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Title I School Improvement Grant (SIG II):  The School Improvement Grant (SIG II) Program, authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965, provides funding through state educational agencies (SEAs) to local educational agencies (LEAs) with the lowest-achieving schools. These schools have the greatest need for the funds and have demonstrated the strongest commitment to use the funds to raise the achievement of students.  The United States Department of Education (USDE) views the large infusion of Federal funds into the SIG II program through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) as a historic opportunity to address one of the most intractable challenges for America’s education system: turning around or closing down our nation’s persistently lowest-achieving schools.  
Purpose of the SIG II Monitoring Teams’ Second Onsite Visit: As approved by USED, MSDE, through SIG II Monitoring Teams will conduct three onsite monitoring visits annually in each LEA that receives a school improvement grant to ensure the LEA is implementing its intervention model fully and effectively in Maryland’s Tier I and Tier II schools. The purpose of the SIG II Teams second onsite visit is to review documentation that substantiates the LEA’s implementation, both programmatic and fiscal, of its SIG II Grant, as approved by MSDE.  Once all documentation provided by the LEA has been reviewed, SIG II Monitoring Teams will determine a level of implementation for each section/component/strategy/action that consists of being MET, PARTIALLY MET, or NOT MET.  For areas that are MET in this feedback, MSDE will continue to monitor sustainability of the level of implementation.  Based on the SIG II Teams’ Onsite Visit Feedback, MSDE expects the LEA to review and analyze the feedback and make adjustments to its approved SIG II application through the system’s internal controls and submission of programmatic and fiscal amendments to MSDE.
	Table Organization of SIG II Teams’ Second Onsite Visit Feedback

	Table 1
	LEA Commitments and Capacity

	Table 2
	Levels of Implementation At -a -Glance for SIG II Schools

	Table 3
	Section 2:  Benjamin Franklin @ Masonville Cove High School, Tier II

	Table 4
	Section 2:  Frederick Douglass High School, Tier II

	Table 5
	Section 2:  Cherry Hill Elementary  Middle School, Tier I

	Table 6
	Section 5:  SIG II LEA Budget

	Table 7
	Section 5:  SIG II Consolidated Budget for Schools

	Table 8
	Section 5:  SIG II School Budget for Benjamin Franklin @ Masonville Cove High School

	Table 9
	Section 5:  SIG II School Budget for Frederick Douglass High School

	Table 10
	Section 5:  SIG II School Budget for Cherry Hill Elementary  Middle School


	TABLE 1:    LEA  Commitments and Capacity by Baltimore City Public Schools

MSDE SIG II Monitoring Team Members: Gail Clark Dickson and Mozelle Mickens           Monitoring Date:  March 9, 2012

	Table 4.A: BCPSS Central Support Team

BCPSS Presented Evidence:

· Documents provided reflecting members of the Central Support Team (CST) and job roles and responsibilities; 

· BCPSS provided a table of members for the supervisory administrators over the CST; These members include:  Maria Navarro, Sonja Brookins Santelises, Tasha Franklin Johnson, Tisha Edwards and Linda Eberhart

Special Note:  BCPSS has not submitted a SIG II programmatic amendment to reflect the current members of the system’s central support team


	Level of Implementation for Table 4.A:

PARTIALLY MET

	a. How often will the LEA 1003(g) central support team meet? 
BCPSS Presented Evidence:  

· BCPSS stated the Turnaround Project Management Team meets monthly.  They also said that due to the Network/Turnaround restructuring these meetings changed for SY 2011-2012.  BCPSS provided the following documentation:

· June 22, 2011: Turnaround School Program Management Meeting (agenda, no sign in sheet or meeting notes);

· July 7, 2011: Turnaround School Development Meeting (agenda, no sign in sheet or meeting notes);

· July 13-15, 2011: Network Facilitator and Principal ED Work Sessions (agendas; no sign in sheets or meeting notes);

· August 5, 2011: Turnaround Training (agendas; no sign in sheets or meeting notes);

· November 18, 2011: Turnaround Team Meeting (agenda; no sign in sheets or meeting notes);

· December 16, 2011: Turnaround Team Meeting (agenda; no sign in sheets or meeting notes);

· January 20, 2012: All Network Check-in (agenda, no sign in sheet or meeting notes); and

· February 17, 2012: District Turnaround Office Network Turnaround Meeting (agenda, sign-in sheet, no meeting notes).

