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Revised 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.

	Details
	Dates

	· Request State Board of Education (SBE) approval to submit California’s SIG fiscal years (FYs) 2015 and 2016 Application for New Awards to the U.S. Department of Education (ED)
· Notification of Funding
	May 11–12, 2016

	· Submit California’s SIG Application for FYs 2015 and 2016 to the ED for approval
	May 27, 2016

	· *Post Proposed Draft LEA Request for Applications (RFA) to the California Department of Education (CDE) Web site
· Include notification that the list of eligible schools will be provided in June/July 2016
	June 2016

	· CDE will work with the ED for approval of California’s SIG Application
	June 2016

	· Submit California’s list of eligible schools to the ED and post to the CDE SIG Web page
	July 2016

	· Webinar and Technical Assistance Sessions (Application Walkthrough)
	August 2016

	· LEA RFA is due to the CDE
	September 8, 2016

	· LEA RFA Reader’s Conference
	Week of September 19, 2016

	· The CDE will notify LEAs of approval status
	November 3, 2016

	· Sub-grant Award Notification letters sent to new SIG sub-grantees
	November or December 2016

	· Award period
	November 3, 2016–September 30, 2021


*Pre ED Approval

A. Overview and Purpose

Hereafter, the CDE refers to the CDE operating under the policy direction of the SBE. For information regarding the definition of terms used in this document refer to the ED SIG Application Web document at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/index.html.

The SIG, authorized under Section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), provides funding, through state educational agencies (SEAs), to eligible LEAs, and independent charter schools that receive Title I funds and have at least one eligible school identified for SIG funding. 
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, effective, and sustainable school improvement activities that increase the academic performance and progress of all students attending a low-performing school as measured by the state assessments in reading/English language arts (ELA) and mathematics. 

All LEAs and schools approved to receive a FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016 SIG will be a part of California’s fourth cohort of schools implementing the SIG. This group will be known as “Cohort 4.” 
Before completing and submitting its application for funding, LEAs are strongly encouraged to review the FY 2014 SIG final requirements at https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/02/09/2015-02570/school-improvement-grants-final-requirements and the federal Guidance on the SIG located at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/sigguidance032015.doc. 
B. Available Funds 

Approximately $174 million is available to California for sub-awards to LEAs beginning in the 2016–17 school year (SY). The funds are available for obligation from November 3, 2016, through September 30, 2021. Continuation funding beyond the first year or planning year of the grant cycle is contingent upon the CDE’s approval of an LEA’s Renewal Application, and continued ED allocations to the State.

C. Eligibility 

California has defined Tier I schools as the lowest 5 percent of elementary, middle, or high schools that are identified as being in Program Improvement (PI) in the 2015–16 SY and received Title I, Part A funds in 2014–15. The schools must be located in an LEA that has an approved LEA Plan and received Title I, Part A funds in 2014–15 or be a direct-funded charter school in order to be eligible to apply for a SIG. 

California has defined Tier II schools as the lowest 5 percent of secondary schools (middle, and high) that are eligible for, but did not receive Title I, Part A funds in the 2014–15 SY and are not identified as being in PI in the 2015–16 SY. The school must be located in an LEA that has an approved LEA Plan and received Title I, Part A funds in 2014–15 or be a direct-funded charter school in order to be eligible to apply for a SIG.

California has defined Tier III schools as all remaining PI schools in the 2015–16 SY that were not identified in Tier I.

The Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools from the newly generated Cohort 4 List of Eligible Schools are eligible to apply for the FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016 SIG funds. However, schools currently served with fiscal year (FY) 2012 Cohort 2 Year 4 Continuation or FY 2013 Cohort 3 SIG funds are not eligible to apply.

Under the FY 2014 SIG final requirements, published in the Federal Register in February 2015, SIG funds will focus on California’s Tier I and Tier II schools. In keeping with federal requirements, California has defined SIG eligible schools as those that are determined to have been among the lowest 5 percent of schools based on multiple indicators. The indicators that will be used to identify SIG eligible schools are:

1. The 2015 English language arts (ELA) assessment results;

2. The 2015 mathematic assessment results;

3. The graduation rate, based on four years of data;

4. The English learner indicator, based on two years of the California English Language Development Test assessment data;

5. Suspension rates, based on two years of data; and

6. College and career indicator.

California is in the process of creating a new multiple-measures accountability system. The performance for indicators three through six listed above will be based on combining status and change to place schools in one of the following five performance categories: (1) exemplary = 5; (2) good = 4; (3) adequate = 3; (4) concern = 2, or; (5) unsatisfactory = 1. Because California only has one year of assessment results from the new assessment program, the ELA and mathematics indicators will be based on status only. 

An overall performance percent is calculated for each potential school by summing the school’s indicator scores and dividing this result by the highest possible score the school could have achieved (i.e., a score of 5 multiplied by the total number of applicable indicators for the school). 

In accordance with ED guidance, high schools with graduation rates less than 60 percent for four consecutive years are identified for Tier I or Tier II of the SIG outside of the lowest five percent of schools. However, only high schools meeting California’s established minimum group size of 100 students based on the average number of valid test scores for 2015 are identified. The five percent number of schools is then calculated separately for PI schools by elementary, middle and high (PI-E/M/H) and for Title I eligible schools by middle and high (TIElig-M/H). Prior to identifying specific schools for the five percent, California will exclude from the list of potential schools those that do not meet California’s established minimum group size of 100 students based on the average number of valid test scores for 2015.

For each of the five groups of potential Tier I and Tier II schools (i.e., PI-E/M/H and TIElig-M/H), the five percent of schools with the lowest overall performance percent are chosen for Tier I and Tier II. When schools at and over the five percent “cut point” for their group have the same overall performance percent, participation rate and percent proficient ELA and math assessment results are used to break the ties.

In the Tier I and Tier II schools an LEA commits to serve, the LEA must implement one of the seven following school intervention models: (1) California State-determined Intervention Model; (2) Restart Model; (3) Evidence-based, Whole-school Reform Model; (4) Turnaround Model; (5) Transformation Model; (6) Closure Model, and; (7) Early Learning Model. A full description of the seven models is located in section G of this application. 

If approved, an LEA may also use SIG funds in Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not identified as the lowest 5 percent of schools. These schools are referred to in the federal SIG guidance as Tier III schools. California does not anticipate having sufficient SIG funds to fund any Tier III schools.
D. Funding Levels and Priority 

An LEA may request no less than $50,000, or more than $2 million, per year, up to five years of the grant period for each participating school. The maximum SIG award per school may not exceed $10 million in five years. Funding levels will reflect the LEA’s projected cost of implementing the selected intervention model for each school as approved by the SEA. 

While the ED requires states to award SIG funds to serve all eligible schools that an LEA commits to serve, there may not be sufficient funding to serve all schools. As such,
LEA applications will be scored and ranked to determine funding eligibility. An LEA’s capacity to implement the selected school intervention model(s), and other factors, such as the number of schools served, distribution of eligible schools, the selected intervention model, demonstration of evidence-based strategies, and the overall quality of LEA applications will be considered in awarding funding. 
In accordance with ED guidance, if the CDE determines that the LEA does not have the capacity to meet the needs of all schools in the application, the CDE reserves the right to fund the LEA to serve only a portion of the schools included in the LEA’s application. The CDE will only consider awarding funds to those LEAs that develop and submit a complete and comprehensive application that includes strategies likely to improve student performance and progress. 

The CDE also reserves the right to fund applications at a lesser amount if the application can be implemented with less funding. Furthermore, if funding is not sufficient to fully fund all applications that merit award, the CDE reserves the right to fund applications at a lesser amount, identify which schools will receive funding, and award sub-grants accordingly. 
The portion of an LEA’s SIG sub-grant for a school that is subject to closure is limited to the time necessary to close the school, usually one year or less. As such, funds allocated for a school closure would not be subject to renewal. 

It is anticipated that California will not have sufficient funds to fund any Tier III schools.

E. Grant Options 

An LEA may request up to five years of funding to cover implementation costs that support activities directly related to the selected intervention model requirements for each school served. At a minimum, three continuous years of full implementation is required. The grant options are listed below:
· Planning year: Up to one year (Optional)
· Full implementation: Three continuous years (Required)
· Sustainability activities: Up to two years (Optional)
Please note that an LEA may not receive more than five years of funding with respect to an individual school. Requested funds must be proportional to the proposed activities. For example, if an LEA receives a year of funding for planning and other pre-implementation activities, it may receive only one year of funding for activities related to sustaining reforms following full intervention implementation. 
An LEA may request, and receive fewer than, five years of funding; however, an LEA receiving an award must fully implement the selected intervention model for at least three full years. Due to the timing of this grant, LEAs are strongly encouraged to elect to implement a planning year in order to more successfully carry out full implementation activities of the selected intervention model.
When developing its budget, the LEA should request no more than 10 percent of its total proposed award for planning and/or pre-implementation activities. 

