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	TIMELINE and ASSISTANCE

	September 25, 2015
	Application posted on IDOE Web site and statewide dissemination

	September 25 - December 10, 2014
	Questions can be submitted to IDOE via email: jeltz@doe.in.gov

	Mid-November 2015
	Possible MSP WebEx

	December 11, 2015
	All grant applications must be RECEIVED at IDOE by 4:30 p.m.

	January 2016
	Application scoring process

	January 2016
	Grant awards announced



This is a federal program and sub-grant reporting dates and requirements are subject to change as federal requirements change.

Grant Applications must be received 
NO LATER THAN 4:30 p.m.
on December 11, 2015.





 

For assistance related to Indiana’s Mathematics and Science Partnerships Program (ESEA Title II, Part B) applications, please contact:

	Bill Reed
   wreed@doe.in.gov 
	Indiana Department of Education
	Division of College and Career Readiness
   115 West Washington Street, Suite 600
   Indianapolis, IN 46204

	
Submitting the application:
	
► Mail one 1 original and either email or send (with the original) 1 electronic copy of the completed grant application to the Indiana Department of Education. Contact email and shipping address are above.


***BECAUSE OF THE POSSIBILITY OF FACSIMILE FAILURE,*** 
FAXED APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED
***Any file over 1MB may not get through IDOE Firewall, please consider Google Drive, Dropbox or some other cloud sharing***



PROGRAM BACKGROUND

In January of 2002, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) became law. The Improving Teacher Quality Grant Programs (NCLB Title II) are major components of the No Child Left Behind legislation. These programs encourage scientifically-based professional development as a means for improving student academic performance. As schools are responsible for improving student learning, it is essential to have highly qualified teachers leading the way. 

Title II, Part B of this legislation authorizes a Mathematics and Science Partnership (MSP) competitive grant program within each state. The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) is responsible for the administration of this program. The program is intended to increase the academic achievement of students in mathematics and science by enhancing the content knowledge and teaching skills of classroom teachers. 

Strong partnerships between (a) qualifying high-need school systems, (b) science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) faculty, and (c) school or college of education faculty in institutions of higher education are at the core of these improvement efforts. Such partnerships assume responsibility for designing, implementing, and evaluating professional learning programs that effect deep, lasting improvement in mathematics and science education through three broad means:

(1) Providing opportunities for enhanced and ongoing professional learning of mathematics and science teachers that improves their content knowledge and instructional practice;
(2) Using scientifically-based researched teaching methods to promote strong teaching skills for integrating mathematics and science instruction by mathematics and science teachers; and
(3) Establishing and operating intensive mathematics and science institutes for teachers with follow-up training and support.

These activities must result in a demonstrable and measurable improvement in student academic achievement in mathematics and science. Each partnership’s plan must describe how the applicants will evaluate the success of their partnership. Specifically, applicants must explain how they will determine whether partnership activities have improved the academic achievement of students in mathematics and/or science. 

Any and all schools may apply, if schools contain fewer than 20 teachers, please consider partnerships with other schools and districts. The Math Science Partnerships grant seeks to professionally develop as many teachers in as many areas of the state as possible.





PROGRAM GOALS and REQUIRED COMPONENTS

The purpose of Indiana’s Title II, Part B MSP Competitive Program is aligned to current STEM initiatives in Indiana and the United States. Partnerships may submit an application for a 3 year grant (April 1, 2016 through March 31, 2018), according to the number of teachers and the funding scale. However, grants will only receive funding 1 year at a time, with possibility for 2 additional 1 year renewals, if grantees are found to be in accordance with the purposes outlined below.
 
Improve and upgrade the status and stature of Math and Science K-12 education with an additional focus on relevant STEM Education*, defined by the program goals below:
1. Establish a comprehensive, integrated system of recruiting and retaining teachers;
2. Continual training and advising teachers, while also incorporating the Indiana Academic Standards for Mathematics (2014) and Indiana’s Academic Standards for Science with particular impetus on the Math Process Standards (2014) and Science Process Standards;  
3. Improve instruction through inquiry (includes problem/project based learning) and relevant integration and collaboration between the subjects of Science, Math, Technology, and Engineering as evidenced by teacher evaluations;
4. Integrating Math and Science instruction and developing cross disciplinary instructional strategies, resources, and lessons in the STEM disciplines;
5. Improve student achievement in the Science and Math content areas, evidenced by improvement and growth in state-wide assessments;
6. Increase interest of students to pursue careers in the Computer Science fields, specifically female students and underrepresented populations;
7. Increase interest of students to pursue careers in the STEM fields, specifically female students and underrepresented populations;  
8. Increase the content and pedagogical knowledge of the teachers; and
9. Improve the ability of teachers to assess, summative and formative, their students for comprehension and higher order thinking.

Please note, the partnership does not require complete integration of the disciplines; therefore professional development may contain breakout sessions for the individual disciplines or breakout sessions for integrated curriculum.

*STEM Education defined in Appendix A






REQUIRED COMPONENTS

Although each applicant will design a unique program, all programs should include the following components:

Partnerships 
· Programs must be designed / implemented by partnerships that include:
· A science, engineering, or mathematics department of an institution of higher education; and
· A high-need local educational agency or higher educational agency designated as the fiscal agent.
· Programs may be designed / implemented by partnerships that include:
· Another science, engineering, or mathematics department or a teacher training department of an institution of higher education;
· Additional local education agencies, public charter schools, public or private schools, or a consortium of such schools; 
· A business; and/or
· A non-profit or for-profit organization of demonstrated effectiveness in improving the quality of mathematics and science teachers. 

Needs Assessment
· Programs must address the results of a comprehensive assessment of the teacher quality and professional development needs with respect to the teaching and learning of mathematics and/or science of any local educational agency that comprise an eligible partnership.