· BCPSS provided no documentations of CST meetings in September 2011.

· BCPSS provided documentation (agenda, meeting notes, and sign-in sheets) of individual network team weekly meetings for Network #15 and #16.

Special Note: BCPSS must ensure that all CST meetings have sign in sheets, agendas, and meeting notes.
	Level of Implementation:

PARTIALLY MET

	b. How often will they report on their work and the work on Tier I, II and III schools to the Superintendent? 
BCPSS Presented Evidence:

· Quarterly Reports Memorandums from the Turnaround Office to the CEO.

· Turnaround Schools’ Update (power-point) at Chief of Staff meetings.
	Level of Implementation:

MET

	c. How often will they report on their work and the work on Tier I, II and III schools to the Board of Education?
 BCPSS Presented Evidence: 

· No documentation at this time.
	Level of Implementation:

NOT MET

	d. Has the LEA 1003(g) central support team met prior to the submission of the grant to review the individual school descriptions and to discuss how it will coordinate and manage the support, monitoring and assessment outlined in those plans?                                   

BCPSS Presented Evidence:

· Appendix B of the SIG II application reflects the meetings of the Central Support Team’s effort in reviewing school information and discussions of support to the SIG II schools. Limited documentation was provided: 

1) Documentation of a sign-in sheet and an agenda for the meeting on February 16, 2011; 

2) An agenda for March 16, 2011 and 

3) An e-mail on April 6, 2011 was provided.  


	Level of Implementation:

PARTIALLY MET

	e. What role has or will the LEA 1003(g) central support team play in the creation of annual goals for student achievement and annual review/assessment of progress based on these goals described in sections 2 and 3 of this proposal? 
BCPSS Presented Evidence:

· Documents reflect observations of Network teams conducting observations/walkthroughs at Cherry Hill re:  School Culture & Climate and  Instructional Programs; Sign in sheets for October & November include participants from Network 15

· No documentation of annual review/assessment of annual goals

· Documentation reflects monitoring visits at Frederick Douglas for February, January, December (only notes reflecting support plan which highlights goals); November meeting has a sign in sheet and the October has sign in sheet & notes

· Documentation reflects monitoring visits at Benjamin Franklin for October, November, December,  and January (SIG preparation for documentation); and February (all meetings have sign in sheets and notes)

· Documentation from R. Shaw, Executive Director, reflects RITA feedback and various data points (attendance, achievement, suspension, etc) and also discussion on challenges, supports and next steps for Frederick Douglas and Benjamin Franklin.

 (Special Note:  Specific documentation is needed regarding CST work on annual goals for student achievement & annual review/assessment of progress; Data benchmarks were not provided, specifically pertaining to MSA scores.)
	Level of Implementation:

PARTIALLY MET

	f. What steps will the LEA take to ensure that the school improvement funds are utilized (1) in a timely way and (2) effectively and efficiently to support the required components of the selected intervention? Specifically, what assurances will the LEA make that schools and LEA support teams have access to these funds, even during annual rollover processes? How will the LEA support principals’ timely and effective use of these funds?
BCPSS Presented Evidence:

· BCPSS provided documentation of Business Manager’s calendar log regarding technical assistance of monitoring of school budget; Documentation is limited. Please refer to the sections of the Fiscal Monitoring of Districts and Schools.
	Level of Implementation:

PARTIALLY MET

	g. Within this proposal, the LEA identified actions taken or in the planning to support individual Tier I and Tier II schools’ implementation of the selected interventions. Looking across the commitments made for the schools, and considering as well the strategies selected by the LEA for identified Tier III schools, what additional actions will the LEA take to ensure that the selected interventions are implemented as designed and to make the other changes such as: (1)realignment of other resources; (2) removal of expectations that might run counter to the approach outlined in the selected intervention; (3) timely modification of practices and policies (those anticipated ahead of time and those that will emerge during implementation); and (4) engaging in reflective and sustained, collaborative conversation and planning to ensure that improvement efforts can be sustained once this funding ends?   
BCPSS Presented Evidence:

· Documentation of realignment of resources: Power-point presentation from Superintendent regarding FY 2012 policy changes reflecting school support network roles, removal of barriers, proposed network structure, expansion of principal support, a FY12 reduction of central office staff, sustainability focus, an implementation timeline, recruitment of staff, input from school leaders, email communication regarding staffing, a budget narrative addressing leverage of Race To The Top (RTTT) funds and the LEA monthly report about RTTT

