no partner will benefit from the use of more than 50% of the grant funding. 

· Demonstrates cost effectiveness for the amount of work (e.g., number of teachers, days of professional development) it is proposing.

	Strengths:

	Weaknesses:



SECTION 7: BUDGET
 (Maximum points: 12)
 
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellant

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	0-3
	4 – 6
	7 - 9
	10 – 12


Total Section 7 Score ______ 

OVERALL EVALUATION – The proposal, in its totality, is consistent with the primary purpose of CPEC’s California Common Core Standards 2011 Grant Initiative.  When each part of the application is viewed as a whole it is evident that the various elements are consistent throughout; expenditures are tied to activities which reflect objectives; the goals and objectives are directly related to the identified needs of the teachers of the partner LEA(s); and each partner, the IHE(s), LEA(s), and COE, share the purpose and objectives of the project and has overall the components necessary for success.   
	Strengths:



	Weaknesses:



	Areas that need further clarification:




Preliminary Funding Recommendation: Your answer below is not final.  When your panel meets, you will have an opportunity to change your recommendation based upon the discussion the panel will have about the merits of this proposal.  
TOTAL SCORE (Maximum Points Possible 100) – Sections 1 to 7: ___________
	Recommend funding this proposal.

	

	Do NOT recommend funding this proposal.

	


  Panel Number: _____ 

Reader Number: _____       Proposal Number: _____
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