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Program Narrative Scoring Summary 

	Possible Points
	Points Awarded 

	Narrative - 185
	

	Priority Points - 15
	

	TOTAL POINTS - 200
	


Overall Rating of the Program Narrative (Place an “X” on the appropriate line below)



  Excellent (165-200)



  Strong (130-164)



  Average (90-129)



  Weak (0-89)

Additional Comments/Recommendations
	


A.      Abstract (Possible Points – 10)



                      

1.      An abstract of 1 page maximum should begin the text of the application. (1 points)  

2. 
The abstract should summarize the purpose and activities of the project, the expected outcomes, and the anticipated target populations.  (8 points)
3. 
The abstract should list by name all P-20 school partners and other participating organizations included in the project. (2 points) 

	Not Present

(0 points)
	Present

(1-4 Points)

	1.  Abstract exceeds 1 page
	1. An abstract of 1 page maximum should begin the text of the application. (1 points)  

	3.  Abstract does not summarized goals, needs, 

     expected outcomes, and anticipated target 

     populations
	2. Abstract summarizes purpose and activities, expected outcomes, and anticipated target populations (1-8 points)

	3.  Abstract does not list all P-20 school partners or other participating organizations included in the project.
	3. Abstract lists by name P-20 school partners and other participating organizations included in the project.  (2 points)



  Total Points Awarded (10 points possible)

Component A – Reviewer’s Comments: 

	


B.       Project Description (Possible Points - 80)

1. The Center's Purpose/Focus (5 points)   

Describe the Center's focus on college career and readiness and how the Center will benefit both the institution and the targeted P-12 school/district as well as impact P-20 education in the state.  This section must include evidence of the demonstrated need to be addressed.

2. Goals and Objectives (10 points)
Describe the goals, objectives, and effectiveness measures of the proposed Center of Excellence for College and Career Readiness. 

3. Activities (30 points)
Include a detailed description of the activities to be implemented and how these will meet the Center’s goals and objectives.  Discuss how these activities will meet the needs of teacher education and student achievement.  Discuss how the proposed activities to be implemented include sufficient effective approaches to address objectives.  

4. Evaluation Plan (20 points)  

Cite specific evaluation measures that may be used to assess annually the effectiveness of the Center‘s activities. 

5. Research Agenda (15 points)
Describe a detailed research agenda that will enable higher education faculty and P-12 personnel statewide to improve classroom effectiveness, student achievement, and college and career readiness.  Specifically, the research agenda should provide examples of ongoing research questions that will be examined as a function of the Center's activities, how the research will be implemented, and how the research findings will be used to improve academic programs for both pre-service and in-service teachers.

	Not Met

(0-29 points)
	Met

(30-69 points)
	Exceeds

(70-80 points)

	The Center’s purpose/focus on college and career readiness is not clear and limited evidence is provided to demonstrate need.

Goals and objectives are vague.

Activities are discussed, but information is vague and incomplete or incomplete.

Description of evaluation of the program goals and measures is vague or incomplete. No quantitative and qualitative measures are in place.

There is no clear research agenda. Information provided is vague or incomplete. 


	The Center’s purpose/focus on college and career readiness is discussed with some evidence of demonstrated need.

Objectives to achieve program goals are not measurable or realistic and/or are inadequate to address all needs and program goals.

Activities are discussed but measurable benchmarks are not clear.

There is a general description of evaluation of the program goals and measures.

The research agenda describes the ongoing research questions that will be examined as a function of the Center's activities, with some discussion of how the research will be implemented, and how the research findings will be used to improve academic programs for both pre-service and in-service teachers.
	The Center’s purpose/focus on college and career readiness is clear, detailed, and includes strong evidence of demonstrated need. 

Goals and objectives are specific, realistic, and measurable.