· Documentation of January & October project reporting sheets and flexibility for principals to address time and resources
	Level of Implementation:

MET

	h. What are the major challenges to  full and effective implementation of all of the SIG II grant that the LEA 1003 (g) central support team has identified and how will the team address these challenges in the early phases of the work?
BCPSS Presented Evidence:  

Challenge: Lack of strategic thinking about resources

       Addressing the Challenge: 

· CST is assisting principals to strategically align all the resources for the mission of the school

· A School Performance Plan process is in place 

· Principals are better informed consumers and are working with the Executive Director

· Executive Directors are working very closely with principals

Challenge:   Lack of internal processes in communicating amendment modifications which impact staffing

         Addressing the Challenge:

· BCPSS plans to identify specific  needs and address those needs in a timely fashion 

· BCPSS plans to address staffing of difficult positions  

·  BCPSS plans to recruit innovative staff for Turnaround Schools; Human Capital staff are working collaboratively with Turnaround Schools in recruitment

· BPCSS plans to strategically align professional development for turnaround schools and encourage providers to submit an annual PD calendar to the Executive Directors 

· BCPSS implemented an informal observation protocol to identify staff members who demonstrate potential for impacting turnaround schools

· BCPSS will create a pool of qualified applicants through a rigorous selection process and incentives are in place for additional compensation and performance bonuses. (reflected in fiscal documentation)

· BCPSS has a team approach to the roll out of funds to ensure that every school receives the funds required for school model implementation.
	Level of Implementation:

MET


	TABLE 2:
Levels of Implementation At-a-Glance

on the Requirements for the Turnaround Intervention Model in BCPSS’ Tier II SIG II Schools
	Benjamin Franklin @Masonville Cove High School

Requirement Level of Implementation
M-Met

PM-Partially Met NM-Not Met
	Frederick Douglas High School

Requirement Level of Implementation
M-Met

PM-Partially Met NM-Not Met

	Pre-implementation: 
	PM
	PM

	1) Replace the principal and grant the principal sufficient operational flexibility 
	PM
	M

	2)  Screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent; and select new staff
	PM
	PM

	3)  Implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and career growth
	M
	M

	4)  Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program 
	M
	PM

	5)  Adopt a new governance structure
	M
	M

	6)  Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and “vertically aligned” 
	M
	M

	7)  Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction 
	PM
	PM

	8)   Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time 
	PM
	PM

	9)  Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for students
	PM
	PM

	10) Learning to Work focus with implementation of a 4+1 schedule

	M
	N/A

	11) Environmental Sciences CTE programming
	M
	N/A

	12)Recruit, screen, and select external providers to ensure quality
	M
	N/A


	COMP.
#
	TABLE 2:
Levels of Implementation

At-a-Glance on the

Requirements for the

Restart Intervention Model in

BCPSS’ SIG II Schools
	Cherry Hill Elementary/Middle School
Requirement Level of Implementation

M-Met 

PM-Partially Met 

NM-Not Met

	Pre-Implementation
	
	PM

	1
	Student Profile
	PM

	2
	Staff Profile
	M

	3
	Student Achievement
	NM

	4
	Rigorous Curriculum
	PM

	5
	Instructional Program
	PM

	6
	Assessments
	PM

	7
	School Climate & Culture
	PM

	8
	Student, Family and Community Support
	PM

	9
	Professional Development
	M

	10
	Organizational Structure and Resources
	PM

	11
	Comprehensive and Effective Planning
	M

	12
	Effective Leadership
	M


	TABLE 3: Benjamin Franklin @ Masonville Cove High School, Tier II LEA: Baltimore City Public Schools
MSDE SIG II Monitoring Team: Brian Tureck, John Grymes, Pat Mikos, Mozelle Mickens, Gail Clark Dickson, Renee Williams
Monitoring Dates:  February 1-2, 2012

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

	Comp #
	Description
	Requirement 
Level of Implementation
	Insufficient Evidence by Component and Action Item

	
	Pre-Implementation
	Partially Met
	Strategy 4: Bridge program is not completed due to building renovations
No evidence of home visits/parent outreach

