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	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
MARCH 2010 AGENDA

	SUBJECT

Elementary and Secondary Education Act: School Improvement Grant: Approval of the State’s Application for the School Improvement Grant Under Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the 2009–10 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) approve California’s application for the School Improvement Grant (SIG) under Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and the 2009–10 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), and direct the CDE to submit it to the United States Department of Education (ED).
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


At its January 2010 meeting, the SBE requested its assessment and accountability liaisons to meet with CDE staff to discuss policy issues, and review California’s SIG application prior to submission to the ED. Several liaison meetings have taken place.

In 2007, the SBE approved CDE’s request for submission of California’s initial SIG Application. 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


Background

On December 10, 2009, the ED released the SIG Application guidelines. Applications were due on or before February 8, 2010; however, ED has granted California an extension to March 15, 2010, to allow for SBE deliberation and approval of California’s application. The application must include the following three attachments: (1) a copy of the request for application (RFA) that will be provided to California local educational agencies (LEAs) to apply for funding; (2) a list, by LEA, of the state’s Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools; and (3) if the state educational agency (SEA) seeks any waivers, a copy of the notice and any comments received. In consultation with SBE staff and the
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


Committee of Practitioners (COP), the CDE provided the SBE at its January meeting a status of the SIG application development. 

ED invited states to apply for three waivers that would provide LEAs with additional flexibility to implement this SIG application according to the new federal design. These waiver requests would: (1) extend the period of availability of SIG funds for the state and all LEAs receiving the funds to September 30, 2013, to allow LEAs sufficient time to implement the substantial school improvement activities required in the application; (2) provide authority for the SBE to approve requests by LEAs implementing a “turnaround” or “restart” intervention model to “start over” in the school improvement timeline, when appropriate; and (3) waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold to permit LEAs to implement a schoolwide program in a school that does not currently meet the poverty threshold. (A fourth waiver previously referenced to permit the distribution of SIG funds to “Tier II schools” is no longer required due to a recent change in federal SIG guidance.) At its January 2010 meeting, the SBE authorized SBE President Ted Mitchell, in conjunction with the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, to approve the application for these waivers. 
Since the January meeting, ED has provided additional guidance on the application development process, including recent changes to the SIG requirements; this information is available on the ED Web site at http://www.ed.gov/programs/sif/index.html (Outside Source). As part of the additional guidance, ED has invited states to apply for a fourth waiver that allows an SEA to exclude very small schools from its list of persistently lowest-achieving schools. This waiver will allow California to apply a “minimum n” below which a school would not be identified as persistently lowest-achieving. The four SIG-related waiver requests (Attachment 1) are included in the SIG application packet to ED.
CDE staff, SBE staff, and the SBE assessment and accountability liaisons have collaborated to address this new information and have completed the SEA SIG application. Attachment 2, the cover letter to Zollie Stevenson, Jr. submitting California’s School Improvement Grant Application, Attachment 3, Application Cover Sheet and California’s Plan for Implementing School Improvement Grants 2009, and Attachment 4, the LEA RFA that LEAs will complete and submit to the SBE for approval, are attached. Attachment 5, the list of schools by LEA identified in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III, will be provided in an Item Addendum. 
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


The SIG funds will provide LEAs with approximately $415 million in 2009–10 using combined resources provided under Section 1003(g) of the 2009–10 ARRA and funds available from fiscal year 2009–10 under Section 1003(g) of ESEA.
	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1: Draft letter dated March 15, 2010, to Thelma Melendez de Santa Ana, Assistant Secretary, U.S. Department of Education, regarding California’s request for four waivers related to implementation of the 2009–10 School Improvement Grants (11 Pages)

Attachment 2: Draft letter dated March 15, 2010, to Zollie Stevenson, Jr., Director, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, submitting California’s School Improvement Grant Application (2 pages) 

Attachment 3: Draft California’s School Improvement Grant Application to the U.S. Department of Education (18 pages)
Attachment 4: California’s School Improvement Grant Request for Applications for California Local Educational Agencies (67 pages)
Attachment 5: The List by LEA, of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III Schools Eligible for School Improvement Grant Funding will be provided in an Item Addendum. 
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DRAFTMarch 15, 2010

Thelma Meléndez de Santa Ana, Assistant Secretary 
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Suite 3W230

Washington, DC 20202

Dear Assistant Secretary Meléndez de Santa Ana:

The State of California hereby submits for your consideration a consolidated request for the waiver of four provisions of federal law and regulations related to implementation of School Improvement Grants: American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009, Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 as amended. This request would allow any local educational agency (LEA) in California that receives a School Improvement Grant (SIG) to use those funds in accordance with the final requirements for SIG and the LEA application for a grant. 

California believes that the requested waivers will increase the quality of instruction for students and improve the academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools by enabling an LEA to use more effectively the school improvement funds to implement one of the four school intervention models in its Tier I or Tier II schools and to carry out school improvement activities in its Tier III schools. The four school intervention models are specifically designed to raise substantially the achievement of students in the State’s Tier I and Tier II schools.

California requests, on behalf of its LEAs, the waiver of the following four provisions:

1) Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225[b]) to extend the period of availability of school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2013.

2) Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to “start over” in the school improvement timeline.
Thelma Meléndez de Santa Ana, Assistant Secretary
March 15, 2010
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3) Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114(a)(1) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I school that does not meet the poverty threshold.

4) Waive section I.A.3 of the final requirements to permit the inclusion of a “minimum n” in the identification criteria for persistently lowest-achieving schools. The “minimum n” requested is 100 and is no greater than the “minimum n” approved in California’s Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook. The “minimum n” is determined by the number of valid tests scores included in the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations and consists of students that are enrolled in the school for a full academic year as defined in California’s approved Accountability Workbook. The “minimum n” will be applied in each of the last three years to ensure that schools with unreliable data, due to small numbers of students, are not identified thereby increasing the likelihood that identified schools are in a good position to successfully implement the School Improvement Grant turn-around models. 

California assures that it will ensure that any LEA that chooses to implement one or more of these waivers will comply with section II.A.8 of the final requirements.

California assures that it will permit an LEA to implement the waiver(s) only if the LEA receives a School Improvement Grant and requests to implement the waiver(s) in its application. As such, the LEA may only implement the waiver(s) in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, as applicable, included in its application.

California is also providing documentation of the notice provided to LEAs and to the general public concerning the State of California’s intention to apply for these waivers (see Enclosure 1), as well as public comments received in response to that public notice (see Enclosure 2). We respectfully submit these requests and accompanying materials, and appreciate your consideration of them.

If you have any questions regarding this subject, please contact Deborah V.H. Sigman, Deputy Superintendent, Curriculum, Learning and Accountability Branch, at 916‑319-0812 or by e-mail at dsigman@cde.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

JACK O’CONNELL




THEODORE R. MITCHELL

State Superintendent of Public Instruction

President

California Department of Education
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	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

AGENDA

January 5-7, 2010


State Board Members
Ted Mitchell, President

Ruth Bloom, Vice President

James Aschwanden

Rae Belisle
Yvonne Chan
Gregory Jones 

David Lopez

Jorge Lopez

Johnathan Williams
Charlene Lee, Student Member

Secretary & Executive Officer
Hon. Jack O’Connell

Executive Director

Theresa Garcia

	Schedule of Meeting
	Location

	Tuesday, January 5, 2010
1:00 p.m. Pacific Time +
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Closed Session – IF NECESSARY     

(The public may not attend.)
	California Department of Education

1430 N Street, Room 1101

Sacramento, California

916-319-0827


The Closed Session (1) may commence earlier than 9:00 a.m.; (2) may begin at or before 9:00 a.m., be recessed, and then be reconvened later in the day; or (3) may commence later than 9:00 a.m.
CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation: Under Government Code sections 11126(e)(1) and (e)(2)(A), the State Board of Education hereby provides public notice that some or all of the pending litigation which follows will be considered and acted upon in closed session:
· Alejo, et al. v. Jack O’Connell, State Board of Education, et al., San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CPF-09-50968
· California School Boards Association, et al. v. California State Board of Education and Aspire Public Schools, Inc. Alameda Superior Court, Case No. 07353566
· California School Boards Association, et al. v. California State Board of Education, et al.  Sacramento Superior Court, Case No. 34-2008-00016957
· California School Boards Association and its Education Legal Alliance, et al., v. The California State Board of Education, et al., Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-200800021188-CU-MC-GDS
California State Board of Education
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· Coachella Valley Unified School District, et.al., v. State of California, et.al. Case No. CPF-05-505334

· Emma C., et al. v. Delaine Eastin, et al., United States District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. C 96 4179

· EMS-BP, LLC, Options for Youth Burbank, Inc. et al. v. California Department of Education, et al., Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 03CS01078 / 03CS01079 and related appeal

· K.C. et al. v. Jack O’Connell, et al., U.S. District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. C 05 4077 MMC

· Opportunity for Learning – PB, LLC; Opportunities for Learning – C, LLC, and Opportunities for Learning WSH, LLC Notice of Appeal Before the Education Audit Appeals Panel

· Options for Youth, et al., v. California Department of Education, et al., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 347454

· Options of Youth, - Burbank, Inc., San Gabriel, Inc., Upland, Inc., and Victor Valley  Notice of Appeal Before the Education Audit Appeals Panel, OAH #2006100966

· Perris Union High School District v. California State Board of Education, California Department of Education, et al., Riverside Superior Court Case No. RIC520862

· Porter, et al., v. Manhattan Beach Unified School District, et al., United States District Court, Central District, Case No. CV-00-08402
· Rocklin Unified School District v. California State Board of Education, Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2009-80000220

· Today’s Fresh Start, Inc., v. Los Angeles County Office of Education, et al., Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. BS112656

· Valenzuela, et al., v. Jack O’Connell, et al., Alameda Superior Court, Case No. JCCP 4468

· Case Name Unspecified: Disclosure of case names would jeopardize existing settlement negotiations

Conference with Legal Counsel – Anticipated Litigation:  Under Government Code sections 11126(e)(1) and (e)(2)(B), the State Board of Education hereby provides public notice that it may meet in closed session to decide whether there is a significant exposure to litigation, and to consider and act in connection with matters for which there is a significant exposure to litigation.  Under Government Code sections 11126(e)(1) and (e)(2)(C), the State Board of Education hereby provides public notice that it may meet in closed session to decide to initiate litigation and to consider and act in connection with litigation it has decided to initiate.

Under Government Code section 11126(c)(14), the State Board of Education hereby provides public notice that it may meet in closed session to review and discuss the actual content of pupil achievement tests (including, but not limited to, the High School Exit Exam) that have been submitted for State Board approval and/or approved by the State Board.

Under Government Code section 11126(a), the State Board of Education hereby provides public notice that it may meet in closed session regarding the appointment, employment, evaluation of performance, or dismissal, discipline, or release of public employees, or a complaint or charge against public employees. Public employees include persons exempt from civil service under Article VII, Section 4(e) of the California Constitution.
	Schedule of Meeting
	Location

	Tuesday, January 5, 2010
1:00 p.m. Pacific Time +
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Public Session 
	California Department of Education

1430 N Street, Room 1101

Sacramento, California

916-319-0827


California State Board of Education
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Please see the detailed agenda for more information about the items to be considered and acted upon. The public is welcome.
	Schedule of Meeting
	Location

	Wednesday, January 6, 2010
9:00 a.m. Pacific time +
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Closed Session – IF NECESSARY – will take place at approximately 12 noon     

(The public may not attend.)
	California Department of Education

1430 N Street, Room 1101

Sacramento, California

916-319-0827


Please see Closed Session Agenda above. The Closed Session (1) will commence at approximately 12 noon.

	Schedule of Meeting
	Location

	Thursday, January 7, 2010  
9:00 a.m. Pacific time +
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Closed Session – IF NECESSARY     

(The public may not attend.)
	California Department of Education

1430 N Street, Room 1101

Sacramento, California

916-319-0827


Please see Closed Session Agenda above. The Closed Session (1) may commence earlier than 9:00 a.m.; (2) may begin at or before 9:00 a.m., be recessed, and then be reconvened later in the day; or (3) may commence later than 9:00 a.m.
Please see the detailed agenda for more information about the items to be considered and acted upon. The public is welcome.
_________________________________________________________________________

ALL TIMES ARE APPROXIMATE AND ARE PROVIDED FOR CONVENIENCE ONLY
ALL ITEMS MAY BE RE-ORDERED TO BE HEARD ON ANY DAY OF THE NOTICED MEETING
THE ORDER OF BUSINESS MAY BE CHANGED WITHOUT NOTICE

Persons wishing to address the State Board of Education on a subject to be considered at this meeting, including any matter that may be designated for public 

hearing, are asked, but not required, to notify the State Board of Education Office (see telephone/fax numbers below) by noon of the third working day before the scheduled 
California State Board of Education
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meeting/hearing, stating the subject they wish to address, the organization they represent (if any), and the nature of their testimony. Time is set aside for 

individuals so desiring to speak on any topic NOT otherwise on the agenda (please see the detailed agenda for the Public Session). In all cases, the presiding officer reserves the right to impose time limits on presentations as may be necessary to ensure that the agenda is completed.
_________________________________________________________________________

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION FOR ANY INDIVIDUAL WITH A DISABILITY

Pursuant to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, any individual with a disability who requires reasonable accommodation to attend or participate in a meeting or function of the California State Board of Education (SBE), may request assistance by contacting the SBE Office, 1430 N Street, Room 5111, Sacramento, CA, 95814; telephone, 916-319-0827; fax, 916- 319-0175.
_________________________________________________________________________
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CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

FULL BOARD AGENDA

Public Session

January 5-7, 2010
Tuesday, January 5, 2010 – 1:00 p.m. Pacific Time +
(Upon adjournment of Closed Session if held)  

California Department of Education

1430 N Street, Room 1101

Sacramento, California

Call to Order

Salute to the Flag

CLOSED SESSION 
Communications

Announcements

REPORT OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 

SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS
Public notice is hereby given that special presentations for informational purposes may take place during this session.

