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BACKGROUND

Federal Legislation 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) became law January 8, 2002. The Act substantially revises the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) in a manner designed to provide all of America’s school children with the opportunity and means to achieve academic success. It embodies four key principles:
	
1. accountability for results; 
2. expanded state and local flexibility and reduced “red tape;” 
3. expanded choices for parents; and 
4. focusing resources on proven educational methods, particularly in reading instruction.

The Act provides officials and educators at the school, district, and state level flexibility to plan/implement school programs that will help close the achievement gap between disadvantaged and minority students and their peers. At the same time, the reauthorized Act holds school officials accountable to parents, students, and the public for achieving results. The full text of this law available online: .

Note:  As of the March 2015 release of this Request for Proposals efforts are under way for the reauthorization of the Elementary Secondary Education Act.

Purpose of the Grant  

NCLB authorizes the funding of higher education partnerships in each state through Title II, Part A, Subpart 3: Subgrants to Eligible Partnerships (EP). The purpose of Title II, Part A, is to increase the academic achievement of all students by helping schools and school districts improve teacher and principal quality and ensure that all teachers are highly qualified. Title II, Part A, provides support for K-12 teacher and principal recruitment, induction, and professional development support through K-16 partnerships. Title II, Part A, Subpart 3 provides funding to partnerships between institutions of higher education (IHEs) and high-need school districts for the provision of educator professional development. As Idaho’s state agency for higher education (SAHE), the State Board of Education (SBOE) has received funding to be distributed to eligible partnerships. Per federal regulations, this funding may be used for:

1. Professional development activities in the core academic subjects that:
· ensure that teachers and paraprofessionals (and, if appropriate, principals) have the academic subject matter knowledge in the subjects they teach, including use of technology to enhance learning; and 
· ensure principals have the leadership skills to work effectively with teachers to help students master the core academic subjects; and
2. Developing and providing assistance to LEAs and educators within those LEAs for sustained, high-quality professional development activities that: 
a) ensure that educators are able to use challenging state content standards and assessments to improve their instructional practices and student achievement; 
b) may include programs designed to prepare educators to return to their school and provide professional development activities as described in section a) to other educators within their school; and 
c) may include activities done in partnership between one or more LEA, one or more schools served by an LEA, and one or more institutions of higher education for the purpose of “improving teaching and learning at low-performing schools.” 

IDAHO PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

On September 6, 2013, the Idaho State Board of Education released its report outlining the recommendations of the Governor’s Task Force on Improving Education.  The Fiscal Stability / Effective Teachers and Leaders Subcommittee’s Guiding Principle #2 of the report states that, “[h]igh performing schools require effective teachers and leaders.”  Therefore, the Idaho Office of the State Board of Education will accept EP subgrant proposals that align to one or more of the Board’s strategic priorities as outlined in the following documents:

· Idaho State Board of Education Strategic Plan 
· Idaho State Board of Education Statewide STEM Strategic Plan
· Governor’s Task Force on Improving Education Report, Recommendations of the Fiscal Stability / Effective Teachers and Leaders Subcommittee 
· 2.3 Ongoing Job-embedded Professional Learning
· 2.4 Site-based Collaboration Among Teachers and Instructional Leaders
· 2.5 Training and Development of School Administrators, Superintendents, and School Boards

2015-2016 Funding Priorities

For the 2015-2016 funding cycle, the Board will give priority to proposals that align with one or more of the following funding priorities. 

1. Advancing Best Practices: Learning Communities 

The concept of learning communities, which bring educators together to collaborate and learn, have the potential to be an effective vehicle for practical, hands-on, ongoing professional development. However, the structure, facilitation, and focus areas of the learning communities impact the communities’ capacity to engage in the deeper discussions and problem solving needed for teachers to adjust and improve their practice.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Goddard, Goddard & Tschannen-Moran, 2007; Holmlund Nelson et al., 2010; Wood, 2007] 


The Office of the State Board of Education seeks proposals that outline a process through which the expertise of higher education institution(s) is engaged to aid school district(s) and school(s) in: 
a) developing and implementing learning communities within schools, or 
b) improving the structure and practice of existing learning communities

The learning communities should be:
· engaged in teacher professional development/ongoing learning and problem solving,
· authentic and guided by school leaders and/or teachers, and
· based on best-practices (including but not requiring or limited to using collaborative inquiry, research, or study groups for the purposes of ongoing learning).

2. Advancing Best Practices: Intensive, Sustained Professional Development

Though workshops remain a common professional development strategy, research suggests that sustained, intensive professional development around a specific focus or content area is more effective in impacting teachers’ classroom practices, and ultimately, student achievement.[footnoteRef:2] A meta-analysis of existing research found that based on nine experimental studies, teachers need approximately 50 hours of professional development in a subject to “improve their skills and their students’ learning.”[footnoteRef:3]  [2:  Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Fisher, Frey & Nelson, 2012; Yoon et al., 2007]  [3:  Darling-Hammond et al., 2009] 


Thus, the Board seeks proposals that include professional development activities that:
· result in a single group of participants receiving a total of at least 50 hours of professional development
· facilitate at least 25 hours of professional development within the K-12 school setting in a non-workshop format (coaching, class observations, small group discussions, etc.).
· occur over an extended period of time (at least 8 months) and involve multiple contacts (at least one per month)

Additional Recommendations 

In addition to giving consideration to whether a proposal fits within one of the Board’s primary funding priorities, the review team will give preference to proposals that align to three or more of the following qualities.

