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	SUBJECT

Elementary and Secondary Education Act: School Improvement Grant: Update on the Response to U.S. Department of Education Feedback on California’s 2009–10 School Improvement Grant Application. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) take action as deemed necessary and appropriate. There is no specific recommendation at this time.
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


At its March 2010 meeting, the SBE approved California’s federal application and its Request for Applications (RFA) for local educational agencies (LEA) pursuing School Improvement Grant (SIG) funding. Actions necessary to operationalize the application included approval of three waivers that: 1) allow an extension of the grant period availability by one year; 2) permit Tier I schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to “start over” in the school improvement timeline; and, 3) waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in Section 1114(a)(1) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) to permit LEAs to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I school that does not meet the poverty threshold. In addition, the SBE approved two waivers related to establishing the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving” schools and the list of schools eligible to apply for this funding that included: 1) a waiver to permit the inclusion of a “minimum n size” in the identification criteria for persistently lowest-achieving schools; and, 2) a waiver that incorporated an alternate definition in identifying Tier II schools. Contingent upon approval from the U.S. Department of Education (ED) of these waivers, the SBE approved the list of persistently lowest-achieving schools that was created using the n size waiver and the Tier II Definition Waiver. The approved list of persistently lowest-achieving schools consists of 188 schools from a total of 76 LEAs, including 139 schools in Tier I and 49 schools in Tier II.
Additional Tier III schools are eligible to apply for this funding although those schools have a lower priority for funding than Tier I and Tier II schools. 

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS (Cont.)


Following SBE approval of the SIG RFA, the CDE has provided technical assistance and support through presentations at the California Title I Conference in Anaheim and Sacramento, Categorical Program Directors’ meetings, and Statewide System of School Support meetings; posted SIG information on the CDE School Improvement Grant Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/sig09.asp; conducted teleconferences with SIG applicants, frequently asked question and answer page, Webinars on SIG application forms process, and individual consultations with eligible SIG applicants and CDE staff. 

At its January 2010 meeting, the SBE received and discussed an update on issues related to California’s implementation of the ESEA including the 2009–2010 Application for SIG funding. 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


The ED granted approval to California’s SIG application on June 24, 2010. California had initially submitted its SIG application to ED on March 26, 2010. Since that initial submission, ED made four separate requests for revision or clarification of elements of California’s current SIG application, including the draft LEA RFA. On each occasion, based on ED comments, refinements were made to the RFA and the updated document was forwarded at the request of ED. On 
June 16, 2010, California submitted the most recent draft documents to ED for review and approval. The following is a chronology of ED’s feedback, followed by California’s response to concerns raised by ED.
First Request for Clarification was received on April 14, 2010. ED requested California’s response to four issues raised in the initial review of the state’s SIG application (Attachment 1):

· Criteria California used to prioritize schools for receiving SIG funding
· Elements of California’s proposed process for reviewing and scoring SIG applications submitted by LEAs
· Process for assessing each applicant LEA’s commitment to design and implement its selected SIG intervention model(s)
· Clarification of California’s timeline for reviewing and approving LEA applications
· Greater detail on California’s plans for providing technical assistance to eligible LEAs during the SIG application and implementation phases

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


Based on ED’s feedback, point values have been aligned to the existing rubric in order to arrive at a final rating system that will allow for a rank order of SIG applications. This is particularly critical in the event funding is not sufficient to cover all applicants. The current scoring process of assigning specific values to each application component was based on discussions with SBE liaisons in early phases of the application development process. A system for calculating a scaled score for each of the application components to total 100 points has been aligned with the existing rubric (Attachment 2). The CDE intends to use this scoring system to determine appropriate recommendations for funding eligible schools to the SBE. The SBE will continue to have final discretion concerning which schools will be funded and the specific funding amount to be awarded each school.

Forms for School Projected Budget (SIG Form 4b) and School Budget Narrative (SIG Form 5b) have been added in the forms section of the RFA to respond to ED’s request for evidence of a school-by-school budget for each fiscal year. To further implement ED’s request for LEAs to provide school-by-school budgets for each funding year, the Implementation Chart for a Tier I or Tier II School and Implementation Chart for a Tier III School (SIG Forms 10 and 11), the budget column is split to show projected costs at both the school and LEA level.
On May 4, 2010, CDE staff provided responses to each of the issues ED raised. See Attachment 1 for the specific ED concerns and information requests of April 14, and California’s response to those items. 
On May 24, 2010, California received confirmation of ED’s approval of the state’s definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in a letter from U.S. Assistant Secretary of Education Thelma Meléndez de Santa Ana. The letter is included as Attachment 7. 
Second Request for Clarification was received on May 24, 2010. Subsequent to receiving California’s updated application, ED conducted a second review and noted additional concerns:
· Additional detail on the mechanics of the process by which California will assign scores to each LEA’s SIG application

· Language regarding California’s expectation that charter schools identified as “persistently lowest achieving” select the Closure intervention model

· Initial scoring rubric did not include criteria for scoring proposed SIG budgets and Implementation Charts

· Collaborative Signature form did not include sufficient space to indicate printed name, signature, and affiliated organization of individuals signing the form. 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


In response to ED’s feedback, the CDE provided a detailed description of the planned scoring process and the method by which scores on individual elements will be converted to percentage scores. The scoring rubric was also expanded to include criteria for scoring the SIG budgets and Implementation Charts. To address ED’s concerns about the stated expectation that persistently-lowest achieving charter schools select the Closure model, pertinent RFA language was revised to state that charter schools “must clarify how the intervention selected will create a significantly different instructional model and school culture.”