F. Duration of the Grant

Funds must be expended by the following timelines identified in the table below:

	Year
	Duration

	Planning Year
	November 3, 2016–June 30, 2017

	Full Implementation and Sustainability Years
	November 3, 2016–September 30, 2021


G. School Improvement Intervention Models

An LEA that wishes to receive a SIG must identify, select, and implement one of seven school intervention models for each school served. Below is a list of the seven SIG models available for California’s FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016 Cohort 4 SIG program:

1. California State-determined Intervention Model 

2. Restart Model
3. Evidence-based, Whole-school Reform Model 

4. Turnaround Model
5. Transformation Model
6. Closure Model
7. Early Learning Model 

Please note that an LEA seeking to use SIG funds to implement the Evidence-based, Whole-school Reform model in a school must choose from among the models reviewed and identified by the ED as meeting applicable requirements. The list of ED-approved Evidence-based, Whole-school Reform Models from which an LEA may select is located at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/sigevidencebased/index.html. 
Before identifying and selecting an intervention model, LEAs are strongly advised to review the implementation requirements for each model. A complete description of the model requirements is included in the Guidance on School Improvement Grants for awards made with FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016 funds located at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/sigguidance032015.doc. 
H. State-determined Intervention Model

California recognizes that each school in the State comes with distinct local needs based in part on demographics and geography. California’s State-determined Intervention Model (CA SDIM) is more than a one-size-fits-all solution. It provides a framework for linking student growth and performance outcomes to impactful decisions that drive continuous improvement for all students, including but not limited to, socio-economically disadvantaged students, English language learners, and students who receive special education services.

The strength of the CA SDIM lies in the flexibility afforded to SIG LEAs to address student needs locally, via implementation of strategies consistent with both school improvement research and the SIG requirements. A California LEA seeking to improve student performance and progress in a low-performing school can now tailor much of its school reform efforts to suit the identified needs of its SIG school(s).

Funded LEAs that elect to implement the CA SDIM from the seven available models, in any one of its SIG schools, must elect to implement a planning year and select a Lead Partner from the following list to collaborate with regarding implementation activities:

· Local County Office of Education;
· Regional System of District and School Support Lead County Office of Education; or
· The California Collaborative for Educational Excellence. 
Please note: Implementation of the CA SDIM, in partnership with one of the Lead Partners listed above, will serve as a pilot for future school improvement efforts in California. LEAs that choose to implement the CA SDIM will be given competitive preference in determining grant awards. In selecting this model, the LEA must assure that during the planning year it will identify and select one of the Lead Partners listed above, and maintain its partnership throughout the grant period.
A full description of the CA SDIM and its required components is located in Appendix C of this application.

I. Evidence-based Strategies

Regardless of the intervention model selected, a funded LEA must implement, to the extent practicable, in accordance with its selected SIG intervention model, one or more evidence-based strategies. Evidence-based strategies are part of the requirements to determine if an LEA is strongly committed to implementing, fully and effectively, its selected intervention model(s). If there are not sufficient SIG funds to grant awards to each LEA with eligible schools, the CDE will take into account the extent to which an LEA applying for a SIG award demonstrates in its application that it will implement one or more evidence-based strategies. 

J. Three Phases of Implementation 

1. Planning Year and Pre-implementation Activities

The planning year must include up to one academic school year for planning and pre-implementation activities. The planning year is the school year prior to the first year of full SIG implementation, which is the 2016–17 SY.
An LEA that elects to use up to one year of funding for planning and pre-implementation activities must include a description of the planning and pre-implementation activities it will undertake, a timeline for implementing those activities, and a description of how the activities will lead to successful implementation of the selected intervention in its application to the CDE (Form 2a). 
The amount of SIG funding needed for planning and pre-implementation activities should be less than the amount of funding needed to support full implementation of the selected intervention model in each school for each of the three school years. The LEA should reserve up to 10 percent of its total award for planning and pre-implementation activities.
Please note that an intervention model must be selected as part of the application process even if the LEA is selecting to implement a planning year.

A list of approved planning and pre-implementation activities is included in Appendix B.
2. Full Implementation

A funded LEA must fully implement its selected intervention model in each approved SIG school for three continuous school years. That is, the LEA and each school identified in its RFA is ready to begin full implementation of each of the required components of the selected intervention model by the first day of the school year.
3. Sustainability Year(s)
A funded LEA may implement up to two full years of sustainability activities directly related to the selected intervention model for each SIG school served. The LEA may implement sustainability activities up to two years following at least three continuous years of full intervention implementation. During the sustainability year(s), the LEA must continue to implement its selected intervention model(s), fully and effectively, with a focus on activities related to sustaining the SIG reforms implemented in the previous school years. The amount of SIG funding needed for sustainability activities should be less than the amount of funding needed to support full implementation of the selected intervention model in each school for each of the continuous three school years. 

K. Local Educational Agency Monitoring and Oversight of School Improvement Grant Funded Schools

Any LEA that receives SIG funds is required to monitor each SIG funded school to determine whether the school is meeting annual student performance and progress goals established by the LEA on the State’s assessments in reading/ELA and mathematics (Form 1a and 1b), and in making progress on the nine leading indicators described in Section III.A of the SIG final requirements.

Refer to current SIG Guidance on the ED Web site located at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/sigguidance032015.doc for a complete listing of required metrics and leading indicators.
L. Reporting and Program Accountability and Evaluation 

SIG funded LEAs must satisfy periodic reporting and program accountability and evaluation requirements throughout the term of the sub-grant. The CDE is responsible for monitoring LEA SIG implementation in accordance with the following requirements:

1. For any eligible school(s) funded through this application, the LEA must collect and provide school-level data on leading indicators and all of the metrics designated by the ED. For a complete listing of metrics and the required leading indicators, refer to current FY 2015 SIG Guidance (Section F question 27 and Section K) on the ED Web site located at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/sigguidance032015.doc. Please note that for those leading 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.
2. SIG funded LEAs are required to collect and report annual school-level performance and progress data to the CDE, including but not limited to:

· Evidence to demonstrate full implementation of the research and outcomes-based intervention model strategies identified in the sub-grant application.

· Mid-year and annual renewal reports of student performance and progress.

· Annual student performance and progress goals and related data to assess the effectiveness of improvement strategies identified in the SIG sub-grant application for purposes of local monitoring and continuous improvement efforts.

3. SIG funded LEAs must participate in any evaluation of the grant conducted by the ED. 

4. SIG funded LEAs must submit quarterly expenditure reports, and other fiscal data, to the CDE. The LEA, or chartering authority, is responsible for ensuring that reports are accurate, complete, and submitted on time. Failure to submit accurate and timely reports may delay payments to funded LEAs. 
5. If selected as part of a site visit sample, funded LEAs and its 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, make renewal decisions, gather more detailed information on implementation efforts and challenges, and provide differentiated technical assistance and support.

M. Grant Renewal Decisions

1. Planning Year

Before the LEA can renew its grant to begin full implementation for the school beginning the first day of the following 2017–18 SY, the CDE will assess the LEA’s level of readiness including a review of all planning and pre-implementation activities funded with SIG funds and an analysis of current capacity related to the structural supports necessary to successfully and fully implement the intervention model in the subsequent years. If the CDE determines that the LEA is able to begin full implementation of its chosen intervention for the school on the first day of the following school year, the LEA will be allowed to continue to implement its SIG for an additional year. 

2. Full Implementation Years
The CDE will utilize the reported program data and information, along with results from the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) for each school receiving SIG funds, to evaluate the effectiveness of improvement strategies identified in the LEA RFA for purposes of renewal decisions and technical assistance needs.

In situations where a school is not making progress, CDE staff will partner with the LEA to prioritize areas for improvement and identify new strategies/actions/efforts that are designed to improve student outcomes. If after a reasonable amount of time the school’s performance does not improve, the LEA’s sub-grant may be considered for a reduction equivalent to the annual award for the non-achieving school with the intent that the school(s) no longer receive SIG funding.

3. Sustainability Year
After three years of continuous intervention implementation, the CDE may renew a funded LEA’s SIG for a particular school if it determines that the sustainability activities are allowable, directly related to the selected school intervention model, reasonable and necessary, and will in fact lead to sustained school improvements after the funding period ends.

N. Fiscal Operations

Sub-grantees must comply with the following fiscal operational requirements:
1. Allowable Use of Grant Funds

SIG funds must support school improvement efforts. Each LEA that receives a SIG award must 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.

When considering whether a proposed expenditure is allowable, the LEA should consider the following questions:
· What data were used to determine the need for this expenditure request? What did the data show?

· Which SIG intervention model component does this expenditure request address? Describe how the proposed purchase is directly related to, as well as reasonable and necessary for, the full and effective implementation of the selected model.

· How is research being used to determine if the specific proposed activity will help improve academic achievement? If approved, how will the LEA measure the impact of the activity related to this request to determine increases in student achievement for all students?

· How does the purpose of the proposed purchase represent a meaningful change that could help improve student academic achievement from prior years and represent a significant reform that goes beyond the basic educational program of the school?

· How do you know that the proposed use of SIG funds supplement, rather than supplant, the amount of funds that would, in the absence of the SIG funds, be made available from non-federal sources for that school, including funds needed to provide services that are required by law for students with disabilities and English language learners?

