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Summary of Key Issues

Attachment 3 provides California’s response to the Targeted Monitoring Review of School Improvement Grants (SIG).
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California’s (CA’s) Draft Response to the Targeted Monitoring Review of

School Improvement Grants (SIG) under section 1003(g) of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

March 7–11, 2011
Monitoring Area: School Improvement Grant

Critical Element 1: The SEA ensures that its application process was carried out consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.
Finding (1): The SEA did not ensure that its application process was carried out consistent with its approved SIG application. The CDE conducted the application review and identified schools to be funded. The SEA directed the CDE to prepare a request for waiver not to carry over the required 25 percent of 2009 SIG funds and to impose a school size funding cap for each school. This allowed all approvable priority one and priority two LEAs to be funded, regardless of application score. The CDE then asked all LEAs with approvable applications to reduce their budgets, not to exceed the school size maximum allocation amount.

Further action required: Prior to taking its FY 2010 slate to the California State Board of Education (SBE) for approval, the CDE must provide to ED evidence that it administered its competition consistent with its approved FY 2010 SIG application. The evidence must include the number of reviews conducted and the specific criteria used to determine individual school budgets. (Also see Further Action Required for finding 2.)

Status: In progress

Documentation: Sections II.B. of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 [October 28, 2010]), requires a State to submit to ED for approval an application that contains such information as the Secretary may reasonably require. The FY 2009 SIG application required States to describe their process for reviewing LEA applications.

CA July 2011 Response: California is requesting a waiver to carryover 100 percent of the 2010 SIG allocation to be used in combination with the FY 2011 SIG allocation to conduct a competition Fall 2010. Schools awarded SIG will begin pre-implementation spring 2012, and full implementation will begin SY 2012–13. CDE will provide ED a summary of the competition review process prior to taking recommendation approval to the SBE.
Finding (2): The CDE did not ensure that award amounts were made consistent with the SIG requirements. In SFUSD, Mission High School was awarded $2,014,668.00, which exceeds the amount permitted by the final requirements.
Further action required: Prior to taking its FY 2010 slate to the California State Board of Education for approval, the CDE must provide to ED evidence that it administered its competition consistent with its approved FY 2010 SIG application. The evidence must include the number of reviews conducted and the specific criteria used to determine individual school budgets. (Also see Further Action Required for Finding 1.)

Status: In progress

Documentation: Section II.B.5 of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 [October 28, 2010]), requires that an LEA’s total grant may be not less than $50,000 or more than $2,000,000 per year for each Tier I, Tier II and Tier III school the LEA commits to serve.

CA July 2011 Response: California is requesting a waiver to carryover 100 percent of the 2010 SIG allocation to be used in combination with the FY 2011 SIG allocation to conduct a competition Fall 2010. Schools awarded SIG will begin pre-implementation spring 2012, and full implementation will begin SY 2012–13. CDE will provide ED a summary of the competition review process prior to taking recommendation approval to the SBE.
The grant award for SFUSD, Mission High School has been adjusted to $2 million per year. The amended grant award letter has been mailed to the district for signature and the corrected award amount has been posted on the CDE Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/documents/sig09result.xls.
Critical Element 2: The SEA ensures that the SIG intervention models are being implemented consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.

Finding (1): The CDE did not ensure that schools implementing the turnaround model rehire no more than 50 percent of the staff. SFUSD did not replace staff in schools implementing the turnaround model before the start of the 2010–2011 school year as required.

Further action required: The CDE must submit to ED evidence that it has reviewed the progress of all schools that received FY 2009 SIG funds to implement the turnaround model to ensure that these schools have, using locally developed competencies to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work in the turnaround environment, screened all existing staff and rehired no more than 50 percent as required. The CDE also must submit to ED the results of that review and the steps it will take to ensure that all schools that received FY 2009 SIG funds to implement the turnaround model that have not already screened and rehired no more than 50 percent of the staff using locally develop competencies, have done so by the beginning of the 2011-2012 school year. (Also see finding for Critical Element 5.)
Status: In progress

Documentation: Section I.A.2(a)(ii)(A) of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 [October 28, 2010]) requires that an LEA implementing the turnaround model, using locally developed competencies to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work within the turnaround environment to meet the needs of students, screen and rehire no more than 50 percent of the staff.
CA July 2011 Response: California’s monitoring process for SIG sub-grantees includes fiscal monitoring and programmatic monitoring. (See Part I). As part of the Cohort 1 (FY 2009) year one monitoring process, and to inform the decision for renewal of year two funding, CDE staff has conducted conference calls with each of the 41 LEAs funded using the SIG Phone Call Protocol. (See Part II.) Each call averaged 90–120 minutes initially with some follow-up calls. Provided is a summary of Cohort 1 LEAs including identified areas of concern. (See Part III.) Any LEA that had not fully implemented a required component of the SIG will be required to complete and submit to CDE a “corrective plan” addressing specific areas that have not been fully implemented, timeline for full implementation, and evidence of full implementation. CDE staff will continue to provide ongoing monitoring and technical support to all SIG-funded LEAs.

