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October 15-16, 2002
AGENDA ITEM 62 (Revision 2)
ITEM

Consideration Of The Scoring Criteria And Evaluation Process For The Unified Education Strategy Grant Program For Fiscal Year 2002/2003 And Fiscal Year 2003/2004

I.
SUMMARY 

At its September 17, 2002 meeting, the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) approved the School Diversion and Environmental Education Law (DEEL) Implementation Plan.  The School DEEL Implementation Plan is the result of recently passed legislation (SB 373, Torlakson, Chapter 926, Statutes 2001) that requires the Board to implement a grant program, among other things. The grant program is intended to assist county offices of education, school districts, and schools with their efforts at establishing programs that integrate waste management and resource conservation practices with instructional strategies so that students are able to apply their knowledge to real world environmental issues and situations.

II.
PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION 

The Board has taken no previous action on the scoring criteria or evaluation process for FY 2002/2003 and FY 2003/2004 Unified Education Strategy (UES) grants.

III.
OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Concur with staff’s recommendation and adopt resolution 2002-568; or 

2. Adopt Resolution 2002-568 with specific modifications; or

3. Direct staff to bring the item back to the Board for subsequent consideration. 

IV.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends Option 1 – Concur with staff’s recommendations and adopt resolution 2002-568.

V.
ANALYSIS 
Background
Senate Bill 373, the School Diversion and Environmental Education Law (DEEL), allows the Board to award grants to county offices of education, school districts, and schools to assist in the development and implementation of educational programs and to promote the use of existing education programs, to teach the concepts of source reduction, recycling, and composting.  The grant program is to be coordinated through the Office of Integrated Environmental Education (OIEE) with the grants awarded by the Board based on criteria developed in consultation with the California Department of Education (CDE), State Board of Education (SBE), and Office of the Secretary for Education (OSE). The legislation appropriated $1.5 million from the disposal facility fees account to fund the grants.  Not more than 5 percent of this amount can be used by the Board for administrative costs. 

Pursuant to the Board approved School DEEL Implementation Plan, the UES Grant Program calls for a competitive process that would allow approximately 15 applicants to receive two cycles of funding.  The first funding would be in fiscal year 2002/03 up to $27,000 per grant awarded.   This first year grant is intended to provide grantees with resources and technical assistance to perform research, assessments, and planning activities for programs that promote waste management and resource conservation that are blended with instructional strategies focused at the sixth grade level.  Each grantee would be required to prepare and submit an implementation plan to the Board by March 2004 which details the steps they will take to implement integrated programs at their school district.  Upon evaluating and scoring the implementation plans staff would bring forward to the Board recommendations for approving two funding in fiscal year 2003/04 in an amount up to $38,000 per grantee .

Key Issues:
Purpose of Grant

The principal goals of the Unified Education Strategy as described in the legislation, are to:

A. Coordinate instructional resources and strategies for providing active pupil participation with onsite conservation efforts; 

B. Promote service-learning opportunities between schools and local communities; and

C. Assess the impact to participating pupils of the Unified Education Strategy on student achievement and resource conservation.

Applicant and Project Eligibility

The legislation calls for grants to be offered to county offices of education, school districts, and schools.  This grant program proposes that school districts could apply which would include schools with a sixth grade population, which could be either middle or elementary schools.  School districts could also partner with County Offices of Education in appling for the grants.  The target audience for these grants is based on the following reasons:

· The Diversion, Planning, and Local Assistance Division completed a study on six school districts around the state.  The results of the study overwhelmingly indicate that programs that are implemented using a districtwide approach are far more successful and sustainable than individual classroom or school-based programs.  

· Advisory groups participated in several brainstorming sessions and planning meetings to discuss the most feasible approach to address this multi-faceted law.  The OIEE enlisted, not only the partners specifically named in the statute (SBE, CDE, and OSE), but also representatives from the Resources Agency and its departments; CalEPA boards, departments, and offices; environmental education organizations; and educators.  The consensus was to focus the initial program on sixth grade for the purpose of developing educational and resource materials that are aligned with the state’s content standards for language arts, math, and science.  Sixth grade California Science Content Standards address earth science, which happens to fit nicely with the environmental themes and topics that the UES is concentrated on.  Additionally, sixth grade can be part of an elementary school or a middle school, which helps this program to reach two-thirds of the state’s school settings, and finally, sixth graders are intellectually ready to participate in service-learning opportunities and typically are receptive to getting involved in action-projects associated with the school environment and the community.  Many “unified” school districts are comprised of schools that encompass K-12 grades.  These districts would qualify for these grants.  