CDE staff responded to ED on May 27, 2010, with a revised draft application that addressed all of the issues raised by ED as noted above. See Attachment 3, Summary of Changes to California’s 2009–10 SIG Application, for a detailed description of California’s revisions submitted on May 27, 2010. Attachment 4, SIG Scoring Rubric, includes the new guidance for scoring the budget and implementation chart components of each LEA’s SIG application.
Third Request for Clarification was received on June 3, 2010. After reviewing California’s revised application submitted May 27, 2010, ED responded with several additional concerns:
· Clarification of circumstances under which a school’s SIG application may be considered for non-renewal, and the specific consequences of a non-renewal decision
· Clarification of circumstances under which an LEA’s or school’s SIG budget may be recommended for adjustment, and the criteria upon which such adjustments would be based
· The timeline and process California described for distributing annual SIG funding to selected LEAs and schools
· The timeline California described for announcing SIG grant awards and posting all LEA applications on the CDE Web site
Based on ED’s feedback, the CDE amended language concerning both the criteria to be considered in sub-grant renewal decisions and the consequences of an SBE decision not to renew a SIG sub-grant. Specifically, non-renewal decisions are to affect funding for individual schools that do not make appropriate annual progress in SIG model implementation and/or academic performance. Language concerning adjustments of proposed SIG budgets was also amended to clarify that the CDE may recommend adjustments to proposed budgets based on a determination that the LEA’s projected implementation costs are inaccurate. The process and timeline for distribution of these SIG funds was also revised in response to ED’s comments. California also revised it’s 
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


description of the process for posting applications to assure ED that the process complies with federal requirements.
CDE staff responded to ED on June 10, 2010, with a revised draft application that addressed these additional issues raised by ED. Attachment 3, Summary of Changes to California’s 2009–10 SIG Application, provides a detailed description of California’s revisions submitted on June 10, 2010.  

Fourth Request for Clarification was received on June 16, 2010. ED provided additional questions described as “brought forward through the final (ED) review process” regarding:

· How “not applicable” elements of the application narrative are accounted for in California’s application scoring process
· Requested minor revisions in language describing: 1) funding adjustments based on LEA capacity issues; and, 2) acceptable uses of SIG funding
· How the application scoring process accounts for an LEA’s omission of one or more components within an application element
CDE staff made additional changes to both the draft state application and the LEA RFA to address these concerns and submitted the revised documents to ED on June 16, 2010. Attachment 3, Summary of Changes to California’s 2009–10 SIG Application, provides a detailed description of California’s revisions submitted up to June 16, 2010. 
Also, the addition of a column in Form 10, Implementation Charts, in which LEAs will be required to identify actions and activities that address each of the required components of the SIG intervention model selected for each applicant school. The instructions for completing the Implementation Chart were also revised to include this new requirement. Attachment 5, School Improvement Grant Model Component Acronyms, and Attachment 6, the revised Form 10—Implementation Charts for Tier I or Tier II schools, provides details on how this new requirement is proposed to be implemented. See also Attachment 2 for a detailed description of the process by which LEA applications are proposed to be scored and how California plans to account for “not applicable” elements of those LEA applications.
The SIG funds are anticipated to provide LEAs with grants ranging from $50,000 to $2 million per year for up to three years. A maximum of $415 million is available under Section 1003(g) for this cohort of schools for a three-year period beginning in 2009–10. Funding for this program is contingent upon legislative authority to distribute these funds and will be provided through the inclusion of authorizing language in the 2010–11 State Budget Act. Staff of the CDE and SBE are in contact with the Legislature to draft the requisite language. 
	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1: ED Concerns on California’s SIG Application, April 14, 2010 (4 Pages)
Attachment 2: School Improvement Grant (SIG) Request for Applications (RFA) Scoring Proposal (2 Pages)
Attachment 3: Summary of Changes to California’s 2009–10 SIG Application (3 Pages)
Attachment 4: Revised Appendix A: SIG Rubric (15 Pages)
Attachment 5: Appendix B: School Improvement Grant Model Component Acronyms 

(2 Pages)
Attachment 6: Revised Form 10 – Implementation Chart for a Tier I or Tier II School 

(1 Page)
Attachment 7: Letter from U.S. Assistant Secretary of Education Concerning Approval of California’s Definition of “Persistently Lowest-achieving Schools” 

(5 Pages) (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the State Board of Education office.)

	REQUIREMENTS
	U.S. Department of Education REVIEW NOTES
	CDE SOLUTION

	Item 1: Approved PLA definition.
	ED is working with CA to finalize approval of its’ PLA definition.
	ED is working with CA to finalize approval of its’ PLA definition.

	Item 2: The SEA has described, with specificity, the criteria the SEA will use to evaluate whether an LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention for each school.

The SEA has described, with specificity, the criteria the SEA will use to evaluate whether the LEA has demonstrated that it has the capacity to use SIG funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention in each of those schools


	OVERARCHING NOTE:  California provided detailed information about the criteria it will use to evaluate whether an LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II schools, including a “review rubric.” The criteria California will use to evaluate LEA SIG applications is described in Enclosure 2, Part I, Item B Pages 4-7. On Page 7 the SEA notes that it “will evaluate the SIG applications based on the evaluation criteria described (pages 4-7) . . . the LEA applications will be reviewed to ensure that each meets the specified criteria. Applications that adequately address all the requirements described in the application will be recommended to the SBE for funding. Applications not meeting those requirements will not be recommended for funding.”

The rubric provides three categories – “strong,” “adequate,” and “inadequate” rubric.” It is not clear how the SEA will make a final determination that only “applications that adequately address all the requirements described in the application will be recommended to the SBE for funding.”  This appears to be a pass – fail system and applications that meet the “strong” and “adequate” categories will be recommended for funding.  Although this appears to be an acceptable system, the SEA should consider adding values/weights/scores to each component of the rubric to arrive at a final scoring system to approve SIG applications.
	We have developed a new scoring process that takes these concerns into account, assigning specific values to the application components, which will result in readers assigning numerical scores to each application. 

The scoring process provides for a maximum of 100 points on the application: 

· Narrative–40 points;

· Implementation Charts–25 points 

· Budget –25 Points

· Collaborative Signatures–5 points

· Complete Application–5 points

See Item 2 Attachment for further description of the scoring process.

Assigning a specific score on each LEA application will allow for ranking all applications based on relative merit, assisting the decision on which applications will be funded. 

	Item 3: The SEA has described, with specificity, the criteria the SEA will use to evaluate whether the LEA’s budget includes sufficient funds to implement the selected intervention fully and effectively in each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application as well as to support school improvement activities in Tier III schools throughout the period of availability of those funds.