NOTE:  Items not heard or completed on January 5, 2010, may be carried over to January 6, 2010. 

AGENDA ITEMS

Item 1


Subject:  STATE BOARD PROJECTS AND PRIORITIES.

Including, but not limited to, future meeting plans; agenda items; and officer nominations and/or elections; State Board office budget, staffing, appointments, and direction to staff; declaratory and commendatory resolutions; update on litigation; bylaw review and revision; Board Liaison Reports; and other matters of interest.  The Secretary of Education will also provide a short report to the board which will include an update on digital content and Race to the Top.

Type of Action:  Action, Information

California State Board of Education
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Item 2

Subject:  PUBLIC COMMENT.  

Public comment is invited on any matter not included on the printed agenda.  Depending on the number of individuals wishing to address the State Board, the presiding officer may establish specific time limits on presentations.

Type of Action:  Information

Item 3

Subject:  Assignment of Numbers for Charter School Petitions.
Type of Action: Action, Information
***PUBLIC HEARINGS***

Public Hearings on the following agenda items will commence no earlier than 1:15 p.m. on Tuesday, January 5, 2010. The Public Hearings will be held as close to 1:15 p.m. as the business of the State Board permits.
Item 4

Subject:  Consideration of the Petition to Establish Ingenium Charter School, which was Denied by the Los Angeles Unified School District and the Los Angeles County Board of Education.

Type of Action: Action, Information, Public Hearing
Item 5

Subject:  Dixon Montessori Charter School: Consideration of the Request for Charter Renewal, which was Denied by Dixon Unified School District and the Solano County Board of Education.
Type of Action: Action, Information, Public Hearing
Item 6

Subject:  Hickman Community Charter District: Consideration of Petition to Renew Districtwide Charter.
Type of Action: Action, Information, Public Hearing

Item 7
Subject:  Aspire Public Schools Statewide Benefit Charter: Consideration of a Material Amendment of the Charter to Expand Grades Served from Kindergarten through Grade Eight to Kindergarten through Grade Twelve and to Add Sites.
Type of Action: Action, Information, Public Hearing
Item 8

Subject:  Livermore Valley Charter Preparatory High School: Material Revision of Charter.

Type of Action: Action, Information, Public Hearing

California State Board of Education
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***END OF PUBLIC HEARING***
Item 9

Subject:  PROPOSED ITEM PULLED

Item 10

Subject: California’s Application to the United States Department of Education for Funds Available Through the Federal Charter School Program: Discussion and Consideration of Proposed Content, Final Approval, and Submission

Type of Action: Action, Information

Item 11
Subject:  Student Achievement Plans for State Board of Education Authorized Charter Schools: Review and Approve Plans Submitted by Animo Inglewood Charter High School, Lifeline Education Charter School, Edison Charter Academy, and   Micro-Enterprise Charter Academy; Initiate the Revocation Process for The School of Arts and Enterprise Through the Issuance of a Notice to Remedy for Failure to Timely Submit a Plan; and Take Other Action as Appropriate Based on the Failure of These Schools to Meet AYP and API Growth Targets. 

Type of Action:  Action, Information
Item 12 
Subject:  School Fiscal Stabilization Fund Phase II Application.
Type of Action:  Action, Information
Item 13

Subject:  Race to the Top: Update on Progress of State Plan and Approval or Delegation of Authority to State Board President to Sign Application.

Type of Action: Action, Information

***ADJOURNMENT OF DAY’S SESSION***

California State Board of Education
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Wednesday January 6, 2010 – 9:00 a.m.± Pacific Time          

(Upon adjournment of Closed Session if held)                      

California Department of Education                                                  

1430 N Street, Room 1101

Sacramento, California

Call to Order

Salute to the Flag

CLOSED SESSION ( will be convened at approximately 12 noon)

Approval of Minutes from prior board meetings

Communications

Announcements

REPORT OF THE SUPERINTENDENT (unless presented on the preceding day)

ITEMS DEFERRED FROM PRECEDING DAY:
Any matters deferred from the previous day’s session may be considered.

AGENDA ITEMS

Item 14

Subject:  Update on Issues Related to California’s Implementation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and Other Federal Programs: Including Discussion, Consideration, Final Approval, and Submission of Tydings Amendment Waivers and the 2009-10 Application for the School Improvement Fund Grant.
Type of Action: Action, Information

Enclosure 2
January 6, 2010, California State Board of Education Agenda Item 14: Public Comments Regarding California’s Submission of Waivers Related to the 2009–10 Application for the School Improvement Fund Grant

Public comment was received from Zella Knight, a parent from Los Angeles Unified School District and a member of the Title I Committee of Practitioners (COP).

Ms. Knight said the COP had concerns pertaining the fast pace at which the US Department of Education has been developing regulations and guidance. She urged the State Board of Education to move quickly and approve Item 14. The COP believes that the transition from the No Child Left Behind Act back to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act will come with heightened accountability requirements and that it is in the best interest of California’s children for the Board to approve this item as quickly as possible.

No other public comments were brought forth on Item 14.

March 11, 2010, California State Board of Education Agenda Item 18: Public Comments Regarding California’s Submission of Waivers Related to the 2009–10 Application for the School Improvement Fund Grant

(Will be added after March Board Meeting)
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DRAFT March 15, 2010

Zollie Stevenson, Jr., Director

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Suite 3W230
Washington, DC 20202-6100

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

California is pleased to submit its School Improvement Grant (SIG) Application as per the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Section 1003(g) and the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) for the 2009–10 fiscal year (Enclosure 1). The application reflects recent statutory changes in the California Education Code relevant to meeting the Race to the Top requirements that aligns with California’s SIG application. 

Specifically, Senate Bill (SB) 1 of the 2009–10 Fifth Extraordinary Session (SBX5 1) (Steinberg) and SB 4 of the 2009–10 Fifth Extraordinary Session (SBX5 4) (Romero) will require implementation of education reforms to dramatically improve the achievement of California’s students. These laws authorize California to develop a plan for submission in the Race to the Top (RTTT) grant competition and will provide local education agencies (LEA) the flexibility to implement activities as prescribed in California’s RTTT application which will complement California’s SIG application. Through these laws, California’s SIG application will be aligned with its RTTT efforts through funding persistently lowest-achieving schools through the implementation of the four specific intervention models, increasing parental involvement, and providing technical assistance through the statewide system of school support. In addition, these laws require the LEAs with the persistently lowest-achieving schools to implement one of the four federal intervention models regardless of whether they receive RTTT and/or SIG funding, thereby ensuring that all of these schools may benefit from significant systemic changes envisioned in both these programs. LEAs that have been identified as meeting the greatest need along with demonstrating the strongest commitment 
Zollie Stevenson, Jr., Director

March 15, 2010
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according to the criteria in this application will be selected for funding. If you have any questions regarding this subject, please contact Fred Balcom, Director, District and School Improvement Division, by phone at 916-319-0582 or by e-mail at fbalcom@cde.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

JACK O’CONNELL




THEODORE R. MITCHELL

State Superintendent of Public Instruction
President

California Department of Education

California State Board of Education

JO/TM:fb

Enclosure

cc:
Carlas L. McCauley, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, U.S.                Department of Education

Enclosure 1

APPLICATION COVER SHEET

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS

	Legal Name of Applicant: 
	Applicant’s Mailing Address: 

	State Contact for the School Improvement Grant 
Name: 

Position and Office: 

Contact’s Mailing Address: 

Telephone: 

Fax: 

E-mail Address: 

	Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): 
	Telephone: 

	Signature of the Chief State School Officer: 

X_______________________________  
	Date: 

	The State, through its authorized representative, agrees to comply with all requirements applicable to the School Improvement Grants program, including the assurances contained herein and the conditions that apply to any waivers that the State receives through this application.




California’s Plan for Implementing School Improvement Grants 2009

The California State Board of Education (SBE) is recognized as the official State Education Agency (SEA) as identified in federal statute and regulation. Any reference to the California Department of Education (CDE) throughout this application indicates the CDE under the policy direction of the SBE.

The state of California intends to substantially improve the academic achievement of the state’s persistently lowest-achieving schools by aligning the resources of Race to the Top (RTTT), State Fiscal Stabilization Funding (SFSF), and the School Improvement Grant (SIG) to support specific and substantial school improvement activities as directed by federal guidance. SIG funding will be provided to local educational agencies (LEAs) with schools that meet eligibility requirements (Tier I, II, and III schools) as defined by the U.S. Department of Education (ED) according to prescribed priorities and evidence of greatest need and demonstration of greatest commitment.

California’s SIG will direct funds toward key infrastructure supports such as redefining the working relationship between the state and its LEAs, improving teacher and leader effectiveness, strengthening the use of data at the state and local level, as well as turning around the lowest-achieving schools. The state will redefine its working relationship with LEAs by focusing on local flexibility, sharing of expertise, and strengthening the statewide system of regional support. The SIG calls for increasing teacher and leader effectiveness through the use of performance data, supporting school turnaround leaders, and providing staff with high-quality professional development. Strengthening the use of data will be two-fold by strengthening the state’s data system as well as a focus on strengthening the use of data at the local level for improving instruction. Like RTTT, the SIG directs state applicants to identify its persistently lowest-achieving schools in the state and provide intensive improvement activities by implementing one of the four intervention models.

To support school improvement efforts, the state will strengthen our statewide system of support through clear agreements and accountability measures with its regional consortia that will provide support to LEAs as they implement effective intervention strategies, offer services to support their efforts, and help develop and monitor clear performance measures. The technical assistance to be provided by the regional consortia will be guided by the requirements of the SIG application and LEA Request for Applications (RFA) that follow. The state will also work to ensure schools have success upon implementing an intervention model by promoting district partnerships to share expertise and lessons learned in ways that can build upon and sustain success.

[image: image23.png]


The state will collect, in partnership with its LEA SIG sub-grantees, school-level data on all ED designated metrics, American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) reporting requirements under Section 1512(c), grantee quarterly expenditure reports, and the results of on-site visits by state staff or the regional consortia. The state will conduct a program evaluation that addresses annual accountability data, any specific data requests from ED, and the provision of the nine leading indicators identified by ED in its December 18, 2009, SIG Guidance.

The specific elements to which ED has required the SEA to respond are provided below. 

Part I: SEA Requirements
A. Eligible Schools
California’s RTTT application used the following methodology for identifying California’s persistently lowest-achieving schools:

The state first identified Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring (n=2,737) and secondary schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I funds (n=1,022). To ensure equitable representation of California’s schools, these two main groups were further divided into subgroups of elementary, middle, and traditional and alternative high schools. To identify the lowest five percent of each subgroup, the state then calculated the average three-year proficiency rate for English-language arts and mathematics using the three previous school years (2006–07, 2007–08, and 2008–09). In accordance with ED guidance, any high school in either of the original 2 groups with a 4-year graduation rate of less than 60 percent was also included. Prior to identifying specific schools, the SEA excluded from the list of potential schools those that had shown at least 50 points of growth in the Academic Performance Index (API) over the previous five years (to address the requirement that only schools showing a lack of progress over a certain number of years should be included). In addition, schools not meeting California’s established minimum group size of 100 students with valid test scores for each of the three years were excluded. A further description of this process and the results are provided in Enclosure 1, California’s Definition of Persistently-Lowest Achieving Schools.
This methodology yielded 195 persistently lowest-achieving schools. One-hundred and forty of the original 2,737 Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring are identified as Tier I and 55 of the original 1,022 secondary schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I funds are identified as Tier II. These schools must choose one of the four intervention models to implement by the 2011–12 school year, unless they have already implemented one of the models within the previous two years that conforms to all the requirements of the interventions required by the SIG program, and is showing significant progress.
LEAs with schools meeting these criteria and direct-funded charter schools meeting these criteria are eligible to apply. Please see Enclosure 2 for LEA Request for Application (RFA). Due to the substantial number of eligible schools resulting from this definition, California has elected not to include other “newly eligible” schools deemed qualified for consideration in SIG Guidance from ED dated January 20, 2010, because the SEA anticipates the funds that will be available to California through the SIG award will fund only the lowest-achieving Tier I and a limited number of Tier II schools. 

See Enclosure 3 for the list, by LEA of each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools in California identified using the definition provided above. 

California anticipates priority for funding to be focused on our list of persistently lowest-achieving schools, consistent with ED guidelines giving priority to Tier I and Tier II schools. Therefore, California will give highest priority for funding to applications from LEAs that commit to serve all of their Tier I and Tier II schools. California will not fund any Tier III schools until all LEA applications to serve Tier I or Tier II schools are funded. Given the substantial numbers of Tier I and Tier II schools on California’s list of SIG-eligible schools, California does not anticipate funding any Tier III schools with the 2009–10 SIG funds.

B. Evaluation Criteria
The CDE has specified criteria that will be used to evaluate the information provided for each of the elements in LEA applications for SIG funding. The CDE has developed a rubric to provide guidance for each of these elements for use by both LEAs and reviewers in the application development and review process. California has identified eleven narrative elements to which applicant LEAs and schools must respond based on the specific application criteria established by ED. LEAs must provide their narrative response on SIG Form 3. The narrative responses will be reviewed using the SIG rubric (see Appendix B of the LEA RFA). 

In addition to the narrative response, LEAs will be required to submit a projected budget (SIG Form 4) and budget narrative (SIG Form 5), assurances (SIG Forms 6 and 7), waivers requested (SIG Form 8), schools to be served chart (SIG Form 9), implementation charts detailing actions, activities to be taken, and timelines for implementation in the Tier I, II, and III schools that the LEA commits to serve (SIG Forms 10 and 11). Upon approval of the LEA’s SIG application, a revised LEA Plan and Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA) must be completed.

