
Planning & Implementation Grant

For Tennessee Public Charter Schools

SCORING CRITERIA

[image: image1.wmf] 


Tennessee Department of Education
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Due Date: April 11, 2005
	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (5 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	
	0-2 points
	3-4 points
	5 points

	TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS-5 POINTS
	Score:   ___/5
	· Grant application was received after the April 11, 2005 deadline.

· Few of the criteria for typing, format, and organization were met.

· Grant application was incomplete; several items, attachments, and/or signatures were missing.

· The Charter School Office had to request a number of corrections or additions prior to scoring.
	· Grant application was received on or before April 11, 2005 deadline.

· Most of the criteria for typing, format, and organization were met.

· Grant application was generally complete.  However, some required items, attachments, and/or signatures were missing.

· The Charter School Office received some notice or explanation regarding missing items.
	· Grant application was received on or before April 11, 2005 deadline.

· All criteria for typing, format, organization, and submission were met.

· Grant application was complete with all required items, attachments, and/or signatures.

· The Charter School Office did not have to request any corrections or additions prior to scoring.


Reviewer Comments:
	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (5 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	APPLICATION NARRATIVE-50 POINTS TOTAL
	I.  Background Information

Score:   ___/5
	0-2 points
	3-4 points
	5 points

	
	
	· Provides little or no description of why the charter school was established.
· Information regarding targeted community is vague or missing.
	· Provides some description of why the charter school was established.
· Some information regarding targeted community is provided.
	· Clearly describes why the charter school was established.
· Provides a clear picture of the targeted community.


Reviewer Comments:

	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (15 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	APPLICATION NARRATIVE-50 POINTS
	II.  Educational Vision

Score:   _/15
	0-5 points
	6-9 points
	10-15 points

	
	
	· Vision, mission, and philosophy are not shared or appear to be minimal, lacking, or incomplete.
· Proposed use of grant funds does not appear related to vision, mission, and philosophy.
· Grade level information is incomplete or not provided.  A plan for moving to serving the entire grade span is not provided or is minimal.
· Description of the curriculum and instructional practices is vague and not well thought out, and no research supporting the program is cited.
· Lack of evidence that the educational program is designed to support state academic content standards.
· Little or no evidence that educational program has taken student achievement of State standards and achievement of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) into consideration.
· A plan for serving students from special populations is minimal or non-existent.
	· Vision, mission, and philosophy are stated, but fail to provide the reader with sufficient information to have comprehensive understanding of them.
· Proposed use of grant funds somewhat supports the vision, mission, and philosophy.
· Some information regarding grade levels to be served is provided, but the plan for moving to serving the entire grade level span appears lacking
· Curriculum and instructional practices are described with some specificity, and some research is cited, though it does not support the use of the program with the students to be served.
· Some evidence that the educational program is designed to support state academic content standards.
· Student achievement of State standards and achievement of AYP are addressed, but don’t appear to have a strong emphasis within the educational program
· Serving students from special populations appears to be a concern, but the plan proposed needs to be enhanced.
	· Vision, mission, and philosophy are clearly articulated and well thought out.
· Proposed use of grant funds aligns with the vision, mission, and philosophy and appears prudent in advancing them.
· Grade levels to be served are clearly articulated along with the plan for moving to serving the entire grade level span.
· Curriculum and instructional practices are described completely and clearly, and convincing research supporting selection of them is cited.
· Program is clearly designed to support state academic content standards.
· Compelling evidence that the educational program emphasizes student achievement of State standards and achievement of AYP is presented.
· A clear plan for serving students from special populations is presented.


Reviewer Comments:

	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (10 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	APPLICATION NARRATIVE-50 POINTS
	III.  Business and Organizational Management Capacity of School

Score:   _/10

	0-3 points
	4-6 points
	7-10  points

	
	
	· Lacks evidence of an organizational, management, and financial plan that demonstrates fiscal viability and autonomy.
· Very few business office practices and policies described.