· Regional or Statewide Reach: Proposals that clearly demonstrate the ability to reach LEAs and/or schools on a regional or statewide level; additional consideration will be given to proposals that will work directly with more than one high-need LEA
· Active Learning: Proposals with professional development strategies that are hands-on, active, and directly applicable to the teachers’ everyday practice (job-embedded professional development will be given particular consideration)
· Leadership Developing: Proposals including activities that provide extensive professional development to superintendents, school administrators and/or school leaders 
· System Developing: Proposals including activities designed to aid school district(s) in creating and implementing new or improved district-wide professional development systems or structures that advance the long-term implementation of research-supported instructional practices by the district’s teachers
· Capacity Building: Proposals including activities that train district and/or school leaders to carry out trainings and/or other professional development support activities (such as intensive mentoring or coaching) within their district(s) and/or schools 
· Integrating Research: Proposals that integrate high-quality research methods into the project’s evaluation and provide substantial data at the conclusion of the project (additional consideration will be given to projects that evaluate the impact of teachers’ professional development on student outcomes)
· Institutional Collaboration: Proposals that reflect collaborative work between two or more institutions of higher education to carry out the program activities
· Partnerships with Nonprofits or Other Programs: Proposals that implement project activities through a partnership with existing teacher effectiveness programs 

CRITERIA AND ELIGIBILITY

1. All accredited Idaho colleges and universities that are approved by the State Board of Education to prepare licensed educators are eligible to apply for Education Partnership (EP) grants and may submit any number of proposals. Multi-institution collaborative projects are encouraged.

2. An eligible EP grant must include:
· a department, division, or college of education, and
· a college of arts and science, and
· a high-need LEA.

It may also include:
· another LEA,
· a charter school,
· an elementary or secondary school,
· an educational service agency,
· a nonprofit educational organization,
· another institution of higher education,
· a school of arts and sciences or education within a higher education institution,
· a nonprofit cultural organization,
· an entity that provides pre-kindergarten programming,
· a teacher organization,
· a principal organization, or
· a business.

3. Funds made available through the EP Program may be used only to supplement, not supplant, funds from non-federal sources.

4. Projects should incorporate equity strategies to assist teachers, administrators, and other school staff in using practices that will provide all of their K-12 students regardless of population grouping or individual learning styles or needs with the opportunity to achieve excellence.

5. Grantees must demonstrate the capacity to meet the accounting and reporting components required of the EP program, to include submission of quarterly cost reimbursement invoices and completion of abstracts, evaluation reports, final financial report, and final written reports, in a timely manner.

6. NCLB states that no single participant in an eligible partnership may use more than 50% of the grant funds made available to the partnership.  The term “use of funds” applies to the cost of running or administering the grant program.

Project Requirements

Several federal and state requirements must be met by any project funded in this competition. To be considered responsive to this request, proposals must meet each of the following requirements.

1. Eligible Professional Development Topics. Projects must provide professional development activities that will strengthen the ability of elementary, middle, high school teachers, principals, and/or superintendents to impact students’ performance in the core academic subjects. Project activities should be aimed at increasing educators’ knowledge of subject matter and effective instructional strategies and be designed to document the application of the knowledge and pedagogy in the classroom to increase student achievement.

2. Consistent with Systemic Reform of Education. Although use of these funds is limited to a specified period, projects must also be consistent with longer term systemic reform of education. Projects must:
· align with state core academic standards;
· set high expectations for all students to close the achievement gap;
· encourage collaboration and networking between content specialists, teacher education specialists, and practicing teachers;
· employ research-based educational strategies; and
· deliver high quality in-service professional development to elementary, middle, high school teachers, principals and/or superintendents.

3. Cooperative Planning and Collaboration
· LEA/School Collaboration. Evidence of LEA and other sub-grantee(s) involvement in project planning and formal agreements between the lead institution and sub-grantee universities, colleges, LEAs, Nonprofit Organizations, or consortiums must be included in the proposal.  

· Participant Input and Involvement in Planning. Teacher participants and/or administrators from school(s) in the high-need LEA(s) to be served by the project must have input and be involved in project content, planning, and proposal preparation for all professional development projects. This requirement is intended to ensure that the nature, content, and academic credit (if any) for a course, workshop, or other activities will meet the needs of the teachers to be served and will promote efficient use of funds. Projects must be aligned with Idaho’s English language arts, mathematics, and/or science core standards.

· Joint Effort within Higher Education Institutions. Faculty members representing one or more of the core disciplines must have major roles in design and/or operation of the proposal and project. In addition, a faculty member from the college, school, division, or department of education must be an active collaborator in design, implementation, and evaluation of the project and submission of the proposal. Faculty in either a core content area or a teacher education program may serve as the project director.

4. Nonprofit Organizations (NPOs) of Demonstrated Effectiveness. If the proposal includes one or more nonprofit organizations in the partnership, the nonprofit organization(s) are responsible for submitting documentation of their demonstrated effectiveness in delivering high-quality professional development in language arts, mathematics, and/or science. This includes the NPOs prior experience in providing professional development and other relevant factors that bear on the NPOs ability to provide effective delivery service.  

5. Sustained Professional Development. The U.S. Department of Education requires Idaho higher education to show sustained professional development of teachers using methods based on scientific research. To receive support, a professional development project must include activities for individual teachers spread over at least a six-month period.  Projects concentrated entirely upon summer activities will not be funded. Summer projects must include substantial follow-up components in the succeeding months. Follow-up components may be in-person or may use distance learning technology.

