Idaho State Department of Education
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2017-2018 Grant Proposal Scoring Guide

	Applying Institution or Organization:
	

	Program Title:
	


	Directors Name:
	



	1. Commitment and Capacity of Partnership – 10 Points Possible

               

	Criteria
	Exemplary


	Basic


	Below Basic


	Points Awarded

	Partners’ role in project

4 Points

Possible
	3-4 Points 

The role of each partner is clear and evidence is provided that each partner played a role in the development of the project.


	2 Points

The role of each partner is provided but little or no evidence is provided that each partner played a role in the development of the project.
	0-1 Points

Little or no evidence is provided to indicate the role of one or more partners.  


	

	Capacity of partnership 

4 Points

Possible
	3-4 Points
Number of staff and institutional resources are clearly adequate to carry out the proposed project.  Staff members are well qualified and their experience and expertise are aligned with duties to be performed.  
	2 Points

Number and quality of staff are provided but do not clearly support project.  Institutional resources are not clearly identified.


	0-1 Points

Explanation of capacity is inadequate, may be missing one or more of the criteria.


	

	Core Planning Team

2 Points possible
	2 Points

Team is identified and complies with set guidelines.
	1 point

Team is identified but does not comply with guidelines.
	0 Points

Core Planning Team is not identified.
	

	Total Points for this section
	/10


	2. Demonstration of Professional Development Needs in Partner Schools/Districts -10 Points Possible

              

	Criteria
	Exemplary


	Basic


	Below Basic


	Points Awarded

	Identification of professional development needs

5 Points Possible 
	4-5 Points

There is clear evidence from multiple sources to support professional development needs cited.  Connection between identified professional development need(s) and improved student achievement is clear.   
	2-3 Points

Evidence of data from a few sources is presented to support the mathematics needs of the school or school district population.  
	0-1 Points

Limited data available.  Needs identified are not adequately supported by evidence.
	

	Prioritization of needs

5 Points Possible
	4-5 Points

There is clear evidence that partners have collectively determined which professional development need(s) are of the highest priority and will be addressed by the project.  
	2-3 Points

Some evidence is provided to show that the targeted need(s) were selected with input from project partners.
	0-1 Points

Limited or no evidence is given to indicate why the partnership selected targeted need(s).
	

	Total Points for this section
	/10




	3. Alignment of Project Goals and Objectives with Professional Development Needs

   - 20 Points Possible

	Criteria
	Exemplary


	Basic


	Below Basic


	Points Awarded

	Description of the project’s goals and objectives 

20 Points Possible


	13-20 Points

Goals are clear and objectives are specific, measurable, ambitious, and realistic.  Goals and objectives are clearly correlated to the targeted professional development needs. 


	4-12 Points

Goals and objectives are well defined, measurable, and aligned with targeted needs.
	0-3 Points

Objectives lack specificity and/or their alignment with objectives is unclear.
	

	Total Points for this section
	/20




	4, Research Base and Efficacy of Plan to Achieve Project Objectives – 30 Points Possible

               

	Criteria
	Exemplary


	Basic


	Below Basic
	Points Awarded

	Explanation of how proposed activities are expected to lead to achievement of project objectives.  

10 Points Possible


	7-10 Points

Detailed, concise description provided to describe how each strategy and/or activity will address one or more project objectives.  Plan addresses all objectives.
	3-6 Points

General description provided to describe how the strategies will address project objectives.
	0-2 Points

Limited description provided connecting activities to objectives.
	

	Supporting research for development of project

15 Points Possible
	10-15 Points
Clearly outlines how the program and strategies selected are a replication or direct extension of cited scientifically-based research that has documented success in achieving  one or more project objectives


	4-9 Points
Clearly documented scientifically-based research is cited to support selected program and strategies. 
	0-3 Points
Proposal includes bibliography but provides little evidence of research to support efficacy of project to achieve objectives.
	

	Planned activities are aligned with Idaho Achievement Standards 

5 Points Possible


	3-5 Points

Plan provides an explicit description of how the mathematics content and instructional strategies included in the project aligns with Idaho Achievement Standards.


	2 Points

Plan includes content and instructional strategies that are based on Idaho Achievement Standards.


	0-1 Point

Limited description given of alignment with Idaho Achievement Standards.  
	

	Total Points for this section
	/30




	5. Evaluation and Accountability Plan – 20 Points Possible



	Criteria
	Exemplary


	Basic


	Below Basic
	Points Awarded

	Design of the evaluation plan

15 Points Possible


	10-15 Points

Evaluation plan clearly states the design of the plan to measure and document the five levels of evaluation include in the Request for Proposals.  Contracted evaluator is highly qualified and duties are clearly stated.      
	4-9 Points

Plan states the design of the evaluation to document the effectiveness of the program but lacks specific measures for one or more of the project’s objectives.
	0-3 Points

Proposal lacks a clear plan to document the effectiveness of programs and activities in meeting annual targets or project objectives.  
	

	Annual Targets

5 Points Possible
	3-5 Points

Specific achievable targets that describe expected progress toward meeting each objective of the project are included for each year of the program.
	2 Points

Annual targets for meeting needs(s) addressed are provided but they are broadly stated.  
	0-1 Points

Plan lacks specific annual targets.
	

	Total Points for this section
	/20


	6. Budget and Cost Effectiveness – 10 Points Possible



	Criteria
	Basic


	Below Basic


	Points Awarded

	Budget summary

3 Points Possible


	2-3 Points

A quality budget summary is included for each of the designated partners.
	0 Points

One or more budget summary is missing or incomplete.
	

	Narrative reflects required activities

3 Points Possible


	2-3 Points

Budget narrative clearly delineates cost and details concerning expenditures for all project activities.
	0 points

Budget narrative does not include a cost breakdown for each category or it includes expenditures not clearly related to the project description.
	

	Cost effectiveness

4 Points Possible
	2-4 Points

The amount included in each budget category is commensurate with the services or goods proposed, and the overall cost of the project is commensurate with the professional development provided and number of teachers served. 
	0-1 Points

One or more budget categories are inconsistent with services or goods proposed.  
	

	Total Points for this section
	/10



	*Scoring Summary



	
	Points Awarded

	1. Commitment and Capacity of Partnership


	/10

	2. Demonstration of Professional Development Needs in Partner Schools/Districts Possible


	/10

	3. Alignment of Project Goals and Objectives with Professional Development Needs


	/20

	4. Research Base and Efficacy of Plan to Achieve Project Objectives


	/30

	5. Evaluation and Accountability Plan


	/20

	6. Budget and Cost Effectiveness


	/10

	Total Points 
	100 possible              
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