	It is not clear what criteria will be used to evaluate the sufficiency and accuracy of information provided on SIG Forms 4-5 and 9 See Review Rubric Pages 55, 63-64. There should be a separate category in the rubric for each of the required SIG budget and implementation forms or, at a minimum, a separate section to evaluate the adequacy and linkage of these forms.
	Our new scoring process addresses this concern. Budget Forms and Implementation Charts will each be assigned a score on five discrete elements. Those scores will be added to the application’s scores on the budget narrative and other application elements to determine the total score for each application. 

(See Item 2 Attachment for further description of the scoring process.)

	Item 4: The SEA has described how it will assess the LEA’s commitment to design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements.


	The requirement did not appear to be specifically addressed.
	We have added the following language to the SEA Application (Part 1, Item B. Evaluation Criteria)  to clarify California’s process for assessing the LEA’s commitment :

“The SEA will assess each LEA’s commitment to design and implement its selected intervention(s) based on the completeness and appropriateness of the LEA’s Narrative Response, Implementation Charts, Budget Forms, and Collaborative Signatures. This information must indicate that the LEA has committed sufficient resources to support successful implementation as well as a comprehensive and coherent plan to fully implement all required elements of the selected interventions in order for the application to be recommended for funding.”

	Item 5: The SEA has described the SEA’s process and timeline for approving LEA applications.


	The models must be implemented by the beginning of the 2010–11 school year. It is unclear as to the impact of the October 1, 2010, date in the timeline in which LEAs will submit their revised LEA plan.
	We have added a statement to the LEA RFA (Timeline, page 4) that clarifies that, while completion of the LEA Plan addendum can be completed concurrent w/ initial implementation of the intervention(s), the models must be implemented within the required timelines. (See Item 5 Attachment for new Timeline section.) 
See also LEA RFA page 4, Timeline, which indicates the elements of each model that must be in place day 1 of the 2010-11 school year.


	Item 6: The SEA has described the activities related to administration, evaluation, and technical assistance that the SEA plans to conduct with the State-level funds it has received from its School Improvement Grant. 


	Additional details are needed regarding the use of the state level funds. For example, what types of TA will be provided but the Statewide System of Support, etc. 
	We have added the following description of state-level activities to Item F. of the SEA Application:

The SEA will conduct a series of webinars and conference calls relating to the SIG LEA RFA application process, expanded Statewide System of School Support meetings to inform regional directors on the application and implementation processes, ongoing one-on-one technical assistance from CDE staff to eligible applicants, and CDE web page postings of frequently asked questions and answers and other pertinent information concerning SIG implementation. 

	Item 7: The LEA application requires an LEA to demonstrate, for each Tier I and Tier II school the LEA commits to serve, that: (1) the LEA has analyzed the needs of each school and selected an intervention for each school; and (2) the LEA has the capacity to use SIG funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement, fully and effectively, the required activities of the school intervention model it has selected.


	Just a note: The LEA application requires an LEA to demonstrate, for each Tier I and Tier II school the LEA commits to serve, that: (1) the LEA has analyzed the needs of each school and selected an intervention for each school; and (2) the LEA has the capacity to use SIG funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement, fully and effectively, the required activities of the school intervention model it has selected.


	These requirements are addressed in information the LEA provides in its application narrative and budget forms. The LEA is required to describe in detail both the process it undertook in analyzing the needs of each school it commits to serve, as well as the specific findings on each school’s needs resulting from the analysis. The LEA is then required to provide its rationale for the intervention model it has selected based on its finding, and must provide its complete plan for implementing the intervention it has selected, including a description of human, fiscal, and other resources it will use to successfully implement that plan.

	Item 8: The LEA application requires the LEA to describe the goals it has established (subject to approval by the SEA) to hold accountable its Tier III schools that receive SIG funds.
	It is unclear if this item is listed in the LEA application. Please verify. If it is not included please add to the LEA application.
	We have addressed this specific requirement in the narrative element for Tier III schools. Please see page 26, item x., sentence 3.

	Item 9: The LEA application requires an LEA to include a budget that indicates the amount of SIG funds the LEA will use each year in each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school the LEA commits to serve.


	There is no indication in the directions for SIG Forms 9-11 that the LEA must provide school-by-school budgets for each year funds are available. Item D on page 28 only refers to SIG Forms 4 and 5 that appear to be the LEA’s projected budget and “include both school and district level budgeted items.
	To address this concern we have added a school-level budget summary page and school-level budget narrative to the forms LEAs will be required to submit in their application. LEAs will now be instructed to complete a set of these school-level budget forms for each school the LEA commits to serve. (See Item 9 Attachment for these new forms and instructions.) 


	Item 10: The LEA application requires an LEA to provide a budget that indicates the amount of SIG funds the LEA will use each year to implement the selected model in each Tier I and Tier II school it commits to serve.


	Same as above: There is no indication in the directions for SIG Forms 9–11 that the LEA must include district level budgeted items. Although the note on page 28 mentions that the budget must cover the period of availability.
	The LEA-level budget forms allow for inclusion of LEA-level expenditures. Information provided in the new school-level budget forms will allow for differentiation between expenditures made at the LEA level to support implementation from expenditures made directly at the school site(s).

	Item 11: The LEA application requires an LEA to provide a budget that indicates the amount of SIG funds the LEA will use each year to conduct LEA-level activities designed to support implementation of the selected school intervention models in the LEA’s Tier I and Tier II schools.
	The budget form does not indicate that the LEA will need to provide a budget that indicates the amount of SIG funds the LEA will use each year to conduct LEA-level activities. 
	We have revised the LEA Budget Summary Form to address this requirement. The LEA will now identify those items in the LEA budget that are LEA-level activities by placing an asterisk next to those activities conducted at the LEA level.

	Item 12: The LEA application requires an LEA to provide a budget that indicates the amount of SIG funds the LEA will use each year to support school improvement activities, at the school or LEA level, for each Tier III school identified in the LEA’s application.
	This requirement was not addressed in its LEA application.
	The new school-level budget forms address this concern. The LEA will be required to submit specific budget information for each Tier III school it commits to serve. (See Item 9 Attachment for these new forms and instructions.)


School Improvement Grant (SIG)

Request for Applications (RFA)

Scoring Proposal 
5 %
Complete Screened Application

40 %
Narrative Response 
· Up to eleven elements scored as (0 – inadequate, 1 – adequate, or 2 – advanced). 