As a result of a follow-up conference call with ED where additional clarification was provided about the increased learning time requirement for the Turnaround and Transformation models, a secondary rigorous review was completed. CDE staff reviewed applications submitted by all 41 Cohort I LEAs. A thorough review of the implementation charts and budget documents was completed to ensure that activities fully address and increase the three areas discussed in the guidance: core, enrichment, and teacher collaboration, and are available to all students. Areas of concern that were identified, such as lack of clarity, inappropriate activities, and budget concerns, were documented on a summary sheet for each LEA/school, and follow-up calls are being conducted with those districts to develop a corrective plan or revision to the application as appropriate.

Finding (2): The CDE did not ensure that SFUSD replaced the principal in a school implementing the turnaround model consistent with the SIG final requirements. The SFUSD hired the principal at Everett Middle School within the two-year period during which the regulations permit an LEA to continue a previously implemented intervention. However, although the principal was hired within the previous two years, the principal was not hired as part of a broader reform effort.
Further action required: The CDE must submit to ED evidence that it has reviewed the progress of all schools that received FY 2009 SIG funds to implement the transformation and turnaround model to ensure that any principal hired within the last two years who was retained, was retained consistent with the SIG requirement. The CDE also must submit to ED the results of that review and the steps the CDE will take to ensure these schools are either in compliance with the SIG requirements or indicate how it will take this into account in determining whether to continue the grant for the 2011-2012 school year. (Also see finding for Critical Element 5.)

Status: In progress
Documentation: Section I.B.1 of the  final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 [October 28, 2010]), states an SEA may award school improvement funds to an LEA for a Tier I or Tier II school that has implemented in whole or in part, an intervention that meets the requirements under section I.A.2(a), 2(b) or 2(d) of these requirements within the last two years so that the LEA and school can continue or complete the intervention being implemented in that school.
CA July 2011 Response: California’s monitoring process for SIG sub-grantees includes fiscal monitoring and programmatic monitoring. (See Part I.) As part of the Cohort 1 (FY 2009) year one monitoring process, and to inform the decision for renewal of year two funding, CDE staff has conducted conference calls with each of the 41 LEAs funded using the SIG Phone Call Protocol. (See Part II.) Each call averaged 90–120 minutes initially with some follow-up calls. Provided is a summary of Cohort 1 LEAs including identified areas of concern. (See Part III.) Any LEA that had not fully implemented a required component of the SIG will be required to complete and submit to CDE a “corrective plan” addressing specific areas that have not been fully implemented, timeline for full implementation, and evidence of full implementation. CDE staff will continue to provide ongoing monitoring and technical support to all SIG-funded LEAs.

As a result of a follow-up conference call with ED where additional clarification was provided about the increased learning time requirement for the Turnaround and Transformation models, a secondary rigorous review was completed. CDE staff reviewed applications submitted by all 41 Cohort I LEAs. A thorough review of the implementation charts and budget documents was completed to ensure that activities fully address and increase the three areas discussed in the guidance: core, enrichment, and teacher collaboration, and are available to all students. Areas of concern that were identified, such as lack of clarity, inappropriate activities, and budget concerns, were documented on a summary sheet for each LEA/school, and follow-up calls are being conducted with those districts to develop a corrective plan or revision to the application as appropriate.

Finding (3): The CDE did not ensure that SFUSD implemented extended time in Everett Middle School, as required for the turnaround model. SFUSD believed that Everett Middle School extended the school day by an hour six years ago and due to this reason was not required to implement any additional time.
Further action required: The CDE must submit evidence to ED that it has reviewed each LEA that received FY 2009 SIG funds to implement the transformation model to determine if extended learning time is actually being provided consistent with the SIG final requirements. Additionally, the CDE must submit to ED a timeline for implementation of extended learning for any school it determines is not currently doing so.
Status: In progress

Documentation: Section I.A.2(a)(viii) of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 [October 28, 2010]), requires an LEA implementing the Turnaround model to establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time (as defined in the final requirements.)