Projects described in the grantees application must minimally meet the principal goals of the UES as described above. 

Matching Funds

A matching fund requirement is not uncommon and if employed would demonstrate a stronger commitment by the applicant.  This proposal recommends a 25% match in either monetary and/or in-kind services.  The type of programs this grant strives to develop requires participation by many partners. 

Proposed Reduced Match: Staff proposes that this grant program allows for a reduction of the match to ten percent (10%) of the grant amount if the applicant can qualify for extreme financial hardship (as described below). 

Extreme Financial Hardship: To determine a measurement of extreme financial hardship that could be applied consistently across all communities in California, Board staff consulted with staff at the Department of Finance (DOF).  Based on this research, staff recommends using a measurement of fifty percent (50%) or less of the State’s median household income for the zip code area in which a project is located.  Such projects would be eligible for a reduced match of ten percent (10%) of the grant award. 

Based on available census data, the median household income for California is $35,798.  To demonstrate extreme financial hardship and be eligible for the reduced match, a school district’s project must include at least one school in a zip code area with a median household income of $17,899 or less (fifty percent (50%) of $35,798).  

The definition of a household used for census purposes is, as follows:  “A household includes all the persons who occupy a unit.  A housing unit is a house, an apartment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single room that is occupied (or if vacant, is intended for occupancy as separate living quarters).”  Household income is the sum of income received in the previous calendar year by all household members fifteen (15) years old and over, including household members not related to the householder, people living alone, and others in nonfamily households.  Median income is defined as:  “The amount which divides the income distribution into two equal groups, half having incomes above the median, half having incomes below the median.”  

Staff will provide applicants with means to obtain the median household data in the application instructions as well as the median household income for the State and will provide links from the Board’s UES grants web page to the appropriate web sites.  This information is also available at most public or university libraries.

Data from the 2000 census for median household incomes is not yet available.  Therefore, median household income data used for this measure is based on information provided from the 1990 census. Should data from the 2000 census become available prior to award of this grant, the updated data will be used to determine extreme financial hardship.

 
Sustainability of Implemented Programs

The applicant’s goals and objectives should clearly incorporate a program sustainability aspect.  Upon reviewing the applicant’s implementation plan; the applicant should demonstrate the ability to achieve sustainability of the program. This could be demonstrated in a variety of ways, e.g., establish district policies that institutionalize program, provide training for new teachers in integrated programs, etc., but must be part of their long-term goal.

Cost Savings Derived by Implemented Programs

As part of the application materials, a “Statement of Institutional Commitment” will be required to be submitted along with their application.  This statement will include a clause that speaks to the districts’ commitment to reinvest in the proposed program and motivate schools to continue to maintain a high level of participation.  Based upon findings from the Environmental Ambassador Pilots, the UES grant recipient may be required to designate This can be accomplished by designating a percentage of the cost savings generated by the proposed program to be returned to the individual school that generates the savings to provide funding for the continuation and/or expansion of the proposed prpgram.  The proposed UES criteria address this pledge by the school district and is part of the five scoring points designated for the Statement of Institutional Commitment. 

Geographic Distribution

Staff proposes funds be allocated in the following manner:  sixty-one (61) percent for projects submitted from southern California and thirty-nine (39) percent for projects submitted from northern California.  Southern California counties are defined as those counties including and south of San Luis Obispo, Kern, and San Bernardino.  Northern California counties are all those counties including and north of Monterey, Kings, Tulare, and Inyo.  The division of funds in a 61-39 percent split mirrors the percent of people living in the two respective areas.  The northern/southern California distribution is based on the estimated population of each county as of May 2001.  These figures will be adjusted if more current Department of Finance figures become available.

Environmental Justice

Environmental Justice is defined in California statute as “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and income with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.” [Government Code § 6540.12(c), enacted January 1, 2000]  The criteria and the process for awarding of grants for this grant program complies with the principles of environmental justice. Further, compliance with Environmental Justice will be an eligibility requirement and a term in the Grant Agreement.
Program Evaluation Component

A component of the School DEEL requires the Board to report on the results and progress of the UES program to the Legislature by June 2005.  The Board has allocated $81,000 for Consulting and Professional Services for the evaluation of this program and the associated Environmental Ambassador Pilot Program.  A professional evaluation firm will be working closely with the UES grantees to gather substantive data that will be used to formulate the report to the Legislature. 