6. Project Duration. Subject to the preceding requirement of sustained professional development, projects may be of any appropriate length, but must be completed within the period running from July 1, 2015 through September 30, 2016.

7. Sustainable Beyond Receipt of Funding. The project should include activities that can be reasonably expected to continue after the completion of the grant-funded period.

8. Targeted to Subpopulations in Greatest Need. The project specifically targets effective instructional strategies to enable students in at least one of the subpopulations to master the core academic subjects. This target is consistent with state efforts to eliminate achievement gaps between population groups. These subpopulations, as per NCLB (1111) (b)(2)(C)(i)(II) and needs identified in Idaho, are economically disadvantaged students, students with limited English proficiency, and students with low achievement.

9. Private School Involvement. The Institution of Higher Education (IHE)-LEA partnerships must offer services equitably to public and private educational personnel. If the IHE-LEA partnership notifies public schools of a project for their participation, then the partnership must also notify private schools. If the IHE-LEA partnership includes schools in the planning process, then the partnership must also notify private schools to invite them to participate in the planning.  However, private schools may not have the criteria that the IHE-LEA partnership looks to serve (such as teachers of low-performing students). As a result, not all private schools must be included in a project.

To provide services on an equitable basis to private schools, the partnership must send a letter to the appropriate private school official from each non-profit private school in the LEAs targeted for participation.  In your proposal, describe the IHE-LEA partnership efforts to include private nonprofit schools in the design and/or participation in the project.

USE OF FUNDS 

A partnership shall use funds based on the following standards:

Standard 1:  	All EP projects must facilitate activities that meet the federal use of funds requirements, as outlined in this RFP on pages two and three “Purpose of the Grant.” 

Standard 2:  	Professional development activities provided by Idaho EP projects serve teachers and principals in Idaho’s highest need schools and districts. A list of high need LEAs is included as Attachment A.

Standard 3:  	All EP professional development activities provide significant opportunities for active learning through projects that demonstrate support, directly or through articulated agreements, of active learning activities such as: a) peer observation and feedback of participant teaching; b) practice under simulated conditions with feedback; c) informal meetings with other participants to discuss classroom implementation; d) sharing/reviewing student work; e) scoring/analyzing assessments; f) planning, developing and peer reviewing curricula or lesson plans; g) opportunity to present, demonstrate, or lead discussions with peer participants; h) analyzing teaching and learning needs using disaggregated student achievement data.
	
Standard 4:  	All EP professional development activities incorporate equity strategies to assist teachers, administrators, and other school staff in using practices that will provide all of their K-12 students regardless of population grouping or individual learning styles or needs with the opportunity to achieve excellence.  
	
Standard 5:  	Professional developments content activities provided by EP projects utilize the Idaho Content Standards in the appropriate content area(s).

EP funds may be used for personnel and instructional costs. Staff/teacher and faculty release time or summer contracts, master teachers who serve a number of teachers in a defined region with one-to-one professional development assistance are eligible. In-state travel cost (out-of-state travel is not generally covered except in circumstances such as attendance at needed professional conferences); preparation and duplication of materials; workshop training-related costs; and related supplies.  Funds for equipment purchases will not be covered except in unusual circumstances and only where the project’s success directly hinges on the purchase of such equipment.  	

DEFINITIONS

High-Need Local Education Agency (LEA)
The State Board of Education is required to use the following federal guidelines to determine high-need districts in Idaho for the purpose of determining eligibility for Title II, Part A funding:
1. districts
a. that serve no fewer than 10,000 children from families with incomes below the poverty line; or
b. for which no fewer than 20% of children in the area served by the LEA are from families with incomes below the poverty line; and

2. districts for which there is
a.	a high percentage of teachers not teaching in the academic subjects or grade levels the teachers were trained to teach; or 
b. 	a high percentage of teachers with emergency, provisional, or temporary certification or licensing [NCLB, Section 2102(3)]

Scientifically based research
NCLB requires grant-funded activities to be based upon a review of scientifically based research. The following is a synopsis of the definition of “scientifically-based research” as stated in NCLB, Section 9101(37):
· Research that involves the application of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education activities and programs.
· Includes research that: employs systematic, empirical methods, involves rigorous data analysis; relies on measurements that provide reliable and valid data; is evaluated using experimental designs; can be replicated; and has been accepted by a peer-review journal.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Highly Qualified Teacher 
Idaho’s definition of highly qualified teachers can be accessed at the following web site: http://www.sde.idaho.gov/TeacherCertification/default.asp

Professional Development 
	The term “professional development” means instructional activities that:
· Are based on scientifically based research and state academic content standards, student academic achievement standards, and assessment;
· Improve and increase teachers’ knowledge of the academic subjects they teach;
· Enable teachers to become highly qualified; and
· Are sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused in order to have a positive and lasting impact on classroom instruction and the teacher’s performance in the classroom.

APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS AND PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS

Due date 
To be considered for funding, proposals must be received at the Office of the State Board of Education by 5:00 pm on Friday, April 17, 2015.  Incomplete applications will not be considered.  Proposals should be submitted via e-mail to:

Alison Henken
K-12 Accountability and Projects Program Manager
Office of the State Board of Education
alison.henken@osbe.idaho.gov 

Organization and Format
1. 	RFP Proposal Cover Page (Attachment C):  Briefly and concisely describe the program to be implemented and summarize the intended results of the program.  The RFP Cover Page must be signed by the chief executive official for the institution (this is typically the president, provost/vice president of academic affairs, or research office head).
2.  	Project Narrative:  Describe in no more than twenty-five pages (double spaced) how you propose to address the project priority areas.  Include the following sections in this order: 
· Executive Summary (optional): Applicants may include an Executive Summary that highlights the key aspects of the proposal. The Executive Summary should not exceed 3 pages (double spaced) in length.
· Description of LEA’s Demonstrated Professional Development Needs: Outline the professional development needs of the high need LEA(s) who will receive services. Describe how you identified them.  If your proposed project will provide services to other LEAs, schools, or educators, describe the need(s) you are seeking to address and provide supporting evidence.
· Proposed Project: Describe your project scope and activities and clarify how these strategies will meet the professional development needs of the high need LEA(s) who will receive services. Describe what you will do to increase the likelihood of success of your program. Outline the research that supports your chosen strategies. 
· Program Goals and Objectives (with Measurable Targets): Describe how you will define the success of your project by outlining your programs’ goals and objectives. Program objectives should be specific, ambitious yet realistic, measurable, and trackable. Each program objective must include a clear, quantifiable/numerical target. The goals and objectives should correlate to the identified needs.  The section should be formatted in a way which goals, objectives, and annual targets are clear and easy to read and understand.
· Evaluation and Accountability Plan: Describe the plan that will be used to evaluate the program at least annually.  
The evaluation plan must include:
(a) Valid strategies to measure the project’s progress towards the identified program objectives and annual targets;  
(b) Tracking of the number of teachers impacted by the partnership; and
(c) Tracking of the number of students impacted by the partnership.
You are encouraged to include substantial research as a part of your evaluation plan and/or to set objectives that measure the impact on students’ learning as a result of their school or teachers’ involvement in project activities. 
· Sustainability Plan: Outline your plan to ensure that some (or all) of your project activities will continue after the completion of the funding cycle.
· Eligible Partners: Provide a list of your required eligible partners and any additional partners, including your own institution. Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) with each partner must be provided in the appendices. Description of your organization, agency, and/or consortia in greater detail may be submitted as well.
· Key personnel for the project: Briefly describe the project’s governance structure, the roles of all partners, how they were selected, and their duties and responsibilities related to the goals and objectives of the project. 
3. Budget Form (Attachment D) and Budget Narratives: Provide a complete Budget Form and include budget narratives for the lead institution and all sub-grantees (each narrative should not exceed two pages, single spaced) that provide additional detail and basis for determining the amounts included in the EP Budget. The project budget and narratives should reflect costs closely aligned to the implementation of the described project. Provide an assurance on the Budget Form that no single participant in the partnership will use more than 50% of the grant funds made available to the partnership. 
4. Required Appendices: Include a Bibliography, Statement of Assurances (Attachment B), Partner resumes/vitas, and MOUs from each partner.    
5. Optional Appendices: Descriptions of organizations and/or additional information, not to exceed 5 pages.

Review Process 
As proposals are received at the Board office, they will be reviewed by staff for completeness and compliance with the requirements set forth in Title II, Part A, Subpart 3 of NCLB to determine applicant eligibility. Any questions about significant omissions from a proposal or about applicant eligibility will be referred to the proposing organization. If, in the judgment of the Board staff, a proposal is late, significantly incomplete, or an applicant cannot establish its eligibility, the proposal will be eliminated from the competition. The decision of the Board Staff is final and those applicants will be notified in writing.

Those proposals deemed complete and eligible for the competition will be read by a review team composed of State Board of Education staff and readers selected from the following categories: State Department of Education teacher licensing staff and/or professional development staff and K-12 teachers and/or administrators.  Proposals will be reviewed according to the criteria outlined below.

Review Criteria  (See Attachment E for proposal scoring guide) 

	Criteria
	Points

	Project Alignment to Funding Priorities
	20

	Demonstration of Professional Development Needs of LEA(s)
	5 

	Project’s Ability to Address Identified Professional Development Needs of LEA(s)
	10

	Research Base and Efficacy of Plan to Increase Student Achievement
	20

	Evaluation and Accountability Plan
	15

	Sustainability Plan
	10

	Budget and Cost Effectiveness
	15

	Commitment and Capacity of Partnership
	5



Following the review, Board staff will contact Program Directors to discuss any modifications of the project plan that may be required. The Board staff will fund those proposals that show the most promise for increasing student achievement in core subject areas.  It is expected that no project will receive a grant award that does not meet a minimum 85% average score through the competitive review process.  

In order to maximize the effects of limited funds, applicants whose grants are recommended at less than the amount requested may be asked to revise the project budget and/or scope of work.

Awards
The FFY 2014 grant funds will be awarded for the state fiscal years 2015 and 2016 and must be spent by September 30, 2016.  The FFY 2014 award will be subject to legislative authorization. The office of the State Board of Education expects to fund 1 to 2 eligible partnership programs from the total allocation of $269,869.  The Office of the State Board of Education reserves the right to reallocate any remaining funds.

Awards under the EP program will be announced in writing to the institutions selected for funding within thirty days of completion of the review process.  

Reporting Requirements
Each eligible partnership receiving a grant must report annually to the Idaho Office of the State Board of Education regarding the partnership’s progress in meeting the objectives and annual targets described in the partnership’s Evaluation and Accountability Plan.  Further information regarding reporting requirements will be made available from the Board and the U.S. Secretary of Education. 

Please note: Failure to meet reporting requirements may result in reduction or cancellation of the award.
 