The narrative elements to which each LEA must adequately respond are fully described in subsection B of the Application Requirements of the California 2009–10 SIG RFA to LEAs, and generally include:

i. Needs Analysis including assessment instruments the LEA used, personnel involved, process for analyzing findings and selecting the intervention model, and specific findings resulting from the LEA analysis on use of California adopted standards-aligned materials and interventions, curriculum pacing/instructional time, professional development, collaboration, instructional support, use of student data, alignment of federal, state, and private resources, and effectiveness of principals, teachers, and other school staff.
ii. Selection of Intervention Models for each Tier I and Tier II school the LEA    commits to serve and the rationale for each selection. The rationale must also provide the basis for not selecting one of the other three intervention models.

iii. Demonstration of Capacity to Implement Selected Intervention Models sufficient to assure the SEA that the LEA will have adequate resources and related support for 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.
Note: If the LEA is not applying to serve each Tier I school, it must explain why it lacks the 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 it from 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.

iv. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Providers to ensure their expertise and capacity to support improvement in school and student achievement, if the LEA intends to use external entities to provide technical assistance in selecting, developing, and/or implementing one of the four intervention models. The process described must include specific selection criteria such as experience, qualifications, and record of effectiveness in providing support for school improvement. 
v. Alignment of Other Resources with the Selected Intervention Models to identify all federal, state, or private resources that are currently available to the school(s) that will be used to support implementation of the selected intervention model, including other district resources. The LEA must describe the LEA’s process for ensuring that these resources will be coordinated with SIG funding to ensure maximum effectiveness in the use of all resources. 

vi. Alignment of Proposed SIG Activities with Current District Assistance and Intervention Team (DAIT) Process in LEAs that currently receive DAIT services to ensure that all concurrent LEA and school improvement activities are coordinated. California’s DAIT process provides direct technical assistance to LEAs in corrective action to support improved LEA performance. If an LEA applying for SIG funding is currently participating in the DAIT process, the LEA must describe how it will coordinate its DAIT and SIG activities to improve the performance of its lowest-achieving schools. The description must identify the major LEA improvement actions recommended by the DAIT and describe how the LEA will align its SIG and DAIT activities. 

vii. Modification of LEA Practices or Policies to enable funded schools to implement the interventions fully and effectively. LEA practices or policies requiring modification may include, but are not limited to, collective bargaining agreements, the distribution of resources among schools, parental involvement policies and practices, school attendance areas and enrollment policies, and agreements with charter organizations. LEAs must identify and describe which policies and practices need to be revised, the process for revision, and a description of the proposed revision.

viii. Sustainment of the Reforms after the Funding Period Ends to ensure continued LEA and school improvement. The LEA must provide its plan for continuing to support its SIG activities beyond the funding term, including identifying all resources that will be used to sustain the selected intervention(s) after the SIG funding period expires. The LEA must also state whether it intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding period through September 30, 2013. 

ix. Establishment of Challenging LEA Annual School Goals for Student Achievement on the state assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics that it will use to monitor the performance of each participating Tier I and Tier II school that receives SIG funds and the LEA commits to serve. 

x. Inclusion of Tier III Schools is optional. However, for LEAs that opt to serve Tier III schools, the LEA must identify and describe the services the school will receive and/or the activities the school will implement. The LEA must include any findings concerning each school’s current condition and analysis of needs that informed the LEA’s selection of the specific improvement activities to be implemented. The LEA must also establish challenging annual school goals for student achievement on the state’s assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics that it will use to monitor the performance of each participating Tier III school that receives SIG funds and the LEA commits to serve. 

xi. Consultation with Relevant Stakeholders such as students, parents, educators, and the community regarding the LEA’s SIG application. The LEA must describe the specific activities it has undertaken to solicit stakeholder input on the development and implementation of the proposed school improvement activities in participating schools. 

To align its SIG requirements with recently enacted state laws related to RTTT, California will require LEAs to hold at least two public meetings to consult with staff, parents, and the community regarding the LEA’s SIG application and its selection of one of the four intervention models for its Tier I and II schools. The LEA must provide documentation (e.g., meeting agenda or meeting minutes) that such meetings were held, provide a summary of input obtained through these meetings, indicate which input was incorporated into the LEA’s SIG application, and provide a rationale for not accepting any input that the LEA rejected. 

California will evaluate the SIG applications based on the evaluation criteria described above. Qualified staff from the CDE and SBE will participate in the 

2009–10 SIG RFA Readers’ Conference, during which they will receive extensive training in the requirements and purpose of SIG, will be familiarized with the SIG rubric, and will be calibrated to ensure rater reliability. Once this is accomplished, 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 found not to meet those requirements will not be recommended for funding. LEAs with applications not recommended for funding will be provided information regarding deficiencies in the application to assist them in preparing applications for subsequent SIG cohorts.

C. Capacity

The LEA must describe its capacity to provide adequate resources and support to implement required improvement activities for each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school that will be served (and, if applicable, an acceptable description of its lack of capacity to serve all of its Tier I schools). California’s SIG RFA provides opportunities for each LEA applicant to fully describe its capacity to implement school improvement and intervention models for those schools identified as Tier I, II, and III schools. Capacity is demonstrated through a detailed description and appropriate alignment of each of the following elements: 

· Needs analysis
· Process and rationale for selection of intervention model(s)

· Recruitment, screening, and selection of external providers
· Alignment with other federal, state, local, and private resources with the selected intervention model(s)

· Modification of LEA policies and practices 

· Sustainment of reforms after the funding period ends
· Annual goals for student achievement
· Consultation with relevant stakeholders

An LEA that claims that it lacks sufficient capacity to serve each of its Tier I schools will be required to provide a rationale supporting that claim. The CDE will review the description of the limitation and any supporting evidence provided by the LEA to determine whether the rationale provided supports the LEA’s claim. In cases in which the LEA’s description of its lack of capacity is deemed insufficient to justify not serving all of its Tier I schools, the state will require additional programmatic information and may consider an alternate level of funding.

D. Descriptive Information

(1) Process and timeline for approving LEA applications. 
A number of important dates are identified below for LEAs or chartering authorities intending to apply for SIG funds.
	Important Events
	Dates

	Early notification of the RFA and the list of persistently lowest-achieving schools sent to each LEA that has Tier I and/or Tier II schools
	Week of March 1, 2010

	RFA posted on the CDE Web site
	Week of April 1, 2010

	LEA seeks public input and approval on its application at a regular meeting of its local governing board
	Prior to June 1, 2010

	LEA SIG application due to the CDE
	June 1, 2010

	The CDE conducts a SIG RFA readers’ conference where readers evaluate and score applications
	June 7 through 11, 2010

	SBE takes action on LEA applications
	July 2010 SBE meeting

	Sub-grant award notification letters sent to LEAs 
	July, 2010 

	Signed sub-grant award notification returned to the CDE
	Within 10 days of receipt by the LEA

	LEAs with applications approved at the July SBE meeting will submit their revised LEA Plan to the CDE. 
	October 1, 2010


(2) Reviewing LEAs’ Annual Improvement Goals for Tier I and Tier II Schools

Each participating LEA must establish clear and measurable goals for student achievement on the state’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics, using Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program data, Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), and API. The CDE will use annual results from these assessment and accountability systems to determine progress made and compare them with LEA applicant goals in reading/language arts and mathematics for all students and subgroup categories to determine whether the funded LEA Tier I and Tier II schools have met their goals. In cases in which one or more of the schools served in an LEA are not meeting their improvement goals, the LEA’s sub-grant will be considered for a reduction equivalent to the annual award for the non-achieving school(s), or the entire-sub-grant may not be renewed. 

(3) Reviewing LEAs’ Annual Improvement Goals for Tier III Schools

As is required for Tier I and Tier II schools, each participating LEA must establish clear and measurable goals for student achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics for Tier III schools based on STAR Program data, AYP, and API. The CDE will use annual results from these assessment and accountability systems to determine progress made in Tier III schools and compare them with LEA student achievement goals in reading/language arts and mathematics for all students and subgroup categories to determine whether the funded LEAs have met their goals. In cases in which one or more of the schools served in an LEA are not meeting their improvement goals, the LEA’s sub-grant will be considered for a reduction equivalent to the annual award for the non-performing school(s), or the entire sub-grant may not be renewed. 

(4) Monitoring LEAs That Receive a School Improvement Sub-grant 

To fulfill its monitoring responsibilities, the CDE will require participating LEAs to submit appropriate fiscal and program information annually (see below). The CDE will review the reported information in addition to annual LEA and school academic performance data to determine whether schools are making appropriate progress in the implementation of the identified school intervention model(s) and in meeting student achievement goals. The SBE will consider a school’s progress and performance on these measures when determining whether to renew, in whole or in part, the school’s sub-grant. 

In addition, representatives of the state and/or the regional consortia may conduct site visits to a selected representative sample of participating LEAs and their participant schools. The purpose of these visits would be to validate information submitted by LEAs and gather additional information from interviews and observations for technical assistance, monitoring, and evaluation purposes.

Annual Reports
The CDE will annually review the following information that is to be submitted by each SIG sub-grantee: 

i.    Report annual accountability data to the CDE including, but not limited to:
· Fiscal information on the use of sub-grant funds provided under ESEA Section 1003 (a) and (g) and the Consolidated Appropriations Act. All audits of financial statements must and will be conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standards (GAS) and with policies, procedures, and guidelines established by the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), Single Audit Act Amendments, and Office of Management and Budget Circular A-133.
· Measures to demonstrate implementation of the research and evidence-based strategies identified in the sub-grant application.

· The number and percentage of students who score proficient and above in reading/language arts and mathematics, as measured by the state’s annual assessments, both overall in the LEA and for each school receiving funds through this application.

· Whether the LEA has made AYP and exited out of Program Improvement (PI) status, and whether any of the schools receiving funds through this application have made AYP and exited from Program Improvement (PI) status. 
ii.    Respond to any specific data requests from ED.

iii.    Utilize actions and activities identified in the LEA’s implementation chart for each school and their respective implementation timelines to determine implementation progress. Also, review student achievement data and performance benchmarks to evaluate the effectiveness of improvement strategies identified in the SIG sub-grant application for purposes of local monitoring and continuous improvement efforts.
The CDE will review each LEA’s progress in meeting its established improvement goals and make a recommendation to the SBE on whether to renew an LEA’s SIG when one or more schools are not meeting their goals. When it has been determined that an LEA has not meet sufficient progress towards reaching its goals, the sub-grant will be considered for a reduction equivalent to the annual award for the non-performing school(s), or the entire sub-grant may not be renewed. 
Leading Indicators

The SEA will also review the performance of participating schools on the nine leading indicators identified by ED in its January 20, 2010, SIG Guidance, and will consider progress on these indicators when determining whether to adjust or renew an LEA’s sub-grant. For those indicators for which the CDE does not currently collect data, the CDE will require that funded LEAs include this information in their annual reports for this program.

Site Visits

When selected as part of a site visit sample, LEAs and their participating schools will be visited by representatives of the regional consortia and/or state staff, which will validate information provided in expenditure and program evaluation reports and gather more detailed information on implementation efforts and challenges. 

(5) SIG funding priority to LEAs 

The CDE will allocate SIG funds to LEAs in accordance with the following priorities:
i. LEAs that commit to serve all of their Tier I and Tier II schools.

ii. LEAs that commit to serve some, but not all, of their Tier I and Tier II schools.

iii. LEAs that commit to serve Tier III schools.

California anticipates that SIG funding will not be sufficient to fund all eligible Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools. LEA applications to serve Tier I and Tier II schools will have highest priority for funding. If sufficient SIG funds are not available to allow each LEA to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention model(s) at all of their Tier I and Tier II schools, the CDE may take into account the distribution of Tier I and Tier II schools among such LEAs in the State to ensure that Tier I schools throughout the State can be served. In making award determinations, the SEA will consider an LEA’s capacity to implement the selected school interventions, and other factors, such as the number of schools served in each tier, the selected intervention model, school enrollment, and the overall quality of LEA applications. California plans to take into consideration both a school’s enrollment size and the intervention model the LEA selects for the school when determining the award for each school.
Persistently lowest-achieving charter schools are expected to select the School Closure intervention model. Charter schools selecting one of the other three intervention models must clarify how the intervention selected will create a significantly different instructional model and school culture to improve student achievement.

(6) Criteria to Prioritize Among Tier III Schools

Criteria to prioritize applications of Tier III schools may be based on the year in PI, length of time in PI beyond year 5 PI status, year of LEA PI status, decile rank on California’s API accountability system, and actual API performance in recent years.

(7) CDE Takeover of Schools

The CDE does not intend to take over a SIG applicant school.

(8) SEA direct services to any participating school in Tier I or II

The CDE does not intend to provide direct services to any schools in Tier I or Tier II.

E. Assurances

The CDE assures it will comply with the following: 

· Comply with the final requirements and ensure that each LEA carries out its responsibilities.

· Award each approved LEA a SIG award in an amount that is of sufficient size and scope to implement the selected intervention for each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application that the SEA has determined the LEA has the capacity to serve.

· Apportion its school improvement funds in order to make sub-grants to LEAs, as applicable, that are renewable for the length of the period of availability, taking into account any waivers that may have been requested and received by the CDE or an individual LEA to extend the period of availability.

· Carry over 25 percent of its fiscal year (FY) 2009 SIG funds, combine those funds with FY 2010 SIG funds (depending on the availability of appropriations), and award those funds to eligible LEAs consistent with the final requirements if not every Tier I school in the State receives FY 2009 school improvement funds to implement a school improvement model in the 2010–11 school year (unless the CDE does not have sufficient school improvement funds to serve every Tier I school in the State).

· Monitor each LEA’s implementation of the interventions supported with SIG funds.

· To the extent a Tier I or Tier II school implementing the restart model becomes a charter school LEA, hold the charter school operator or charter management organization accountable, or ensure that the charter school authorizer holds the respective entity accountable, for meeting the final requirements.

· Post on its Web site, within 30 days of awarding School Improvement Sub-grants, all final LEA applications and a summary of the sub-grants that includes the following information: name and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) district identification number of each LEA awarded a sub-grant; amount of the sub-grant; name and NCES school identification number of each school to be served; and, type of intervention to be implemented in each Tier I and Tier II school.

· Report the specific school-level data required in section III of the final notice.

F. CDE Reservation
The CDE will reserve no more than five percent for its administration, evaluation, and technical assistance expenses. 