Content-based Professional Development
· Programs must focus professional development on the deep mathematics and scientific content teachers need to understand in order to plan for instruction of the the Indiana Academic Standards for Mathematics (2014) or Indiana’s Academic Standards for Science and the Standards for Content Area Literacy in Science/Technical Subjects; 
· Programs must include at least 80 hours of teacher professional development during the summer as well as follow-up instruction throughout the school year;
· Programs must include at a minimum 20 teachers and at least 1 school based administrator
· Program must include mathematics or science teachers from all schools listed on the grant; applicants can select grade bands within K-12, but must address at least three consecutive grade levels, such as K-2, 3-5, 6-8;
· Program must include strategies to retain teachers over the three-year period
· Program must describe efforts that specifically target closing the achievement gap as appropriate to the needs of the LEA
· Program must support hands-on, inquiry-based instruction (includes PBL) that includes research-based materials and methods;
· Program must include strategies that teach math through science context or science with mathematical process standards; and
· Program may include teachers outside of Science and Math courses including Special Education and Career and Technical Education teachers

Evaluation
· Programs must include an evaluation and accountability plan including rigorous objectives that measure the impact of the project’s activities including teacher content / instruction measurements and student content measurements.


APPLICATION REVIEW AND SCORING

Proposals will be reviewed by the IDOE staff for completeness and compliance with the requirements set forth in Title II, Part B of ESEA (NCLB) to determine applicant eligibility. Any questions about significant omissions from a proposal or about applicant eligibility will be referred to the proposing partners. If, in the judgment of the IDOE, a proposal is late, incomplete, does not adhere to the guidelines set forth for the application sections, or an applicant cannot establish its eligibility, the proposal will be omitted from the competition. The decision of the IDOE is final, and applicants will be notified in writing.

Expert review teams will score eligible applications. Review will be based on specific criteria listed in this application and will be scored using the rubric in Appendix B. 

The IDOE may require revision of grant proposals and budget prior to approval, award, or release of funds. Decisions of the IDOE on funding and awarding shall be final. 


PROGRAM REPORTING STRUCTURE

Each partnership receiving a grant must report annually to the IDOE and to the United States Secretary of Education regarding the eligible partnership’s progress in meeting the objectives and annual targets described in the partnership’s accountability plan. Further information regarding reporting requirements and forms will be made available from the IDOE upon receipt of grant awards. 









AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES

An eligible partnership shall use funds provided for one or more of the following authorized activities related to elementary, middle, and/or secondary schools: 

(1) Creating opportunities for enhanced and ongoing professional development of mathematics and science teachers that improves the content area knowledge of such teachers.
(2) Promoting strong teaching skills for mathematics and science teachers and teacher educators, including integrating reliable scientifically-based research teaching methods and technology-based teaching methods into the curriculum.
(3) Establishing and operating mathematics and science summer workshops or institutes, including follow-up training, for elementary school and secondary school mathematics and science teachers that 
A) shall:
(i) directly relate to the curriculum and academic areas in which the teacher provides instruction, and focus only secondarily on pedagogy;
(ii) enhance the ability of the teacher to understand and use Indiana’s Academic Standards for science and College and the Indiana Academic Standards for Mathematics (2014) to select appropriate curricula; and
(iii) train teachers to use curricula that are:
(I) based on scientific research; and
(II) aligned with the Standards; and
B) may include: 
(i) programs that provide teachers and prospective teachers with opportunities to work under the guidance of experienced teachers and college faculty;
(ii) instruction in the use of data and assessments to inform and instruct classroom practice; and
(iii) professional development activities, including supplemental and follow-up activities such as curriculum alignment, distance learning, and activities that train teachers to utilize technology in the classroom.
(4) Developing or redesigning more rigorous mathematics and science curricula that are aligned with Indiana’s Academic Standards for Science and the Indiana Academic Standards for Mathematics (2014), as well as with the standards expected for postsecondary study in mathematics and science.
(5) Establishing distance learning programs for mathematics and science teachers using curricula that are innovative, content-based, and based on scientifically based research that is current as of the date of the program involved.
(6) Designing programs to prepare a mathematics or science teacher at a school to provide professional development to other mathematics or science teachers at the school and to assist beginning and other teachers at the school, including (if applicable) a mechanism to integrate the teacher's experiences from a summer workshop or institute into the provision of professional development and assistance.
(7) Establishing and operating programs to bring mathematics and science teachers into contact with working scientists, mathematicians, and engineers to expand such teachers' content area knowledge of and research in science and mathematics.
(8) Designing programs to identify and develop exemplary mathematics and science teachers in the Kindergarten through Grade 12 classrooms.
(9) Training mathematics and science teachers and developing programs to encourage young women and other underrepresented individuals in STEM careers (including engineering and technology) to pursue postsecondary degrees in majors leading to such careers. 

ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES

An eligible partnership may use funds provided for one or more of the following allowable activities related to elementary, middle, and/or secondary schools: 
(1) Stipend and travel reimbursement for teachers attending summer institute(s);
(2) Release time during school year for planning activities that connect project activities to district curriculum, lesson planning, and student assessment;
(3) Stipend and travel reimbursement for teachers attending approved professional development opportunities with a strong alignment to program goals;
(4) Higher education faculty summer salary reimbursement, travel reimbursement, and other project-related costs;
(5) Materials for classroom implementation related to the content of project activities by teachers in the cohort;
(6) Coordinating teacher recruitment, teacher support, faculty retention and support, and coordination with the Indiana Department of Education;
(7) Evaluation service; and
(8) Education consultation services.

ACTIVITIES NOT ALLOWED

	(1) Carrying over unspent funds at the end of the year or grant cycle, all funds must       
be spent during the grant cycle;
	(2) Supplant program staff, funds may be used to supplement salaries
	(3) Maintaining a cohort of fewer than 20 teachers and no school level 	administrators; and
	(4) A summer institute and/or training of less than 80 hours
	(5) Using funds for food






APPLICATION SECTIONS

The criteria used to score each section and points possible are listed in Appendix B. *See Proposal Checklist for length and formatting information.  Clearly define each section and subsection for ease of review

Proposals must contain the following sections and all responses must appear in the framework provided by the IDOE. Sections A, B, C, and D; are not to exceed 20 pages Proposals that do not comply with these requirements will not be reviewed or considered for funding.

A.  Cover Page and Table of Contents
The fiscal agent must complete the Application Cover Page for Fiscal Agent. Include a table of contents with page numbers of the appropriate sections. 