Statement of Assurances
Program award recipients are required to sign a Statement of Assurances for the receipt of federal funds.  The Statement of Assurances form is provided as Attachment B.




Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act
Each eligible partnership receiving a grant must comply with the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act (FFATA) and provide the institution’s DUNS number through Grants.gov and to the Board’s fiscal officer.

Coordination with the Higher Education Act of 1965
The NCLB requires that an eligible partnership that receives these grant funds as well as a grant under section 203 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 shall coordinate activities carried out under both grants.  If your institution or any of your partners is a recipient of the above-mentioned grant, you are required to provide a statement of assurance that activities carried out under both programs will be coordinated.

Questions
Questions concerning proposals should be referred to Alison Henken at the Office of the State Board of Education: alison.henken@osbe.idaho.gov; 208-332-1579. 















_____________________________________________________________________________________
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Attachment A

IDAHO’S HIGH-NEED LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES (LEAs)

The following lists of high-need LEAs were created using the most recent available data demonstrating the percentage of students living below the poverty line and the percentage of teachers providing instruction outside of their endorsed field or under provisional certification. 

The first list of Priority High-Need LEAs includes those districts with at least 20% of students living below the poverty line and the highest percentages of teachers providing instruction outside of their endorsed subject and/or through provisional certification. The Additional High-Need LEAs meet federal qualifications but have fewer teachers providing instruction outside of their endorsement or through provisional certification. Both lists are ordered based on need, with the highest need LEAs at the top of the list. 

The Office of the State Board of Education recommends that all proposals include at least one of the districts from the Priority High-Need LEAs list in the project partnership.

Priority High-Need LEAs

	#
	District Name
	Superintendent
	Mailing Address
	E-mail
	Phone

	161
	Clark County School District
	Daniel Lantis
	PO Box 23743                           Dubois, ID 83423
	lantisd@mudlake.net
	374-5215

	135
	Notus School District
	Craig Woods
	PO Box 256                                          Notus, ID 83656                                  
	woodsc@notusschools.org
	459-4633

	137
	Parma School District
	Jim Norton
	805 E. McConnell                         Parma, ID 83660
	jnorton@parmaschools.org
	722-5115

	370
	Homedale Joint School District
	Rob Sauer
	116 East Owyhee Ave       Homedale, ID 83628
	rsauer@homedaleschools.org
	337-4611

	365
	Bruneau-Grandview Joint School District
	Dennis Wilson
	39678 State Highway 78         Grandview, ID 83624
	dwilson@sd365.us
	834-2260

	133
	Wilder School District
	Jeffrey Dillon
	210 A Avenue East                             Wilder, ID 83676                          
	jdillon@wilderschools.org 
	482-6228

	417
	Castleford School District
	Andrew Wiseman
	500 Main Street            Castleford, ID 83321
	awiseman@castlefordschools.org
	537-6511

	233
	Hagerman Joint School District
	Eric Anderson
	324 2nd Ave N                              Hagerman, ID 83332                                      
	eric.anderson@hjsd.org 
	837-6344



Additional High-Need LEAs

	#
	District Name
	Superintendent
	Mailing Address
	E-mail
	Phone

	331
	Minidoka County Joint School District
	Kenneth Cox
	310 10th Street                     Rupert, ID 83350
	kcox@minidokaschools.org
	436-4727

	003
	Kuna Joint School District 
	Wendy Johnson
	711 E. Porter Road                                       Kuna, ID 83634                          
	wjohnson@kunaschools.org 
	922-1000

	261
	Jerome Joint School District
	Dale Layne
	125 4th Avenue West                           Jerome, ID 83338
	dale.layne@jeromeschools.org 
	324-2392

	232
	Wendell School District
	Greg Lowe
	PO Box 300                                                        Wendell, ID 83355
	gmlowe@wendellschools.org 
	536-2418

	83
	West Bonner County School District
	Paul Anselmo
	134 Main Street                                                      Priest River, ID 83856
	paulanselmo@sd83.org 
	448-4439

	363
	Marsing Joint School District
	Norman Stewart
	PO Box 340                                     Marsing, ID 83639
	nstewart@marsingschools.org
	896-4111

	372
	New Plymouth
	Ryan Kerby
	103 Southeast Ave.                                   New Plymouth, ID 83655
	kerbyr@npschools.us 
	278-5740


Attachment B

STATEMENT OF ASSURANCES

Should an award of funds from the State Agency Higher Education Eligible Partnership Program be made to the applicant in support of the activities proposed in this application, the authorized signature on the cover page of this application certifies to the Idaho Board of Education that the authorized official assures that:

1.  	Funds derived from title II, Part A, the Teacher and Principal quality training and Recruiting Fund Program, will be used only for the purposes for which they are granted.

2.  	The applicant will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and all regulations issued by the U.S. Department of Education, pursuant to the chapter, to the end that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity for which the applicant received federal financial assistance. 

3.  	The applicant will comply with title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318) and all regulations issued by the Department of Education, pursuant to the title, to the end that no person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education program or activity administered or authorized by the State Board of Education or State Board of Higher Education.

4.  	The applicant will comply with the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (Buckley Amendment-Public Law 930-380) and all regulations issued by the Department of Education, pursuant to this Act.

5.  	The applicant will use funds only to supplement and, to the extent practicable, increase the level of funds from non-Federal sources that would, in the absence of funds made available for the purposes of the project, and may not use funds made available under this part to supplant funds from non-Federal sources.

6.  	Federal funds made available for the proposed program will ensure the equitable participation of private elementary and secondary school teachers in the purposes and benefits of the EP Program. 

