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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

Appendix D: School Improvement Grant Application Checklist 
(Page 2 of 2)

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:




Appendix F: School Improvement Grant Rubric
(Page 2 of 14)
	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


Appendix F: School Improvement Grant Rubric
(Page 9 of 14)
	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