B.  Abstract
Provide a one-page summary including the title of the project and briefly describing the project vision, goals, activities, key features that will be addressed and expected benefits of the work. The abstract must include the name and contact information of the single point of contact for the program and all partners. 

C.  Partnership Narrative
The partnership narrative must contain the following elements:

C1. Needs Assessment:  Include a description of the needs assessment conducted to prove the LEA’s need for a grant and the results. Indicate a clear understanding of the results of the needs assessment and how the goals and activities of the partnership’s proposed programs are directly related to those needs. Priority will be given to those proposals that clearly show collaboration among LEA(s), Institution(s) of Higher Education, and any other committed partner. Please note that it is crucial in this section to clearly tie the Needs Assessment to the LEA’s eligibility through the High-Need definition.
C2. Research Base:  Discuss and cite the current state of knowledge relevant to the partnership program. This brief literature review should clearly indicate why the proposed activities were selected or designed. If the proposal builds on prior work, the narrative should indicate what was learned from this work and how these lessons learned are incorporated in the partnership’s proposed program. Additional resources that may assist the partnership to prepare their research base are included in Appendix F.
C3. Plan of Work:  Clearly describe the goals and objectives for the program, the responsibility of each partner, and the plan to achieve collaboration. The description should include timeframe, resources, responsible persons, and evaluation. In addition, provide a description of the number, type, duration, and intensity of professional development work, including the number of teachers engaged. Within this section, the detailed outline for each program purpose as identified in the PROGRAM COMPONENTS section must be addressed.
C4. Alignment with Indiana’s Academic Standards:  Clearly explain the tie between the professional development work, and the Indiana Academic Standards for Mathematics (2014) and Science. The proposal must link the professional development plan to the appropriate standards and data from Indiana’s statewide assessments. 
C5. Management Capability:  Clearly demonstrate the capability of the partnership to manage the program, organize the work, and meet deadlines. If clear evidence of management capability is not demonstrated in the first year, the grant will not be extended for subsequent years.
C6. Statewide Dissemination of Progress and Results:  Clearly note how the program will be disseminated through participation in statewide and national professional development events to present findings and submission of articles to publications.
C7. Sustainability:  Clearly outline evidence that the partnership program can be sustained beyond the life of the sub-grant award.
C8.   Bonus Points: Awarded for programs that infuse bonus elements to support broad dissemination of project results into the plan, design, and evaluation of the project. Bonus points will be awarded to projects that incorporate one or more of the following:

C8.a. Web-based Materials to Support Statewide Dissemination:  Web-based professional development deliverables including but not limited to video clips, online workshops, online presentations, and podcasts. Highest points will be awarded to those projects that propose Web-based materials that can be posted and included on the IDOE Web site that target core content knowledge as outlined in Indiana’s Academic Standards.
C8.b. Quasi-experimental or Experimental Design: Development of an evaluation plan that meets the standards of quasi-experimental or experimental design. 
C8.c. Outside Student Review/Support: Inclusion of review/support time for students outside of normal class time, which could be held before or after school or on weekends or holidays. It is strongly encouraged that the review sessions must at a minimum include using applicable classroom test data to help tailor learning for individual students.
C8.d. Summer Student Enrichment: Inclusion of student summer enrichment whereby students are given a “leg up” to be more prepared for the impending rigor, which could work in concert with any teacher summer training in corresponding courses.
C8.e. Teacher Course Credit: Offering of college course credit for participating teachers and/or credits towards a Master’s in a Math/Science discipline.

D.  Evaluation
Each partnership’s plan must describe how they will evaluate the success of their partnerships. Specifically, applicants must explain how they will determine whether partnership activities have improved the academic achievement of students in mathematics and/or science. In addition, partnerships must explain how they will determine success on related partnership outcomes such as: numbers of teachers who attain high-quality teacher status; changes in teacher practice; increased participation by the student population in advanced courses in mathematics, sciences or engineering; increased percentages of elementary teachers with majors, minors, or their equivalent in mathematics, sciences, or engineering; or increased percentages of secondary school classes in mathematics and sciences taught by teachers with academic majors, minors, or their equivalent in mathematics, sciences, or engineering.

     D1.	Partnerships must describe clear objectives specifying how students’ achievement and related partnership outcomes will be measured and the degree of improvement they expect on each outcome. Indiana Statewide Assessment data is a required source for measuring student outcomes—although it is expected that multiple measures will be used. Mid-term and annual reports on progress related to these outcomes will be reviewed by and provided to the Indiana Department of Education.
D2.	Partnerships must propose an evaluation design providing rigorous evidence that program activities actually result in higher student achievement and improvement on related partnership outcomes. Mid-term and annual reports regarding progress related to these outcomes will be reviewed by and provided to the Indiana Department of Education on an annual basis.

D3.	Partnerships must include an external evaluator providing detailed plans as to how teacher content knowledge will be measured and how student progress will be measured. External evaluators will help design, implement, execute, and summarize all goals, objectives, and outcomes. Please note that evaluations must include one of the teacher pre-/post-test measures included in Appendix E or any other appropriate measurement. 

D4.	Partnerships must seek approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) as appropriate to the evaluation design. IRB rules are subject to the type of evaluator, and therefore, the evaluator is accountable for providing information on his/her responsibility to IRB rules. In this section of the application, an explanation of responsibility to the rules is required as well as information on where the evaluation plan is in the IRB process if necessary.

E. Budget Worksheet and Budget Narrative
The budget narrative should clearly be tied to the plan of work and evaluation plan. The budget narrative should describe the basis for determining the amounts shown on the project budget page. All proposals shall include provision for evaluation of the activities in an annual performance report. Include a three-year program budget. Please note that second and third year funds are subject to IDOE receiving funding and/or grantees meeting expectations in the grant proposal. It is also important to note that any project awarded will be required to submit two fiscal reports each year: one in May/June and one in December/January.