In general, SIG funds may not be used to supplant non-federal funds, but only to supplement non-federal funding provided to SIG schools. In particular, an LEA must continue to provide all non-federal funds that would have been provided to the school in the absence of SIG funds. This requirement applies to funding for planning and pre-implementation activities, as well as for full intervention implementation.

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

Please refer to Appendix A 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, 2016 Edition. Visit the CDE Accounting Web page located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/ac/sa/ for viewing and downloading information.

2. Award Notification

The CDE will post its notification of sub-grant awards for the SIG program on the CDE SIG Web page located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/sw/t1/sig09.asp within 30 days of awarding SIG sub-grants to LEAs. 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, the CDE will post a summary of the SIG grant awards including LEA name and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) number, amount of the grant awarded, name and Tier level of each school approved to be served, and the intervention model to be implemented in each school served. 

O. Selection, Process, and Scoring

LEAs with eligible schools may apply for SIG funding through this application. When selecting sub-grant applications for funding, the CDE will fund applications that fully comply with all requirements described in this application. The CDE will only consider awarding funds to the LEAs that develop and submit a complete and comprehensive application likely to improve student academic performance and progress. 
The CDE has provided a Rubric that describes expectations for LEA responses to each element and other requirements of the RFA. The Application Scoring Sheet is included in Appendix E and the Rubric is included as Appendix F. The Application Scoring Sheet and Rubric will be used as a guide for reviewers during the application review and scoring process. The LEA is advised to thoroughly review and use the Evaluation Rubric for specific detail when developing and completing each scored section of its RFA. An application that receives a rating of “inadequate” on any required element will not be recommended for funding.

Competitive preference will be given to those applicants that elect to implement, in any one of the schools identified in its RFA, the CA SDIM and/or a planning year.

P. Submission of Applications

LEAs responding to this opportunity for SIG funding must submit a complete RFA packet and provide all original signatures required, as noted on each application form. Applicants must submit an original copy, three hard copies, and one electronic Microsoft Word 2013 or later copy (all single spaced in 12 point Arial font using one-inch margins) of the RFA; and ensure that the original RFA, and copies, are received by the School Turnaround Office (STO) on or before (not postmarked by), 4 p.m., September 8, 2016. Implementation Charts and Budgets must be formatted in Microsoft Excel 2013 or later. 
Mailed documents must arrive on or before the September 8, 2016, deadline to the following address:
California Department of Education

Improvement and Accountability Division

School Turnaround Office

1430 N Street, Suite 6208

Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

Electronic documents should be e-mailed to the STO at STO@cde.ca.gov.

Applicants may personally deliver the sub-grant application package to the CDE on or before (not postmarked by), 4 p.m., September 8, 2016, at the following location:
California Department of Education

Improvement and Accountability Division

School Turnaround Office

1430 N Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

To comply with Federal Americans with Disability Act Regulations, please adhere to the following guidelines:

· Submit text-based documents only (no scanned images)

· If images are included, also include alternative text for that image

· Do not use color to convey information

· Do not include images of handwritten signatures for privacy reasons 

Q. Application Requirements
The RFA must contain all forms compiled in the order listed on the SIG Application Checklist. The SIG Application Checklist is included as Appendix D.

The RFA includes five sections:

· Section I: Introduction

· Section II: Descriptive Information 

· Section III: Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals

· Section IV: Implementation Charts

· Section V: Budgets

When completing its RFA, the LEA should consider intervention activities that:

· Are directly related to the selected intervention model;

· Are reasonable and necessary for the full and effective implementation of the selected model;

· Are designed to address a specific need, or needs, identified through the LEA’s SIG needs assessment;

· Represent a meaningful change that could help improve student achievement from prior years;

· Are research-based; and

· Represent a significant reform that goes beyond the basic educational program.

Section I: Introduction

Application Cover Sheet

School Improvement Grant

Cohort 4—Fiscal Years 2014, 2015, and 2016
Application for Funding

APPLICATION RECEIPT DEADLINE

September 8, 2016, 4 p.m.

Submit to the following address:

California Department of Education

Improvement and Accountability Division

School Turnaround Office

1430 N Street, Suite 6208

Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

NOTE: Please print or type all information.

	Local Educational Agency (LEA) Name: 


	LEA National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Number:



	County Name: 


	County/District Code:

	LEA Address:


	Total Grant Amount Requested:



	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 (Blue Ink):


	Date:


Section I: Introduction

Schools to Be Served

An LEA must submit the list of schools it commits to serve, their NCES number (available at http://nces.ed.gov/datatools/index.asp), eligible Tier level of each school selected for improvement, and the selected intervention model for each category of identified schools listed. Schools currently served with Cohort 2 or Cohort 3 SIG funds are not eligible to apply.

The seven models that the LEA may select for each school are: (1) California State-determined Intervention Model; (2) Restart Model; (3) Evidence-based, Whole-school Reform Model; (4) Turnaround Model; (5) Transformation Model; (6) Closure Model; and (7) Early Learning Model. A complete description of the model requirements is located in the Guidance on School Improvement Grants for awards made with FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016 funds located at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/sigguidance032015.doc. 

	School Name
	NCES ID #
	Tier I
	Tier II
	Tier III
	Intervention Model

(Tier I AND II only)
	Planning Year

Yes/No

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Number of Schools Implementing the California State-determined Intervention Model (CA SDIM):
	
	


Section I: Introduction
Waiver

The waiver listed below would allow any LEA in California that receives SIG funds to use those funds in accordance with the FY 2014 SIG final requirements and the LEA’s application for a sub-grant. The waiver period of availability will automatically apply to all LEAs with approved applications. 

· 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 (SWP) in a Tier I or Tier II school that does not meet the poverty threshold (Note: Tier I or Tier II Title I schools only).

The LEA must indicate for which schools it will implement the SWP waiver in the table below.
	The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement. If the LEA does not intend to implement the waiver with respect to each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which schools it will implement the waiver. 

	 .
  Implementing a SWP in a Tier I or Tier II Title I participating school that does not meet the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold.

	List of Schools implementing SWP waiver:

	

	

	

	


Section I: Introduction

General Assurances, Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances, and Certifications
(Page 1 of 4)

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 located on the CDE Funding Tools and Materials Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/fm/generalassurances2016.asp. 
Download the following three forms from the CDE Funding Tools and Materials Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/fm/ff.asp. The signature on the front of the application and the marking of the checkboxes indicates acknowledgement and agreement to all assurances. (Do not submit as part of the Request for Applications [RFA]).
1. Drug-free Workplace

2. Lobbying

3. Debarment and Suspension
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General Assurances, Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances, and Certifications 
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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.

The U.S. Department of Education requires local educational agencies to adhere to the following assurances:
1. Use its SIG to fully and effectively implement an intervention in each Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve, consistent with the FY 2014 SIG final requirements; 

2. Establish annual goals for student achievement on the state’s assessments in both reading/ELA and mathematics and measure progress on the leading indicators in Section III of the FY 2014 SIG final requirements in order to monitor each Tier I and Tier II school that it serves with school improvement funds, and establish goals, approved by the SEA, to hold accountable its Tier III schools that receive school improvement funds;

3. Include, in its contract or agreement with the LEA, terms and provisions to hold the Charter School Operator (CSO), Charter Management Organization (CMO), or Educational Management Organization (EMO) accountable for complying with the FY 2014 SIG final requirements, if implementing a Restart Model in a Tier I or Tier II school;
4. Monitor and evaluate the actions an LEA has taken, as outlined in its approved SIG application, to recruit, select, and provide oversight to external providers to ensure their quality, and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance; 

5. Monitor and evaluate the actions schools have taken, as outlined in the approved SIG application, to sustain the implemented reforms after the funding period ends and that it will provide technical assistance to schools on how they can sustain progress in the absence of SIG funding; 
6. Report the school-level data required under Section III of the FY 2014 SIG final requirements to the SEA, including baseline data for the year prior to SIG implementation (this may include other data requested by the CDE); and
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7. Ensure that each Tier I and Tier II school, that the LEA commits to serve, receives all of the state and local funds it would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds, and that those resources are aligned with the established interventions.
Furthermore, the California Department of Education requires local educational agencies to adhere to the following additional assurances:

1. In selecting the CA SDIM, the LEA must ensure that during the planning year it will identify and select one of the required Lead Partners and maintain the partnership throughout the grant period.
2. Ensure that the identified strategies and related activities are incorporated in the revised LEA Plan and Single Plan for Student Achievement;

3. Follow all fiscal reporting and auditing standards required by the CDE;
4. Participate in a statewide evaluation process as determined by the SEA and provide all required information on a timely basis;
5. Respond to any additional surveys or other methods of data collection that may be required for the full sub-grant period;
6. Use funds only for allowable costs during the sub-grant period;
7. Include in the application all required forms signed by the LEA Superintendent or designee;
8. 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 United States Code § 8891);
9. Hereby express its full understanding that not meeting all SIG requirements will result in the termination of SIG funding; 
10. 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 LEAs AO-400 Sub-Grant Award Letter;
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11. All audits of financial statements will be conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standards and with policies, procedures, and guidelines established by the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), Single Audit Act Amendments, and Office of Management and Budgets Circular A-133;

12. Ensure that expenditures are consistent with the federal EDGAR under Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34 on the Web page located at http://www.ed.gov/policy/fund/reg/edgarReg/edgar.html;

13. Agree 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;
14. 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 provide all requested documentation to the SEA personnel in a timely manner;
15. 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 agree to pay any collection fees that may subsequently be imposed by the federal and/or state government;
16. Administer the activities funded by this sub-grant in such a manner so as to be consistent with California’s adopted academic content standards;
17. 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 100 dollars on the funds;
18. Maintain fiscal procedures to minimize the time elapsing between the transfer of the funds from the CDE and disbursement; and
19. Comply with the reporting requirements and submit any required report forms by the due dates specified.
I hereby certify that the agency identified on page 13 will comply with all Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances described in ED Items 1–8 and CDE Items 1–19 listed above and the signature on page 16 indicates acknowledgement and agreement to all assurances.