7.  	The applicant will make such reports to the Idaho State Board of Education, in such form and containing such information, as may be reasonably necessary to enable the Board to perform its duties under this title, and will keep such records and afford such access thereto as the state education agency may find necessary to assure the correctness and verification of such reports.


Signature of Chief Executive Officer   _________________________________

Date   _________________________________	







Attachment C
   
RFP COVER PAGE

	Applicant Organization (lead institution in the partnership):


Address:





	Project Director (Contact Person):


Title:

E-mail:

Telephone:				            
Fax:			



	Title of Project:



Brief Description of Project:



	
Total Grant Funds Requested:	$_____________________

Length of Project:		______________________  (months)
Number of Participants:		______________________  (Teachers)
				______________________  (Principals)
				______________________  Other



This proposal complies with all policies/regulations and carries the full endorsement of this institution of higher education.


Chief Executive Official (signature)		Title				Date
Attachment D                                  

EP BUDGET FORM

Budget Instructions: In each category, specify the project expenditures for the indicated time frames, with details regarding the amount to be spent by the lead institution and by all sub-grantees. Sub-grantee amounts must include any funds that will be spend by partnering institutions, LEAs, or nonprofits. Corresponding budget narratives from the lead institution and each partner / sub-grantee must further clarify the costs included for each in the budget. Additional budget information may be requested. 

	
	April 1 - 
June 30 2015
	 July 1 - Sept. 30
2015
	Oct.1 - Dec. 31
2014
	Jan. 1 - Mar. 31 2016
	April 1 -June 30
2016
	July 1 -
Sept. 30
2016
	ANNUAL TOTAL

	SALARIES & BENEFITS

	Lead Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Grantee Amounts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Salaries
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BENEFITS 

	Lead Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Grantee Amounts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Benefits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TRAVEL

	Lead Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Grantee Amounts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Travel
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	STIPENDS

	Lead Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Grantee Amounts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Stipends
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MATERIALS & SUPPLIES

	Lead Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Grantee Amounts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Materials & Supplies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EVENTS (Conferences, Institutes, and Workshops)

	Lead Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Grantee Amounts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Events 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OTHER 

	Lead Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Grantee Amounts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INDIRECT COSTS 

	Lead Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Grantee Amounts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Indirect Costs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL FUNDS REQUESTED
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





Costs by Partner

Instructions: Please provide additional information regarding the amount and percent of funding that will be spent by each partner.  For the IHE whose college / department of education is participating in the partnership, please list the Partner Type as “IHE- Education”. Please list the IHE whose college of arts and sciences is participating in the partnership as “IHE- Arts & Sciences”.  If the both the college of education and the college of arts and sciences are a part of the Lead Institution, please list the Partner Type as “IHE- Education; Arts & Sciences.”  Add rows as needed for additional partners.  Total amounts should align to the provided EP budget and the lead institution’s and sub-grantees’ budget narratives.

	Partner
	Partner Name
	Partner Type
	Total Expenditures
	% of Funds Requested

	Lead Institution
	
	IHE- 
	
	

	Sub-grantee
	
	IHE- 
	
	

	Sub-grantee
	
	High-need LEA
	
	

	Sub-grantee
	
	
	
	

	Sub-grantee
	
	
	
	

	Sub-grantee
	
	
	
	

	Sub-grantee
	
	
	
	

	Sub-grantee
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	



☐  Check here for assurance that no single participant in the eligible partnership will use more than 50% of the grant funds made available to the partners.

























Attachment E            

Higher Education Eligible Partnership Program
2015-2016 Grant Proposal Scoring Guide

	PROJECT ALIGNMENT TO FUNDING PRIORITIES (20 POINTS)

	CRITERIA
	EXEMPLARY
	SATISFACTORY
	BASIC
	BELOW BASIC
	PTS 

	Alignment to 
Board’s Strategic Priorities

4 Points 
	 


	3-4 Points
Project activities clearly align to the Board’s strategic priorities as outlined in the Strategic Plan, Statewide STEM Strategic Plan, or the Task Force Recommendations.
	1-2 Points
An attempt was made to align the project activities to the Board’s strategic priorities, but the project is not well-developed and/or the alignment is not clear.
	0 Points
Project activities do not clearly align to any of the Board’s strategic priorities.
	

	Alignment to Funding Priorities

10 Points 
	9-10 Points
Project activities clearly align to 1 or more of the primary funding priorities (Learning Communities or Intensive, Sustained Professional Development), and fully address all of the associated bullet points.
	6-8 Points
Project activities clearly align to 1 or more of the primary funding priorities and address some of the associated bullet points.

	2-5 Points
An attempt was made to align project activities to 1 or more of the primary funding priorities, but the project is not well-developed and/or does not fully address all of the associated bullet points.

	0-1 Points
Project activities do not clearly align to any of the primary funding priorities.
	

	Alignment to the Additional Recommendations

6 Points
	6 Points
Project activities clearly align to 5 or more of the Additional Recommendations.
	4-5 Points
Project activities clearly align to 3-4 of the Additional Recommendations.

	2-3 Points
Project activities clearly align to 2 of the Additional Recommendations.

	0-1 Points
Project activities align to 0-1 Additional Recommendations.
	

	TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS SECTION
	



	
DEMONSTRATION OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS OF LEA(S)  (5 POINTS) 

	CRITERIA
	EXEMPLARY
	SATISFACTORY
	BASIC
	BELOW BASIC
	PTS

	Identification of professional development needs

2 Points
	  
	2 Points
There is evidence from valid, verifiable source(s) that supports professional development needs cited.  Connection between identified professional development need(s) and improved student achievement is clear. 
  