· These points are totaled and divided by the total possible points. 

· In order to account for narratives that do not address a non-required element such as use of external providers, alignment with DAIT, and/or serving Tier III schools, the score is converted to a scaled score out of 40. (see example below) 

· Applications with any element receiving a “0 – inadequate” will not be funded unless those elements are revised to merit at least a score of “1 – adequate”. 
Example: 

The narrative addresses 9 of 11 elements.  

(The LEA does not intend to use an external provider or serve Tier III schools.)
	Element
	Received
	Possible

	i.  Needs Analysis
	2
	2

	ii.  Selection of Intervention
	1
	2

	iii.  Demonstration of Capacity
	2
	2

	iv.  External Providers
	NA
	NA

	v.  Align Other Resources
	1
	2

	vi. DAIT Alignment
	2
	2

	vii.  Modification of Practices
	2
	2

	viii.  Sustaining Reform
	1
	2

	ix. Annual Goals
	2
	2

	x.  Tier III Schools
	NA
	NA

	xi.  Consultation with Stakeholders
	1
	2

	Total
	14
	20

	Note: 14 out of 20 is 70% of the possible points



	Conversion to a score out of 40:

The Narrative Response score must be converted to a scaled score out of a total of 40 since this section’s score makes up 40% of the total application score.

The application will receive 70% of the 40 possible points which equals 28.

 Final score on the Narrative Response = 28


25 %
Implementation Chart(s)
· Five required elements scored as (0 – inadequate, 1 – adequate, or 2 – advanced).

· Total score is then multiplied by 2.5 for conversion to a 25-point scale.

Example: 

· The Implementation Chart(s) receive a score of 8 points.

· The 8 points are multiplied by 2.5 yielding 20 points.

· This means that this section receives a final score of 8 x 2.5 = 20 
25%
Budget
· Five required elements scored as (0 – inadequate, 1 – adequate, or 2 – advanced).

· Total score is then multiplied by 2.5 for conversion to a 25-point scale.

Example: 

· The Budget receives a score of 6 points.

· The 6 points are multiplied by 2.5 yielding 15 points.

· This means that this section receives a final score of 6 x 2.5 = 15
5 %
Collaborative Signatures

· One required elements scored as (0 – inadequate, 1 – adequate, or 2 – advanced).

· Total score is then multiplied by 2.5 for conversion to a 5-point scale.

Example: 

· The Collaborative Signatures receives a score of 2 points.

· The 2 points are multiplied by 2.5 yielding 5 points.

· This means that this section receives a final score of 2 x 2.5 = 5
Summary of Example:
	Summary
	Received
	Possible

	Complete Screened Application
	5
	5

	Narrative Response
	28
	40

	Implementation Chart(s)
	20
	25

	Budget
	15
	25

	Collaborative Signatures
	5
	5

	Total
	73
	100


This application would receive a total of 73 out of 100 points.

Summary of Changes to California’s 2009–10 SIG Application

Description of Changes Submitted to the U.S. Department of Education (ED)

May 6, 2010:

State Educational Agency (SEA) Application: 
· On page 3, a reference to the new school-level budget forms added to the local educational agency (LEA) Request for Applications (RFA) was added.

· On page 4, additional description of the criteria California will use to assess an LEA’s commitment to implement its selected intervention(s) was added.

· On pages 6 and 7, additional detail about the LEA application scoring process was added.

· On page 8, detail on the SIG timeline was added concerning grant award notification, intervention implementation, and revised LEA plan submission.

· On page 13, additional information was provided about technical assistance to be conducted for this cohort by the California Department of Education (CDE) during the implementation phase. 
LEA RFA: 

· In the timeline on page 4, the reference to submission of revised LEA Plan amendment and Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA) to the CDE by October 1, 2010, has been modified to reflect that this will be for information and progress update purposes. In addition, a statement has been added to indicate that, while the LEA Plan addendum can be completed concurrent with initial implementation of the intervention(s), the models must be implemented within the required timelines described in the RFA.

· A scoring system for submitted LEA applications has been added and can be found on page 21 of the RFA in the Selection Process section. A reference to the fact that an application that receives a rating of “inadequate” on any element will not be recommended for funding has been added.

· New forms for School Budget Plans (SIG Form 4b) and School Budget Narratives (SIG Form 5b) have been added in the forms section starting on page 31 of the RFA. As a result of this change, the LEA Budget Plan should only reflect LEA-level expenditures and the School Budget Plan(s) should only reflect school-level expenditures.

· School Implementation Charts (SIG Forms 10 and 11) have been modified to enable LEAs to show projected costs at both the school and LEA level. The total of the column for LEA cost on the School Implementation Chart(s) should match the amount on the LEA Budget Plan (SIG Form 4a). Correspondingly, the total of the column for school cost on a school’s Implementation Chart should match the amount shown on that school’s Budget Plan (SIG Form 4b). These projected cost columns should only indicate SIG funds to be spent. If other funding sources are used, they should be included in the Resources column.
Description of Changes Submitted to ED May 27, 2010:
SEA Application: 

Changes were made in Section B, Evaluation Criteria, on pages 3, 4 and 7 which clarify the scoring rubric and further explain the percentage breakdown of budget and implementation elements

LEA RFA: 

· Page 8 regarding Charters schools expected to close has been modified to reflect that persistently lowest-achieving charter schools that do not select the School Closure intervention model must clarify how the intervention selected will create a significantly different instructional model and school culture. 

· The word "points" has been replaced with "percent" in the scoring breakdown on page 21. 

· Pages 64 and 65 of the rubric were replaced with an expanded rubric that includes five components for scoring LEA and school budgets and five components for scoring school implementation charts. 

· "Total Grant Amount Requested" has been added to Form 1 - Application Cover Sheet.
· In Form 2 - Collaborative Signature page, "Signature" has been added to the title of the name column and the column has been split to accommodate the name and signature; and “School" has been added to the Organization column to allow collaborative partners to indicate with which school they are affiliated.