E.  Appendices:  
The appendices should include:

E1. Partnership Agreements and Assurances  
E1.a. Assurances: Each core partner, other partner, and/or stakeholder must complete a Statement of Assurances for Partnership Members. The application must include a written statement explaining how the program meets the Indiana High-Need LEA definition requirement. The application must also include the Non-Public Agreement and the LEA Teacher’s Union Agreement. All of these forms can be found in Appendix A.
Agreements: This section shall include a narrative of the roles of the partners, their E1.b. Duties and responsibilities related to the goals and objectives of the program. This section shall also describe the partnership’s governance structure specific to decision-making, communication, and fiscal responsibilities. In addition to this narrative section, each application must include a signed Statement of Commitment.
E2. Partner Résumés/Vitae:  This section shall include brief résumés/vitae of all members of the partnership team. 





The following documents are provided to assist you in completing this application:
· Application Checklist	p. 14
· Appendix A:  Application Forms	p. 15
· Appendix B:  Application Review and Scoring Guide	p. 20
· Appendix C:  Budget Worksheet	p. 24
· Appendix D:  Definitions	p. 25
· Appendix E:  Teacher Assessment Tools 	p. 28
· Appendix F:  Resources	p. 33

Application Checklist

· Step 1.  Cover Page and Table of Contents (1page)

· Step 2.  Abstract  (1-page maximum, double-spaced)

· Step 3.  Partnership Narrative  (15-page maximum, double-spaced) 
· Needs Assessment	
· Research Base	
· Plan of Work	
· Alignment with the Standards	
· Management Capability	
· Sustainability and Dissemination
· Bonus Points	

· Step 4.  Evaluation Plan/IRB Information  (5-page maximum, double-spaced) 

· Step 5.  Budget Narrative  (4-page maximum, double-spaced) 

· Step 6.  Budget Worksheet 

· Step 7.  Appendices

· Step 8.  Submission of Application 

Grant Applications must be received 
NO LATER THAN 4:30 p.m.
on December 11, 2015.





 

For assistance related to Indiana’s Mathematics and Science Partnerships Program (ESEA Title II, Part B) applications, please contact:

	Bill Reed
   wreed@doe.in.gov 
	Indiana Department of Education
	Division of College and Career Readiness
   115 West Washington Street, Suite 600
   Indianapolis, IN 46204

	
Submitting the application:
	
► Mail one 1 original and either email or send (with the original) 1 electronic copy of the completed grant application to the Indiana Department of Education. Contact email and shipping address are above.


APPENDIX A: APPLICATION FORMS
APPLICATION COVER PAGE
PROJECT TITLE:
	REQUESTED FUNDING
	

	TOTAL # OF TEACHERS SERVED
	

	TEACHER-FACULTY CONTACT TIME
	

	DISTRICT:
	

	COUNTY:
	



	PROJECT DIRECTOR: 

	MAILING ADDRESS:

	CITY:
	STATE:
	ZIP CODE:

	TELEPHONE:
	FAX:
	E-MAIL:

	GRANT ACCOUNTANT (name and title):

	TELEPHONE:
	FAX:
	E-MAIL:

	SUPERINTENDENT (if applicable):

	MAILING ADDRESS:

	CITY:
	STATE:
	ZIP CODE:



2015-16 Fiscal Agent Statement of Assurances
· The applicant assures and certifies compliance with the regulations, policies and requirements as they relate to the acceptance and use of federal funds for programs included in this application.
· The applicant assures and certifies compliance with the Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA) regulations, policies and requirements.
· The applicant assures that timely and meaningful consultation with appropriate private school officials during the design and development of programs has occurred and that continued consultation throughout the implementation of these programs will occur.  
· The applicant agrees to carry out the project as proposed in the application.  
· None of the monies received through Mathematics and Science Partnerships Program Grants shall be used to replace funds for existing programs that are a responsibility of a school district. Indiana Title IIB MSP Funds may be used to supplement not supplant regular education programs.
· On or before March 31, 2017 the applicant will submit a final evaluation report to the Indiana Department of Education. Reports will include the submission of data requested by US Department of Education.  
· The applicant assures that the project director will attend all required meetings.
· Sanctions may include but are not limited to reduction or revocation of grant award.

													
Signature of Applicant or Superintendent/Date		               Signature of Project Director/Date

													 Print Name of Applicant or Superintendent/Date		               Print Name of Project Director/Date
STATEMENT OF ASSURANCES FOR PARTNERSHIP MEMBERS

	APPLICANT: 

	PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS:

	CONTACT NAME:
	TITLE:

	MAILING ADDRESS:

	CITY:
	STATE:
	ZIP CODE:

	TELEPHONE:
	FAX:
	E-MAIL:



2015-16 District/ESD/Partner Statement of Assurances
· The partnership member assures and certifies compliance with the regulations, policies and requirements as they relate to the acceptance and use of federal funds for programs included in this application.
· The partnership member assures and certifies compliance with the Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA) regulations, policies and requirements.
· The partnership member assures that timely and meaningful consultation with appropriate private school officials during the design and development of programs has occurred and that continued consultation throughout the implementation of funded activities will occur.  
· The partnership member agrees to carry out the project as proposed in the application.  
· None of the monies received through Mathematics and Science Partnership Program (Indiana Title IIB MSP) Grants shall be used to replace funds for existing programs that are a responsibility of the school district. Indiana Title IIB MSP Funds may be used to supplement not supplant regular education programs.
· On or before March 31, 2017 the partnership member will cooperate in collecting data for a final evaluation report to the Indiana Department of Education. In addition, the partnership member will submit data requested by US Department of Education.
· All requested information related to grant activities will be provided to IDOE in a timely manner.


													
Signature of Authorized Agent		Title				Date			


													
Print Name of Authorized Agent		Title				Date			













STATEMENT OF QUALIFYING HIGH-NEED LEA ELIGIBILITY

	APPLICANT: 

	CONTACT NAME:
	TITLE:

	MAILING ADDRESS:

	CITY:
	STATE:
	ZIP CODE:

	TELEPHONE:
	FAX:
	E-MAIL:




	
Please list all applicable criteria that qualify the LEA as a high-need school system (see page 10 for criteria). Elaborate as needed for each.

































													
Signature of Authorized Agent		Title				Date			

													
Print Name of Authorized Agent		Title				Date			


STATEMENT OF ASSURANCE FOR TEACHER’S UNION 

	APPLICANT DISTRICT (fiscal agent): 

	CONTACT NAME:
	TITLE:

	MAILING ADDRESS:

	CITY:
	STATE:
	ZIP CODE:

	TELEPHONE:
	FAX:
	E-MAIL:




	
Please indicate how the Teacher’s Union was informed and has agreed to submit this application. 
