Section I: Introduction 
Executive Summary

	For each school that the LEA has identified in this RFA, the LEA must provide a brief description of the school, including student/teacher/leadership characteristics, community and parent engagement, school and community climate, etc. (One page limit per identified school).

	Response: (Type response here)



Section II: Descriptive Information 

Two Page Limit per Element: Complete each element below in the space provided. Refer to the Rubric in Appendix F for all related elements.

	Element A: Needs Assessment (Required)—For each school that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must analyze the needs of each school, based on a needs analysis that among other things, analyzes the needs identified by families and the community, and selects the intervention model.

	Response: (Type response here)



	Element B: Meaningful Engagement with Families and the Community (Required)—The LEA must describe how it will meaningfully engage families and the community in the implementation of the selected intervention model on an ongoing basis.

	Response: (Type response here)



	Element C: Demonstration of Capacity (Required)—The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to determine its capacity to provide adequate resources and related support to each school it commits to serve in order to fully and effectively implement the required activities of the selected intervention model beginning the on first day of the first school year of full implementation.

	Response: (Type response here)




Section II: Descriptive Information

Two Page Limit per Element: Complete each element below in the space provided. Refer to the Rubric in Appendix F for all related elements.
	Element D: Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Service Providers (Restart Only) (Required)—The LEA must describe the rigorous review process, as described in the SIG final requirements, it has conducted, or will conduct, of the CSO, CMO, or EMO that is has selected or will select to operate or manage the school(s).

	Response: (Type response here)



	Element E: Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Service Providers (All Other Models) (If applicable)—The LEA must describe the actions it has taken, or will take, to recruit, screen, and select, external service providers to ensure their quality, and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.

	Response: (Type response here)



	Element F: Alignment of Resources (Required)—The LEA must describe the actions it has taken, or will take, to align other resources (for example, Title I funding) with the selected intervention model.

	Response: (Type response here)




Section II: Descriptive Information

Two Page Limit per Element: Complete each element below in the space provided. Refer to the Rubric in Appendix F for all related elements.

	Element G: Modify LEA Practices/Policies (Required)—The LEA must describe the actions it has taken, or will take, to modify its practices or policies to enable it to fully and effectively implement the selected intervention.

	Response: (Type response here)



	Element H: Effective Oversight and Support for Implementation (Required)—For each school that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must describe how it will provide and maintain effective oversight and support for implementation of the selected intervention model.

	Response: (Type response here)



	Element I: Sustaining the Reforms (Required)—The LEA must describe how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

	Response: (Type response here)



	Element J: LEA Monitoring of School Implementation (Required)—The LEA must describe how it will monitor each school that it commits to serve that receives SIG funding by establishing annual goals for student performance and progress on the State’s assessments in reading/ELA and mathematics and measuring progress on the leading indicators as defined in the SIG final requirements.

	Response: (Type response here)




Section III: Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals
Each participating LEA must establish clear, measurable, and challenging goals for student performance, and progress on the State’s assessments in both reading/ELA and mathematics for each of the identified schools the LEA commits to serve. The LEAs must use the goals to monitor the progress of each of the schools that receive SIG funds. Renewal of each LEA’s SIG, with respect to a particular school, is subject to each school’s progress made toward meeting the annual goals for student performance and progress 
For additional guidance on CAASPP assessments, please visit the CDE CAASPP System Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/ca/index.asp.

Instructions:

This element includes the following required SIG Forms:
· SIG Form 1a—Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals: Reading/English Language Arts
· SIG Form 1b—Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals: Mathematics
For each identified need, complete a goal and one table for each goal. Include as many needs and goals for each school as applicable. Duplicate and expand the table as necessary.
Section III: Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals

SIG Form 1a—Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals: Reading/English Language Arts (Required)

	Identified Need(s) :
	

	Goal(s) Applies to:
	School: 
	

	
	Schoolwide; Grade Level and/or Pupil Subgroups:
	

	SIG Expected Annual Measurable Goal(s)
Established Goals for Full Implementation Only

	Full Implementation Year 1
	

	Full Implementation Year 2
	

	Full Implementation Year 3
	

	Full Implementation Year 4
	

	Full Implementation Year 5, if applicable
	


Section III: Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals
SIG Form 1b—Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals: Mathematics (Required)
	Identified Need(s) :
	

	Goal(s) Applies to:
	School: 
	

	
	Schoolwide; Grade Level and/or Pupil Subgroups:
	

	SIG Expected Annual Measurable Goal(s) 

Established Goals for Full Implementation Only

	Full Implementation Year 1
	

	Full Implementation Year 2
	

	Full Implementation Year 3
	

	Full Implementation Year 4
	

	Full Implementation Year 5, if applicable
	


Section IV: Implementation Charts
SIG Form 2—Implementation Charts (Required)
LEAs must complete one SIG Form—2 Implementation Charts for each identified Tier I and Tier II school and its chosen intervention model. The LEA must include the following in each Implementation Chart:

1. Actions and activities needed to implement each required component of the selected intervention model;
2. A timeline with specific start and end dates; 

3. The individual position and person, if known, who will be responsible for oversight and monitoring; 

4. The type of evidence the LEA will submit to the CDE, upon request, to verify implementation. This evidence may include, but is not limited to, bell schedules, job descriptions, local bargaining contracts, and other items that provide evidence of full implementation of each model component;
5. Actions and activities that are part of the LEA’s optional activities; and, if applicable;
6. An LEA eligible for services under subpart 1 or 2 of part B of Title VI of the ESEA may modify one element of the Turnaround Model or Transformation Model so long as the modification meets the intent and purpose of the original element, in accordance with section I.A.4(a)(9) of the SIG final requirements. The LEA must describe the element modification in the applicable Implementation Chart. SIG Form—2 is located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/r16/regsig15rfa.asp. 
· SIG Form 2a—Planning and Other Pre-implementation Activities (if applicable) 
· SIG Form 2b—California State-determined Implementation Chart

· SIG Form 2c—Turnaround Implementation Chart 

· SIG Form 2d—Transformation Implementation Chart  

· SIG Form 2e—Restart Implementation Chart 

· SIG Form 2f—Closure Implementation Chart  

· SIG Form 2g—Early Learning Intervention Implementation Chart 

· SIG Form 2h—Evidence-based, Whole-school Reform Implementation Chart 
· SIG Form 2i—Implementation Chart(s) Tier III School Summary    
Section V: Implementation Charts

SIG Form 3—Budgets (Required)

The LEA must demonstrate that is has the capacity to use SIG funds to provide adequate resources and related support for each Tier I and Tier II school that is identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement, fully and effectively, all required components of the selected school intervention model(s). The LEA must provide a budget that indicates the amount of school improvement funds the LEA will use in each school that it commits to serve and the funds it will use to:

· Conduct LEA-level activities designed to support implementation of the selected school intervention models in the LEA’s Tier I and Tier II schools; and

· Support school improvement activities, at the school or LEA level, for each Tier III school identified in the LEA’s application. However, it is not anticipated that California will have sufficient funds to fund any Tier III schools.

Please note that, each budget should cover all years of implementation and be of sufficient size and scope to implement the selected school intervention model in each Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve.  Additionally, the budget(s) may include up to one full academic year for planning activities and up to two full years to support sustainability activities. An LEA may not receive more than five years of SIG funding to serve a single school. Finally, 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 multiplied by $2 million.
This element includes the following required SIG Form: 

· SIG Form 3—LEA and School Budget 

Budget forms and instructions and a sample budget are located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/r16/regsig15rfa.asp. 

Appendix A: Object of Expenditure Codes 
(Page 1 of 3)
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/or local agencies. The California School Accounting Manual is available from the California Department of Education Publication Sales (call 1-800-995-4099).