CA July 2011 Response: California’s monitoring process for SIG sub-grantees includes fiscal monitoring and programmatic monitoring. (See Part I.) As part of the Cohort 1 (FY 2009) year one monitoring process, and to inform the decision for renewal of year two funding, CDE staff has conducted conference calls with each of the 41 LEAs funded using the SIG Phone Call Protocol. (See Part II.) Each call averaged 90–120 minutes initially with some follow-up calls. Provided is a summary of Cohort 1 LEAs including identified areas of concern. (See Part III.) Any LEA that had not fully implemented a required component of the SIG will be required to complete and submit to CDE a “corrective plan” addressing specific areas that have not been fully implemented, timeline for full implementation, and evidence of full implementation. CDE staff will continue to provide ongoing monitoring and technical support to all SIG-funded LEAs.

As a result of a follow-up conference call with ED where additional clarification was provided about the increased learning time requirement for the Turnaround and Transformation models, a secondary rigorous review was completed. CDE staff reviewed applications submitted by all 41 Cohort I LEAs. A thorough review of the implementation charts and budget documents was completed to ensure that activities fully address and increase the three areas discussed in the guidance: core, enrichment, and teacher collaboration, and are available to all students. Areas of concern that were identified, such as lack of clarity, inappropriate activities, and budget concerns, were documented on a summary sheet for each LEA/school, and follow-up calls are being conducted with those districts to develop a corrective plan or revision to the application as appropriate.
Critical Element 3: The SEA ensures LEAs and schools are using funds consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program. 

Finding: Everett Middle School, in SFUSD, plans to use the SIG funds to support a summer bridge program that will enroll 20 students. Students participating in the program will come from both Everett Middle School and Horace Mann Middle school, another SIG school located within the LEA. Student participation in the summer bridge program is limited to a small number of students and it is not clear how the program will contribute to turning around either school.

Further action required: The CDE must notify SFUSD that it must submit an amendment to its approved SIG application if it wants to use SIG funds to implement a summer bridge program. The amendment must include the criteria that SFUSD will use to determine which students may participate and a rationale for how the program supports the overall goal of turning around both Everett Middle School and Horace Mann Middle Schools. The CDE must review the amendment to determine if the proposed expenditure is consistent with the overall goals of SIG and whether it is reasonable and necessary to carry out SIG implementation in both schools.

Status: In progress

Documentation: Section I of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 [October 28, 2010]) requires that schools implement rigorous interventions designed to support significant reforms to improve educational outcomes in our nation’s lowest-performing schools. Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87, which governs the use of Federal funds (including SIG), requires that the use of funds for a specific purpose be necessary and reasonable for the proper and efficient performance and administration of the program and be authorized and not prohibited under State and local laws or regulations.

CA July 2011 Response: The CDE is working with SFUSD to develop a corrective plan and revision to its application. Once completed and approved by CDE, a copy of the revised application will be posted on the CDE Webpage.  

Critical Element 5: The SEA ensures that monitoring of LEAs and schools is being conducted consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.
Finding: The CDE is not monitoring SIG implementation as outlined in its approved application.

Further action required: The CDE must submit to ED a timeline and monitoring protocol for onsite and offsite monitoring for FY 2009 and FY 2010 SIG recipients. The CDE must also submit to ED evidence that the timeline is being implemented.
Status: Resolved

Documentation: Section 80.40 of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) states that grantees must monitor grant and subgrant activities to ensure compliance with applicable Federal requirements. Section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA must ensure that (1) programs authorized under the ESEA are administered in accordance with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans, and applications; and (2) the State will use fiscal control and funds accounting procedures that will ensure the proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds.
CA July 2011 Response: California’s monitoring process for SIG sub-grantees includes fiscal monitoring and programmatic monitoring. (See Part I.)
California Monitoring Plan for School Improvement Grant Sub-Grantees

Background

The School Improvement Grant (SIG), authorized under Section 1003(g) of Title I, Part A, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), provides funding, through state educational agencies (SEAs), to local educational agencies (LEAs) and independent charter schools that received Title I funds and have at least one school identified in Tier I, II, or III. These funds are for schools identified as “persistently lowest-achieving” that demonstrate the greatest need and the strongest commitment to use the funds. These sub-grants are intended to provide adequate resources to implement one of four specific options in order to raise substantially the achievement of students and enable the schools to make adequate yearly progress and exit improvement status.
As with any Federal education program administered through a state, the California Department of Education (CDE) and the State Board of Education are responsible for ensuring that SIG funds are awarded to LEAs and are used by LEAs in accordance with the statutory requirements and the SIG final requirements. This requires the CDE to ensure that SIG funds awarded to an LEA are used to implement one of the four school intervention models in each Tier I and Tier II school the LEA commits to serve and to carry out school improvement activities in the Tier III schools the LEA commits to serve. Fulfilling this responsibility includes designing an LEA application, carrying out the application review process, and monitoring implementation.