													
Signature of Authorized Agent		Title				Date			

													
Print Name of Authorized Agent		Title				Date			



STATEMENT OF ASSURANCE FOR NON-PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

	APPLICANT DISTRICT (fiscal agent): 

	CONTACT NAME:
	TITLE:

	MAILING ADDRESS:

	CITY:
	STATE:
	ZIP CODE:

	TELEPHONE:
	FAX:
	E-MAIL:




	
Please list the non-public schools in your corporation area that were contacted with regard to this grant application. As well, please include signatures for those non-public schools that opted out of the grant application process.


	NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL NAME
	SIGNATURE

	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



APPENDIX B: APPLICATION REVIEW AND SCORING FORMS

INDIANA TITLE IIB MSP COMPETITVE APPLICATION REVIEW FORM

The following form will be used to review each submission. Any proposal that does not include the following components in the order outlined will not be considered for review.

	Required for Review
	Yes
	No

	Cover Page and table of contents are complete.  (2pts)
	
	

	Abstract includes all three necessary components. (3pts)
· Single Point of Contact
· Project Vision, Goals, Activities, Key Features/Beliefs
· List of Participants and Contact Information
	
	

	Partnership Narrative includes all seven components C1. – C8. (34pts)
· Needs Assessment
· Research Base
· Plan of Work
· Alignment with Indiana’s Academic Standards
· Management Capability
· Dissemination and Results
· Sustainability 
· Bonus
	
	

	Evaluation includes all three components D1. – D4. (10pts)
· Clear Objectives
· Evaluation Design ( Quasi and Experimental are given preference)
· External Evaluator
· IRB Information
	
	

	Budget Narrative/Budget Worksheet are clearly tied to the plan of work and the evaluation plan and reflect the same budget amount. (8pts)
	
	

	Appendices include both components F1. – F2. (3pts)
· Partner Agreements
· Partner Résumés/Vitae
· Statements Assurances/Eligibility
	
	

	Application Submission follows protocol outlined for delivery of electronic and hardcopies and there are no spelling or grammatical errors. (5pts)
	
	


Total Points Possible 65pts

INDIANA TITLE IIB MSP COMPETITVE APPLICATION SCORING FORM
The following scoring point table will be used to score each section of each submission except the bonus section. 
	0
	None of the criteria are addressed.

	1
	Some of the criteria are met but many areas are incomplete or underdeveloped.

	2
	Most of the criteria are met but some areas are incomplete or underdeveloped.

	3
	Meets criteria.

	4
	Exceeds criteria.


PARTNERSHIP NARRATIVE ( 34 points maximum)

Provide explanations that are clear, concise and thorough. 

A.  Needs Assessment Criteria (4 points maximum)
A1. Provides evidence a needs assessment was conducted.
A2. Provides evidence of the alignment of the projects goals, objectives and activities with the results of the needs assessment.
A3. Uses the school partner’s Indiana’s Statewide Assessment data or other pertinent data to provide evidence of need for professional development in the selected content areas.

B.  Research Base Criteria (4 points maximum)
B1. Cites and discusses current state of knowledge relevant to the partnership program.
B2.	 Literature review clearly indicates how the proposed work was selected or designed.
B3. If proposal builds on previous work, the narrative indicates what was learned from this work and how the lessons learned are incorporated.

C.  Plan of Work Criteria (4 points maximum)
C1. Clearly describes the goals and objectives for the program, the responsibility of each of the partners, and how the program activities support the goals and objectives.
C2. A timeline shows the work of the partners leading up to the grant activities, including acquiring necessary resources and evaluation services, and development and delivery of annual and mid-term reports.
C3. Provides information about the gathering and evaluation of data during grant activities, including:
C3a. An explanation of how the proposed indicators demonstrate the project outcomes. 
C3b. The rigor and validity of the proposed indicators and their appropriateness for the targeted teachers and students.
C3c. The degree to which the project plan uses data for improvement of the project over time.
C3d. The plan for reporting the data.
C3e.    Describes the duration, type, and intensity of the professional development opportunities, including the number of teachers engaged and students served.

D.  Alignment With Indiana’s Academic Standards (4 points maximum)
D1. Describes the partner district’s Indiana Statewide Assessment data, the connection between the academic content selected for the professional development activities and alignment to Indiana’s Academic Standards and Goals as evidenced in the partner district data.
D2.   Describes the process the partnership will use to determine the alignment of the academic content of the professional development activities to the academic content and cognitive demands defined in the Standards and Goals.

E.  Management Capabilities (4 points maximum)
E1. Provides evidence of capability to manage the project and organize the work by describing past grant management experience, or similar experience.
E2. Provides evidence that the partnership is willing to manage the project for at least two years should funds become available.
E3.	   Provides evidence of meeting reporting deadlines.

F.  Dissemination and Sustainability (4 points maximum)
F1. Provides evidence of dissemination and sustainability over time.
F2. Provides evidence the partnership can be maintained beyond the life of the grant.
F3. Describes a plan to cycle teachers in both experimental and control groups through the project over time if applicable.
F4. Includes a plan that recruits new partners to the project if applicable.
F5.    Describes how the partners will modify project goals in response to changes in measurable data.
F6.    Program will be disseminated through participation in statewide and national conferences, posted on websites, etc.

BONUS POINTS (UP TO 10 POINTS MAXIMUM)

A. Producing Web-based Materials to Support Statewide Dissemination (2 point maximum)
A1. Describe how Web-based professional development deliverables (e.g., video clips, workshops, presentations, podcasts) could help Indiana teachers and/or students.
A2.	 Describe how Web-based materials can be posted on the IDOE Web site.
B. Using Quasi-Experimental or Experimental Design (2 point maximum)
B1. Describe the selected design.
B2.     Describe how the design will meet the gold standard for research.
C.  Including Outside Student Review/Support (2 point maximum)
      C1.    Describe how students will be supported outside of class.
      C2.    Describe how applicable test data will be utilized to strengthen this time.
D.  Incorporating Summer Student Enrichment (2 point maximum)
      D1.    Describe the student summer enrichment model.
      D2.    Explain how student enrichment is paired with teacher summer training.
E.  Teacher Course Credit (2 point maximum)
      E1.    Describe how teachers will be offered college course credit.
      E2.    Explain how offering course credit will benefit those teachers teaching out of their   content area or those strengthening their preparation for another area.