Description of Changes Submitted to ED June 10, 2010:
SEA Application: 
· On page 9, the timeline was updated to indicate that the LEA application due date and Readers’ Conference dates are delayed, pending ED approval of California’s SIG application.
· On pages 9 through 11, language was added to clarify potential consequences for LEAs and schools not meeting annual progress and performance goals.
· On page 12, revised language concerning application requirements for charter schools that do not select the School Closure intervention model.
LEA RFA: 

· The reference to the possibility that an LEA’s entire sub-grant may not be renewed in cases where one or more schools in the LEA are not meeting their improvement goals has been replaced throughout the RFA with the notation that an LEA’s sub-grant will be considered for a reduction equivalent to the annual award for the non-achieving school(s) with the intent that the school(s) no longer receive(s) funding.

· The statement on page 8 regarding funding levels reflecting the LEA’s state-approved projected cost of implementing the selected intervention strategy for each school has been clarified to indicate that there is no formula calculation for grant awards. However, the CDE does intend to review cost projections for accuracy with respect to local implementation costs.

· The Payments to Sub-grantees section on page 20 has been revised to indicate that the first 25 percent payment, and all subsequent payments, may include expenses incurred to date and that no payment will be made in excess of the grant award.

· The Award Notification date of August 1, 2010, has been replaced on page 21 with a statement that the CDE will post its notification of proposed sub-grant awards for the SIG program on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ within 30 days of the SEA action to award SIG sub-grants to LEAs.
Description of Changes Proposed June 16, 2010:
SEA Application: 
· On pages 7 and 8, provide clarifying language concerning the LEA application scoring process, particularly regarding “not applicable” application elements.

LEA RFA: 
· On page 8, provide clarifying language concerning SEA funding decisions in cases in which an LEA application does not demonstrate it has sufficient capacity to serve all schools for which it applied.

· On page 19, revise language on restrictions on uses of SIG funds using language provided by ED.

· On page 27, added instruction for completing new element on Implementation Charts: adding a column that ties actions and activities to required intervention elements.
· On Form 10, page 50, added “Required Component Acronym” column and revised form instructions for completing this new required element on the Implementation Chart.
· On Appendix A: Rubric, clarified which of the narrative elements may be “not applicable” based on local conditions or implementation plans.

· Added “Appendix B: School Improvement Grant Model Component Acronyms” to guide respondents in completing the new Implementation Chart element described above.

Revised Appendix A: SIG Rubric

School Improvement Sub-grants Application

Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
 Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	i. Needs Analysis

LEA describes the process and findings of the needs assessment conducted on each school it commits to serve and the evidence used to select the intervention model to be implemented at each school. The description includes:


· assessment instruments used


· LEA and school personnel involved

· process for analyzing findings and selecting the intervention model


· findings on use of state-adopted standards-aligned materials and interventions
	The narrative includes a thorough and complete overview of the process used to assess schools, including specific instruments used, and multiple data elements cited. 

The narrative identifies a variety of qualified LEA, school, parents, and community stakeholders providing a range of perspectives involved in collecting and analyzing school data. 

The narrative describes a specific and effective process for analyzing assessment findings, including meetings of appropriate LEA and school personnel and school advisory groups to review the findings and provide input on the needs analysis. 


	The narrative includes a general overview of the process used to assess schools, including specific instruments used, and multiple data elements cited. 

The narrative identifies LEA, school, and community stakeholders involved in collecting and analyzing school data, with a description of their level of involvement. 

The narrative describes a process for analyzing assessment findings, including a basic description of how LEA and school personnel and school advisory groups reviewed the findings and provided input. 


	The narrative includes limited information on the process used to assess schools, including specific instruments used, and multiple sources cited. 

The narrative does not identify appropriate LEA, school, and community stakeholders involved in collecting and analyzing school data. 

The narrative does not sufficiently describe a process for analyzing assessment findings.




 Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	· curriculum pacing and instructional time


· Amount and types of staff PD, collaboration, and instructional support


· use of student data, alignment of resources, and staff effectiveness
	The narrative includes discrete and specific findings concerning all of the areas listed in the RFA that led to the selection of the intervention. 


	The narrative includes basic findings concerning all of the areas listed in the RFA that led to the selection of the intervention
	The narrative does not include findings concerning all of the areas listed in the RFA that led to the selection of the intervention. 



	ii. Selection of Intervention Model

The LEA’s rationale for its selection of the intervention model for each school is stated clearly and is correlated to the needs analysis for that school.


	The narrative reflects a logical and well organized process for selecting the intervention model. The rationale for the selection demonstrates a solid connection between assessment results, findings of current practice, and staff effectiveness in the selection the intervention model. 

All areas of the needs analysis are discussed and linked coherently to the selected intervention, providing clear evidence that the selection is appropriate for the school. 

The narrative provides specific data from a variety of sources that explicitly supports the selection of the intervention 
model.
	The narrative describes a basic process for selecting the intervention model. The rationale demonstrates a connection between assessment results, findings of current practice, and staff effectiveness in the selection the intervention model. 

All areas of the needs analysis are discussed and linked to the selected intervention. 

The narrative provides data points from several sources to support the selection of the intervention model.
	The rationale reflects some sense of organization, but omits significant links to the needs analysis. 

Few of the needs analysis areas are discussed and/or there is little apparent correlation with the selected intervention. 

The rationale is supported by a small number of data areas and from few sources with limited specificity. 


Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	iii. Demonstration of capacity to implement selected intervention models

a. The LEA demonstrates its capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement, fully and effectively, the required activities of the school intervention model(s) it has selected. 

b. Although not required, when an LEA is not applying to serve each Tier I school, it must explain why it lacks capacity to serve each Tier I school. If the limitation is at the LEA level then the LEA must identify the specific barriers that preclude serving all of its Tier I schools. If the limitation is based on conditions at a specific school or schools, then the LEA must describe those conditions. If there are additional limiting factors, please describe them.
	a. The LEA fully describes how it will use SIG funding and all other available resources required to implement the intervention model selected. The narrative includes extensive information on the specific use of each resource to support implementation of the planned school improvement activities. 

The description demonstrates that the LEA has fully identified the resource needs of each school and appropriately planned how resources will be used to achieve successful implementation of all activities planned for each school.

b. The LEA identifies the specific barriers that preclude serving all of its Tier I schools, and provides clear and substantial evidence of the existence of those barriers
	a. The LEA describes how it will use SIG funding to implement the intervention model selected. The narrative includes general information on how resources will be used to support implementation of the planned school improvement activities. 