· Composition, role, and responsibilities of governing board not addressed or addressed minimally.

· Little or no explanation regarding interface between charter school governing board & sponsor.

· Limited governing board financial oversight.

· Governance and management structures not addressed or addressed minimally.

· Vague and limited information regarding the facility. 
	· Some evidence of fiscal viability and autonomy demonstrated through an organizational, management, and financial plan.
· Business office practices and policies addressed.

· Composition, role, and responsibilities of governing board are addressed.

· Interface between charter school governing board & sponsor is addressed.

· Adequate governing board financial oversight.

· Governance and management structures defined.

· Some facility information is included.
	· Thorough description of organizational, management, and financial plan that demonstrates fiscal viability and autonomy.
· Complete business office practice and policies described.

· Composition, role, and responsibilities of governing board are clearly defined.

· Interface between charter school governing board & sponsor is clear.

· Strong governing board financial oversight.

· Governance and management structures fully defined.
· Comprehensive facility information is included.


Reviewer Comments:
	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale ( points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	APPLICATION NARRATIVE-50 POINTS
	IV.  Collaboration and Networking Partnerships
Score:   __/5


	0-2 points
	3-4 points
	5 points

	
	
	· Describes small base of parent or community volunteers having little input.

· Partnerships or collaborations to support the school program not evident.

· Interest in developing a positive relationship with the local education agency (LEA) is not apparent.
	· Describes a fair amount of parental or community involvement in limited capacities.

· Some evidence of a few partnerships or collaborations to support the school program.

· Interest in developing a positive relationship with the LEA is apparent.
	· Details how parents and community members have been integrally involved in various operations of the school.

· Strong evidence of multiple partnerships or collaborations to support the school program.
· Interest in developing a positive relationship with the LEA is readily apparent, and a plan for doing so exists.

· 


Reviewer Comments:

	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (5 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	APPLICATION NARRATIVE-50 POINTS
	V.  Continued Operations
Score:   __/5


	0-2 points
	3-4 points
	5 points

	
	
	· Lack of information on sustainability efforts.

· Fails to provide information on how the grant funds will assist the school in meeting the identified needs of students.
	· Relates plan to sustain efforts after this grant funding has expired.

· Description of how funds will be used in meeting the identified needs of students is provided.
	· Workable plan to sustain efforts after grant expires is detailed.

· Strong evidence is provided that the funds will assist the school in meeting the identified needs of students.


Reviewer Comments:

	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (5 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	APPLICATION NARRATIVE-50 POINTS
	VI.  Contractual Relationship with Local Education Agency (LEA)
Score:   __/5

	0-1 points
	2-3 points
	4-5  points

	
	
	· A charter agreement with the LEA is not in place, nor does there appear to be any understanding with regard to when and how this will occur.

· Information regarding waivers is absent or minimal.
	· A charter agreement is currently being negotiated with the LEA, but the applicant hasn’t accomplished all that can be done pending further action from the LEA.

· Information regarding waivers obtained and their effect on school autonomy is presented.
	· A charter agreement has been finalized with the LEA OR a timeline for doing so has been presented and the applicant is prepared and awaiting further action from the LEA.

· Waiver information and an accompanying explanation regarding their effect on autonomy are provided in sufficient detail.


Reviewer Comments:

	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (5 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	APPLICATION NARRATIVE-

50 POINTS 
	VII.  Student Information and Recruitment

Score:   __/5
SECTION SCORE:  ____/50
	0-1 points
	2-3 points
	4-5  points

	
	
	· The plan for disseminating information about the school to prospective students and for affording eligible students an equal opportunity to attend the charter school provided is weak and minimal.
	· A plan for disseminating information about the school to prospective students and for affording eligible students an equal opportunity to attend the charter school is provided.
	· A detailed and appropriate plan for disseminating information about the school to prospective students and for affording eligible students an equal opportunity to attend the charter school is provided.