EVALUATION PLAN (10 points maximum)

Provide explanations that are clear, concise and thorough. 
5-page maximum; double-spaced; 12-pt font, no more than 30 lines per page, one-inch margins.  Single spaced tables allowed where indicated by an (*).

A.  Clear Objectives (4 points maximum)
Partnerships must describe clear objectives that specify how students’ achievement, teacher content knowledge gains, and related partnership outcomes will be measured and the degree of improvement they expect on each outcome. Indiana Statewide Assessment data is a required source for measuring student outcomes. Annual reports on progress related to these outcomes will be reviewed by the project evaluator and the IDOE on an annual basis.

B.  Evaluation Design (4 points maximum)
Proposals must include an evaluation design that will provide rigorous evidence that program activities actually result in gains in student achievement, teacher content gains, and improvement on related partnership outcomes. Annual reports regarding progress related to these outcomes will be reviewed by the project evaluator and the IDOE on an annual basis.

C.  External Evaluator (1 points maximum)
Proposals must include an external evaluator with relevant experience evaluating school programs or grants, such as the MSP Program.

D.  IRB Explanation (1 point maximum)
Proposals must include an explanation as to the external evaluator’s responsibility for approval through the IRB. External evaluators must provide evidence that they have approval, are not required to have approval, or are in the process of seeking approval.

BUDGET NARRATIVE AND BUDGET WORKSHEET (8 points maximum)

Justification for each of the categories shall be included in the budget narrative portion of the application. Modifications in the grant must be reflect over the two years of the grant and included as part of the annual reporting. For reporting, you must include an itemized breakdown of these budget categories and a budget narrative explaining how you calculated each line item and the actual total project cost share.  

Because of the specification of the federal grant, expenditures MUST be for teacher’s professional development.

A.  Budget Narrative (4 points maximum)
Partnerships must provide evidence that 
· the budgeted items support all project activities;
· expenditures are clearly described;
· the costs are reasonable in relation to the project's goals;
· work described in the project plan is reflected in the budget narrative;
· sufficient staff time has been dedicated to this project in order to ensure effective coordination and administration of all grant activities; and
· none of the grant funds will be used to replace expenditures for existing programs that are the responsibility of the district or used to reduce class size.

B.  Budget Worksheet (4 points maximum)
Proposals must include a budget worksheet that is clear and reflects the budget narrative. 

APPENDICES  (3pts maximum)
· Partnership Agreements
· Partner Assurances  
· Partner Résumés/Vitae

Submission and Format (5pts)

Total Points Possible 65pts



APPENDIX C: BUDGET WORKSHEET
BUDGET WORKSHEET for Title II, Part B Math Science Partnership

Fiscal Agent:
Program Title:
 
	Direct Cost Requested for Partner
	YR 1
(4/1/16-3/31/17)
	Yr 2
(4/1/17-3/31/18)
	Yr 3
(4/1/18-3/31/19)
	TOTAL

	1. Salaries and Wages 
    (professional/clerical)
	 

	
	
	

	2. Employee Benefits
	 
   
	
	
	

	3. In-State Travel (Must follow State travel policy)
	 
   
	
	
	

	4. Out-of-State Travel (Must follow State travel policy)
	 

	
	
	

	5. Materials and Supplies

	   

	
	
	

	   6. Consultants and Contracts   
       (evaluator)
	 

	
	
	

	7. Teacher Stipends
	 

	
	
	

	8.  Equipment 
     (professional development needs only)
	 

	
	
	

	9.  Other 
     (equipment rental, printing, etc.)
	 
   
	
	
	

	B. Restricted Indirect Costs: Indicate your state approved LEA rate. Cannot exceed 8%
	 
	
	
	

	
TOTAL 
	 

	
	
	


*The restricted indirect cost rate shall be the rate set forth by the Division of School Finance for the designated fiscal agent.
Budget Narrative
This form is a required element of the grant application. Justification for each of the categories shall be included in the budget narrative portion of the application including more itemized detail. Modifications in the grant must be reflect over the three years of the grant and included as part of the annual reporting. For reporting, you must include an itemized breakdown of these budget categories and a budget narrative explaining how you calculated each line item and the actual total project cost share. Because of the specifications of the federal grant, expenditures MUST be for teacher professional development.
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APPENDIX D: DEFINITIONS
STEM Education: Indiana has defined STEM Education as an interdisciplinary literacy that seeks to integrate, wholly or in part, the four areas of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics into a comprehensive and coherent curriculum across content areas.  STEM literacy does not simply mean achieving independent literacy in these four strands; rather, STEM literacy focuses on relevant integration.  

The following are based on the definitions included in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

Highly Qualified Teacher: The Indiana definition of a highly qualified teacher can be found at: Highly Qualified Teacher

Title 1 Section 1114 definition of a High-Need (LEA) School: A school that serves an eligible school attendance area in which not less than 40 percent of the children are from low-income families, or not less than 40 percent of the children enrolled in the school are from such families.

High Quality Professional Development: The term “professional development” means instructional activities that:
i. Are based on scientifically based research and state academic content standards, and enable teachers to teach students at different developmental levels, and/or effectively teach students with various demographic backgrounds;
ii. Improve and increase teachers’ knowledge of the academic subjects they teach;
iii. Enable teachers who fall under the designation of not highly qualified to become highly qualified; and
iv. 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.

Scientifically Based Research:  The term “scientifically based research” means research that involves the application of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education activities and programs and includes research that:
i. Employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation or experiment and involve rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated hypotheses and justify the general conclusions drawn;
ii. Relies on measurements or observational methods that provide reliable and valid data across evaluators and observers, across multiple measurements and observations, and across studies by the same or different investigators;


iii. Is evaluated using experimental or quasi-experimental designs in which individuals, entities, programs, or activities are assigned to different conditions, with appropriate controls to evaluate the effects of the condition of interest and with a preference for random-assignment experiments or other designs to the extent that those designs contain within-condition or across-condition controls;
iv. Ensures that experimental studies are presented in sufficient detail and clarity to allow for replication or, at minimum, to offer the opportunity to build systematically on their findings; and
v. Can be submitted to a peer-reviewed journal or gain approval from a panel of independent experts through a comparably rigorous, objective, and scientific review.

