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	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) approve the list of Cohort 1 local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools for renewal of the fiscal year (FY) 2009 School Improvement Grant (SIG) Sub-grants under Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The list will be provided as Attachment 1 in an Item Addendum.
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


At its August 24, 2010, meeting, the SBE approved a list of LEAs and schools contingent on approval by the U.S. Department of Education (ED) of California’s request for a waiver of a requirement to reserve 25 percent of current-year SIG funding.

Also on August 24, 2010, California was informed that it had received conditional approval of its waiver request to reserve 25 percent of current year SIG funding. The conditions that the ED established regarding the waiver's approval included that all LEAs approved for funding must revise their SIG applications to reflect the revised funding amounts approved by the SBE and that all LEAs approved for funding provide assurance that they will be able to fully and effectively implement the selected intervention model for each funded school with the reduced SIG funding amounts.
At its August 2, 2010, meeting, the SBE considered a CDE recommendation to provide SIG funding to 31 LEAs (66 schools). The SBE deferred action on SIG funding because of concerns regarding the funding needs of some larger LEAs, identified as Priority 2 (LEAs who commit to fund some, but not all, of their Tier I and II schools). The SBE acted to pursue discussions with the ED to consider options for alternative funding 

SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS (Cont.)
decisions and directed the CDE to submit a waiver request, on behalf of the CDE and SBE, of the federal requirement to reserve 25 percent of current-year SIG funding if not all Tier I and Tier II schools are funded.

At its July 2010 meeting, the SBE was provided information regarding California’s efforts to secure approval of the state’s SIG application, including the revision of several application elements, and the ED’s ultimate approval of California’s application. During the revision process, SBE staff worked with CDE staff to identify revisions that reflected state policies concerning school improvement while complying with federal SIG requirements. Following the ED’s approval of the application, the CDE forwarded a Request for Applications (RFA) to 76 SIG eligible LEAs with 188 schools in Tier I and Tier II and to 477 LEAs with 2,532 schools in Tier III.
At its March 2010 SBE meeting, the SBE reviewed and approved California’s 2010 SIG application. In addition to approving the state’s SIG application, the SBE acted to request five waivers of federal requirements to allow for effective implementation of the new SIG program design. To ensure that the SIG program could be implemented as intended, the ED had invited states to apply for these five waivers concerning: (1) extension of the SIG funding term to three years; (2) program improvement status for some participating schools; (3) eligibility to implement a schoolwide program; (4) establishing a minimum n-size to qualify as a lowest-achieving school; and (5) definition of “Tier II” schools. Subsequent to the SBE’s action to seek these waivers, California made a formal waiver request to the ED and received approval on all five waivers.
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


As with any federal education program administered through a State, the CDE is 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 it awards 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 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.
The LEA must monitor each Tier I and Tier II school that receives SIG funds to determine whether the school:

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)
(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.
(2)
Is making progress on the leading indicators described in the final requirements.
The CDE is required to review annually the LEA’s progress on its annual school goals for student achievement for each of its Tier I and Tier II schools. Due to the fact that California’s accountability data is not released until September 2011 and because it may be difficult for a persistently lowest-achieving school to show much improvement in academic achievement during the first year of implementing one of the school intervention models, the CDE has discretion to examine factors such as the school’s progress on the leading indicators in Section III of the final requirements or the fidelity with which it is implementing the model in deciding whether to renew the LEA’s SIG grant with respect to that school. As a result, renewal recommendations are based on information from the following:
Fiscal Monitoring

SIG sub-grantees must submit quarterly expenditure reports 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. Expenditure reports are reviewed to ensure that each school is expending at least 75 percent of the SIG funds that has been disbursed to it thus far.
Programmatic Monitoring

CDE staff has conducted phone conferences with LEA personnel using a phone call protocol (Attachment 2) developed specifically for the SIG. The 60–90 minute conference call occurred between Regional Coordination and Support Office staff and LEA and school staff to verify that required school intervention model components are being implemented.
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


SIG funds provide LEAs with grants ranging from $50,000 to $2 million per year per school for up to three years. A maximum of $415,844,376 million is available under Section 1003(g) for this cohort of schools for a three-year period beginning in 2009–10.
	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1:
The Cohort 1 Local Educational Agencies and Schools Recommended for Year 2 Renewal of School Improvement Grant Funding will be provided in an Item Addendum.
Attachment 2:
SIG Phone Call Protocol (6 pages)

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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