1000–1999 Certificated Personnel Salaries

1100 Certificated Teachers' Salaries

1200 Certificated Pupil Support Salaries

1300 Certificated Supervisors' and Administrators' Salaries 

1900 Other Certificated Salaries 

2000–2999 Classified Personnel Salaries

2100 Classified Instructional Salaries

2200 Classified Support Salaries 

2300 Classified Supervisors' and Administrators' Salaries 

2400 Clerical, Technical, and Office Staff Salaries 

2900 Other Classified Salaries 

3000–3999 Employee Benefits

3101 State Teachers' Retirement System, certificated positions 

3102 State Teachers' Retirement System, classified positions 

3201 Public Employees' Retirement System, certificated positions 

3202 Public Employees' Retirement System, classified positions 

3301 OASDI/Medicare/Alternative, certificated positions 

3302 OASDI/Medicare/Alternative, classified positions 

3401 Health and Welfare Benefits, certificated positions 

3402 Health and Welfare Benefits, classified positions 

3501 State Unemployment Insurance, certificated positions 

3502 State Unemployment Insurance, classified positions 

3601 Workers' Compensation Insurance, certificated positions 

3602 Workers' Compensation Insurance, classified positions 

3701 OPEB, Allocated, certificated positions 

3702 OPEB, Allocated, classified positions 

3751 OPEB, Active Employees, certificated positions 

3752 OPEB, Active Employees, classified positions 

3801 PERS Reduction, certificated positions 

3802 PERS Reduction, classified positions 

3901 Other Benefits, certificated positions 

3902 Other Benefits, classified positions

Appendix A: Object of Expenditure Codes
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4000–4999 Books and Supplies 

4100 Approved Textbooks and Core Curricula Materials

4200 Books and Other Reference Materials 

4300 Materials and Supplies 

4400 Non-capitalized Equipment 

4700 Food 

5000–5999 Services and Other Operating Expenditures 

5100 Sub-agreements for Services 

5200 Travel and Conferences 

5300 Dues and Memberships 

5400 Insurance

5500 Operations and Housekeeping Services 

5600 Rentals, Leases, Repairs, and Non-capitalized Improvements 

5700–5799 Transfers of Direct Costs 

5710 Transfers of Direct Costs 

5750 Transfers of Direct Costs—Inter-fund 

5800 Professional/Consulting Services and Operating Expenditures 

5900 Communications 

6000–6999 Capital Outlay 

6100 Land 

6170 Land Improvements 

6200 Buildings and Improvements of Buildings 

6300 Books and Media for New School Libraries or Major Expansion of School Libraries 

6400 Equipment 

6500 Equipment Replacement 

6900 Depreciation Expense (for proprietary and fiduciary funds only) 

7000–7499 Other Outgo 
7100–7199 Tuition 

7110 Tuition for Instruction Under Inter-district Attendance Agreements 

7130 State Special Schools 

7141 Other Tuition, Excess Costs, and/or Deficit Payments to Districts or Charter Schools 

7142 Other Tuition, Excess Costs, and/or Deficit Payments to County Offices 

7143 Other Tuition, Excess Costs, and/or Deficit Payments to JPAs
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7200–7299 Interagency Transfers Out 

7211 Transfers of Pass-Through Revenues to Districts or Charter Schools 

7212 Transfers of Pass-Through Revenues to County Offices 

7213 Transfers of Pass-Through Revenues to JPAs 

7221 Transfers of Apportionments to Districts or Charter Schools 

7222 Transfers of Apportionments to County Offices 

7223 Transfers of Apportionments to JPAs 

7281 All Other Transfers to Districts or Charter Schools 

7282 All Other Transfers to County Offices 

7283 All Other Transfers to JPAs 

7299 All Other Transfers Out to All Others 

7300–7399 Transfers of Indirect Costs (Effective 2008-09) 

7310 Transfers of Indirect Costs 

7350 Transfers of Indirect Costs—Inter-fund

7370 Transfers of Direct Support Costs (Valid through 2007–08) 

7380 Transfers of Direct Support Costs—Inter-fund (Valid through 2007–08) 

7430–7439 Debt Service 

7432 State School Building Repayments 

7433 Bond Redemptions 

7434 Bond Interest and Other Service Charges 

7435 Repayment of State School Building Fund Aid—Proceeds from Bonds 

7436 Payments to Original District for Acquisition of Property 

7438 Debt Service—Interest 

7439 Other Debt Service—Principal
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Question J-2 in the March 2015 federal SIG Guidance provides examples of planning and pre-implementation activities that LEAs can implement with respect to the SIG. This information is included below.
What are examples of planning and other pre-implementation activities?
The following activities are examples of possible planning and pre-implementation activities that an LEA may carry out using SIG funds, depending on the needs of particular SIG schools.
· Family and Community Engagement: Hold community meetings to review school performance, discuss the school intervention model to be implemented, and develop school improvement plans in line with the intervention model selected; survey students and parents/guardians to gauge needs of students, families, and the community; communicate with parents/guardians and the community about school status, improvement plans, choice options, and local service providers for health, nutrition, or social services through press releases, newsletters, newspaper announcements, parent outreach coordinators, hotlines, and direct mail; assist families in transitioning to new schools if their current school is implementing the Closure Model by providing counseling or holding meetings specifically regarding their choices; or hold open houses or orientation activities specifically for students attending a new school if their prior school is implementing the Closure Model.

· Rigorous Review of External Providers: Conduct the required rigorous review process to select a CSO, CMO, or EMO, and contract with that entity (see C–5); or properly recruit, screen, and select any external providers that may be necessary to assist in planning for the implementation of an intervention model (see H–19a).
· Staffing: Recruit and hire the incoming principal, leadership team, instructional staff, and administrative support; or evaluate the strengths and areas of need of current staff.
Instructional Programs: Provide remediation and enrichment to students through programs with evidence of raising achievement; identify and purchase instructional materials that are research-based and aligned with State academic standards, and have data-based evidence of raising student achievement; or compensate staff for instructional planning, by examining student data, developing a curriculum that is aligned to state standards and aligned vertically from one grade level to another, collaborating within and across disciplines, and devising student assessments.

Appendix B: Planning and Pre-implementation Activities
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· Professional Development and Support: Train staff on the implementation of new or revised instructional programs and policies that are aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional plan and the school’s intervention model; provide instructional support for returning staff members, such as classroom coaching, structured common planning time, mentoring, consultation with outside experts, and observations of classroom practice, that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional plan and the school’s intervention model; or train staff on the new evaluation system and locally adopted competencies.
· Preparation for Accountability Measures: Develop and pilot a data system for use in SIG-funded schools; analyze data on leading baseline indicators; or develop and adopt interim assessments for use in SIG-funded schools.

As discussed in F-4, in general, SIG funds may not be used to supplant non-federal funds, but only to supplement non-federal funding provided to SIG schools. In particular, an LEA must continue to provide all non-federal funds that would have been provided to the school in the absence of SIG funds. This requirement applies to funding for planning and pre-implementation activities, as well as for full intervention implementation.
Appendix C: California State-determined Intervention Model 
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The CA SDIM is a Whole-school Reform Model designed to:

1. Improve student academic achievement or attainment;

SIG funds are for approved LEAs and schools that demonstrate the greatest need and the strongest commitment to use the funds. These sub-grants provide resources that enable schools to raise substantially the achievement of students to exit improvement status.

2. Be implemented for all students in a school; and

A schoolwide comprehensive reform strategy designed to upgrade the entire educational program to ensure that all students, particularly those who are low achieving, demonstrate proficient and advanced levels of achievement on California content standards.

3. Address, at a minimum and in a comprehensive and coordinated manner, each of the Focus Areas described below.

Focus Area I: School Leadership

Principals, as instructional leaders, are critical to the success of school turnaround efforts. Those who have worked to improve schools have found that every aspect of school reform—the creation of more challenging curriculum, the use of more thoughtful assessments, the invention of new model schools and program—depends, in part, on well-supported and highly skilled school principals in school organizations.
 

Develop and increase LEA school leadership effectiveness
Required

1. Develop or adopt a set of local competencies and use them to conduct a rigorous selection process to identify school leaders who possess the knowledge, ability, and skills necessary to lead school turnaround efforts. 

Implement one of the following strategies: 

a. Replace the current principal with a leader who demonstrates the competencies prior to the start of the intervention model.


b. Retain the current principal if they demonstrate the competencies.

Appendix C: California State-determined Intervention Model
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At a minimum, the locally developed or adopted leadership competencies must address the following five categories: (1) systems thinking and sustainable outcomes; (2) capacity building and community; (3) results-oriented problem solving; (4) influence and team development; and (5) personal effectiveness.

At a minimum, the rigorous selection process used to identify a high performing school turnaround leader must be competency based and must include a variety of strategies, methods, and tools that may include assessing the candidate’s potential fit with the school and success with prior turnaround efforts; implementing multiple steps in the selection process; developing new recruitment strategies and a new leadership job description that aligns with the school’s improvement goals and expectations; developing a prioritized set of selection criteria and rubrics; utilizing competency-based and job-characteristic interview questions, etc.

2. Provide customized and ongoing, outcome-driven professional development opportunities to strengthen leadership practice and build leadership capacity.


3. Promote the use of continuous feedback that is connected to professional learning opportunities and supports ongoing learning and improvement for school principals.

Optional

An LEA may also implement one or more of the following strategies based on identified needs:

1. Create and implement career pathways for leadership to expand leadership capacity and set the stage for sustainability.


2. Promote opportunities for sharing leadership expertise to strengthen teamwork, process lessons learned, and identify successful approaches to needed change and continuous improvement.