The CDE will use these funds to conduct annual data collection and analysis activities, provide general technical assistance activities related to application submission and acceptable uses of funds, and coordinate direct technical assistance to schools to be provided by the Statewide System of Support. In addition, a small portion of the state reservation will be used to facilitate the random site visits to funded schools as part of California’s plan for SIG program monitoring and technical assistance.

LEAs receiving SIG grant awards must participate in a statewide evaluation process and provide all required information on a timely basis. In addition, LEAs must respond to any additional surveys or other methods of data collection that may be required by the CDE or ED throughout the life of the sub-grant.

G. Consultation with Stakeholders

On December 22, 2009, the CDE consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its application. Please see the Enclosure 4.
In addition, in developing this application and ensuring its alignment with the state’s plans regarding the RTTT and SFSF, the CDE consulted with the California Secretary of Education, SBE, Department of Finance, and the California Comprehensive Assistance Center. 

H. Waivers
The CDE will request waivers of requirements as listed below and intends to fully comply with all stated assurances: (Please see Enclosure 5)
1) Waive Section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2013.

2) Waive Section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to “start over” in the school improvement timeline.

3) Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in Section 1114(a)(1) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I school that does not meet the poverty threshold.
4) Waive Section I.A.3 of the final requirements to permit the inclusion of a “minimum n” in the identification criteria for persistently lowest-achieving schools. The “minimum n” requested is 100 and is no greater than the “minimum n” approved in California’s Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook. The “minimum n” is determined by the number of valid tests scores included in the AYP determinations and consists of students that are enrolled in the school for a full academic year as defined in California’s approved Accountability Workbook. The “minimum n” will be applied in each of the last three years to ensure that schools with unreliable data, due to small numbers of students, are not identified thereby increasing the likelihood that identified schools are in a good position to successfully implement the School Improvement Grant turn-around models. 

Waiver Assurances

· The State assures that it will ensure that any LEA that chooses to implement one or more of these waivers will comply with Section I.A.7 of the final requirements. 
· The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement the waiver(s) only if the LEA receives a SIG and requests to implement the waiver(s) in its application. As such, the LEA may only implement the waivers(s) in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, as applicable, included in its application. 

· The State assures that it will ensure that any LEA implementing the waiver of sections 1003(g)(1) and (7) and will provide each Tier II school served through the waiver all of the State and local funds it would have received in the absence of being served with school improvement funds through the waiver.

· The State assures that, prior to submitting this request in its SIG application, the State provided all LEAs in the State that are eligible to receive a SIG with notice and a reasonable opportunity to comment on this request and has attached a copy of that notice as well as copies of any comments it had received from LEAs. The State also assures that it provided notice and information regarding this waiver request to the public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to the public and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice.

· The State assures that, if it is granted one or more of the waivers requested above, it will submit to ED a report that sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver, including which specific waivers each LEA is implementing. 
California’s Definition of Persistently-Lowest Achieving Schools

The identification of persistently lowest-achieving schools in California is a multi-step process that is informed by both federal and state law. More information can be found on the California Department of Education (CDE) Web page (insert Web page link once the list is final and the link is live). The steps in identifying schools as persistently lowest-achieving are summarized below.

Step 1: Identifying the Pool of Schools

According to the U.S. Department of Education (ED), schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring must be identified for the pool and be classified as Tier I schools per the School Improvement Grant (SIG) guidance. In California, these are schools that were identified for Program Improvement (PI) during the 2009-10 school year (n=2,737). Also required to be part of the pool are secondary schools that are eligible for federal Title I funds, but do not receive those funds (n=1,022). These schools are classified as Tier II schools per the SIG program. The combination of these two sets of schools produces a total pool of 3,759 schools. 

Step 2: Identifying Five Percent of the Pool

To ensure that no one type of school is over-represented in the final list of persistently lowest-achieving schools, the pool of 3,759 schools was divided into seven separate groups. The table below shows the number of schools in each of the seven groups and the number that represents five percent of each group. This step identifies the number of schools within each group that will be identified as persistently lowest-achieving.

	Group
	N
	Five Percent

	Elementary schools in PI (Tier I)
	1,688
	84

	Middle schools in PI (Tier I)
	603
	30

	Traditional high schools in PI (Tier I)
	260
	13

	Alternative high schools in PI (Tier I)
	186
	9

	Sub-total selected from Tier I
	2,737
	136

	
	
	

	Middle schools, eligible but not receiving Title I funds (Tier II)
	318
	16

	Traditional high schools, eligible but not receiving Title I funds (Tier II)
	286
	14

	Alternative high schools, eligible but not receiving Title I funds (Tier II)
	418
	21

	Sub-total selected from Tier II
	1,022
	51

	
	
	

	Total
	3,759
	187


Step 3: Evaluating Academic Performance and Progress

To identify which schools are the lowest achieving in each of the seven groups, a three-year average proficiency rate for English-language arts (ELA) and mathematics was computed for all 3,759 schools. 

The number of students who scored proficient in ELA and mathematics as shown on the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) reports in the “All Students” group was summed across 2007, 2008, and 2009. That figure was then divided by the number of valid scores from the AYP reports in the “All Students” group over the same time period to produce a three-year average proficiency rate. All schools are then sorted on the three-year average proficiency rate from high to low. 

Schools were also evaluated on their academic progress on the state’s Academic Performance Index or API. Schools that improved by 50 points or more on the API over the last five years or met the statewide goal of 800 were deemed to have shown significant academic progress and did not continue in the analysis.

Step 4: Applying Exclusions

Before selecting the five percent of schools in each of the seven groups as specified in Step 2 above, school size was evaluated. Consistent with the n-size rules for the state’s API system and for AYP determinations, schools with fewer than 100 valid test scores in each of the three years evaluated (2007, 2008, and 2009) were excluded. In this regard, valid scores refer to the number of students continuously enrolled for a full academic year as defined in California’s Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook.(Note: California will be applying for a waiver to include a “minimum n”  as part of the criteria for identifying persistently lowest-achieving schools as part of its SIG application.)

No other exclusions were made. Schools of a particular type (e.g., juvenile court schools) or serving particular students (e.g., special education schools) were included in the analysis if the other criteria were met.

Step 5: Identifying Schools Based on Academic Performance

Using the seven groups of schools identified in Step 2, individual schools are then identified until the five percent figure is reached. For example, within the “Elementary Schools in PI” group, the school with the lowest three-year average proficiency rate is identified first, followed by the school with the second lowest three-year average proficiency rate and so on until 84 schools are identified. 

Step 6: Identifying Schools Based on Graduation Rates

Federal guidance requires that in addition to the five percent of schools identified as persistently lowest-achieving because of academic performance, schools in Tiers I and II be identified if the school’s high school graduation rate is below 60 percent over a number of years. 

California is currently approved to use the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) four-year completer rate as the high school graduation rate until four years of longitudinal data are available through the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS). More information about the NCES four-year completer rate can be found in the 2009 Adequate Yearly Progress Information Guide located on the CDE’s AYP Web page at www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ay. 

The NCES four-year completer rate was evaluated for schools in Tier I and Tier II. Any school with a high school graduation rate below 60 percent in each of the last four years was included in the list. (Note: To be consistent with the n-size approved in California’s Accountability Workbook , only schools with 100 or more valid scores in each of the last four years were included in the analysis.)

Step 7: Completing the List of Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools

The final step in the process involves adding the number of Tier I schools identified in Step 6 due to graduation rate to the 136 Tier I schools identified because of academic performance. In addition, Tier II schools identified in Step 6 will be added to the 51 Tier II schools identified by academic performance. And finally, Tier III schools (all other Title I schools in PI but not identified as part of the lowest-achieving schools list) will be identified. A list of schools in order by county name, district name and school name will be posted on the CDE Web page. Tier I, II, or III will also be noted for each school.

[image: image24.png]



State of California                                                                                                       Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

1430 N Street, Suite 5111
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: 916-319-0827
Fax: 916-319-0175 

Meeting Notice:
Title I Committee of Practitioners (COP) 

Meeting will be held at
California Department of Education
1430 “N” Street, Room 6303
Sacramento, California
916-319-0833

and 

available via Conference Call
DATE: Tuesday, December 22, 2009

TIME: 9:00–11:00 a.m. 

Call-In #: (641) 715-3625

Passcode: 251211#

1. CALL TO ORDER: Karen Ryback, Chair 9:00 a.m.

1.1 Roll Call
1.2 Approve Minutes from July 30, 2009 Meeting

2. PUBLIC COMMENT: 9:15 a.m.
This agenda item is included to allow members of the public opportunity to ask questions or discuss non-agenda items with the Committee. There will be a three-minute time limit per person.

3. ACTION ITEMS – REGULAR AGENDA: 9:30 a.m.
Protocol for action items includes a staff presentation, questions from the Committee, public input, closing of public input, deliberation by the Committee, and voting by the Committee. The Committee may take action as deemed necessary and appropriate. During public input there will be a three-minute time limit per person.

3.1 Review of the federal guidance on the School Improvement Grant (SIG) application for input on the State Educational Agency’s application. Presented by Julie Baltazar, Administrator, Regional Coordination and Support Office

· http://www.ed.gov/programs/sif/applicant.html - SIG Application 

· http://www.ed.gov/policy/gen/leg/recovery/programs.html - SIG Final Requirements 

4. ADJOURNMENT

American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA)

School Improvement Grant (SIG) 

Section 1003(g)

Cohort 2009–10



Applications must be received by the 

California Department of Education (CDE) 

no later than 4 p.m. on June 1, 2010
California Department of Education
District and School Improvement Division
Regional Coordination and Support Office

California Department of Education

1430 N Street, Suite 6208
Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

916-319-0833

http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/sig10rfa.asp
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Timeline
A number of important dates are identified below for local educational agencies (LEAs) or chartering authorities intending to apply for School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds.
	Important Events
	Dates

	Early Notification of the Request for Applications and the list of persistently lowest-achieving schools sent to each LEA that has Tier I and/or Tier II schools
	Week of March 1, 2010

	Request for Applications (RFA) posted on the California Department of Education (CDE) Web site
	Week of April 1, 2010

	LEA seeks public input and approval on its application at a regular meeting of its local governing board
	Prior to June 1, 2010

	LEA SIG application due to the CDE
	June 1, 2010

	The CDE conducts a SIG RFA readers’ conference where readers evaluate and score applications
	June 7 through 11, 2010

	SBE takes action on LEA applications
	July 2010 SBE meeting

	Sub-grant award notification letters sent to LEAs 
	July, 2010 

	Signed sub-grant award notification returned to the CDE
	Within 10 days of receipt by the LEA

	LEAs with applications approved at the July SBE meeting will submit their revised LEA Plan and Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA) to the CDE. 
	October 1, 2010


All applications are due to the CDE on or prior to June 1, 2010. LEAs receiving a FY 2009 SIG sub-grant must begin full implementation of the intervention model(s) they select for their funded schools at the beginning of the 2010–11 school year, which is Year 1 of the SIG sub-grant. Specific requirements for initial implementation of each of the four intervention models are:

Restart Model – Schools that close and reopen under a charter school operator, a charter management organization, or an education management organization must open under the new management on Day 1 of the 2010–11 school year.

Turnaround Model – Schools that implement the turnaround model, including replacing the principal and up to 50 percent of instructional staff, as well as other required school improvement activities, must have completed principal and instructional staff replacements prior to the beginning of the 2010–11 school year.

Transformation Model – Schools that implement the transformation model, including replacing the principal and increasing instructional time, as well as other required school improvement activities, must have replaced the principal and instituted the new school schedule that increases instructional time by Day 1 of the 2010–11 school year. 

Closure Model – If an LEA elects to close a school and enroll the students who attended that school in other schools in the LEA that are higher achieving, the LEA may prepare for the school’s closure during the 2010–11 school year, but must close the school no later than the end of the 2010–11 school year.
LEAs and schools planning to implement their intervention models in the 2011–12 school year should not apply in response to the 2009–10 SIG RFA, but are encouraged to apply in response to the 2010–11 SIG RFA. 
General Information


A. Overview
Hereafter, the term California Department of Education (CDE) refers to the CDE operating under the policy direction of the State Board of Education (SBE). For information regarding the definition of terms used in this document, refer to the SIG Application from the U.S. Department of Education (ED) (outside source), Appendix A, following page 13, of that document.

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 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 identified and approved schools that demonstrate the greatest need and the strongest commitment to use the funds. These sub-grants are intended to provide adequate resources in order to raise substantially the achievement of students to enable the schools to make adequate yearly progress and exit improvement status. 

The state of California intends to align the resources of Race to the Top (RTTT), State Fiscal Stabilization Funding (SFSF), and SIG to support specific and substantial school improvement activities as directed by federal guidance. SIG funding will be provided to LEAs with schools that meet eligibility requirements as defined by the ED according to prescribed priorities and evidence of greatest need and demonstration of greatest commitment. Based on the priorities for RTTT and SIG, California will specifically base its funding on the state’s list of “persistently lowest-achieving” schools – Tier I and Tier II schools. Therefore, California will give highest priority for funding to applications from LEAs that commit to serve all of their Tier I and Tier II schools. California will not fund any Tier III schools until all LEA applications to serve Tier I or Tier II schools are funded. Given the substantial numbers of Tier I and Tier II schools on California’s list of SIG-eligible schools, California does not anticipate funding any Tier III schools with the 2009–2010 SIG funds.

The CDE will provide guidance to LEAs as they plan, implement, monitor, and evaluate selected intervention models in their lowest achieving schools. The state will also work to ensure that schools successfully implement one of the four intervention models by promoting district partnerships to share expertise and lessons learned in ways that can build upon and sustain success. The services provided to Tier I, II, and III schools are clearly focused on making sure that schools are equipped to maximize student success. Technical assistance will be provided to LEAs during the implementation process by the Statewide System of Support. The extent of this support will be contingent on the level of RTTT funding provided for California.
LEAs that currently receive District Assistance and Intervention Team (DAIT) services will be required to describe how they will coordinate their DAIT and SIG improvement activities to improve performance in their lowest-achieving schools. LEAs must identify the major LEA improvement actions and describe how the LEA will align its proposed SIG improvement activities with the recommendations of the DAIT, if appropriate. LEAs receiving DAIT services will continue to participate in the DAIT process and will still be subject to the program improvement (PI) sanctions the SBE deems necessary.