The CDE is also required to ensure that LEAs use SIG funds to supplement, not supplant, existing services and that funds are not used to supplant federal, state, local, or nonfederal funds. An LEA that commits to serve one or more Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III schools that do not receive Title I, Part A funds must ensure that each of those schools receives all of the state and local funds it would have received in the absence of the SIG funds.

Fiscal Monitoring

SIG sub-grantees must submit quarterly expenditure reports (Part I) to the CDE by the following dates: October 31, January 31, April 30, and July 31 for the duration of their sub-grant award. The LEA or chartering authority is responsible for ensuring that reports are accurate, complete, and submitted on time. The expenditure report form must be downloaded from the CDE’s SIG Web page and submitted through the California Accountability and Improvement System (CAIS). Expenditure reports will be reviewed to ensure that each school is expending at least 75 percent of the SIG funds that have been disbursed to it thus far. Future disbursements for individual schools will be based on this criteria.

Programmatic Monitoring
IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS MONITORING

Online Monitoring of Implementation Chart (Form 10)

The Implementation Charts provided by the LEA as part of their application contain activities and timeline information that will be entered into the CAIS in the form of School Plans, also referred to as the Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA), by CDE staff. The CAIS system uses a tiered structure to organize the SPSA based on goals, strategies, actions steps, and tasks. Once the plan is entered, CDE staff will contact LEAs to ensure that the information entered into the CAIS correctly reflects what the LEA provided in the school’s Implementation Chart. LEA personnel will be required to provide updates on the status of each school’s intervention activities. The CAIS will also provide useful project management and documentation tools for LEAs implementing the SIG.
Conference Calls

CDE staff will conduct phone conferences with LEA personnel using a phone call protocol developed specifically for SIG (Part II). The CDE will schedule a 60–90 minute conference call between Regional Coordination and Support Office staff and LEA and school staff on a bi-annual basis to verify that required school intervention model components are being implemented. LEAs will be asked to complete a questionnaire regarding LEA implementation of the SIG prior to the call.
COMPLIANCE MONITORING

Desk Review and On-Site Visits

CDE staff will conduct a minimum of one site visit, over the three year grant period, to SIG-funded LEAs and schools in order to verify the information provided through the desk review process. A monitoring tool (Part III) has been developed to conduct these visits. The monitoring tool will be included in CAIS. LEAs will be required to upload evidence of compliance with grant requirements. Documents that have been uploaded in the CAIS will be reviewed by CDE staff prior to the on-site visit. The monitoring visit will include interviews with LEA staff, school staff, students (for grades 6–12), and parents. In addition, LEA and school plans and financial documents will be reviewed by CDE staff to ensure proper management of SIG funds.
DATA COLLECTION

The following reporting metrics are new for the SIG program and must be annually reported by schools in each SEA receiving a SIG grant:

(1) Which intervention the school used (i.e., turnaround, restart, school closure, or transformation);

(2) Number of minutes within the school year;

(3) Average scale scores on State assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics, by grade, for the all student groups, for each achievement quartile, and for each subgroup;

(4) Number and percentage of students completing advanced coursework (e.g., AP/IB), early-college high schools, or dual enrollment classes; and

(5) Teacher attendance rate.
The CDE will request both initial baseline data as well as require LEAs to submit subsequent yearly data through the OPUS – CBEDS system for SIG sub grantees.

Monitoring of Progress toward Annual School Goals

The LEA must monitor each Tier I and Tier II school that receives SIG funds to determine whether the school:

(1) Is meeting annual goals established by the LEA for student achievement on the State’s ESEA assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics; and

(2) Is making progress on the leading indicators described in the final requirements.

The CDE will review annually the LEA’s progress on its annual school goals for student achievement for each of its Tier I and Tier II schools. This data will be used in part to determine whether to renew an LEA’s SIG grant with respect to one or more Tier I or Tier II schools within the LEA that are not meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators.
SIG Phone Call Protocol

District Name:
________________________________________________

Staff Interviewed:
________________________________________________

General

1. How is the LEA ensuring that each SIG school:

· Is fully implementing the selected intervention model in the school year?