3. Promote labor-management collaboration to enable innovation in educator roles, responsibilities, and compensation systems.
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Focus Area II: Teaching and Learning

Expert teachers are an important resource for improving student learning. To implement the California State Standards, teachers will need to learn new pedagogical strategies, integrate formative assessments into their teaching, and participate in professional development that builds capacity for all educators at the preschool, elementary, and secondary levels.
 

Implement an instructional program aligned with California State Standards in at least one full academic content area (including professional learning for all educators) that meets the needs of all students in the school, including but not limited to, socio-economically disadvantaged students, English language learners, and students who receive special education services.
Required

Complete a comprehensive local needs assessment of the instructional program. At a minimum, the needs assessment should include an identification of instructional program goals and objectives; assessment of current and actual levels of implementation, including analysis of different types of teaching and learning data; a determination of discrepancies or gaps in program effectiveness; and a prioritization of needs. 

Based on the identified needs, complete the following:

1. Use 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.

2. Provide and ensure staff attend ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development (e.g., regarding subject-specific pedagogy, instruction that reflects a deeper understanding of the community served by the school, or differentiated instruction) that: 

a. Is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program; and

b. Is designed with school staff to ensure they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning; and

c. Promotes continuous improvement and feedback that supports ongoing learning.

3. Implement, to the extent practicable, in accordance with this model, one or more evidence-based strategies as defined in Title 34, CFR Section 77.1.

Appendix C: California State-determined Intervention Model

(Page 4 of 9)

Optional

An LEA may also implement one or more of the following strategies based on identified needs:

1. Develop or adopt a set of local competencies and use them to conduct a rigorous selection process to identify teachers and staff who possess the knowledge, ability, and skills necessary to support all students in a school turnaround environment. Using the set of competencies, conduct all of the following activities:


a. Screen all existing teachers and staff.

b. Retain teachers and staff who exemplify the competencies.

c. If necessary, hire new teachers and staff.

At a minimum, the locally developed, or adopted, competencies must include the following four categories: (1) commitment to students and improved teaching and learning; (2) results-oriented outcomes and problem solving; (3) developing community; and (4) personal effectiveness.  

At a minimum, the rigorous selection process used to identify teachers and staff with the ability to successfully support students in a turnaround environment must be competency based and include a variety of strategies, methods, and tools, that may include assessing the candidate’s potential fit with the school and success with prior turnaround efforts; implementing multiple steps in the selection process; developing new recruitment strategies and new job descriptions and duty statements that aligns with the school’s improvement goals and expectations; developing a prioritized set of selection criteria and scoring rubrics; utilizing competency-based and job-characteristic interview questions, etc.

2. Provide high quality, relevant increased learning time opportunities that are collaborative and meaningful, and help foster student achievement and content mastery.
Focus Area III: Student Non-Academic Support
Schools that provide a comprehensive web of support for the whole child ensure that students become successful. This includes addressing barriers to learning that challenge many students, including health, social, emotional, and behavioral.
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Required

Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for students.

Based on identified needs, choose three or more of the following:

1. Implement an integrated social support network. Examples of a social support network may include, but are not limited to:

a. “Targeted” group interventions.

b. Mentoring and peer mentoring.

c. Team building that promotes social and emotional learning to complement academic skills and encourage positive behavior.

2. Develop regular communication and implement a check in system that addresses students’ needs. 

3. Implement strategies and opportunities for ongoing student engagement. Examples of strategies and opportunities for ongoing student engagement may include, but are not limited to:

a. Developing non-cognitive student competencies such as self-awareness, self-management, resilience, social agility, and responsible decision-making. Provide opportunities for student practice.

b. Minimizing removal of students from the classroom and ensuring, when necessary, that alternative settings provide appropriate and equal access to learning.

c. Differentiate supports, services, and resource allocation to address barriers to learning.

d. Sponsoring before, during, and after-hours school events.
 
Appendix C: California State-determined Intervention Model
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4. Implement social and emotional program(s) and services.

5. Implement strategies to improve school climate.

6. Implement ways to improve school discipline.
Focus Area IV: Family and Community Engagement

Successful approaches to student learning include robust family and community engagement. Such engagement allows schools and districts, with community input, to make appropriate informed decisions on behalf of their linguistically, culturally, and academically diverse students.

Required

Provide ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement.

Based on identified needs, choose three or more of the following:

1. Implement or improve a system of regular communication with parents/guardians.
2. Foster a welcoming school environment. 

3. Develop a family engagement team of administrators, staff, and teachers.

4. Develop a partnership culture with families and students. Examples of partnership cultures may include, but are not limited to:

a. Utilizing families and students as partners in school engagement and discipline processes.

b. Strengthening the availability of and access to school data.
 

Appendix C: California State-determined Intervention Model
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c. Creating a shared vision of the desired school climate.
 

5. Identify communication barriers and implement strategies for removing the identified barriers.

Focus Area V: Support and Oversight
The institutional capacity of schools and districts through staffing, instructional guidance, well-directed resources, and helpful data ensures that the instructional system serves every child and meets the needs of the school community as well as state and federal requirements.
 

Required

1. Update an existing or adopt a new governance structure which may include, but is not limited to, requiring the school to report to a new “Turnaround Office” with a newly hired “Turnaround Leader” in the LEA that directly supports SIG implementation.

2. Grant the principal sufficient operational flexibility to implement fully a comprehensive approach in order to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and, if applicable, increase high school graduation rates.

3. Ensure that the school receives ongoing, intensive technical assistance and related support from the LEA or a designated external Lead Partner organization.
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The following components must be included as part of the application. Initial by each component, indicating that the item is included in the application packet. Compile the application packet in the order provided below, and include this completed checklist in the application packet.

Section I: Introduction

· Application Cover Sheet (Must be signed in blue ink by the local educational agency [LEA] Superintendent or Designee)

· Schools to be served

· Waiver

· General Assurances, Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances, and Certifications 

· Executive Summary

Section II: Descriptive Information 
· Needs Analysis

· Selection of Intervention Model(s)

· Demonstration of Capacity

· Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Service Providers (Restart Model and Evidence-Based, Whole-school Reform Model only)

· Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Service Providers (All Other Models

· Alignment of Resources

· Modification of LEA Practices or Policies

· Effective Oversight and Support for Implementation

· Family and Community Engagement

· Sustainability of the Reforms

· LEA Monitoring of School Implementation

Section III: Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals
· SIG Form 1a–Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals: Reading/English Language Arts

· SIG Form 1b–Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals: Mathematics
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Section IV: Implementation Charts

SIG Form 2—Implementation Chart is located on the CDE SIG Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/r16/regsig15rfa.asp. 
SIG Form 2—Implementation Chart(s) for a Tier I or Tier II School Summary:

· Form 2a—Planning and Other Pre-implementation Activities

· Form 2b—State-determined Intervention Implementation Chart 


· Form 2c—Turnaround Implementation Chart

· Form 2d—Transformation Implementation Chart

· Form 2e—Restart Implementation Chart 

· Form 2f—Closure Implementation Chart

· Form 2g—Early Learning Implementation Chart 

· Form 2h—Evidence-based, Whole-school Reform Implementation Chart 

· Form 2i—Implementation Chart(s) Tier III School 

Section V: Budgets

Budget forms and instructions are located on the CDE SIG Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/r16/regsig15rfa.asp. 
· Form 3—LEA and School Budget 
Appendix E: Application-Scoring Sheet

	Rubric Score Sheet (One rubric per school)                                                                                                                                                                           

The local educational agency (LEA) Request for Applications (RFA) will be scored as a whole on sections A—J. Each school will be evaluated individually on sections K—M. 

	LEA Level 

	Application Submission and Organization (Circle one)
	Adequate
	Not Adequate

	Required Elements
	Score
	Points Possible

	A. Needs Assessment (Required)
	
	12

	B. Meaningful Engagement with Families and the Community (Required) 
	
	12

	C. Demonstration of Capacity (Required) 
	
	12

	D. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Providers (Restart Only) (Required) 
	
	4

	E. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Providers (All Other Models)  (If Applicable)
	
	4

	F. Alignment of Resources (Required)
	
	4

	G. Modify LEA Practices/Policies (Required) 
	
	4

	H. Effective Oversight and Support for Implementation (Required) 
	
	12

	I. Sustaining the Reforms (Required)
	
	4

	J. LEA Monitoring of School Implementation (Required)
	
	12

	LEA Subtotal
	
	80

	School Level

	Required Elements
	Score
	Points Possible

	K. Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals (Required)
	
	12

	L. Implementation Charts (Required)
	
	20

	M. Budgets (Required)
	
	12

	School Subtotal
	
	44

	(LEA Subtotal + School Subtotal)
	
	124

	 Percent
	

	Competitive Preference

	Additional points available for choosing to implement one or more of the elements below. A LEA must receive a minimum score of 70% on the (LEA + School Subtotal) total score to receive competitive preference points.

	N. Selection of the California State-determined Intervention Model 
	
	15

	O. Planning Year Selected
	
	15

	Competitive Preference Subtotal
	
	30

	Total Points (LEA Subtotal + School Subtotal+ Competitive Preference Subtotal) 
	
	154

	Percent
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	Application Submission and Organization (Required)—The Application is complete, organized, and includes all signatures. All sections and related elements are included and the SIG Application Checklist is complete.