Professional Development Principles
1. Professional development programs will address issues that are relevant to the priorities of education improvement and reflect the knowledge base of the profession by doing the following:
a. Reflecting research-based approaches to effective adult learning, student learning, and organizational change to support on-going developmental activities. While tapping educators' life experiences and drawing on the knowledge base from effective research, a variety of modes of learning are used to foster self-directed professional development opportunities.
b. Integrating education improvement priorities. Consistent and continuous links are made with the school improvement plan, the Indiana Professional Standards Board, and the Indiana State Board of Education policy.
c. Incorporating both discipline-specific and interdisciplinary approaches to teaching, assessment, and preparation for the world of work. Professional growth experiences enhance educators' knowledge within and across subject areas and their ability to foster and assess students' problem solving and critical thinking skills.
d. Including explicit strategies for setting high expectations and meeting the diverse learning needs of all students. Training activities increase educators' capacity to implement developmentally appropriate practices to establish challenging learning goals and respond to the uniqueness of each student.
e. Receiving adequate resources. Every public school in Indiana must receive the financial resources and support services needed to provide the most effective professional development program, as described within these principles.

2. A professional development program will engage educators in an effective learning process that impacts practice by doing the following:
a. Actively involving participants in program design, delivery, and implementation. Professional growth opportunities reflect educators' needs as determined from multiple data sources grounded in and linked with the school improvement plan. All stakeholders shall be engaged in meaningful job-embedded opportunities to effectively support practice that lead to improved student learning.
b. Promoting multiple opportunities for professional development that incorporate varied approaches, such as theory, demonstration, reflection, practice, mentoring, technology applications, and peer dialogue and coaching.
c. Incorporating follow-up activities that are sustained over time and provide educators with ongoing feedback. The professional development program provides a range of opportunities for staff to integrate the new strategies into their work with children through practice, feedback, and reflection.
d. Continuously evaluating impact on educators' practice and student learning. The effectiveness of professional development is determined by its impact on staff performance and student learning.

3. Professional development programs will contribute to developing an environment that support educators' professional growth by doing the following:
a. Fostering collegiality and collaboration. Professional growth opportunities encourage staff to build a community of educators, parents, business, and community partners who exchange ideas for innovation, cooperate in developing curricula, and discuss approaches to strengthening student learning by focusing on the school community as a culture of inquiry.
b. Building capacity through a continuum of ongoing improvement activities. Professional development activities maintain a focus on the improvement of practices that increase student learning and link to the local school improvement plan, Indiana’s Academic Standards, and Indiana’s Professional Teacher Standards.
c. Integrating staff development into educators' practice. The professional development program incorporates supports for staff to implement newly acquired strategies and assess them for their impact on student learning.
d. Encouraging innovation and risk-taking. As a result of staff development activities, the school community recognizes the need for action research that assists educators, leading toward innovations improving student learning.


Summer Institute:  The term “summer institute” means an institute, conducted during the summer, that:
i. Is conducted for a period of not less than 2 weeks or 80 hours;
ii. Includes, as a component, a program that provides direct interaction between teachers and current or retired disciplinary Arts and Sciences faculty; and
iii. Provides for follow-up training during the academic year that is conducted in the classroom for a period of not less than three consecutive or nonconsecutive days.

APPENDIX E: TEACHER ASSESSMENT TOOLS

TEACHER CONTENT KNOWLEDGE ASSESSMENT TOOLS 

Assessing Teacher Learning About Science Teaching (ATLAST) - Horizon Research, Inc.
Three instruments developed in the following content areas to assess changes in teacher content knowledge: Force and motion, plate tectonics, and flow of matter and energy in living systems: http://www.horizon-research.com/atlast/ 

Database of Measures of Teachers' Mathematics/Science Content Knowledge
Measures of teacher content knowledge used in empirical research, including research conducted by MSP projects, were identified and analyzed. Currently, only instruments that yield some sort of numeric score (as opposed to a qualitative description of teacher knowledge) are included in the database: http://www.mspkmd.net/instruments/index.php

Diagnostic Mathematics Assessments for Middle School Teachers (Bush)
(Bill Bush, University of Louisville: Multiple choice and open-ended assessments in four content areas address four knowledge domains: memorized knowledge, conceptual understanding, problem solving/reasoning, and pedagogical content knowledge)
http://louisville.edu/education/centers/crmstd/diag-math-assess-middle

Knowledge of Algebra for Teaching
(Ferrini-Mundy, Michigan State University: multiple choice and open-response items that assess algebra content or the knowledge needed for teaching algebra)
http://www.cbmsweb.org/NationalSummit/WG_Speakers/ferrini-mundy.htm

Learning Mathematics for Teaching (LMT)
(Hill and Ball, University of Michigan: multiple-choice assessment of three content areas set in the context of real classroom teaching): http://sitemaker.umich.edu/lmt/home




Misconception Oriented Standards-based Assessment Resource for Teachers (MOSART) 
Multiple-choice instrument designed to measure gains in teacher content knowledge in settings such as summer institutes: http://www.cfa.harvard.edu/smgphp/mosart/index.html 

PRAXIS II
(Educational Testing Service: multiple choice and constructed response assessments measure subject areas that K-12 educators teach and general and subject-specific teaching skills and knowledge) http://www.ets.org/Media/Tests/PRAXIS/pdf/0061.pdf

OTHER EVALUATION TOOLS –TEACHING OBSERVATION PROTOCOLS 

OMLI Classroom Observation Protocol
The OMLI Classroom Observation Protocol is used in the Oregon Mathematics Leadership Institute project to document the quantity and quality of mathematical discourse that takes place among K-12 students during classroom observations. The data is used for research that investigates the question: Can student achievement in mathematics be significantly improved by increasing the quantity and quality of meaningful mathematical discourse in mathematics classrooms?
http://hub.mspnet.org/index.cfm/11980