The description demonstrates that the LEA has considered the differing resource needs of each school in determining how SIG funding and other LEA resources will be used to address the specific needs of each school and lead to successful implementation.

b. The LEA identifies the specific barriers that preclude serving all of its Tier I schools, and provides evidence of the existence of those barriers. 
	a. The LEA provides a limited description of how it will use SIG funding to implement the intervention model selected. The narrative includes little or no information on how other resources will be used to support implementation of the planned school improvement activities. 

The description does not adequately demonstrate that the LEA has considered the differing resource needs at each school in determining how SIG funding and other LEA resources will be used to address the specific needs of each school and lead to successful implementation.

b. The LEA marginally identifies barriers that preclude serving all of its Tier I schools, and provides limited or no evidence of the existence of those barriers. 


 Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	 Inadequate (0 points)

	iv. Recruitment, screening, and selection of external providers (if applicable)

Although not required, when the LEA intends to use external entities to provide technical assistance in selecting, developing, and implementing one of the four models, it must describe its process for ensuring their quality. The LEA describes the process that will be undertaken to recruit, screen, and select external providers including specific criteria such as experience, qualifications, and record of effectiveness in providing support for school improvement. 


	An LEA intending to use an external entity to provide technical assistance describes specific, appropriate qualifications (including experience, qualifications, and record of effectiveness in providing support for school improvement) that the LEA will require prospective providers to meet.

The narrative describes a coherent, rigorous process that the LEA will conduct in reviewing prospective providers to ensure that they meet the LEA’s qualifications.

The LEA also describes, in detail, the specific process that it will use in the selection of its external support providers from all prospective providers that meet the LEA’s qualification criteria, including the specific actions and personnel involved in the selection process.


	An LEA intending to use an external entity to provide technical assistance describes specific qualifications (including experience, qualifications, and record of effectiveness in providing support for school improvement) that the LEA will require prospective providers to meet.

The narrative describes a process for reviewing prospective providers to ensure that they meet the LEA’s qualifications.

The LEA also describes, in general, the process that it will use to select its external support providers from all prospective providers that meet the LEA’s qualification criteria, including specific actions involved in the selection process.
	An LEA intending to use an external entity to provide technical assistance does not adequately describe specific qualifications that the LEA will require prospective providers to meet.

The narrative does not adequately describe the process to be used in reviewing prospective providers to ensure that they meet those qualifications.

The LEA does not adequately describe the process that it will use to select its external support providers from all prospective providers that meet the LEA’s qualification criteria.

 


 Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	v. Align other resources with the interventions

The LEA identifies all resources that are currently available to the school(s) that will be used to support implementation of the selected intervention model. 

The LEA identifies other federal, state, LEA and/or private funding sources including other district resources the LEA will use to support SIG implementation. Examples of funds the LEA should consider include, but are not limited to: Title II, Part A funds used for recruiting high-quality teachers; or Title III, Part A funds which could be used to improve English proficiency of English learner students, and categorical block grant funds used for instructional materials and professional development.


	The LEA explicitly identifies a number of other resources planned for use in implementing the selected school intervention models, and fully describes how these resources will support SIG implementation. 

The other resources identified clearly align with the LEA’s needs analysis for each school and logically and appropriately support the implementation plan for each school.


	The LEA identifies other resources planned for use in implementing selected school intervention models and describes how these resources will support SIG implementation. 

The other resources identified align with the LEA’s needs analysis for each school and clearly support the implementation plan for each school. 


	The LEA has identified few, if any, resources planned for use in implementing selected school intervention models.

The other resources identified minimally align with the LEA’s needs analysis and lack specificity and coherence with the implementation plan for each school. 

 


Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	vi. Align Proposed SIG Activities with Current DAIT Process (if applicable)
For LEAs currently participating in the District Assistance and Intervention Team (DAIT) process, the LEA must describe how it will coordinate its DAIT work and its SIG work around the lowest-achieving schools. The description must identify the major LEA improvement actions adopted from the DAIT recommendations and describe how the LEA has aligned its proposed SIG activities with of those major LEA improvement actions.


	The LEA provides a thorough and comprehensive description of how it will coordinate DAIT recommendations and activities identified in the LEA plan with the planned SIG implementation activities for each school. 

The narrative provides information developed through the DAIT process to inform the selection of the intervention model(s) selected for each school.


	The LEA provides a general description of how it will coordinate DAIT recommendations and activities identified in the LEA plan with the planned SIG implementation activities for each school.


	The LEA provides little or no description of how it will coordinate DAIT recommendations and activities identified in the LEA plan with the planned SIG implementation activities for each school.

 


 Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	vii. Modify LEA Practices or Policies 

Depending on the intervention model selected, the LEA may need to revise some of its current policies and practices to enable its schools to implement the interventions fully and effectively. These may include, but are not limited to, collective bargaining agreements, the distribution of resources among schools, parental involvement policies, school attendance areas and enrollment policies, and agreements with charter organizations. 

If the LEA anticipates the need to modify any of its current practices or policies in order to fully implement the selected intervention model(s), identify and describe which policies and practices need to be revised, the process for revision, and a description of the proposed revision. 


	The LEA has fully developed and described in detail a comprehensive plan to modify any and all current practices or policies in order to fully and effectively implement the selected intervention model(s). 

The plan fully and clearly describes:


1) Which policies or practices will be revised 

2) The rationale for their selection 

3) The process for revision (that includes input from key stakeholders, including parents and collective bargaining units)

4) A description of the proposed revision and expected outcome


	The LEA has developed and generally described a plan to modify practices or policies in order to fully implement the selected intervention model(s). 

The plan includes a description of: 


1) Which policies or practices will be revised 

2) The process for revision that includes input from stakeholders 

3) A description of the proposed revision and expected outcome


	The LEA has not sufficiently developed or described a plan to modify current practices or policies in order to fully implement the selected intervention model(s). 