B. Opportunity to Improve
To receive a SIG sub-grant, an LEA must submit an application to the CDE that complies with the provisions herein. These funds are intended to support research-based and effective, sustainable school improvement activities that increase the likelihood that all students learn challenging academic content and achieve proficiency on state assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics. 

For fiscal year (FY) 2009, California is scheduled to receive $415 million, approximately $64 million through the ED Appropriations Act of 2009, and $351 million through the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA).
FY 2009 SIG funds are available for obligation by the CDE and LEAs from July 1, 2010, through September 30, 2012. In its application for these funds, the state has requested a waiver of the funding term to permit the state and its participating LEAs to obligate the funds through September 30, 2013.


C. Eligibility 

Under the final requirements, as amended through the interim final requirements published in the Federal Register in January 2010, SIG funds will focus on each state’s “Tier I” and “Tier II” schools. In keeping with federal requirements, California has defined “persistently lowest-achieving schools” as those that are determined to have been among the lowest five percent of schools in PI in terms of their average three-year proficiency rate for English-language arts and mathematics in the three previous school years (2006–07, 2007–08, and 2008–09). In accordance with ED guidance, any high school in either Tier I or Tier II with a 4-year graduation rate of less than 60 percent was also included. Prior to identifying specific schools, the SEA excluded from the list of potential schools those that had shown at least 50 points of growth in the Academic Performance Index (API) over the previous five years (to address the requirement that only schools showing a lack of progress over a certain number of years should be included). In addition, schools not meeting California’s established minimum group size of 100 students with valid test scores for each of the three years were excluded. 

California has defined Tier II schools as the persistently lowest-achieving secondary schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I, Part A funds. In the Tier I and Tier II schools an LEA commits to serve, the LEA must implement one of four school intervention models: turnaround model, restart model, school closure, or transformation model. If approved to do so, an LEA may also use SIG funds in Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not identified as persistently lowest-achieving schools, referred to in federal SIG guidance as “Tier III” schools. An LEA must be receiving Title I funding in order to be eligible to apply.

D. Funding Priority and Levels


Federal SIG regulations provide equal priority for funding Tier I and Tier II schools. ED requires the SEA to award SIG funds to serve Tier I and Tier II schools that LEAs commit to serve prior to awarding any funds to an LEA to serve any Tier III schools. There may not be sufficient funding to serve all eligible schools. Therefore, California intends to fund all Tier I and Tier II schools statewide prior to funding any Tier III schools. Given this intent, LEA applicants are strongly encouraged to commit to serve all of their Tier I and Tier II schools prior to including any Tier III schools in their SIG sub-grant application.

The SEA will allocate SIG funds to LEAs in accordance with the following priorities:
(i) LEAs that commit to serve all of their Tier I and Tier II schools
(ii) LEAs that commit to serve some, but not all, of their Tier I and Tier II schools

(iii) LEAs that commit to serve Tier III schools
Persistently lowest-achieving charter schools are expected to select the School Closure intervention model; charter schools selecting one of the other three intervention models must clarify how the intervention selected will create a significantly different instructional model and school culture.

In making awards consistent with the priorities, an LEA’s capacity to implement the selected school interventions, and other factors, such as the number of schools served in each tier, the selected intervention model, school enrollment, and the overall quality of LEA applications will be considered. The SEA will only consider awarding funds to those LEAs that develop and submit a comprehensive and viable application likely to improve student academic achievement. The SEA also reserves the right to fund applications at a lesser amount if the application can be implemented with less funding or if the application proposes to serve more students than can be effectively and consistently served. Furthermore, if funding is not sufficient to fully fund all applications that merit award, the SEA reserves the right to fund applications at a lesser amount, identify which schools or sites will receive funding, and award sub-grants accordingly.
If sufficient SIG funds are not available to allow each LEA to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention model(s) at all of their Tier I and Tier II schools, the SEA may take into account the distribution of Tier I and Tier II schools among such LEAs in the State to ensure that Tier I and Tier II schools throughout the State can be served.

An approved LEA application will receive a minimum of $50,000 and a maximum $2,000,000 per year for each of their eligible Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools that are included and approved in the sub-grant application. Funding levels will reflect the LEA’s state-approved projected cost of implementing the selected intervention strategy for each school.
The maximum funding available to each LEA each year is determined by multiplying the total number of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools that the LEA commits to serve by $2,000,000 (the maximum amount that an SEA may award to an LEA for each participating Title I school). For example, an LEA with three Tier I schools and two Tier II schools could receive up to $10 million (5 X $2,000,000) each year, or a three-year total of $30 million (assuming the SEA or LEA has been granted a waiver to extend the period of funding availability). 
Program Guidelines

A. School Improvement Strategies
An LEA that wishes to receive a SIG must submit an application to the state identifying which schools it commits to serve from the state’s list of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools. Tier I and Tier II schools must implement one of the following four school intervention models (as described in the Federal Register and provided below) intended to improve the management and effectiveness of these schools:
i. Turnaround model, which includes, among other actions, replacing the principal and rehiring no more than 50 percent of the school’s staff, adopting a new governance structure, and implementing an instructional program that is research-based and vertically aligned from one grade to the next as well as aligned with California’s adopted content standards. This includes English-language arts and mathematics core and intensive intervention programs that are SBE-adopted (2001 or later) in kindergarten-grade eight and standards-aligned core and intervention instructional materials in grades nine-twelve.
Required Activities:

A turnaround model is one in which an LEA implements each of the following strategies:

a. Replace the principal and grant the new principal sufficient operational flexibility (including in staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully and effectively a comprehensive approach in order to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates.

b. Use locally-adopted competencies to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work within the turnaround environment to meet the needs of students, to screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent, and select new staff.

c. Implement such strategies as (1) financial incentives, (2) increased opportunities for promotion and career growth, and (3) more flexible work conditions that are designed to recruit, place, and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in the turnaround school.

d. Provide staff ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff to ensure that they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies.
e. Adopt a new governance structure, which may include, but is not limited to, requiring the school to report to a new “turnaround office” in the LEA, hire a “turnaround leader” who reports directly to the LEA, or enter into a multi-year contract with the LEA.
f. Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and vertically aligned from one grade to the next as well as aligned with California’s adopted academic standards. This includes English-language arts and mathematics core and intensive intervention programs that are SBE-adopted (2001 or later) in kindergarten-grade eight and standards-aligned core and intervention instructional materials in grades nine-twelve.

g. Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the academic needs of individual students.

h. Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time.

i. Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for students.
Permissible Activities:
A turnaround model may also implement other strategies such as:

j. Any of the required and permissible activities under the transformation model 
k. A new school model (e.g., themed or dual language academy)

ii. Restart model, in which an LEA converts a school or closes and reopens a school under a charter school operator, a charter management organization (CMO), or an education management organization (EMO) that has been selected through a locally-determined rigorous review process, using SEA provided guidance, by the LEA. (A CMO is a non-profit organization that operates or manages charter schools by centralizing or sharing certain functions and resources among schools. An EMO is a for-profit or non-profit organization that provides “whole-school operation” services to an LEA.) A restart model school must enroll, within the grades it serves, any former student who wishes to attend the school. 
iii. School closure, in which an LEA closes a school and enrolls the students who attended that school in other schools in the LEA that are higher achieving. These other schools should be within reasonable proximity to the closed school and may include, but are not limited to, charter schools or new schools for which achievement data are not yet available.
iv. Transformation model, in which an LEA implements each of the following strategies:
Note: An LEA that has nine or more Tier I and Tier II schools can only use the transformation model in 50 percent or less of these schools.

a. Developing and increasing teacher and school leader (and other staff) effectiveness.

Required Activities:

(1) Replace the principal who led the school prior to commencement of the transformation model
(2) Use rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for teachers and principals that


(A)  Take into account data on student growth as a significant factor as

well as other factors such as multiple observation-based assessments of performance and ongoing collections of professional practice reflective of student achievement and increased high school graduation rates
(B) Are designed and developed with teacher and principal involvement

(3) Identify and reward school leaders, teachers, and other staff who, in implementing this model, have increased student achievement and high school graduation rates and identify and remove those who, after ample opportunities have been provided for them to improve their professional practice, have not done so 
(4) Provide instructional staff ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development (e.g., regarding subject-specific pedagogy, coaching, instruction that reflects a deeper understanding of the community served by the school, differentiated instruction, and teacher collaboration) that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff to ensure they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies
(5) Implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and career growth, and more flexible work conditions that are designed to recruit, place, and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in a transformation school
Permissible Activities:

(1) Providing additional compensation to attract and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in a transformation school
(2) Instituting a system for measuring changes in instructional practices resulting from professional development
(3) Ensuring that the school is not required to accept a teacher without the mutual consent of the teacher and principal, regardless of the teacher’s seniority
b. Comprehensive instructional reform strategies

Required Activities:
(1) Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and vertically aligned from one grade to the next as well as aligned with California’s adopted academic content standards. This includes English-language arts and mathematics core and intensive intervention programs that are SBE-adopted (2001 or later) in kindergarten-grade eight and standards-aligned core and intervention instructional materials in grades nine-twelve.
(2) Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the academic needs of individual students
Permissible Activities:

(1) Conducting periodic reviews to ensure that the curriculum is being implemented with fidelity, is having the intended impact on student achievement, and is modified if deemed ineffective
(2) Implementing a schoolwide “response-to-intervention” model
(3) Providing additional supports and professional development to teachers and principals in order to implement effective strategies to support students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment and to ensure that English learner students acquire the English proficiency (language) skills necessary to master academic content within a certain time period
(4) Using and integrating technology-based supports and interventions as part of the instructional program

(5) In secondary schools
(A) Increasing rigor by offering opportunities for students to enroll in


advanced coursework (such as Advanced Placement; International Baccalaureate; or science, technology, engineering, and mathematics courses, especially those that incorporate rigorous and relevant project-, inquiry-, or design-based contextual learning opportunities), early-college high schools, dual enrollment programs, or thematic learning academies that prepare students for college and careers, including by providing appropriate supports designed to ensure that low-achieving students can take advantage of these programs and coursework

(B) Improving student transition from middle to high school through summer transition programs or freshman academies 

(C) Increasing graduation rates through, for example, credit-recovery programs, re-engagement strategies, smaller learning communities, competency-based instruction and performance-based assessments, and acceleration of basic reading and mathematics skills

(D) Establishing early-warning systems to identify students who may be at risk of failing to achieve to high standards or graduate

c. Increasing learning time and creating community-oriented schools.

Required Activities:

(1) Establish schedules and strategies that provide increased learning time

(2) Provide ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement

Permissible activities:

(1) Partnering with parents and parent organizations, faith- and community-based organizations, health clinics, other state or local agencies, and others to create safe school environments that meet students’ social, emotional, and health needs

(2) Extending or restructuring the school day so as to add time for such strategies as advisory periods that build relationships between students, faculty, and other school staff

(3) Implementing approaches to improve school climate and discipline, such as implementing a system of positive behavioral supports or taking steps to eliminate bullying and student harassment

(4) Expanding the school program to offer full-day kindergarten or pre-kindergarten
d.  Providing operational flexibility and sustained support.

Required Activities:

(1) Give the school sufficient operational flexibility (such as staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates
(2) Ensure that the school receives ongoing, intensive technical assistance and related support from the LEA, the SEA, or a designated external lead partner organization (such as a school turnaround organization or an EMO)
Permissible Activities:

(1) Allowing the school to be run under a new governance arrangement, such as a turnaround division within the LEA
(2) Implementing a per-pupil school-based budget formula that is weighted based on student needs

B. Responsibilities of the LEA
i. For each Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must demonstrate that:

· The LEA has analyzed the needs and the appropriateness of each model for each school and then selected the model that will be most effective for each school

· 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(s) it has selected

ii. If the LEA is not applying to serve each Tier I school identified, the LEA must explain why it lacks capacity to serve each Tier I school.

iii. The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to:

· Design and implement intervention(s) consistent with the final requirements
· Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality

· Align other resources with the intervention(s) including federal, state, private, and other district resources

· Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the interventions fully and effectively

· Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends

iv. The LEA must include a timeline delineating the steps it will take to implement the selected intervention in each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application using the appropriate Implementation Chart.

v. The LEA must describe the annual school goals for student achievement on the California Standards Test (CST) in both reading/language arts and mathematics that it has established in order to monitor its Tier I and Tier II schools that receive school improvement funds.

vi. For each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must identify the services the school will receive or the activities the school will implement.
vii. The LEA must describe the school goals it has established in order to hold accountable its Tier III schools that receive school improvement funds.

viii. As appropriate, the LEA must consult with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application and implementation of school improvement models in its Tier I and Tier II schools.

C. Program Accountability and Monitoring

The SEA is responsible for monitoring LEA SIG implementation in accordance with the following program accountability requirements:

1. Each LEA receiving funding through this RFA meets the eligibility requirements for the sub-grant described herein, and the LEA has provided all required assurances that it will comply with all program implementation and reporting requirements established through this RFA.

2. Each LEA receiving funding through this RFA appropriately uses these funds to implement one of the four school improvement models described in this application.

3. Each LEA implements a selected intervention model in each school funded through this application within the timeline in which the funds provided are to be used.

To fulfill its monitoring responsibilities, the SEA will require funded LEAs to submit appropriate fiscal and program information. In addition, representatives of the state and/or the regional consortia may conduct site visits to a selected representative sample of funded LEAs and their funded schools. The purpose of these visits would be to validate information submitted by LEAs and gather additional information from interviews and observations for technical assistance, monitoring, and evaluation purposes.

