DC Education Research Practice Partnership Scoring Rubric & Tool

Overview:

The Review Panel will read and score each application. You may find them here. The Scorecard (located in the Scorecard tab) helps
reviewers tabulate their scores. Reviewers should enter their values in the column marked "Your Review" or "Your Score" using the drop
down beside each cell. The multipliers used to weight certain parts of the rubric are already built into the tool along with all of the math
behind tabulating a socre.

Scoring:
-Some subsections are weighted more than others. Multipliers are shown below in parenthesis. -
-All subsections are scored on a scale of 0-5 unless marked with an (*). If an (*) scorers should score based on the following values 0, 1, 3, 5.

Scores have the following meaning:
0- Requirement not met

1- Very poor/unclear

2- Poor/Somewhat unclear

3- Fair

4- Good

5- Excellent

Rubric:
In the second meeting of the review committee, we agreed on a a rubric that aligned with the notice of invitation. A long form rubric that
includes descriptions of each subsection as outlined in the NOI is located here. The short form rubric can be found below:

Sections & Subsections Total Point Value
Knowledge & Expertise

-Expertise in Education Resaerch for Urban School Districts & States (x2) 30
-Expertise in Partnering with Government

-Vision for District RPP, Plan to Leverage Best Practices of RPPs, and Philosophy (x2)

-Networks & Expertise in Community Outreach

Partnership Personnel & Collaboration

-Current Personnel & Personnel Dedicated to the Partnership, Consortium Coordination (x2) 20
-Advisory Committee Collaboration (x2)

Data Use & Protection Research Methods

-Expertise in Security (x2) 20
-Data Management & Security Plan (x2)*

Research Methods

-Validity & Data Quality (x2) 15
-Accountability & Transparency

Fiscal Management and Proposed Budget (x3) 15

Comments
Reviewers should feel free to write in comments for their own use using the scoring sheet.

Submission
Reviewers should use the scorecard to tabulate their scores. They should be submitted to Justin Tooley at justin. tooley@dc.gov by COB
November 2, 2020.



Bitric George Washington University Urban Institute

Initial Screening

Your Review - FAILS INITIAL SCREENING Your Review Your Review

Organizational Eligiblity: Is the application a
university, college, or non profit organization
OR a consoritum that combines university,
college, and non-profit organizations?

NO

isn't much evidence to supportit. The application
says that it has no financial support and no
current saff. The website that | could find for it
showed a website that looked like a bookstore,
nota nonprofit- www.bitic.org

YES

YES

Timely Submission: Was the application
submitted on time?

YES

YES

Period of Commitment: Does the ap
commit to the 10 year partnership commitment

NO

The applicant fails o demonstrate that t has the.
financialcsupports i place to fulfil 3 10 year
partnership.

YES

YES

Background Information: Does the application
include an executive summary, mission/history,
and consortium?

NO

s applcation s o desgn, e, and mplement s
oun curcutum. itric doss not demonstrta experience

g research bsed on igorous research methods
5oy tht it € not intersted n evslustin extstig
insructiona pactices

YES

YES

Scoring
Total Score  Comments Your Score Total Score Comments Your Score Total Score Comments
& Expertise
Expertise in Education Research for Urban I
School District & States (Max 5 professonal developmen, schoo imate dats, new raduation sudies with severa examples). Qe brosd st of exrtse and
points, x2 multiplier) > o 10_reauinuments,rapid schoal mprovement s 10_extensive work i urban
Expertise in Partnering with Government seem to have. Only evidence is that one professor partnered with OSSE
(Max 5 points) : o 3 via DCSTEM s 5 Urban and therconsortum members.
CEr]
Vision for the Distrct RPP, Plan to Leverage Best wilseck approval rom OSSE or each prject,whie thisshould b the : oo o s ot oo
appreciate thei emphasi on doing researchthat is useful. Emphasis on
Practices of RPPS and Philosophy (Max 5 DME over the Advisory Committee (pg 10). They have RPP advisors, which collaboration. Has brought on RPP advisors. Like that they have RPP
points, x2 multipler) > o o e (pe 16 s 10 leszons lean
g would rovide.

board, + ise OC scers especally helpfl. Lie that th partnersip s made up of
Networks & Expertise in Community Outreach i ettt ot oot o e o2
(Max 5 points) . o 3 coffce shop and hlding seversl forums s 5 and famiies. Hasplan to communicatefndings o ciferent audiences.
Knowledge & Expertise Subtotal (Total
30 points) o 2 0

T8 C
Current Personnel & Personnel Dedicated to the Tosrecte ot 2proach f gl v scing e ot
Partnership, Consortium Coordination eeme e They ako strtwitha smalier team and allow 0 grow aver time and
(Max 5 points, x2 multipler) : o 10 hiing search s 10 bring n subjct mater xpert.
Advisory Committee Collaboration (Max
5 points, x2 multipler) 2 o 10_ Robustpan or colaboraton s 10 coordination that they wil provide,incucing grants mangement
Partnership Personnel & Collaboration
Subtotal (Total 20 points) o £ 0
Data Use & Protection, Research Methods
Expertise in Security (Max 1 have no background in cyber security, but I'm impressed by their
5 points, x2 multipler) > o 10140 not have a background ncyber security, but i seems fine 0 me. s 0 Such 3 TANE I recors:
" . ofdata. | don't know enough to evaluate their AWS loud latorm's
Data Management & Security Plan’ (Max Security, but | wander  having i onected t the cloud would open a Urbanssystem. Appreciat that data se goes thorugh R Collsborative
5 points, x2 multiplier) > o 10_ backoorfor hackers s 10 members don' have autamatic cces o data.
Data Use & Protection, Research Methods’
Subtotal (Total 20 points) o £ 0
Research Methods
revie projects atthree diferent stages. ke tht he statstical
Validity & Data Quality (Max 5 documentation. Wil et data qualey review fom ndependent analyst data exp e
points, x2 multiplier) > o 10 Hs an #B s 10 qualy ssues
Accountability & Transparency (Max
5 points) . o 3 research project. s 5 Theircommitment o funding ransparency i apprecisted
Reesarch Methods Subtotal (Total 15 points) o 5 s
Financial Management & Proposed Budget
proposed bugdet, e

m concerned that theybuid i 500K contribution from from b
Financial Management & Proposed Budget* . e ke
(Max 5 points, x3 multiplier) s o o funded in Districts budget s 15 from foundations.
Financial Management & Proposed Budget
subtotal (Total 15 points) o o s
Total Score o s w0
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