The plan does not sufficiently describe:


1) Which policies or practices will be revised 

2) The process for revision 

3) A description of the intended revision and expected outcome

 


Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	viii. Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends

SIG funding provided through this application must be expended by September 30, 2011, unless the LEA intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding through September 30, 2013. The LEA must state whether it intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding period and identify the resources that will be used to sustain the selected intervention after the SIG funding period expires.

	The LEA indicates whether it intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding through September 30, 2013. 

The LEA has provided a clear and comprehensive plan for use of resources other than SIG funds to sustain selected intervention models and activities following expiration of the SIG funding period. 


	The LEA indicates whether it intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding through September 30, 2013. 

The LEA has provided a basic plan for use of resources other than SIG funds to sustain selected intervention models and activities following expiration of the SIG funding period. 


	The LEA may or may not indicate whether it intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding through September 30, 2013. 

The LEA has not provided a complete plan for use of resources other than SIG funds to sustain selected intervention models and activities following expiration of the SIG funding period. 

 




Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	ix. Annual Goals for Student Achievement

The LEA has established annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both reading/language arts (RLA) and mathematics that it will use to monitor each Tier I and Tier II school it commits to serve.

Examples may include:

· Making one year’s progress in RLA and mathematics

· Reducing the percentage of students who are non-proficient by 10% or more from the prior year

· For students who are two or more years below grade level, accelerating their progress at a rate of two years academic growth in one school year
Or meeting the LEA’s goals established in the State’s Race to the Top application.
	The annual goals for student achievement are measurable, are based on the state’s assessments in RLA and mathematics, and are clearly identified for each school that the LEA commits to serve. 

The goals are realistic and reflect high expectations for improved student achievement, and are based on the needs of each school.

The plan for monitoring the identified goals is clearly described, includes specific timelines and procedures, and identifies the personnel responsible for its implementation. 


	The annual goals for student achievement are measurable, are based on the state’s assessments in RLA and mathematics, and are generally identified for each school that the LEA commits to serve. 

The goals are realistic, project improved student achievement, and are based on the needs of each school.

The plan for monitoring the identified goals is described and includes clear implementation procedures. 


	The annual goals for student achievement are not sufficiently identified for each school that the LEA commits to serve. 

The goals appear limited, project a minimal increase in student achievement, and/or are not based on the needs of each school.

The plan for monitoring the identified goals is inadequate or is not provided.




Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	x. Serving Tier III Schools (if applicable)

If applicable, the LEA has described services and activities that benefit each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve.
	The LEA has clearly described services and activities that benefit each Tier III school.

The LEA has clearly described activities that reflect a direct, tangible, and substantial benefit to each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve. 

The LEA has provided references to verify that the services and activities are research based. The selected services and activities are clearly designed to meet the individual needs of each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve.
	The LEA has generally described services and activities that benefit each Tier III school.
The LEA has generally described activities that reflect a direct, tangible, benefit to each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve. 


	The LEA has not sufficiently described services and activities that benefit each Tier III school.

The LEA has not clearly described activities that reflect a direct, tangible, benefit to each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve. 

 


Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	xi. Consultation with relevant stakeholders

The LEA has described its process for consulting with relevant stakeholders, including parents, regarding the LEA’s application and solicited their input for the development and implementation of school improvement models in its participating Tier I and Tier II schools.

Examples may include local board meetings, parent meetings, School Site Council meetings, school and/or district English Language Advisory Committee (ELAC), district advisory committee, and local bargaining unit meetings which indicate discussion of the LEA’s application.


	The LEA clearly identifies its process for consulting with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application.

The LEA’s description demonstrates comprehensive consultation with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application, including local board meetings, parent meetings, School Site Council meetings, school and/or district English Language Advisory Committee (ELAC), district advisory committee, and local bargaining unit meetings. 

The LEA has provided minutes and agendas of meetings with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s SIG application that recount the input obtained.


	The LEA identifies a general process for consulting with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application.

The LEA’s description demonstrates consultation with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application, including parents and other stakeholders.

The LEA has described meetings with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s SIG application, including a description of key stakeholder input that was incorporated in the LEA’s SIG application.
	The LEA does not clearly identify its process for consulting with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application.

The LEA’s description does not adequately demonstrate consultation with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application.

The LEA has not sufficiently described meetings with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s SIG application.




Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	SIG Narrative Element
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	xi. Consultation with relevant stakeholders (cont.)

The LEA identifies which stakeholder recommendations have been used in the development of the LEA’s SIG 

have been used in the development of the LEA’s SIG implementation plan, and discusses stakeholder input not accepted, including a rationale for rejecting that input.


	The LEA has identified all significant stakeholder input, identifies input incorporated in the SIG implementation plan, discusses rejected input and provides a rationale for each rejected suggestion.
	The LEA has identified significant stakeholder input, identifies input incorporated in the SIG plan, and provides a rationale for each rejected suggestion.


	The LEA has not sufficiently identified significant stakeholder input; noted input incorporated in the SIG plan, or provided a rationale for each rejected suggestion. 




	Other SIG Application Components
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	Implementation Chart(s)

The LEA ‘s Implementation Chart(s) include actions and activities required to implement all aspects of the selected intervention model.
The actions and activities listed are aligned with the needs analysis for the school.

The costs of actions and activities listed are identified in the Projected Cost column  

A timeline of implementation is provided.

The individual(s) who will be responsible for oversight and monitoring are indicated.

	The actions and activities are clearly stated, reasonable, research-based, and contain all required elements of the selected intervention model, including those that are already being implemented, and includes some permissible activities. 

The actions and activities listed are realistic and clearly aligned with the needs analysis of the school. The description includes references to specific aspects of the needs analysis.  

The costs of actions and activities listed are identified clearly and realistically based on current LEA costs and financial practices. 

The timeline is detailed, clear, contains specific dates, and the pacing appears to be brisk but reasonable.

The individual(s) responsible for oversight are clearly indicated.  The distribution of responsibility is reasonable and realistic.


	The actions and activities are reasonable and contain all required elements of the selected intervention model, including those already being implemented. Activities reflect strategies likely to increase student achievement.

The actions and activities listed are aligned with the needs analysis of the school.

The costs of actions and activities listed are identified and are generally aligned with current LEA costs and financial practices.

The timeline is clear and the pacing appears to be appropriate.