Reporting and Accountability Requirements
Applicants awarded SIG funds must satisfy periodic reporting and accountability requirements throughout the term of the sub-grant. These requirements address: (A) program accountability; (B) fiscal reporting requirements; (C) site visits; and (D) program evaluation.

A. Program Accountability 

Each identified school and LEA receiving SIG sub-grant funds is responsible for carrying out its school improvement responsibilities under ESEA Section 1116(b) and (c), respectively.
The LEA must include on its application a list of each of the schools served, their CDS codes, their National Council on Education Statistics (NCES) Identification Number, the intervention model selected for each school, and the amount of funds or value of services to be provided at each school.

Each LEA and school receiving a SIG sub-grant is responsible for carrying out its school improvement responsibilities in accordance with its approved sub-grant application and improvement plan. This includes making progress toward annual school goals and benchmarks. 

For any Tier I or Tier II school, the LEA must provide school-level data on all of the metrics designated by ED. (See Appendix D, Metrics.) 
Because SIG is mostly funded by ARRA, California is required to submit reports containing the information required under Section 1512(c) of the ARRA. At a minimum, Section 1512(c) of the ARRA requires a state to report the total amounts of Title I, Part A ARRA funds received and expended or obligated; the project’s or activity’s name, description, and evaluation of its completion status on which Title I, Part A, ARRA funds are used; and an estimate of the number of jobs that were saved or created with those funds. Therefore, LEAs receiving SIG funding pursuant to this application will be required to report this information in addition to SIG program reporting. The state has developed a web-based reporting process through which LEAs will report this information required by ARRA. For more information, go to http://www.cde.ca.gov/ar/ts/index.asp.
The first report is due no later than ten days after the initial calendar quarter in which California first receives SIG, ARRA funds. Thereafter, reports must be submitted no later than the tenth day after the end of each calendar quarter.
B. Fiscal Reporting Requirements

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.

C. Site Visits by Regional Consortia or State Staff

If selected as part of a site visit sample, LEAs and their funded schools must agree to site visits by state representatives and/or the regional consortia. The site visit is intended to validate information provided in expenditure and program evaluation reports and gather more detailed information on implementation efforts and challenges, and provide technical assistance and support. 

D.
Program Evaluation

All SIG recipients will be responsible for fulfilling the following program evaluation requirements: 
i. Report annual accountability data to the CDE including, but not limited to:
a. Fiscal information on the use of grant funds provided under ESEA Section 1003(g)

b. Measures to demonstrate implementation of the research- and evidence-based strategies identified in the sub-grant application

c. The number and percentage of students who score proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics, as measured by the state’s annual assessments, both overall in the LEA and for each school receiving funds through this application

d. Whether the LEA has made Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) and moved out of PI status, and whether any of the schools receiving funds through this application have made AYP and moved out of PI status 
ii. Respond to any specific data requests from the ED
iii. Utilize annual student achievement goals and student achievement data to evaluate the effectiveness of improvement strategies identified in the SIG sub-grant application for purposes of local monitoring and continuous improvement efforts
iv. In addition, the CDE will review the performance of participating schools on the nine leading indicators identified by ED in its January 20, 2010, SIG guidance:

(1) Number of instructional minutes within the school year

(2) Student participation rate on state assessments in reading/language arts and in mathematics, and by student subgroup

(3) Dropout rate where applicable

(4) Student attendance rate

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

(6) Discipline incidents

(7) Truants

(8) Distribution of teachers by performance level on an LEA’s teacher evaluation systems

(9) Teacher attendance rate

For those indicators for which the CDE does not currently collect data, the CDE will require that funded LEAs include this information in their annual reports for this program if applicable. Refer to page 17 of Appendix A of the SIG Application from ED (outside source) for a complete listing of metrics and indicators.

Fiscal Operations
Sub-grantees must comply with the following fiscal operation requirements.

A. Use of Funds

SIG funding shall be used to support school improvement efforts by LEAs and their eligible schools funded by this sub-grant process. Sub-grant funds may be used for staff salaries, materials, services, training, equipment, supplies, evaluation, facilities, or other purposes, except as specifically limited by statute or by the SEA. Each eligible LEA that receives an award may use the funds to carry out activities that advance the SIG sub-grant priorities. Sub-grantees may only use sub-grant funds for their intended purposes.

The SIG funds must supplement, not supplant, existing services and may not be used to supplant federal, state, local, or nonfederal funds. Programs may not use SIG funds to pay for existing levels of service funded from any other source. 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.

Sub-grantees may not carry over unexpended sub-grant funds beyond the ending date for each sub-grant award period.

If the sub-grantee terminates program operation, the CDE will bill the LEA sub-grantee for any overpayment.

Please refer to page 35 for a list of the expenditure codes to be used in this RFA. For a detailed description of these expenditure classifications, refer to the California School Accounting Manual, 2008 Edition. Visit the CDE accounting Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/ac/sa/ for viewing and downloading information.
B. Payments to Sub-grantees 

The CDE will issue payments in five increments as follows:


· The first payment: 25 percent of the annual sub-grant award, no later than 30 days after the CDE receives the Grant Award Notification letter (AO-400), or within 30 days after the Budget Act becomes effective, whichever is later
· Other payments will be made quarterly upon verification that quarterly reports have been submitted to the CDE by the LEA

· Ten percent will be withheld until approval of the final year-end expenditure report
C. Renewal of Funding

The SEA will consider the following factors annually in determining whether to recommend to the SBE that the LEA’s SIG sub-grant, in whole or in part, will be renewed:

· LEA Progress on Annual School Achievement Goals 

Each participating LEA must establish clear, measurable, and challenging goals for student achievement on the state’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics, Standardized Testing and Reporting Program data, AYP, and API for each school. The SEA will use annual results from these assessment and accountability systems to determine progress made and compare them with LEA applicant goals for each funded school in reading/language arts and mathematics for all students and subgroup. In cases in which one or more of the schools served in an LEA are not meeting their improvement goals, the LEA’s sub-grant, in whole or in part, may not be renewed. 

· LEA Progress on SIG Plan Implementation

For each participating school, the LEA must describe the actions and activities required to implement the selected intervention model, including a timeline with specific dates of implementation. The LEA must annually report progress on these actions and activities. The SEA will annually evaluate whether the LEA has made sufficient progress on the implementation of each school’s plan. In cases in which the LEA has not made sufficient progress, the LEA’s sub-grant, in whole or in part, may not be renewed. 

D. Termination of Funding

Funding shall be terminated if there is evidence of fraud or fiscal irregularity in the use of funds for their intended purpose. 


Application Review and Sub-grant Award Process

A.
Selection Process

LEAs with eligible Title I schools may apply for SIG funding through this application. When recommending sub-grant applications for funding, the CDE will recommend funding those applications that fully comply with all requirements described in this RFA. Applications found not to meet those requirements will not be recommended for funding. LEAs with applications not recommended for funding will be provided information regarding deficiencies in the application to assist them in preparing applications for subsequent SIG cohorts. The SEA will only consider awarding funds to those LEAs that develop and submit a comprehensive and viable application likely to improve student academic achievement. 
All applications are due to the CDE on or prior to June 1, 2010. 
B.
Award Notification

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/ no later than August 1, 2010. Applicants will be notified in writing as soon as possible thereafter. All applications, whether approved or not, will be posted in their entirety on the CDE Web site in accordance with federal requirements. In addition, CDE will post a summary of the SIG grant awards including LEA name and NCES number, amount of grant, name of each school approved to be served, and the intervention model to be implemented in each school served.

Application Requirements

LEAs responding to this RFA must submit a complete application packet, including a complete response to all narrative items described in this RFA, required forms, and all original signatures required as noted on each application form. The LEA must complete an Implementation Chart for each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school it commits to serve (SIG Forms 10 and 11).

A.  List of Schools to Be Served

An LEA must submit a list of schools it commits to serve and identify the intervention model the LEA will use in each Tier I, Tier II school. Note: An LEA that has nine or more Tier I and Tier II schools can only use the transformation model in 50 percent or less of those schools. Complete SIG Form 9 - Schools to Be Served chart.
B.  Narrative Response Requirements

LEAs must respond to all of the narrative elements below using SIG Form 3. Narrative sections of the application must be in 12 point Arial font using one inch margins. When responding to the narrative elements, LEAs should provide a thorough response that address all components of each element. The CDE has provided a rubric that describes expectations for LEA responses to each narrative element and other requirements of the application. This rubric is included as Appendix A of this RFA. Respondents are advised to use the rubric as a guide in preparing their applications. The rubric will also be used as a guide for reviewers during the application review and approval process. The eleven narrative elements are described below. 

i. Needs Analysis

The LEA must describe 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. This description of the needs assessment must address the following areas:
· Assessment instruments used to conduct the analysis (e.g., Academic Performance Survey (APS), Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), and District Assessment Survey (DAS)

· The roles and responsibilities of LEA and school personnel and other collaborative partners that were responsible for conducting the needs assessment and/or analyzing its results

· The process for analyzing the findings and determining the appropriate intervention model

· Findings concerning each school’s current practices and potential for improvement in each of the following areas:

· Use of California‘s standards-aligned instructional materials and targeted interventions. This includes English-language arts and mathematics core and intensive intervention programs that are SBE-adopted (2001 or later) in kindergarten-grade eight and standards-aligned core and intervention instructional materials in grades nine-twelve.
· Curriculum pacing and appropriate use of instructional time 

· Faculty professional development activities, collaboration, and instructional support

· Capacity to develop, access, and analyze student performance data to inform and modify instruction

· Alignment of federal, state, and private fiscal resources to support improved school performance, including other district resources

· Staff effectiveness including, but not limited to, methods of instruction, experience, subject-matter knowledge, and ability to support implementation of the selected intervention model 

ii. Selection of Intervention Model(s)

Based on the findings of the needs analysis, the LEA must describe its rationale for selecting the intervention model for each school and how specific findings from the needs analysis led to the LEA’s selection of the intervention model for each school. Include collaborative partners involved and their roles in the selection process. The LEA must include the selected intervention model in the Implementation Chart (Form 10) for each Tier I and Tier II school, and when appropriate, Tier III (Form 11) school, that the LEA intends to serve. The rationale must also provide the basis for not selecting one of the other three intervention models. LEAs that have implemented, in whole or in part, one of the models in a Tier I or Tier II school within the last two years may continue or complete the intervention being implemented provided the intervention conforms to all the requirements of the intervention(s) required in the SIG program and the school is showing significant progress. However, keep in mind that all SIG components of the selected intervention model must be fully and effectively implemented. If an LEA is selecting to continue an existing implementation model, sufficient detail on progress and evidence of student achievement must be included in the description and rationale for this model. 
iii. Demonstration of Capacity to Implement Selected Intervention Models

The LEA must demonstrate 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, all required activities of the school intervention model(s) it has selected. This demonstration of capacity may include a description of the roles and responsibilities of collaborative partners involved in developing and implementing the LEA’s SIG plan. The state will evaluate the LEA’s capacity to implement its selected intervention(s) by reviewing the LEA’s description of the following application elements and verifying that all elements are sufficiently detailed and aligned with each other, and as a whole provide clear evidence that the LEA has a viable plan and sufficient personnel and other resources to successfully implement its selected intervention(s):

1. Needs Analysis

2. Process and Rationale for Selection of Intervention Model(s)


3. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Providers


4. Alignment with other Federal, State and Private Resources with the Selected Intervention Model(s)


5. Modification of LEA Policies and Practices


6. Sustainment of Reforms After the Funding Period Ends


7. Annual School Goals for Student Achievement


8. Consultation with Relevant Stakeholders

If the LEA is not applying to serve all Tier I schools within its jurisdiction, the LEA must explain why it lacks the 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, the LEA must describe those conditions. If there are additional limiting factors, the LEA must describe them. The SEA will review the description of the limitation and any supporting evidence provided by the LEA to determine whether the rationale provided supports the LEA’s claim of lack of capacity.
iv. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Providers (if applicable)
If the LEA intends to use external entities (including EMOs and CMOs) to provide technical assistance in selecting, developing, and implementing one of the four intervention models it must describe its process for ensuring their quality. Describe 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. Indicate whether the external provider has previously provided support to the LEA and/or school, or whether this is a new external provider to the LEA. Applicants planning to continue with the same external provider should include evidence of the provider’s effectiveness to date.
v. Align Other Resources with the Selected Intervention Models

The LEA must identify all federal, state, or private resources that are currently available to the school(s) that will be used to support implementation of the selected intervention model(s), including other district resources and services provided by the district and/or collaborative partners. The LEA must describe the LEA’s process for ensuring that these resources will be coordinated with SIG funding to ensure maximum effectiveness in the use of all resources. 

vi. Align Proposed SIG Activities with Current DAIT Process
If an LEA is currently receiving DAIT services, it must describe how it will coordinate its DAIT and its SIG activities to improve the performance of their lowest-achieving schools. The description must identify the major LEA improvement actions recommended by the DAIT and describe how the LEA has aligned its proposed SIG activities with those major LEA improvement actions while assuring that all components of the selected intervention model(s) are implemented.

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 and practices, school attendance areas and enrollment policies, and agreements with charter organizations and other external service providers. 

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), it must identify and describe which policies and practices need to be revised, the process for revision, and a description of the proposed revision, including timelines. 

Successful applicants will be required to revise their LEA Plan and SPSA for each funded school upon approval of the application by the SBE. The revised LEA Plan must also be submitted for SBE approval. See the SIG Timeline on Page 1 of this RFA for specific due dates for the revised LEA Plan and SPSA.

viii. Sustain the Reforms after the Funding Period Ends

SIG funding provided through this application must be expended by September 30, 2012, unless the LEA intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding through September 30, 2013. Each LEA must state whether it intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding period and identify all the resources that will be used to sustain the selected intervention(s) after the SIG funding period expires for each participating school.
ix. LEAs’ Annual School Goals for Student Achievement

The LEA must establish challenging annual goals for student achievement on the state’s assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics that it will use to monitor the performance of each participating Tier I and Tier II school that receives SIG funds and the LEA commits to serve. To this end, the LEA must provide specific annual student achievement goals for each Tier I and Tier II school that it commits to serve.