There is a specific, well-defined plan for activities that addressed the Center’s goals and includes measurable benchmarks of expected progress at the end of each of the seven years.
There is a clear evaluation plan that addresses the design for data collection, includes both quantitative and qualitative measures, discusses the methods and procedures used to evaluate the effectiveness of the project, shows impact on P-20 student achievement, provides results on outcome data, and discusses how information from the data will be used to monitor success, make changes in program design.
The research agenda clearly describes the ongoing research questions that will be examined as a function of the Center's activities, how the research will be implemented, and how the research findings will be used to improve academic programs for both pre-service and in-service teachers.



  Total Points Awarded (80 points possible)

Component B – Reviewer’s Comments: 

	


C.       Resources (Possible Points - 55)
                       

1. Institutional Strengths (10 points)
Cite accomplishments of existing academic, research, or professional development programs to demonstrate a likelihood of the Center’s achieving success within a reasonable period of time.  Evidence must be provided to justify the Center's suitability to the institutions and to demonstrate previous institutional collaboration with the P-12 community and other education stakeholders, especially as it relates to low performing schools or addressing student achievement.  

2. Center Staffing (10 points)
Identify Center director, other faculty and/or support staff, teachers, administrators, and graduate students involved in the Center's program and explain their qualifications, projected time commitment and responsibilities to the Center.  Provide evidence indicating that the director and/or other Center staff members will be able to promote non-programmatic as well as programmatic aspects of the Center. 

3. Benefit to the Institution (5 points)
Explain why the institution is willing to commit its resources to the Center.  

4. Institutional Commitment (10 points)
Demonstrate institutional and faculty support of the Center for the seven years of State funding.  

5. Budget (20 points)
Budget categories should reflect the requirements of the proposed activity. There is STRONG justification for proposed expenditures. 
	Not Met

(0-19 points)
	Met

(20-44 points)
	Exceeds

(45-55 points)

	There is little to no evidence about institutional strengths. 

The number of staff people carrying out activities is unclear.

Benefit to the institution is not clear.

Little to no discussion of institutional commitment and faculty support.

Proposed budget and justification provided is vague or incomplete.
Little to no justification provided for key and support personnel (# of positions, time commitment, responsibilities). Funds and resources are not clearly identified as related to specific activities in the proposal narrative.


	There is discussion of institutional strengths and some indication of how project will be integrated with existing initiatives.

The number of staff people carrying out activities is stated with some discussion of qualifications, roles, and responsibilities. 

Benefit to the institution is stated with some evidence to show how proposed activities will impact existing programs. 

Discusses institutional commitment and faculty support.

Reasonable proposed budget and justification provided for the first three years. Justification provided for key and support personnel (# of positions, time commitment, responsibilities). Funds and resources have been generally identified as related to activities in the proposal narrative, but plan lacks specificity in this area.


	Strong evidence showing how existing academic, research, or professional development programs demonstrate a likelihood of the Center achieving success. There is a specific plan to coordinate the project with existing initiatives.

The number of staff people carrying out activities is stated, roles and responsibilities are clearly defined, and Director and staff are well-qualified to lead the Center to success.

Benefit to the institution is clear. Strong evidence provided to show how proposed activities will impact existing programs at the institution and further strengthen the institution. 

Demonstrates strong institutional commitment and faculty support.

Detailed proposed budget and justification provided for the first three years. Strong justification provided for key and support personnel (# of positions, time commitment, responsibilities). Funds and resources have been clearly identified as related to specific activities in the proposal narrative.





  Total Points Awarded (55 points possible)

Component C – Reviewer’s Comments: 

	


D.       Planning and Collaboration (Possible Points - 40)

1. Discussion of Partnerships (10 points)
Discuss the partnership in detail.  Describe the roles, responsibilities, and contributions of each of the post-secondary institutions, schools, businesses/industries, etc.  

2. Benefit to P-12 Districts/Schools (10 points)
Describe the expected benefit to the partner districts and/or schools and how the research base will support staff efforts to improve low performing districts and schools. Include a description of who will be served.