	1 Points
There is some evidence to support the needs cited, but one or more sources is not valid / verifiable and/or data is unclearly connected and/or the connection between the identified needs and improved student achievement is unclear.  
	0 Points
Limited data is available; needs identified are not adequately supported by evidence.
	

	Prioritization of needs

3 Points
	
	3 Points
There is clear evidence that the partners collectively determined which need(s) are of the highest priority and will be addressed by the project.  
	1-2 Points
Some evidence is provided to show that the targeted need(s) were selected with input from project partners.
	0 Points
Limited or no evidence is given to indicate why the partnership selected targeted need(s).
	

	TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS SECTION
	


	
PROJECT’S ABILITY TO ADDRESS IDENTIFIED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS (10 POINTS)

	CRITERIA
	EXEMPLARY
	SATISFACTORY
	BASIC
	BELOW BASIC
	PTS

	Clarity of project description

3 Points
	 
	3 Points
The project description is well-written, concise, and has little or no grammatical or typographical errors. The project activities are well-described and include appropriate details; project and associated activities are easy to understand and envision. 
	1-2 Points
The project description is relatively well-written, but has one or more of the following issues: 
· noticeable grammatical or typographical errors
· substantial repetition or some sections that lack flow or logical organization
· lack of pertinent details regarding project activities, making it difficult to understand and envision implementation
	0 Points
The project description includes one or more of the following issues:
· many grammatical or typographical errors
· poorly written with a substantial lack of logical organization and flow 
· descriptions of project activities are very vague and activities cannot be understood 
· length of the full narrative (all sections) exceeds the set limit
	

	Connection between LEA needs and project activities 

7 points
	7 Points
All described project activities are clearly connected to the identified professional development needs of the LEA(s). Substantial evidence is provided that demonstrates that the activities are likely to address the LEA’s needs.  
	4-6 Points
Most of the described project activities are clearly connected to the identified professional development needs of the LEA(s). Some evidence is provided that demonstrates that the activities are likely to address the LEA’s needs.  
	2-3 Points
Some of the described project activities are clearly connected to the identified professional development needs of the LEA(s); however, minimal evidence is provided that demonstrates that the activities are likely to address the LEA’s needs.  
	0-1 Points
The described project activities are not clearly connected to the identified professional development needs and/or there is no evidence that the activities are likely to address the LEA’s needs.  
	

	TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS SECTION
	



	
RESEARCH BASE AND EFFICACY OF PLAN TO ACHIEVE PROJECT OBJECTIVES (20 POINTS)

	CRITERIA
	EXEMPLARY
	SATISFACTORY
	BASIC
	BELOW BASIC
	PTS

	Description of the project’s goals and objectives 

5 Points

	5 Points
All goals are well-defined and accompanied by objectives that are specific, measurable, ambitious, and realistic. All goals and objectives are clearly correlated to the targeted professional development needs. 

	3-4 Points
Most of the goals are clear and accompanied by objectives that are specific, measurable, ambitious, and realistic.  Most of the goals and objectives are clearly correlated to the targeted professional development needs. 

	1-2 Points
Most of the goals lack clarity and/or are not accompanied by strong objectives. An attempt has been made to align the goals and objectives with the targeted professional development needs, but for some of the goals, the connection is not clear or logical.
	0 Points
Objectives lack specificity and/or their alignment with objectives is unclear.
	

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

7 Points 
	7 Points
Detailed, concise description provided regarding how each planned activity will address one or more project objectives.  Plan clearly addresses all objectives.
	4-6 Points
Detailed, concise description provided regarding how planned activities will address one or more project objectives.  Plan clearly addresses most of the objectives.

	2-3 Points
A general description is provided regarding how the strategies will address project objectives.
	0-1 Points
Limited description provided connecting activities to objectives.
	

	Supporting research for development of project

5 Points 
	5 Points
All chosen project activities are supported by substantial research from valid sources. All program activities are clearly related (a replication or similar activity) to those the research has proven successful. 

	3-4 Points
The majority of chosen project activities are supported by substantial research from valid sources. The majority of program activities are clearly related (a replication or similar activity) to those the research has proven successful. 
	1-2 Points
An attempt has been made to provide research to support the chosen project activities, but a) the research is not valid, is unrelated, or is otherwise problematic; or b) some of the activities are not clearly aligned to the provided research. 
	0 Points
There is little to no evidence of research to support efficacy of project to achieve objectives.
	

	Planned activities are aligned with the Idaho Core Standards 

3 Points Possible
	

	3 Points
Plan provides a clear, compelling description of how the content and instructional strategies included in the project align with the Idaho Core Standards.
	1-2 Points
Plan provides a basic description of the project’s alignment to the Idaho Core Standards, but the connection between the standards and some of the program activities is unclear.
	0 Points
Limited description given of alignment with the Idaho Core Standards.  
	