Examples of appropriate annual goals may include making at least one year’s progress in reading/language arts and mathematics or reducing the percentage of students who are non-proficient on the state’s reading/language arts and mathematics assessments by 10 percent or more from the prior year. 

x. Serving Tier III Schools

For each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must identify and describe the services the school will receive or the activities the school will implement. The LEA must include any findings concerning each school’s current condition and analysis of needs that led to the LEA’s selection of the specific improvement activities that will be implemented. The LEA must also establish challenging annual school goals for student achievement on the state’s assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics that it will use to monitor the performance of each participating Tier III school that receives SIG funds and the LEA commits to serve. 

Note: There may not be sufficient funding to serve all eligible schools. Therefore, California intends to fund all Tier I and Tier II schools – those most in need – statewide prior to funding any Tier III schools. Given this intent, LEA applicants are strongly encouraged to serve all of their Tier I and Tier II schools prior to including any Tier III schools in their SIG sub-grant application. 
xi. Consultation with Relevant Stakeholders

The LEA must consult with relevant stakeholders such as students, parents, educators, and the community regarding the LEA’s application, and solicit their input for the development and implementation of school improvement models in participating Tier I and Tier II schools. The LEA must describe the specific activities the LEA has undertaken to ensure that it consulted with parents and fulfilled this requirement such as soliciting input at School Site Council meetings, school or district English Language Advisory Committee, local bargaining unit(s), parent and community forums, and/or governing board meetings.

LEAs must hold at least two public meetings to consult with staff, parents, and the community regarding the LEAs application and its selection of one of the four intervention models for its Tier I and II schools (per Education Code Section 53202(b)). The LEA must provide documentation that such meetings were held (e.g., meeting agenda or meeting minutes), provide a summary of input obtained through these meetings, indicate which input was incorporated into the LEA’s SIG application, and provide a rationale for not accepting any input that the LEA rejected. 

C.  Implementation Charts for Each School the LEA Plans to Serve 

For each identified Tier I and Tier II school, the LEA must complete SIG Form 10, Implementation Chart for a Tier I or Tier II school and specify the intervention model to be implemented. The LEA must include actions and activities required to implement the selected intervention model, a timeline with specific dates of implementation, the estimated cost of the identified activity, the personnel and material resources necessary, and the individual(s) who will be responsible for oversight and monitoring. LEAs that have implemented, in whole or in part, one of the intervention models in a Tier I or Tier II school within the last two years may continue or complete the intervention model being implemented provided the intervention conforms to all the requirements of the intervention(s) required in the SIG and the school is showing significant progress. However, the implementation chart must include all required components of the selected intervention model. The LEA must include specific activities for the components that have already been completed as well as the components that will be completed in the future.

The LEA must complete SIG Form 11, Implementation Chart for a Tier III school for each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve. The LEA must identify the services the school will receive or the activities the school will implement. If the LEA is opting to implement one of the four intervention models, it must indicate which intervention model will be selected. If the LEA has opted to implement other services or activities, it must provide a brief description at the top of the chart where it is indicated. The LEA must include a timeline with specific dates of implementation, the estimated cost of the identified activity or service, the personnel and material resources necessary, and the individuals who will be responsible for oversight and monitoring. LEAs that have implemented, in whole or in part, one of the three intervention models (excluding the School Closure model) in a Tier III school within the last two years may continue or complete the intervention being implemented provided the intervention conforms to all the requirements of the intervention(s) required in the SIG and the school is showing significant progress. However, the implementation chart must include all required components of the selected intervention model. The LEA must include specific activities for the components that have already been completed as well as the components that will be completed in the future.
D.  Budget

The LEA must include LEA Proposed Budget (SIG Form 4) and LEA Budget Narrative (SIG Form 5). The LEA budget must indicate the amount of SIG funds the LEA will use each year in the Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools it commits to serve. As the LEA is preparing the proposed budget it should take into account the selected intervention model and size of school enrollment. The LEA Budget Narrative must provide more detail regarding the information provided in the LEA budget. 

Note: An LEA’s budget must cover the period of availability, including any extension granted through a waiver, and be of sufficient size and scope to implement the selected school intervention model in each Tier I and Tier II school the LEA commits to serve, and the proposed activities to be implemented in each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve.
An LEA’s budget for each year may not exceed the number of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools it commits to serve, and are approved, multiplied by $2,000,000.
In awarding SIG funds to an LEA, the state may allocate up to $2,000,000 per year for each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school that will implement a rigorous intervention model for which the LEA has requested funds in its budget and for which the SEA determines the LEA has the capacity to serve, unless the SEA determines on a case-by-case basis, considering such factors as school size, the intervention selected, and other relevant circumstances, that less funding is needed to implement the intervention fully and effectively.

E.  Waivers

The state has requested a waiver of the requirements listed below. These waivers would allow any LEA in California that receives SIG funds to use those funds in accordance with the final requirements for SIG and the LEA’s application for a sub-grant.

The LEA must specify each waiver that it intends to implement on SIG Form 8. If the LEA does not intend to implement a waiver with respect to each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which schools it will implement that waiver on the Schools to Be Served Chart (SIG Form 9). 

· Waive Section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of school improvement funds for LEAs with an approved application to September 30, 2013.

· Waive Section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA for an LEA with an approved application to allow its Tier I schools to implement a turnaround or restart model and “start over” in the school improvement (PI) timeline. (Note: Tier I schools only)

· Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in Section 1114(a)(1) of the ESEA to permit an LEA with an approved application to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I school that does not meet the poverty threshold. (Note: Tier I schools only)
F.  Collaborative Signatures, Attachments, and Memoranda of Understanding

The SIG program must be designed, implemented, and sustained through a collaborative organizational structure that may include students, parents, representatives of participating LEAs and school sites, and private and/or public external technical assistance and support providers. The LEA must complete SIG Form 2, Collaborative Signatures, and provide required information concerning partners collaborating with the LEA in implementation of its SIG plan. The LEA may also attach documents from these collaborative partners that indicate support of its application. Please include a table of contents with this section if supporting documents are included.
Attachments

Attachments may include, but are not limited to, letters of support and/or involvement from the LEA’s collaborative partners. Please identify the type of attachment (e.g., parent letter) in the upper right-hand corner and number each page. All attachments must be submitted in English or include an English translation. 

Memoranda of Understanding

Applicants may also provide Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) describing commitments in support of the LEA SIG application from and private and/or public external technical assistance and support providers. Though not legally binding, the purpose of the MOUs is to clearly describe the specific commitments of staff, services, facilities, equipment, and roles of responsible persons or entities in the delivery of services or resources provided by each partner, including the estimated monetary value of these contributions. 

If an LEA is involved in the application (either as the applicant agency or as a collaborative partner), the commitments, responsibilities, and involvement of the LEA must be documented in an MOU. 

Submission of Applications
LEAs responding to this RFA must submit a complete application packet, and provide all original signatures required, as noted on each application form. Applications must be submitted with all forms compiled in the order listed on the SIG Application Checklist provided on page 27 of this RFA.
Applicants must submit an original, two hard copies, and one electronic copy (all in 12 point Arial font with one inch margins) of each application and ensure that the original and copies are received by the Regional Coordination and Support Office on or before (not postmarked by) 4 p.m., June 1, 2010. Applicants must submit an electronic copy to DSPC@cde.ca.gov. Mailed documents must arrive on or before the June 1, 2010, deadline and should be sent to the following address:
California Department of Education

District and School Improvement Division

Regional Coordination and Support Office
1430 N Street, Suite 6208

Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

Applicants may personally deliver the sub-grant application package to the District and School Program Coordination Office on or before (not postmarked by) 4 p.m., June 1, 2010, at the following location:

California Department of Education

District and School Improvement Division

Regional Coordination and Support Office
1430 N Street, Suite 6208

Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

SIG Application Checklist

Required Components
The following components must be included as part of the application. Check or initial by each component, and include this form in the application package. These forms can be downloaded at http://.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/sig10rfa.asp. Please compile the application packet in the order provided below.

Include this completed checklist in the application packet

______Form 1 Application Cover Sheet 
(Must be signed in blue ink by the LEA Superintendent or Designee)

______Form 2 Collaborative Signatures
(Must be signed in blue ink by the appropriate personnel at each school selected for participation and by the LEA Superintendent or Designee)

______Form 3 Narrative Response
______Form 4 Projected Budget

______Form 5 Budget Narrative

______Form 6 General Assurances 

 Drug Free Workplace Certification 

 Lobbying Certification 

 Debarment and Suspension Certification 
______Form 7 Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (three pages)

______Form 8 Waivers Requested

______Form 9 Schools to Be Served Chart

______Form 10 Implementation Chart for a Tier I or Tier II School

______Form 11 Implementation Chart for a Tier III School, (if applicable)

SIG Form 1 – Application Cover Sheet

School Improvement Grant (SIG)

Application for Funding
APPLICATION RECEIPT DEADLINE
June 1, 2010, 4 p.m.

Submit to:

California Department of Education

District and School Improvement Division

Regional Coordination and Support Office

1430 N Street, Suite 6208

Sacramento, CA 95814

NOTE: Please print or type all information.

	County Name:

	County/District Code:

	Local Educational Agency (LEA) Name

	LEA NCES Number:

	LEA Address

	

	City

	Zip Code

	Name of Primary Grant Coordinator

	Grant Coordinator Title


	Telephone Number


	Fax Number
	E-mail Address


	CERTIFICATION/ASSURANCE SECTION: As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, I have read all assurances, certifications, terms, and conditions associated with the federal SIG program; and I agree to comply with all requirements as a condition of funding.
I certify that all applicable state and federal rules and regulations will be observed and that to the best of my knowledge, the information contained in this application is correct and complete.

	Printed Name of Superintendent or Designee

	Telephone Number



	Superintendent or Designee Signature

	Date




SIG Form 2 – Collaborative Signatures (page 1 of 2)

Collaborative Signatures: The SIG program is to be designed, implemented, and sustained through a collaborative organizational structure that may include students, parents, representatives of participating LEAs and school sites, the local governing board, and private and/or public external technical assistance and support providers. Each member should indicate whether they support the intent of this application. 
The appropriate administrator and representatives for the School Site Council and the English Learner Advisory Council, collective bargaining unit, parent group, and any other appropriate stakeholder group of each school to be funded are to indicate here whether they support this sub-grant application. Only schools meeting eligibility requirements described in this RFA may be funded. (Attach as many sheets as necessary.)
	Name
	Title
	Organization
	Support Yes/No

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



SIG Form 2 – Collaborative Signatures (page 2 of 2)
School District Approval: The LEA Superintendent must be in agreement with the intent of this application. 
	CDS Code
	School District Name
	Printed Name of Superintendent
	Signature of Superintendent

	
	
	
	

	CERTIFICATION AND DESIGNATION OF APPLICANT AGENCY


Applicant must agree to follow all fiscal reporting and auditing standards required by the SIG application, federal and state funding, legal, and legislative mandates.
	LEA Name:
	

	Authorized Executive:
	

	Signature of Authorized Executive
	


SIG Form 3 – Narrative Response

Respond to the elements below. Use 12 point Arial font and one inch margins. When responding to the narrative elements, LEAs should provide a thorough response that addresses all components of each element. Refer to Application Requirements, B. Narrative Response Requirements on page 18 of this RFA, and the SIG Rubric, Appendix A.

	i. Needs Analysis

	Response:


	ii. Selection of Intervention Models

	Response:


	iii. Demonstration of Capacity to Implement Selected Intervention Models

	Response:


	iv. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Providers

	Response:


	v. Alignment of Other Resources with the Selected Intervention Models 

	Response:


	vi. Alignment of Proposed SIG Activities with Current DAIT Process (if applicable)

	Response


	vii. Modification of LEA Practices or Policies 

	Response:


	viii. Sustainment of the Reforms after the Funding Period Ends

	Response:


	ix. Establishment of Challenging LEA Annual School Goals for Student Achievement

	Response:


	x. Inclusion of Tier III Schools (if applicable)

	Response:


	xi. Consultation with Relevant Stakeholders

	Response:



SIG Form 4 – Projected Budget
Projected Budget

Fiscal Year 2009–10

	Name of LEA: 

	County/District (CD) Code: 

	County: 
	

	LEA Contact: 
	Telephone Number: 

	E-Mail: 
	Fax Number: 

	
	

	SACS Resource Code:  3180
Revenue Object:
8920
	


	Object 

Code
	Description of 

Line Item
	                   SIG Funds Budgeted

	
	
	FY 2010–11
	FY 2011–12
	FY 2012–13

	
1000–
	Certificated Personnel Salaries
	
	
	

	
1999
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
2000–
	Classified Personnel Salaries
	
	
	

	
2999
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
3000–
	Employee Benefits
	
	
	

	
3999
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	4000–
	Books and Supplies
	
	
	

	
 4999
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
5000–

    5999
	Services and Other Operating Expenditures
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	6000–
	Capital Outlay
	
	
	

	
6999
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
7310 &
	Transfers of Indirect Costs 
	
	
	

	
7350
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
7370 &
	Transfers of Direct Support Costs 
	
	
	

	
7380
	
	
	
	

	Total Amount Budgeted
	
	
	


Budget Narrative Instructions
Instructions for Completing Budget Narrative

	Activity



	Object Codes

	For all personnel, include number of full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, number of days, rate of pay, etc., and a brief description of the duties/services to be performed.


	1000–2999

	Benefit costs charged to this program must be proportionate to the salary charged to the program. Costs for PERS reduction must be identified separately.


	3000–3999

	Costs for instructional materials and other materials/office supplies must be identified separately. Provide examples of what will be purchased or other justification. For example, general office supplies at $100 per month x 20 months = $2,000.


	4000–4999

	Each expense must be listed separately with the costs broken out. Identify costs for rental of meeting facilities (when justified), rental of equipment, equipment repair, etc. For all instructional consultant contracts/services include FTE, number of days, rate of pay, etc., and a brief description of the duties/services to be performed. Costs must be broken out and detail must be provided describing how the expenditure supports the School restructuring plan. 