The individual(s) responsible for oversight are indicated.
	The actions and activities are not clearly stated, may be unreasonable, and/or do not contain all required elements of the selected intervention model. Activities reflect strategies unlikely to increase student achievement

The actions and activities listed are unrealistic and/or are not clearly aligned with the needs analysis of the school.

The costs of actions and activities listed are not fully identified and/or do not appear to be generally aligned with current LEA costs and financial practices.

The timeline is not clear, does not contain specific dates, and/or the pacing appears unreasonable

The individual(s) responsible for oversight are not clearly indicated.


	Other SIG Application Components
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	Budgets

The LEA projected budget is complete.
The LEA budget narrative is complete.

The school projected budget(s) are complete.


	The LEA projected budget is complete, expenditures are accurately classified by object code, the full term of the grant is covered, and totals by year are provided. 

The LEA budget narrative includes detailed information to describe LEA activities and costs associated with each object code. Budget items accurately reflect the actual cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other LEA activities described for each participating school are included.
The school projected budget(s) are complete, expenditures are accurately classified by object code, the full term of the grant is covered, and totals by year are provided. 


	The LEA projected budget is complete; expenditures are appropriately listed for the full term of the grant and totals by year are provided. 

The LEA budget narrative includes general information to describe LEA activities and costs associated with each object code. Budget items generally reflect the actual cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other LEA activities described for each participating school are included.
The school projected budget(s) are complete; expenditures are appropriately listed for the full term of the grant, and totals by year are provided. 


	The LEA projected budget is incomplete, expenditures are not accurately classified by object code, or the full term of the grant is not covered.

The LEA budget narrative includes little information to describe LEA activities and costs associated with each object code. Budget items do not reflect the actual cost of implementing the selected intervention models and/or other LEA activities described for each participating school are not included.
The school projected budget(s) are incomplete, expenditures are not accurately classified by object code, the full term of the grant is not covered, and/or totals by year are not provided.



	Other SIG Application Components
	Strong (2 points)
	Adequate (1 point)
	Inadequate (0 points)

	Budgets (cont.)
The school budget narrative(s) are complete.

The school and LEA budget(s) are aligned.


	The school budget narrative(s) include detailed information to describe activities and costs associated with each object code. Budget items accurately reflect the actual cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other activities described for each participating school are included.
The LEA and school budgets are clearly aligned and, taken together, fully describe appropriate expenditures of funds in all categories that are clearly sufficient to support the design, implementation and ongoing maintenance of the proposed SIG activities. The proposed expenditures reflect research-based strategies likely to increase student achievement.
	The school budget narrative(s) include general information to describe activities and costs associated with each object code. Budget items generally reflect the actual cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other activities described for each participating school are included.
The LEA and school budgets are aligned and, taken together, adequately describe expenditures of funds in all categories of the proposed SIG activities. The proposed expenditures reflect strategies likely to increase student achievement.


	The school budget narrative(s) include little information to describe activities and costs associated with each object code. Budget items do not reflect the actual cost of implementing the selected intervention models and/or other activities described for each participating school are not included
The LEA and school budgets are not clearly aligned, the LEA has not sufficiently described expenditures of funds in categories necessary to support proposed SIG activities, and/or proposed expenditures reflect strategies unlikely to increase student achievement



	Collaborative signatures
	The information on collaborative partners clearly indicates support of the SIG plan by the LEA and each participating school, parents, school advisory groups, the local bargaining unit, and other stakeholders. 
	The information on collaborative partners indicates support of the SIG plan by the LEA and participating stakeholder groups.
	The information on collaborative partners indicates little, if any, support of the SIG plan by the LEA and participating stakeholder groups. 


Appendix B: School Improvement Grant Model Component Acronyms

Use the following acronyms to correlate your responses in the implementation charts with the model components.

Turnaround model:

Replace the principal and grant the new principal sufficient operational flexibility. (RP)

Screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent, and select new staff. (SS)

Implement strategies that are designed to recruit, place, and retain staff. (RPR)

Provide staff ongoing job-embedded professional development. (PD)

Adopt a new governance structure. (GS)

Use data to identify and implement a new instructional program. (IP)

Promote the continuous use of student data. (SD)

Provide increased learning time. (ILT)

Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services. (SCO)

Transformation model:

Replace the principal who led the school prior to commencement of the transformed model. (RP)

Use rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for teachers and principals. (ES)

Identify and reward school leaders, teachers, and other staff and remove those who, after ample opportunities have been provided for them to improve their professional practice, have not done so. (IRR)

Provide staff ongoing job-embedded professional development. (PD)

Implement strategies that are designed to recruit, place, and retain staff. (RPR)

Use data to identify and implement a new instructional program. (IP)

Promote the continuous use of student data. (SD)


Provide increased learning time. (ILT)
Provide ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement. (FCE)

Give the school sufficient operational flexibility. (OF)

Ensure that the school receives ongoing, intensive technical assistance and related support from the LEA, the SEA, or a designated external lead partner organization. (TA)

Restart model

Select a charter management organization (CMO), or an education management organization (EMO) that has been selected through a locally-determined rigorous review process. (SO)

Submit charter application to CDE (if applicable). (SCA)

Plan for or enter into contract with EMO. (CEMO)

Enroll any former student who wishes to attend the school. (ES)

Closure model

Decision reached to close school. (CS)

Enroll the students who attended the closed school in other schools in the LEA that are higher achieving. (OSE)

Ensure other schools are within proximity to the closed school. (CP)

SIG Form 10–Implementation Chart for a Tier I or Tier II School
Implementation Chart for a Tier I or Tier II School

Complete this form for each identified Tier I and Tier II school the LEA intends to serve. List the intervention model to be implemented. Include the required component acronym, actions and activities required to implement the model, a timeline with specific dates of implementation, the projected cost of the identified activity, the personnel and material federal, local, private and other district resources necessary, and the position (and person, if known) responsible for oversight. 
	School:                  Tier: I or II (circle one)        

Intervention Model:  □ Turnaround  □ Restart  □ Closure  □ Transformation

Total FTE required:  _____LEA _____ School  _____ Other



	Required Component Acronym
	Services & Activities
	Timeline
	Projected Costs

School          LEA 
	Resources
	Oversight
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