	
TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS SECTION
	


 
	EVALUATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY PLAN (15 POINTS)

	CRITERIA
	EXEMPLARY
	SATISFACTORY
	BASIC
	BELOW BASIC
	PTS

	Strength of the design of the evaluation plan

8 Points 


	7-8 Points
The evaluation plan includes clearly stated goals, measurable objectives, and annual targets. All objectives include annual targets. The outlined process for measuring the planned objectives is well-explained, detailed, rigorous, and uses appropriate research and statistical methods. 
	5-6 Points
The evaluation plan includes clearly stated goals, measurable objectives, and annual targets. The outlined process for measuring the planned objectives uses appropriate research and statistical methods. 
	2-4 Points
An evaluation plan is included with goals and objectives, but objectives and targets are not clear and/or aspects of the evaluation process do not reflect appropriate research and statistical methods.
	0-1 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 
	5 Points
Specific achievable targets that describe expected progress toward meeting each objective of the project are included for each year of the program. All of the annual targets are numerical, ambitious, realistic, trackable, and well-aligned to their corresponding objectives.

	3-4 Points
Specific achievable targets that describe expected progress toward meeting each objective of the project are included for each year of the program. Most of the annual targets are numerical, ambitious, realistic, trackable, and well-aligned to their corresponding objectives.
	1-2 Points
Annual targets for each objective are provided but they are broadly stated and/or most of the targets are not numerical, ambitious, realistic, trackable, and well-aligned to their corresponding objectives.
	0 Points
Plan lacks specific annual targets.
	

	Evaluator 

2 Points
	
	2 Points
Contracted evaluator is highly qualified and duties are clearly stated.      
	
	0 Points
The contracted evaluator is not identified or the evaluator does not appear to be highly qualified.
	

	TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS SECTION
	



	SUSTAINABILITY PLAN (10 POINTS)

	CRITERIA
	EXEMPLARY
	SATISFACTORY
	BASIC
	BELOW BASIC
	PTS

	Design of the sustainability plan

3 Points 


	
	3 Points
Sustainability plan identifies project activities to be targeted for continuance beyond the funding period, and outlines clear strategies to maintain activities.
	1-2 Points
Sustainability plan is included but overly broad. 
	0 Points
Sustainability plan is not included.  
	

	Likelihood of project sustainability

7 Points 
	7 Points
Sustainability plan identifies more than 50% of the project activities for continuation and clearly prioritizes the most impactful activities. Strategies identified to ensure sustainability are detailed, logical, and likely to be successful. Supporting evidence and/or research is provided.
	4-6 Points 
Sustainability plan identifies at least 33% of the project activities for continuation and clearly prioritizes the most impactful activities for continuance. Strategies identified to ensure sustainability are detailed, logical, and likely to be successful.
	2 Points
Sustainability plan is provided; however, less than 33% of project activities are identified for continuation and/or the planned strategies to ensure sustainability are only broadly described or appear to be inadequate. 
	0-1 Points
Sustainability plan is not provided or does not clearly identify activities for continuation and/or strategies to ensure sustainability. 
	

	TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS SECTION
	


 
	BUDGET AND COST EFFECTIVENESS (15 POINTS)

	CRITERIA
	EXEMPLARY
	SATISFACTORY
	BASIC
	BELOW BASIC
	PTS

	Budget summary

4 Points 
	
	3-4 Points 
A budget summary is provided in the EP Budget Form. It is clear, detailed, and complete. Funds for both the lead institution and those that will be distributed to sub-grantees are included.
	1-2 Points
A budget summary is provided, but is not in the EP Budget form and/or it lacks appropriate detail.

	0 Points
A budget summary is not provided or the provided budget summary is significantly incomplete.
	

	Narratives are complete and reflect required activities

7 Points 
	6-7 Points
Budget narratives are provided for the lead institution and all sub-grantees. All budget narratives are highly detailed and provide information regarding all costs shown in the budget summary. There is clear alignment between the amounts in the budget summary and narratives. 
	4-5 Points
Budget narratives are provided for the lead institution and all sub-grantees. Most of the narratives are highly detailed and provide information regarding the majority of substantial costs shown in the budget summary. Though not all items in the budget summary are included in the narratives, alignment between the provided numbers is clear. 
	2-3 Points
Budget narratives are provided and expenditures clearly relate to the proposed project activities. However, narratives are not provided for all sub-grantees and/or the narratives are not highly detailed (they do not provide information regarding the majority of substantial costs).
	0-1 Points
Many budget narratives are missing and/or budget narratives are vague or substantially incomplete.

	

	Cost effectiveness

4 Points 
	
	3-4 Points
Budget expenditures clearly relate to the proposed project activities. Based on details provided in the budget narratives, outlined costs appear appropriate. The overall cost of the project is commensurate with the professional development to be provided and the number of teachers to be served.
	1-2 Points
An attempt has been made to align expenditures and project activities, but some costs do not clearly align and/or the costs seem excessive and/or the overall cost of the project seems high for the proposed activities and number of teachers to be served.
	0 Points
Expenditures do not clearly relate to the proposed project activities and/or the overall cost of the project seems very high for the proposed activities and number of teachers to be served. 
	

	TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS SECTION
	



	COMMITMENT AND CAPACITY OF PARTNERSHIP (5 POINTS)              

	CRITERIA
	EXEMPLARY
	SATISFACTORY
	BASIC
	BELOW BASIC
	PTS

	Partners’ role in the project

3 Points
	
	3 Points 
The role of each partner is clear and evidence is provided that each partner played a role in development of the project.                     
	1-2 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 Points
Little or no evidence is provided to indicate the role of one or more partners.  
	

	Capacity of the partnership 

2 Points
	
	2 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.
	1 Points
Number and quality of staff are provided but do not clearly support the project. Institutional resources are not clearly identified.
	0 Points
Explanation of capacity is not included or is clearly inadequate for carrying out the described project activities.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	

	TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS SECTION
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