	5000–5999

	Capital outlay costs are allowable under this sub-grant. Please provide detail describing how the expenditure supports the action plan.
	6000–6999


Use the budget narrative form on the next page to describe the costs associated with each activity reflected in the budget. Please include both school and district level budgeted items. A general description of activities and their corresponding range of object codes are provided below. See the complete list of object codes on page 35.

SIG Form 5 – Budget Narrative
Budget Narrative

Provide sufficient detail to justify the budget. The budget narrative page(s) must provide sufficient information to describe activities and costs associated with each object code. Include LEA budget items that reflect the actual cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other activities described for each participating school. Please duplicate this form as needed.
	Activity Description

(See instructions)
	Subtotal

(For each activity)
	Object Code

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Object of Expenditure Codes

School districts and county superintendents of schools are required to report expenditures in accordance with the object classification plan in the California School Accounting Manual. The use of these object codes will facilitate the preparation of budgets and the various financial reports requested by federal, state, county, and local agencies. The California School Accounting Manual is available from the CDE Publication Sales (call 1-800-995-4099).

1000 Certificated Salaries

1100 Teacher Salaries

1101 School Administrators’ Salaries

1102 Supervisors’ Salaries

1103 Librarians’ Salaries

1104 Guidance, Welfare, and Attendance Salaries

1105 Physical and Mental Health Salaries

1106 Superintendents’ Salaries

1107 Other Administrative Salaries

1108 Other Certificated Salaries

2000 Classified Salaries

2100 Instructional Aides’ Salaries

2200 Administrative Salaries

2300 Clerical Salaries

2400 Maintenance and Operation Salaries

2500 Food Services Salaries

2600 Transportation Salaries

2601 Other Classified Salaries

3000 Employee Benefits

2602 State Teachers’ Retirement System

2603 Public Employees’ Retirement System

2604 Old Age, Survivors, Disability, and Health Insurance

2605 Health and Welfare

2606 Unemployment Insurance

2607 Workers’ Compensation Insurance

4000 Books and Supplies

2608 Textbooks

2609 Other Books

2610 Instructional Materials and Supplies

2611 Other Supplies

5000 Services and Other Operating Expenditures

2612 Contracts for Personal Services of Consultants, Lecturers, and Others

2613 Travel and Conference

2614 Dues and Memberships

2615 Insurance

2616 Utilities and Housekeeping Services

2617 Rentals, Leases, and Repairs

2618 Direct Costs-Interfund Services

2619 Other Services and Operating Expenditures

6000 Capital Outlay

2620 Sites and Improvement of Sites

2621 Buildings and Improvement of Buildings

2622 Books and Media for New or Expanded Libraries

2623 Equipment


SIG Form 6 – General Assurances and Certifications

General Assurances

 (Required for all Applicants)

Note: All sub-grantees are required to retain on file a copy of these assurances for your records and for audit purposes. Please download the General Assurances form at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/fm/. Your agency should not submit this form to the CDE.

Certifications Regarding Drug-Free Workplace, Lobbying, and Debarment and Suspension

Download the following three forms from http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/fm/, and obtain the necessary signatures and include the original forms with your application submission.


1. Drug-Free Workplace

2. Lobbying

3. Debarment and Suspension

SIG Form 7–Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (page 1 of 3)

Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances

As a condition of the receipt of funds under this sub-grant program, the applicant agrees to comply with the following Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances:



1. Use its SIG to implement fully and effectively an intervention in each Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve consistent with the final requirements of SIG;


2. Establish challenging annual goals for student achievement on the state’s assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics and measure progress on the leading indicators in Section III of the final requirements in order to monitor each Tier I and Tier II school that it serves with school improvement funds;

3. If it implements a restart model in a Tier I or Tier II school, include in its contract or agreement terms and provisions to hold the charter operator, charter management organization, or education management organization accountable for complying with the final requirements; and

4. Report to the CDE the school-level data as described in this RFA.

5. The applicant will ensure that the identified strategies and related activities are incorporated in the revised LEA Plan and Single Plan for Student Achievement. 

6. The applicant will follow all fiscal reporting and auditing standards required by the CDE.

7. The applicant will participate in a statewide evaluation process as determined by the SEA and provide all required information on a timely basis.

8. The applicant will respond to any additional surveys or other methods of data collection that may be required for the full sub-grant period.

9. The applicant will use funds only for allowable costs during the sub-grant period.


10. The application will include all required forms signed by the LEA Superintendent or designee.

11. The applicant will use fiscal control and fund accountability procedures to ensure proper disbursement of, and accounting for, federal funds paid under the sub-grant, including the use of the federal funds to supplement, and not supplant, state and local funds, and maintenance of effort (20 USC § 8891).


SIG Form 7–Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (page 2 of 3)

12. The applicant hereby expresses its full understanding that not meeting all SIG requirements will result in the termination of SIG funding.



13. The applicant will ensure that funds are spent as indicated in the sub-grant proposal and agree that funds will be used only in the school(s) identified in the LEA’s AO-400 sub-grant award letter. 

14. All audits of financial statements will be conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standards (GAS) and with policies, procedures, and guidelines established by the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), Single Audit Act Amendments, and OMB Circular A-133.

15. The applicant will ensure that expenditures are consistent with the federal Education Department Guidelines Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) under Title 34 Education. http://www.ed.gov/policy/fund/reg/edgarReg/edgar.html (Outside Source) 

16. The applicant agrees that the SEA has the right to intervene, renegotiate the sub-grant, and/or cancel the sub-grant if the sub-grant recipient fails to comply with sub-grant requirements. 

17. The applicant will cooperate with any site visitations conducted by representatives of the state or regional consortia for the purpose of monitoring sub-grant implementation and expenditures, and will provide all requested documentation to the SEA personnel in a timely manner.

18. The applicant will repay any funds which have been determined through a federal or state audit resolution process to have been misspent, misapplied, or otherwise not properly accounted for, and further agrees to pay any collection fees that may subsequently be imposed by the federal and/or state government.

19. The applicant will administer the activities funded by this sub-grant in such a manner so as to be consistent with California’s adopted academic content standards.

20. The applicant will obligate all sub-grant funds by the end date of the sub-grant award period or re-pay any funding received, but not obligated, as well as any interest earned over one-hundred dollars on the funds. 

21. The applicant will maintain fiscal procedures to minimize the time elapsing between the transfer of the funds from the CDE and disbursement.

22. The applicant will comply with the reporting requirements and submit any required report forms by the due dates specified.

SIG Form 7–Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (page 3 of 3)

I hereby certify that the agency identified below will comply with all sub-grant conditions and assurances described in items 1 through 22 above.

	Agency Name:
	

	Authorized Executive:
	

	Signature of Authorized Executive
	


SIG Form 8–Waivers Requested

Waivers Requested

The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement (see page 24 for additional information). If the LEA does not intend to implement a waiver with respect to each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which school(s) it will implement the waiver on:

· Extending the period of availability of school improvement funds.
Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of school improvement funds for the LEA to September 30, 2013.

	Note: If the SEA has requested and received a waiver of the period of availability of school improvement funds, that waiver automatically applies to all LEAs receiving SIG funds.




· “Starting over” in the school improvement timeline for Tier I schools implementing a turnaround or restart model.
Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit the LEA to allow its Tier I schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to “start over” in the school improvement timeline. (Note: This waiver applies to Tier I schools only)

· Implementing a schoolwide program in a Tier I school that does not meet the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold.
Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114(a)(1) of the ESEA to permit the LEA to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I school that does not meet the poverty threshold. (Note: This waiver applies to Tier I schools only)

SIG Form 9–Schools to Be Served

	SCHOOL NAME
	CDS Code
	NCES Code
	TIER I
	TIER II
	TIER III
	INTERVENTION (TIER I AND II ONLY)
	WAIVER(S) TO BE IMPLEMENTED
	PROJECTED

COST

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Turnaround
	 Restart
	Closure
	Transformation
	Start Over
	Implement SWP
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Schools to be Served

Indicate which schools the LEA commits to serve, their Tier, and the intervention model the LEA will use in each Tier I and Tier II school. For each school, indicate which waiver(s) will be implemented at each school. Note: An LEA that has nine or more Tier I and Tier II schools can only use the transformation model in 50 percent or less of those schools. (Attach as many sheets as necessary.)
SIG Form 10–TI or TII Implementation Chart

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 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



	Services & Activities
	Timeline
	Projected Costs
	Resources
	Oversight

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


SIG Form 11–Tier III Implementation Chart

Implementation Chart for a Tier III School
	School:            

Intervention Model:  □ Turnaround  □ Restart  □ Closure  □ Transformation

     □ Other ___________________________________________________________________

Total FTE required:  _____LEA _____ School  _____ Other



	Services & Activities
	Timeline
	Projected Costs
	Other Resources
	Oversight
(LEA / School)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Complete this form for each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve. Identify the services the school will receive or the activities the school will implement. If the LEA is opting to implement one of the four intervention models, indicate which model will be selected. If the LEA has opted to implement other services or activities, provide a brief description at the top of the chart where indicated.

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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	· curriculum pacing and instructional time


· Amount and types of staff professional development,

collaboration, and instructional support


· use of student data


· alignment of resources


· 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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	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
	Adequate
	 Inadequate

	iv. Recruitment, screening, and selection of external providers

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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	vi. Align Proposed SIG Activities with Current DAIT Process
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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	x. Serving Tier III Schools

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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	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
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	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,

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, 

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

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


Rubric – LEA SIG Application 

	Other SIG Application Components
	Strong
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	The LEA has provided all application components required in addition to the Application Narrative (noted on the application checklist) and all of those components comply with all RFA instructions and requirements. 

In particular, the LEA has provided: 


· Collaborative signatures


· A projected budget and budget narrative 


· Made use of appropriate waiver requests as applicable 



	The overall application reflects a coherent and logical approach to improving student achievement in the LEA and in each school that the LEA commits to serve.
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 LEA has fully described appropriate expenditures of funds in all categories clearly sufficient to support the design, implementation and ongoing maintenance of the proposed SIG activities.


	The application generally reflects a sound approach to improving student achievement throughout the schools the LEA has committed to serve. 

The information on collaborative partners indicates support of the SIG plan by the LEA and participating stakeholder groups. 

The LEA has adequately described expenditures of funds in all categories of the proposed SIG activities.


	The application minimally reflects a sound approach to improving student achievement throughout the schools the LEA has committed to serve. 

The information on collaborative partners indicates little, if any, support of the SIG plan by the LEA and participating stakeholder groups. 

The LEA has not sufficiently described expenditures of funds in categories necessary to support proposed SIG activities.

. 


Rubric – LEA SIG Application

	 Other SIG Application Components
	Strong
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	· Schools Served Charts and Implementation Charts for each school the LEA has committed to serve


	The Implementation Charts describe proposed activities in a thorough, efficient, and effective manner. Activities reflect research-based strategies likely to increase the likelihood of increased student achievement.
	The Implementation Charts describe proposed activities in an acceptable manner. Activities reflect strategies likely to increase student achievement.
	The Implementation Charts do not adequately demonstrate proposed activities in an acceptable manner. Activities reflect strategies unlikely to increase student achievement


APPENDIX B: School Improvement Grant Information Resources

LETTERS

Letter to Chief State School Officers – January 15, 2010

This letter announces the interim final requirements and the updated state application package for the School Improvement Grants program PDF 

Letter to Chief State School Officers – December 2, 2009

This letter announces the final requirements and the state application package for the School Improvement Grants program. 


NOTICES 

Interim Final Requirements – January 15, 2010  MS Word 

This document contains the interim final requirements governing the process that a State educational agency (SEA) uses to award school improvement funds authorized under section 1003 (g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act To local educational agencies (LEAs) in order to transform school culture and substantially raise the achievement of students attending the State's persistently lowest-achieving schools, including secondary schools. The official version will be posted in the U.S. Federal Register.


FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

Guidance on School Improvement Grants Under Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 – January 20, 2010  MS WORD 

Final Requirements for School Improvement Grants as Amended in January 2010 – January 28, 2010  MS WORD 

APPLICATION

SEA Application – January 15, 2010  MSWord 

OTHER SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT RESOURCES

Academic Program Survey (APS) 

http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/lp/vl/improvtools.asp#aps
Profiles of successful California schools 

http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/lp/vl/improvingschls.asp 

California Education Code (EC)

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html 

District Assistance Survey (DAS)

http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/lp/vl/documents/distassistsrvy.doc 

English Learner Subgroup Self-Assessment (ELSSA)

http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/t3/documents/t3elssa09.xls

Essential Program Components

http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/lp/vl/essentialcomp.asp 

Indirect Cost Rates

http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/ac/ic
Inventory of Services and Supports (ISS) for Students with Disabilities
http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/documents/issswdtool.doc
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Self-Assessment


http://www.wested.org/cs/we/view/pj/204
Single Plan for Student Achievement 

http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/le/documents/spsaguide.doc
The Regional Educational Laboratories (RELs) 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/
Center on Instruction

http://www.centeroninstruction.org/
A collection of scientifically based research and information on K-12 instruction in reading, math, science, special education, and English language learning. Part of the Comprehensive Center network, the Center on Instruction is one of five content centers serving as resources for the 16 regional U.S. Department of Education Comprehensive Centers. This resource provides links for topic-based materials, syntheses of recent research, and exemplars of best practices.

What Works Clearinghouse

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/
Established in 2002, the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) is a central and trusted source of scientific evidence for what works in education. 

An initiative of the U.S. Department of Education's Institute of Education Sciences, the WWC: 

· Produces user-friendly practice guides for educators that address instructional challenges with research-based recommendations for schools and classrooms;
  

· Assesses the rigor of research evidence on the effectiveness of interventions (programs, products, practices, and policies), giving educators the tools to make informed decisions;
  

· Develops and implements standards for reviewing and synthesizing education research; and
  

· Provides a public and easily accessible registry of education evaluation researchers to assist schools, school districts, and program developers with designing and carrying out rigorous evaluations.
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