· Is meeting the requirements of the school’s intervention model?

2. How is the LEA ensuring the SIG funds are being spent as described in your application? Do you anticipate having any carryover funds?
3. How is the LEA ensuring that district-level activities conducted with SIG funds are specifically supporting SIG schools?
4. Has the LEA made any structural changes to support the implementation of the SIG intervention model?
5. How is the LEA ensuring that a school being served with SIG funds is still receiving all the funds that it would have received without the SIG award?

SIG Phone Call Protocol

6. Has the LEA made any contractual changes or agreements with the labor union to ensure full and effective implementation of the intervention models (if applicable)?

7. With regards to technical assistance, how has the LEA supported, how does it currently support, and how does it plan to support schools in implementing the SIG program?
8. Describe generally the LEA’s process for collecting data on the leading indicators below. A discussion of each individual item is not required.

· Number of minutes within the school year;
· Student participation rate on State assessments in reading/language arts and in mathematics, by student subgroup;
· Dropout rate;
· Student attendance rate;
· Number and percentage of students completing advanced coursework
· Discipline incidents;
· Truants;
· Distribution of teachers by performance level on an LEA’s teacher evaluation system; and
· Teacher attendance rate.
9. Has the LEA noticed any significant trends in the leading indicators that are informing its decision-making and reform efforts?

10. Is the LEA collecting any additional data beyond that required by the CDE and the SIG program?

SIG Phone Call Protocol

Transformation Model Specific Questions
1. How long has the principal been at this school? Was a retained principal part of a previous reform effort?

	School
	Principal
	Date

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2. How is the staff evaluated? How was that system developed?

3. What systems of rewards are in place for staff that are having a positive impact on student achievement and graduation rates? How does the school support teachers who may be struggling?

4. What types of strategies have been implemented to recruit, place, and retain staff who have the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in the transformation school (e.g., financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and career growth, and more flexible work conditions)?

5. What types of professional development or professional support systems have been provided to support the implementation of school reform strategies (e.g., implementing new instructional programs, analyzing data, or teaching LEP students)?

SIG Phone Call Protocol

6. What instructional programs or strategies are being used? Which of these are new?

7. How has data been used to drive decisions?

8. What types of operational flexibility (e.g., staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) has the school been given? What policies were implemented to support the school?

9. Describe in which ways learning time (e.g., longer school year, longer school day, before or after school, summer school, weekend school) has increased and indicate whether the increase is in: (1) core academic subjects; (2) other subjects and enrichment activities; or (3) teacher collaboration and professional development. Please note: learning time must increase in all three areas listed above.

10. What efforts have been made this year to engage families and the community in the school? How is that different from last year?

SIG Phone Call Protocol

Turnaround Model Specific Questions

1. How long has the principal been at this school? Was a retained principal part of a previous reform effort?

	School
	Principal
	Date

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2. What new authority has been given to the principal with regards to the implementation of your school reform effort (e.g., staffing, calendars, scheduling, budgeting)?

3. What locally adopted competencies were used to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work within the turnaround environment to meet the needs of students for the purpose of: (1) screening all existing staff and rehiring no more than 50 percent; and (2) selecting new staff?

4. What types of strategies have been implemented to recruit, place, and retain staff who have the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in the turnaround school (e.g., financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and career growth, and more flexible work conditions)?

5. What types of professional development or professional support systems have been provided to support the implementation of school reform strategies (e.g., implementing new instructional programs, analyzing data, or teaching LEP students)?

SIG Phone Call Protocol

6. What type of new governance structure has been adopted? This may include, but is not limited to, requiring the school to report to a new turnaround office in the LEA, hiring a turnaround leader who reports directly to the Superintendent or Chief Academic Officer, or the school entering into a multi-year contract with the LEA to obtain added flexibility in exchange for greater accountability.
7. What instructional programs or strategies are being used? Which of these are new?

8. How has data been used to drive decisions?

9. Describe in which ways learning time (e.g., longer school year, longer school day, before or after school, summer school, weekend school) has increased and indicate whether the increase is in: (1) core academic subjects; (2) other subjects and enrichment activities; or (3) teacher collaboration and professional development. Please note: learning time must increase in all three areas listed above.

10. What types of social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports are being provided for students?
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