3. Discussion of Similar and Related Centers (5 points)
Provide a short description of any similar Centers regionally or nationally and explain how the proposed Center will seek to benefit from other similar centers' experiences.  Provide evidence of communication with the South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE) and the Education Oversight Committee (EOC).

4. Current Initiatives/Programs (5 points)
Provide a short description of any current initiatives and/or programs at the institution(s) that will support the goals and objectives of the proposed Center.  Provide data showing results of current initiatives and/or programs.  

5. Collaborative Planning (10 points)
Briefly describe the collaborative planning activities that have occurred between the institutions, the partner district(s)/school(s), and business/industry. Provide information on possible collaboration with other Centers of Excellence.

	Not Met

(0-14 points)
	Met

(15-29 points)
	Exceeds

(30-40 points)

	Partnership mentioned, but required partnerships may be lacking. Roles, responsibilities, and contributions of each partner is incomplete or not defined. 

Little to no connect to expected benefit to P-12 schools and research base.

Little to no description of similar Centers. Little evidence provided to show collaboration with other Centers or communication with other state agencies.

Little to no discussion of current initiatives at the institution. 

P-20 faculty and administrators, business leaders, and state agency personnel were not involved in project planning and proposal preparation. 
There is no indication that all partners will participate in planning and active, long-term involvement. Formal agreement between all principal partners is not present or insufficient.


	Partnership discussed. Roles, responsibilities, and contributions of each partner are included.

Expected benefit to P-12 schools is described with some connection to research base.

Description of similar Centers is included with some evidence of collaboration with other Centers. Some evidence provided of communication with other state agencies.

Discusses current initiatives at the institution. Some data is provided to show results. 

P-20 faculty, administrators, business leaders, or state agency personnel were involved in project planning and proposal preparation.

There is some indication that each partner will participate in planning and active, long-term involvement. A formal agreement between some principal partners is present.
	Partnership discussed in detail.  Roles, responsibilities, and contributions of each partner is clearly stated and defined.   

Strong correlation from research base to support expected improvement in low performing districts and schools. 

Detailed description of similar Centers is provided. Strong evidence of collaboration with other Centers. Evidence provided of communication with other state agencies. 

Discusses current initiatives at the institution as well as statewide and nationally. Data provided to show results. 

P-20 faculty and administrators, business leaders, and state agency personnel were involved in project planning and proposal preparation. 
Each partners’ participation in planning and active, long-term involvement is explicitly stated in a formal agreement.





  Total Points Awarded (40 points possible)

Component D – Reviewer’s Comments: 

	


E.  Priority (Possible Points - 15)
1. Partnerships (5 points)
Partnership exceeds the minimum of a 2-year and a 4-year post-secondary institution to include a 2-year, 4-year comprehensive, 4-year research, businesses/industries, and other state agencies.  
2. P-12 Districts/Schools (5 points)
P-12 schools with an absolute rating of below average or unsatisfactory, especially during the first 2 years of the project.
3. Participation in the SC Course Alignment Project (5 points)
Inclusion of key personnel with active involvement in the SC Course Alignment Project
	Not Met

(0 points)
	Met

(1-9 points)
	Exceeds

(10-15 points)

	Partnership meets minimum requirement of a 2-year and a 4-year higher education institution

Absolute rating of Average scores or above for partnering schools

No evidence of past participation of key personnel in the SC Course Alignment Project
	Partnership of a 2-year, a 4-year comprehensive, and a 4-year research higher education institution

Absolute ratings of average, below average, and unsatisfactory scores for partnering schools

Key personnel actively involved in the SC Course Alignment Project.  Some evidence of planning with SC CAP participants in the proposal
	Partnership of a 2-year, a 4-year comprehensive,  a 4-year research higher education institution, and business/industry or other state agencies

Absolute ratings of below average and unsatisfactory scores for partnering schools

Key personnel and K-12 faculty actively involved in the SC Course Alignment Project.  Evidence of SC CAP participants contributing in the planning of the proposal and the implementation of the grant activities


1