	Refer to Appendix D—SIG Application Checklist.

	☐  ADEQUATE


	☐  NOT ADEQUATE



	Comments:
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	A. Needs Assessment (Required)—For each school that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA has analyzed the needs of each school, based on a needs analysis that among other things, analyzes the needs identified by families and the community, and selects the intervention model.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-12
	Adequate-8
	Limited-4 to 6
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative includes a clear and thorough overview of the process used to analyze each school’s needs, including the specific instruments used.

The narrative clearly describes the LEA’s process for consulting families and the community in the selection of the intervention model, including meetings, and engagement strategies 

Strong consideration was given to significant subgroups of students at each grade level and multiple data elements are cited.

The narrative includes a prioritized set of findings for each school that directly relate to the goals of the SIG and that lead to the identification of the selected intervention model, including a thorough rationale for not selecting the other six models.
	The narrative includes a general overview of the process used to analyze each school’s needs, including the specific instruments used.

The narrative generally describes the LEA’s process for consulting families and the community in the selection of the intervention model, including meetings, communication, and engagement strategies that the LEA used to inform families and the community about the SIG program.

Consideration was given to significant subgroups of students at each grade level and some data elements are cited.

The narrative includes findings for each school that relate to the goals of the SIG program and that led to the identification of the selected intervention model. 
	Some details are provided regarding the LEA’s process for analyzing each school’s needs. 

The narrative briefly describes the LEA’s process for consulting families and the community in the selection of the intervention model and how stakeholder recommendations were considered.

At least one instrument is used.

A summary of the findings for each school is provided. 
	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not sufficiently analyze the needs of each school. 

The LEA did not take into consideration family and community input in the selection of the intervention model.

No findings are listed.


	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/12
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	B. Meaningful Engagement with Families and the Community (Required)—The LEA describes how it will meaningfully engage families and the community in the implementation of the selected intervention model on an ongoing basis.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-12
	Adequate-8
	Limited-4 to 6
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative provides a clear and thorough description of the LEA’s process for how it will meaningfully engage families and the community throughout the grant period regarding implementation of the intervention model.

The narrative clearly identifies communication and engagement strategies designed to solicit stakeholder input, including a complete discussion of how the LEA will incorporate stakeholder recommendations.


	The narrative provides a general description of the LEA’s process for how it will meaningfully engage families and the community throughout the grant period regarding implementation of the intervention model.

The narrative identifies communication and engagement strategies designed to solicit stakeholder input, including a general discussion of how the LEA will incorporate stakeholder recommendations.


	The narrative provides a brief description of the LEA’s process for communicating with families regarding implementation of the intervention model.


	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not provide sufficient details regarding the LEA’s process for how it will engage families and the community throughout the grant period regarding implementation of the intervention model.


	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/12
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	C. Demonstration of Capacity (Required)—The LEA has described actions it has taken, or will take, to determine its capacity to provide adequate resources and related support to each school it commits to serve in order to implement, fully and effectively, the required activities of the selected intervention model beginning the on first day of the first school year of full implementation.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-12
	Adequate-8
	Limited-4 to 6
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative clearly describes the actions the LEA has taken to determine its capacity to serve all schools identified in the Request for Applications (RFA), including a thorough analysis of the LEA’s readiness to implement the intervention model(s).

The narrative clearly outlines the LEA’s process for designing and implementing interventions consistent with the SIG final requirements and describes how the LEA will carry out those interventions at each SIG school.

The narrative includes a detailed discussion of known implementation barriers or challenges and how the LEA will overcome those barriers and challenges.
	The narrative provides a general description of the actions the LEA has taken to determine its capacity to serve all schools identified in the RFA, including general information addressing the LEA’s readiness to implement the intervention model(s). 

The LEA has considered its process for designing interventions consistent with the SIG final requirements and provides a general explanation addressing how the LEA will carry out those interventions at each SIG school.

The narrative identifies implementation barriers and challenges and discusses how the LEA will overcome those barriers and challenges. 
	The narrative provides a brief description of the actions the LEA has taken to determine its capacity to serve all schools identified in the RFA.

The narrative demonstrates that the LEA has not fully considered how it will design and implement interventions consistent with the SIG final requirements and carryout those interventions at each SIG school. 

Little information is provided regarding implementation barriers and challenges.


	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not provide sufficient details addressing the LEA’s capacity to implement the interventions at each SIG school. 



	Comments:



	
	Total Score 
	/12
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	D. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Service Providers (Restart Only) (Required)—The LEA describes the rigorous review process, as described in the SIG final requirements, it has conducted, or will conduct, of the CSO, CMO, or EMO that is has selected or will select t operate or manage the school(s).

	Scoring Criteria 

	Advanced-4
	Adequate-3
	Limited-1 or 2
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative demonstrates a clear and detailed process for recruiting, screening, and selecting the CSO/CMO/EMO, including a thorough explanation of the decisive factors the LEA will use in the selection process.


Decisive factors include evidence of success over the past three years related to student performance and progress; identifying and closing achievement gaps; increased graduation rates; and compliance with federal and state laws and regulations.


The narrative clearly outlines the evaluation system the LEA will use to hold the CSO/CMO/EMO accountable for their performance, including clear expectations of performance; multiple sources of data; continuous monitoring; and consequences for inadequate performance.
	The narrative provides a general description of the process for recruiting, screening, and selecting the CSO/CMO/EMO, including an explanation of the decisive factors the LEA will use in the selection process.


Decisive factors address evidence of success over the past three years related to student performance and progress; identifying and closing achievement gaps; increased graduation rates; and compliance with federal and state laws and regulations.


The LEA considered how it will hold the CSO/CMO/EMO accountable for their performance and addressed several evaluation system components. 


	The narrative provides a brief description of the LEA’s process for recruiting, screening, and selecting the CSO/CMO/EMO. 

Few decisive factors are included.


The LEA did not fully consider how it will hold the CSO/CMO/EMO accountable for their performance. 


	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not sufficiently address the LEA’s process for recruiting, screening, and selecting the CSO/CMO/EMO.

Decisive factors are missing.

The LEA has not considered how it will hold the CSO/CMO/EMO accountable for their performance.




	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/4
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	E. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Service Providers (All Other Models) (If Applicable) —The LEA describes the actions it has taken, or will take, to recruit, screen, and select, external providers to ensure their quality, and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.

	Scoring Criteria 

	Advanced-4
	Adequate-3
	Limited-1 or 2
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative clearly identifies and describes the specific selection criteria used, such as experience qualifications and record of effectiveness with similar populations, in providing support for school improvement.

The narrative clearly outlines the how the LEA will regularly review the external service provider and hold them accountable for their performance.

The LEA has fully considered how it will examine, or plans to examine, prospective external service providers’ reform plans and strategies, including a detailed outline of the criteria used to determine the plan’s effectiveness and alignment to the SIG final requirements and planned activities.


	The narrative identifies the specific selection criteria used, such as experience qualifications and record of effectiveness with similar populations, in providing support for school improvement.

The narrative explains how the LEA will regularly review the external service provider and hold them accountable for their performance.

The LEA has considered how it will examine, or plans to examine, prospective external service providers’ reform plans and strategies, including the criteria used to determine the plan’s effectiveness and alignment to the SIG final requirements and planned activities. 
	The narrative provides a brief description of how the LEA will determine the external provider’s effectiveness and quality. Few criteria are described.

The LEA has not fully considered how it will hold the external service provider accountable for their performance.

The narrative lists few details addressing how the LEA will examine, or plans to examine, prospective external service providers’ reform plans and strategies.
	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not sufficiently address how the LEA will identify, review, or examine the external service provider’s effectiveness, quality, or improvement plans and strategies.




	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/4
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	F. Alignment of Resources (Required) —The LEA describes the actions it has taken, or will take, to align other resources (for example, Title I funding) with the selected intervention model.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-4
	Adequate-3
	Limited-1 or 2
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative clearly describes the LEA’s process for aligning and coordinating available resources with SIG funding to maximize implementation effectiveness.

The narrative clearly states all available resources that will support SIG implementation and provides a thorough explanation of how the LEA will ensure that SIG funds supplement, not supplant, non-federal resources.

The LEA has fully considered findings from the needs analysis.
	The narrative provides a general description of the LEA’s process for aligning and coordinating available resources with SIG funding to maximize implementation effectiveness. 

The narrative discusses available resources that will support SIG implementation and provides a general explanation of how the LEA will ensure that SIG funds supplement, not supplant, non-federal resources.

The LEA has considered findings from the needs analysis.
	The narrative provides a brief description of the LEA’s process for aligning and coordinating available resources with SIG funding to maximize implementation effectiveness.

The LEA has not fully considered how SIG funds will supplement, not supplant, non-federal resources.

Limited information is provided regarding findings from the needs analysis.
	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not provide sufficient information regarding how the LEA will identify and align available resources with SIG funding to maximize implementation effectiveness.




	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/4
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	G. Modify LEA Practices/Policies (Required)—The LEA has taken action, or will take action, to modify its practices or policies to enable it to implement the selected intervention fully and effectively.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-4
	Adequate-3
	Limited-1 or 2
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative provides a thorough description of the actions that the LEA has taken and process that it used to modify its practices and policies. 

