ENTERPRISE GRANT SCORING RUBRIC
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Project Name/Lead Partner: Teach for Georgia/Georgia Institute of Technology Points Score
Review Date: July 26, 2011 100 85
Section 1: Partnership Overview 10 points
(a) The past performance of the eligible applicant implementing large, complex, and rapidly growing projects. 10 8
Applicant demonstrates successful past performance (0-5) implementing large, complex, and rapidly growing projects (0-5).

Reviewer Comments: The applicant demonstrates experience but lacks adequate outcomes to demonstrate success.
Section 2: Need for Project 25 points
(a) The extent to which the project targets a population/geographic location of demonstrated need. 10 10

Rationale behind site selection demonstrates in-depth knowledge of community demographics (0-5) and educational needs of targeted population (0-5).
Reviewer Comments:

(b) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to the Priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet. 15 13
The proposed project is innovative and has not been widely adopted (0-15).

Reviewer Comments: The proposed idea is a very innovative use of resources and targets an area of high-need in Georgia (effective STEM teachers). The proposal
would have been awarded more points for a more effective deployment strategy as Dougherty County is already receiving teachers through the state's partnership
with The New Teacher Project through Race to the Top. If awarded, the applicant should expand its proposal to impact a more broad area of the state.

Section 3: Quality of Project Design 15 points
(a) The extent to which the proposed project as described in the Narrative and outlined in the Scope of Work has a clear set of goals and an
explicit strategy, with actions that are (a) aligned with the Priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and (b) expected to result in

achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the proposed project. 9 9

The proposed project has a clear set of goals aligned with the Priorities the applicant is seeking to meet (0-3), an explicit strategy to meet those goals (0-3), and
strategy is expected to result in achieving the desired outcomes of the proposed project (0-3). Under Priority 1, provide one additional point for STEM-focused
projects.

Reviewer Comments:

(b) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-based findings or reasonable hypotheses that
implementation of the proposed practice, strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important effect on
improving student outcomes. 5 5
Applicant provides research-based findings or reasonable hypotheses for all components of project (0-5).




Reviewer Comments:

(c) The extent to which the project advances the state's Race to the Top strategy and/or other plans to improve student performance. 1 1
Project advances/aligns state RT3 strategy (e.g. measuring teacher effectiveness, using Common Core) (1).

Reviewer Comments:

Section 4: Quality of Project Evaluation 15 points

(a) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality implementation data and performance feedback, are rigorous,

and permit periodic assessment of progress toward achieving intended outcomes. 10 9

Applicant identifies data collection method (0-3), provides additional indicators beyond those required (0-3), and sets aggressive student achievement progress goals
(0-4).

Reviewer Comments: The applicant doesn't provide indicators beyond those required in all areas.

(b) 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. 3 3

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 (0-3).

Reviewer Comments:

(c) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to carry out the project evaluation effectively. 2 2

The project plan includes sufficient resources to carry out the evaluation effectively (0-2).

Reviewer Comments:

Section 5: Quality of Management Plan and Personnel 15 points

(a) 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 included in the Scope of Work. 10 10

The applicant provides a detailed management plan with clear objectives (0-2), clear leadership roles (0-3), timelines and milestones (0-2), and a fully completed
Scope of Work (0-3).

Reviewer Comments:




(b) The qualifications, relevant training and experience of the project director and key project personnel, especially in managing large,

complex, and rapidly growing projects. 5 5
Project personnel (or search process) are well qualified (0-3) and have relevant experience managing large, complex, and rapidly growing projects (0-2).
Reviewer Comments:

Section 6: Quality of Sustainability Plan 20 points

(a) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources to operate the project beyond the length of the grant. 10 7

Applicant details clear plan for sustaining project beyond the life of the grant (0-10).

Reviewer Comments: The applicant demonstrates that it has a plan for sustainability, but it is contingent on districts desiring the teachers. The sustainability plan

needs more refinement to earn full points.

(b) Demonstrated commitment from additional partners or funders to advance the project.

Applicant demonstrates strong commitment from additional partners or funders to advance the project (0-5).

Reviewer Comments: Ga Tech leverages significant resources and demonstrates commitment from its partners. More firm commitments from external partners

would have warranted full points here.

(c) Evidence of broad support from stakeholders critical to the project's long-term success. 5 0
Applicant demonstrates broad support from community stakeholders (0-5).

Reviewer Comments:

TOTAL 100 85
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