Reformed Teaching Observation Protocol (RTOP)
(CRESMET, Arizona State University: observational instrument designed to measure "reformed" teaching as defined by research in mathematics and science and national standards): http://mathed.asu.edu/instruments/RTOP/index.shtml

Inside the Classroom Observation and Analytic Protocol
The instrument was developed to measure the quality of an observed K-12 science or mathematics classroom lesson by examining the design, implementation, mathematics/science content, and culture of that lesson. The items it contains are based on standards of quality mathematics and science instruction as outlined in the National Science Education Standards and NCTM Standards. The second half of the protocol allows researchers to rate various influences that shaped the selection of lesson content and pedagogy, as inferred from a post-observation interview with the teacher. The observation protocol was used in data collection for the Inside the Classroom study: http://www.horizon-research.com/instruments/clas/cop.pdf


OTHER TOOLS – QUESTIONNAIRES 

Surveys of Enacted Curriculum (SEC)
The Surveys of Enacted Curriculum (SEC) are a practical, reliable set of data collection tools being used with teachers of Mathematics, Science and English Language Arts (K-12) to collect and report consistent data on current instructional practices and content being taught in classrooms. The resulting data provide an objective method for educators to analyze the degree of alignment between current instruction and state standards and assessments. Teachers complete the Survey questions through an online, web-based system. Upon completion, the group data are reported in user friendly charts and graphs to facilitate analysis of the results.
http://hub.mspnet.org/index.cfm/14622


Teacher Efficacy Belief Instrument
(Self-report instruments designed to provide insight into how confident participants feel about their ability to teach Math or Science. 
http://people.ehe.osu.edu/ahoy/files/2009/02/science-te.pdf

Inside the Classroom Mathematics Teacher Questionnaire
The audience for the instrument is K-12 mathematics teachers. It solicits information regarding their opinions, their preparation, and their classroom practice. The questionnaire was administered to a sample of mathematics teachers as part of the Inside the Classroom study.
http://2000survey.horizon-research.com/reports/tables/tables_section3.pdf

Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement Mathematics 6-12 Teacher Questionnaire
The audience for the instrument is 6-12 mathematics teachers. It solicits information regarding their opinions, their preparation, their teaching practice, and the quality and impacts of their professional development experiences. The questionnaire was developed and is administered to a random sample of teachers as part of the core evaluation of the Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement program.
http://www.horizon-research.com/instruments/hri_instrument.php?inst_id=7

Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement Mathematics K-8 Teacher Questionnaire
The audience for the instrument is K-8 mathematics teachers. It solicits information regarding their opinions, their preparation, their teaching practice, and the quality and impacts of their professional development experiences. The questionnaire was developed and is administered to a random sample of teachers as part of the core evaluation of the Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement program.
http://www.horizon-research.com/instruments/hri_instrument.php?inst_id=8

VAMS
Views About Mathematics Survey (VAMS). The VAMS is a similarly well-tested instrument used to ascertain the attitudes and beliefs teachers and students hold about mathematics.
http://hub.mspnet.org/index.cfm/10108


OTHER EVALUATION TOOLS – INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS 

Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement Teacher Interview Protocol
The instrument was designed to collect information on K-12 teachers' perceptions of the quality and utility of professional development, the impact of professional development activities on their instruction, and the extent to which their school district context is supportive of reform. The Teacher Interview Summary, a supporting document that consists of code categories for teachers' responses to the interview questions, is also available to facilitate qualitative analysis. The interview protocol and summary were developed and are used by projects in their final year of data collection, as part of the core evaluation of the Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement program.
http://www.horizon-research.com/instruments/lsc/ti_mid.pdf

Inside the Classroom Interview Protocol
The instrument was designed to collect information on K-12 teachers' perceptions of the factors that influenced the selection of lesson content and pedagogy. Influences considered include: standards documents, accountability systems, administrative support, teacher professional development, teacher beliefs about the content and about students, and the physical environment. Results of the interview are used to complete the second half the Observation and Analytic Protocol. The instrument was used as part of data collection in the Inside the Classroom study.
http://www.horizon-research.com/instruments/hri_instrument.php?inst_id=17

Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement Professional Development Observation Protocol
The instrument was developed to measure the quality of an observed K-12 science or mathematics professional development session. It examines the following components of the session: design, implementation, mathematics/science content, exploring pedagogy/instructional materials, leadership content, and culture. The protocol was developed and is used as part of the core evaluation of the Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement program.
http://www.horizon-research.com/instruments/hri_instrument.php?inst_id=16

OTHER TOOLS - GENERAL 
PLC Observation Protocol 
This observation protocol is structured around three key elements of an effective Professional Learning Community (PLC): Shared Vision and Ways of Working, Collaboration, and Reflective Dialogue. These three elements combine to help foster open communication among group members so that they develop common norms, vision, and goals. The two main purposes of this protocol are to help groups 1) build and deepen a shared understanding of what it means to work effectively as a PLC, and 2) provide a meaningful tool for self- monitoring a PLC's development.
http://hub.mspnet.org/index.cfm/17753

Partnership Rubric
A tool that a MSP project has found useful "for rating aspects of a strategy or partnership where numeric tabulations do not always apply, but where there are qualitative differences in the level of targeted performance or implementation of a strategy."
http://hub.mspnet.org/index.cfm/14308


Background Information on Deepening Teacher Content Knowledge 
This contains a series of Knowledge Reviews that provide a summary of what we know from experienced practitioners and research in the area of deepening teacher content knowledge.
http://www.mspkmd.net/blasts/tck.php


APPENDIX F: RESOURCES

RESOURCES

MSPNet Library
http://hub.mspnet.org/index.cfm/library 

MSPNet Resources
http://hub.mspnet.org/index.cfm/resources 

Council of Chief State School Officers: Improving Evaluation of Professional Development Project http://programs.ccsso.org/projects/improving_evaluation_of_professional_development/

Loucks-Horsley, S., Hewson, P. W., Love, N., & Stiles, K. E. (2003). Designing professional development for teachers of science and mathematics (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
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