The LEA fully considered the overall goals of the SIG and selected intervention model(s).

The narrative clearly identifies practices and policies modified, including a rationale for any practices and policies that were not modified.

A thorough rationale is provided if the LEA did not modify its practices and policies. 
	The narrative provides a general description of the actions that the LEA has taken and process that it used to modify its practices and policies. 

The LEA considered the overall goals of the SIG and selected intervention model(s).

LEA practices and policies are identified and a rationale for not making modifications is included.

A brief discussion is provided if the LEA did not modify its practices and policies.


	The narrative provides a brief summary of the actions that the LEA has taken to modify its practices and policies.

The LEA minimally considered the overall goals of the SIG and selected intervention model(s).

Few details are provided regarding the process that the LEA used to modify current practices and policies.

Some practices and policies are discussed and a brief rationale is provided.


	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not sufficiently address the actions that it has taken to modify its practices and policies.




	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/4
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	H. Effective Oversight and Support for Implementation (Required)—For each school that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA describes how it will provide and maintain effective oversight and support for implementation of the selected intervention model.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-12
	Adequate-8
	Limited- 4 to 6
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative provides a thorough description of the method that the LEA will use to oversee and support the implementation of the selected intervention model that includes specific LEA roles and responsibilities of individuals or an office responsible for the planned activities, clear timelines for focused analysis around implementation data, and modifications.

The narrative demonstrates that the LEA has fully considered the identified needs for each school it commits to serve and the selected intervention model(s).
	The narrative provides a general description of the method that the LEA will use to oversee and support the implementation of the selected intervention model that includes reference to LEA support staff responsible for the planned activities, clear timelines for focused analysis around implementation data, and modifications.

The narrative demonstrates that the LEA has considered the identified needs for each school it commits to serve and the selected intervention model(s).
	The narrative provides a brief description of the method that the LEA will use to oversee and support the implementation of the selected intervention model and may include reference to LEA support staff responsible for the planned activities.

The LEA did not demonstrate that it has adequately considered the identified needs for each school it commits to serve and the selected intervention model(s).


	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not sufficiently address how it will oversee and support the implementation of the selected intervention model(s).


	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/12
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	I. Sustaining the Reforms (Required)—The LEA describes how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-4
	Adequate-3
	Limited-1 or 2
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative clearly articulates how the LEA will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends, including a comprehensive description of the specific strategies designed to develop and increase LEA and school effectiveness.

LEA and school budgets taper toward grant closeout.

Clear Evidence of a strategic plan. 
	The narrative describes how the LEA will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends, including reference to strategies designed to develop and increase LEA and school effectiveness.

LEA and school budgets taper toward grant closeout. 

Evidence of a strategic plan. 
	The narrative briefly describes how the LEA will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends. May include reference to a few strategies designed to develop and increase LEA and school effectiveness.

Budgets do not taper toward grant closeout.

Limited evidence of a strategic plan.
	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not sufficiently address how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

Little to no evidence of a strategic plan. 


	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/4
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	J. LEA Monitoring of School Implementation (Required)—The LEA describes how it will monitor each school that it commits to serve that receives SIG funding by establishing annual goals for student performance and progress on the State’s assessments in reading/English language arts (ELA) and mathematics and measuring progress on the leading indicators as defined in the SIG final requirements.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-12
	Adequate-8
	Limited-4 to 6
	Inadequate-0

	The narrative clearly states how the LEA will monitor implementation and measure progress on the leading indicators and established student performance and progress goals.

The narrative includes a well-developed process for collecting, tracking, analyzing, and communicating performance and progress data. 

A thorough description of a monitoring structure is provided, including how the LEA will identify compliance concerns and technical assistance needs.

Multiple implementation metrics are cited.


	The narrative describes how LEA will monitor implementation and measure progress on the leading indicators and established student performance and progress goals.

The narrative includes a basic description of the process for collecting, tracking, analyzing, and communicating performance and progress data. 

A basic description of a monitoring structure is provided, including how the LEA will identify compliance concerns and technical assistance needs.

Implementation metrics are cited.


	The narrative provides a brief description of how LEA will monitor implementation and measure progress on the leading indicators and established student performance and progress goals.

The narrative lacks clear details; however, it may include a limited reference to how the LEA will address implementation concerns and technical assistance needs.


	The narrative is missing or the LEA did not sufficiently address how it will monitor and measure progress on the leading indicators and/or established student performance and progress goals.


	Comments: 



	
	Total Score
	/12
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	K. Annual Student Performance and Progress Goals (Required)—The LEA established annual goals for student performance and progress on the State’s assessments in reading/ELA and mathematics (SIG Form 1a and 1b).

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-12
	Adequate-8
	Limited-4 to 6
	Inadequate-0

	The LEA established annual goals for student performance and progress in both reading/ELA and mathematics, and high school graduation rates (if applicable) that:

· Are measurable, realistic, and time bound.

· Clearly reflect achievement gaps between all significant subgroups of students at each grade level.

· Use multiple measures for assessing student performance and progress, including the CAASPP.

· Goals clearly align with the results of the SIG needs analysis.
	The LEA established annual goals for student performance and progress in both reading/ELA and mathematics, and high school graduation rates (if applicable) that:

· Are measurable, realistic, and time bound.

· Reflect achievement gaps between subgroups of students.

· Are based on the CAASPP. 

· Goals mostly align with the results of the SIG needs analysis.
	The goals may be measurable and time bound.

The goals are not realistic.

Evidence of at least one measure of performance and progress may include the CAASPP. 

Goals may not align with the results of the SIG needs analysis.
	The LEA did not write goals or the LEA did not sufficiently demonstrate that it developed annual goals for student performance and progress in both reading/ ELA and mathematics, and high school graduation rates (if applicable) that are measurable and realistic.




	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/12
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	L. Implementation Charts (Required)—The LEA completed an Implementation Chart for each identified school in its application. (SIG Forms 2a, 2b, 2c, 2d, 2e, 2f, 2g, 2h, 2i).

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-20
	Adequate-16
	Limited-8 to 12
	Inadequate-0

	Listed actions and activities clearly align with the needs analysis of the school and include references to specific aspects of the needs analysis.

Includes detailed timelines with specific start and end dates, persons responsible for oversight and monitoring, and the type of evidence collected.

The implementation charts fully address each component of the selected intervention model; and strategies are clearly stated.

The narrative demonstrates at least two or more evidence-based strategies and clearly explains why it is not practicable in other instances.
	Listed actions and activities align with the needs analysis of the school and include references to specific aspects of the needs analysis.

Includes timelines with start and end dates, persons responsible for oversight and monitoring, and evidence collected.

The implementation charts address each component of the selected intervention model; and descriptions of the strategies are general.

The narrative demonstrates at least one evidence-based strategy and explains why it is not practicable in other instances.
	Listed actions and activities partially align with the needs analysis of the school and include references to specific aspects of the needs analysis.

Implementations charts include general timelines that may include some specificity.

The implementation charts address some of the components of the selected intervention model; descriptions of the strategies are brief. 

The narrative may demonstrate at least one evidence-based strategy, but may not explain why it is practicable in other instances.


	Implementation charts are missing or listed actions and activities do not align with the needs analysis.

Implementation charts do not include timelines with specificity.

The implementation chart does not fully address each component of the selected intervention model and does not contain descriptions of strategies the LEA will use.

No evidence-based strategies demonstrated. 


	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/20
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	M. Budgets (Required)—An LEA must include a Budget (SIG Form 3) for each school that the LEA commits to serve. An LEA may also submit a proposed Budget (SIG Form 3) for use of funds to carry out LEA-level activities that advance the SIG sub-grant priorities.

	Scoring Criteria

	Advanced-12
	Adequate-8
	Limited-4 to 6
	Inadequate-0

	Budgets are complete; expenditures are accurately classified by object code; the full term of the grant is covered; and totals by year are provided.

The budget includes detailed information to describe implementation activities and costs associated with each object code, including an accurate reflection of the cost of implementing the selected intervention model.

Budgets are clearly aligned and fully describe appropriate expenditures in all categories. Funds are sufficient to support proposed implementation. 

The proposed expenditures clearly reflect research-based strategies likely to increase student achievement.
	Budgets are complete; most expenditures are accurately classified by object code; the full term of the grant is covered; and totals by year are provided.

The budget includes general information to describe implementation activities and costs associated with each object code, including the cost of implementing the selected intervention model.

Budgets are generally aligned and describe appropriate expenditures in all categories. Funds are sufficient to support proposed implementation. 

The proposed expenditures mostly reflect research-based strategies likely to increase student achievement.
	The budgets provide a brief description of the activities and costs associated with each object code.

The budgets may cover the full term of the grant.

Some expenditures are accurately classified by object code.

Some expenditures may be disallowable.


	Budgets are missing or do not provide sufficient detail to determine the adequacy or alignment of the associated costs.

The full term of the grant is not covered.

Many expenditures are disallowable.


	Comments:



	
	Total Score
	/12
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