Reviewer Comments:

	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (10 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	BUDGET-25 POINTS
	I.  Grant Budget & Detail Forms

Score:   _/10

	0-3 points
	4-6 points
	7-10 points

	
	
	· Forms are sloppy, incomplete, and/or missing.
· Most mathematical calculations are incorrect and required changes or calls to the applicant for clarity.

· Totals from the Budget Detail transferred to the Budget Form are incorrect.

· Allowable activities are not coded and/or are not at all aligned with line item expenditures.
	· Forms are not neat and/or are incomplete.
· Some mathematical calculations are incorrect and had to be changed.

· Totals from the Budget Detail transferred to the Budget Form are only partially correct.

· Allowable activities not correctly aligned with line item expenditures.
	· Forms are neat and complete with all required information. 
· Mathematical calculations are correct.

· Totals from the Budget Detail have been correctly inserted into the Budget Form.

· Allowable activities have been coded correctly for each line item of the Budget Form.


Reviewer Comments:
	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (15 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	BUDGET-25 POINTS
	II.   Budget Narratives

Score:   _/15
SECTION SCORE:  ____/25
	0-5 points
	6-9 points
	10-15  points

	
	
	· Budget narratives have no connection to the mission and objectives of the school.

· Budget narratives are unrelated to the Budget Detail Form.

· Budget narratives are so broad that many questions regarding proposed use of funds arise.
	· Weak evidence that the budget narratives are connected to the mission and objectives of the school.

· Budget narratives are somewhat related to the Budget Detail Form.

· Budget narratives are mostly complete, but lead to some unanswered questions.
	· Budget narratives completely support the mission and objectives of the school.

· Budget narratives are closely related to the Budget Detail Form.
· Budget narratives are detailed, logical, and leave no question regarding expenditures.


Reviewer Comments:
	Grant Component
	Evaluation Scale (20 points possible)

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	TIMELINES-20 POINTS
	Score:   _/20

	0-6 points
	7-14 points
	15-20  points

	
	
	· No timelines are provided.

· Areas of need are illogical or undefined, and those that are listed lack corresponding goals and/or goal indicators.

· Goals are weak and leave questions regarding how grant funds would allow those goals to be met.
· Time frames are not provided or are unrealistic.

· Some goal indicators lack projected costs and/or most of those provided are unrealistic.
	· Only one of the two required timelines is provided.

· Areas of need are identified, but there may not be at least one goal with accompanying goal indicator(s) for each.

· Goals are complete but don’t present a strong plan for use of the grant funds.

· Time frames are provided and somewhat realistic.

· A projected cost is stated for each goal indicator, though some appear unrealistic.
	· Both required timelines are provided.

· Areas of need are logically identified, and for each there is at least one goal with accompanying goal indicator(s).

· Goals identified provide compelling evidence that grant funds will be used wisely and promote academic achievement.

· Time frames are logical and realistic.

· A realistic projected cost is stated for each goal indicator.


Reviewer Comments:
Planning & Implementation Grant 

For Tennessee Public Charter Schools
APPLICATION SCORING SUMMARY SHEET
Name of Charter School:  _________________________________________________

Sponsoring Entity:  ______________________________________________________

Authorizer (Local Education Agency):   _____________________________________

	Component
	Maximum Points
	Score
	Comments

	Technical Requirements
	 5
	
	

	Application Narrative
	50
	
	

	Budget
	25
	
	

	Timelines
	20
	
	

	TOTAL SCORE
	100
	
	


Recommendation by Reviewer:

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Approve application as submitted
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Approve application after outstanding issues of concern are addressed. [Note any issues in the comments column above, and put item specific comments in the appropriate section of the scoring rubric.]
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Deny application
Name of Reviewer (please print):  __________________________________________

Signature of Reviewer:  ________________________________   Date:  ___________
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