Proposed Scoring Criteria

The proposed UES grant scoring criteria uses the Board approved general scoring criteria as the framework and has embedded statutory and program-related criteria in the various main categories. The UES grant scoring criteria can be found in Attachment 1.

Proposed Evaluation Process

After the close of the application period, Grants Administration Unit (GAU) staff will perform initial data entry and a completeness review for each application.  Depending on the number of applications received, program staff will determine the number of review panels.  Review panels shall consist of CIWMB staff, including one staff form the Administration and Finance Division, and representatives from the advisory committees that helped to shape the School DEEL plan and UES program parameters (i.e., Resources Agency, CDE, CalEPA, etc.).  The lead program staff person will meet with all panel members to explain the scoring criteria, evaluation process, and the detailed scoring structure.  During this training, panel members will review and discuss two applications chosen by lead program staff person for the benchmark process.  This intensive benchmark process will ensure that all panel members have a clear understanding of the application, scoring instructions, and scoring criteria.  

Panel members will independently review and evaluate each assigned application using the UES Grant Scoring Criteria.  Each panel chair will convene panel meetings to discuss individual scores and develop a recommended panel score for each application based on the average of the three panelists' scores.  Panel members will provide detailed comments on the score sheets justifying the scores.  Detailed scoring comments will be input into the Grants Management System (GMS) database along with the scores.

The grant manager for this grant cycle will be available for questions during the three to five week scoring period.  To ensure that all panel members have the same information, answers to all questions received from panel members will be sent by the grant manager by E-mail to all panel members.  

After the scores are entered into a spreadsheet for analysis purposes, a post-scoring review team will be assembled. The members of the post-scoring review team will not include any person serving on a scoring panel; they will, however include the assistant director of the OIEE or a person delegated by the assistant director to act in the assistant director's place, the grant manager for the grant cycle, a staff person from either the Financial Assistance Branch or the program section who was not on a scoring panel.  This post-scoring review team will review the score sheets and applications for all “borderline” applications (applications with scores within 3 points of the 70 percent passing score).  If this post-scoring review team discovers discrepancies in the scoring among any of the borderline applications, the post-scoring review team will take one of two courses of action:   

1. Discuss the discrepancy (ies) with the appropriate scoring team(s) to determine corrective action for the score(s) involved; or,

2. Re-score application(s) within the three point variance of the pass/fail border and correct any scoring discrepancy(ies). 


All proposals will be ranked according to the total number of points received.  Proposals must attain a minimum of 70 percent to be eligible for funding.  In the event that there is insufficient funding for all qualified applicants, the highest ranked proposals will have funding priority.

Tie in Scores 
When grant requests among applicants with tie scores exceed funding availability, the tie shall be brought forward to the Board at the time the awards are made in an agenda item.  The Board shall make the determination as to ties, as to which applicant, if any, shall receive an award, or portion of an award, in a manner that is both fair and equitable in order to resolve the issue of tie scores.

TENTATIVE GRANT PROGRAM TIMELINE

	DATE
	Activity

	October 15-16, 2002
	Board adopts scoring criteria/evaluation process

	November 2002
	Staff mails NOFA and application packets

	December 2002-January 2003
	Question and answer period

	February 2003
	Applications due

	March-April 2003
	Review of applications

	May 2003
	Board considers funding recommendations

	June 2003
	Grant agreements mailed for signature

	July 2003-June 2004
	Grant Term – first cycle

	July 2004-June 2005
	Grant Term – second cycle


Fiscal Impacts
First cycle funding in fiscal year 2002/2003 will total $400,000.  Second cycle funding in fiscal year 2003/2004 will total $570,000.  These amounts include a 5% administrative cost deduction.

Findings – N/A
VI.
FUNDING INFORMATION
Amount Available to Fund this Item: $970,000

Amount Proposed to Fund Item: $970,000

Fund Source:
	X
	Integrated Waste Management Account


Proposed From Line Item:
	X
	Other (Specify)  Local Assistance


VII.
ATTACHMENTS

1. Unified Education Strategy Grant Scoring Criteria

2. Resolution Number 2002-568

VIII.
CONTACTS

Name:   Tricia Broddrick      





Phone:  (916) 341-6771
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