	1
	Replace the principal and grant the principal sufficient operational flexibility (including in staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach in order to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates 
	Partially Met
	1 a. No documentation of rigorous process for selecting principal;  No sign in sheet or agenda; No sign in sheets for 
Core team monthly meetings



	2

	Use locally adopted competencies to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work within the turnaround environment to meet the needs of students

(A)  Screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent; and (B)  Select new staff
	Partially Met
	2c. Limited evidence of ongoing mentoring; No evaluations for trainings

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


	Met
	

	4
	Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff to ensure that they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies
	Met
	

	5
	Adopt a new governance structure, which may include, but is not limited to, requiring the school to report to a new “turnaround office” in the LEA or SEA, hire a “turnaround leader” who reports directly to the Superintendent or Chief Academic Officer, or enter into a multi-year contract with the LEA or SEA to obtain added flexibility in exchange for greater accountability
	Met
	

	6
	Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and “vertically aligned” from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State academic standards
	Met
	

	7
	Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the academic needs of individual students
	Partially Met
	7a. No agenda item for using quarterly benchmark assessments

	8
	Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time
	Partially Met
	8a.Amendment needed for change in daily schedule and agricultural program 

8b. Clarification for budget alignment – change in academic day and faculty pay for extended school day

8c. Amendment needed to account for change in schedule

8d. Amendment needed to account for change in schedule

	9
	Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for students
	Partially Met
	 9b.No evidence of coordination with MSDE Coordinated Student Services

9g. Bridge plan unable to take place due to building renovations

9l. Most aspects in planning stages. Scheduled to open 2012-2013
9m. No documentation of academic family nights to showcase achievement 

	10
	Learning to Work focus with implementation of a 4+1 schedule
	Met
	

	11
	Environmental Sciences CTE programming
	Met
	

	12
	Recruit, screen, and select external providers to ensure quality
	Met
	


	TABLE 4:  Frederick Douglas High School, Tier II LEA:  Baltimore City Public Schools
MSDE SIG II Monitoring Team: Brian Tureck, John Grymes, Mozelle Mickens, Gail Clark Dickson              Monitoring Dates:  February 7 – 8, 2012

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

	Comp #
	Description
	Requirement Level of Implementation
	Insufficient Evidence by Component and Action Item

	
	Pre-Implementation
	Partially Met
	Strategy 2: Principal was hired later than specified in the plan. 

Strategy 4: The Summer Bridge program was not implemented due to construction and late hiring of administrative staff.  Instead the school held an open house and invited 9th grade students to  attend two days of orientation prior to school beginning for the other students.

	1
	Replace the principal and grant the principal sufficient operational flexibility (including in staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach in order to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates 
	 Met
	

	2

	Use locally adopted competencies to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work within the turnaround environment to meet the needs of students

(A)  Screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent; and (B)  Select new staff
	Partially Met
	2b: A description of the unified selection process for hiring teachers was not provided. 

2c: Evidence of the process used by Human Capital to select the pool of teachers was not provided.

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

	4
	Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff to ensure that they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies
	Partially Met
	4a, b: There was no documentation to support professional development related to student advisories. 

There was no documentation to support professional development related to student growth plans.

	5
	Adopt a new governance structure, which may include, but is not limited to, requiring the school to report to a new “turnaround office” in the LEA or SEA, hire a “turnaround leader” who reports directly to the Superintendent or Chief Academic Officer, or enter into a multi-year contract with the LEA or SEA to obtain added flexibility in exchange for greater accountability
	Met
	

	6
	Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and “vertically aligned” from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State academic standards
	Met
	

	7
	Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the academic needs of individual students
	Partially Met
	7b: The reading specialists were not hired. FDHS states it could not find qualified candidates.  MSDE recommends an amendment to reflect how the school is now supporting literacy efforts. 

	8
	Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time
	Partially Met
	8g – i: There is no evidence of AVID implementation.  MSDE recommends an amendment to reflect how FDHS is now supporting students with potential to take advanced classes. 

8j: The Summer Bridge program was not implemented due to construction and late hiring of administrative staff.

	9
	Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for students
	Partially Met
	9a: The student service team has not been fully implemented and is still in the planning stages.

9b: The PBIS team has not been implemented and is still in the planning stages. 

9c: There was no documentation of interventions for students flagged by early warning system (including transcript reviews). 

9d,f: The Summer Bridge program did not happen as planned due to construction and late hire of administrators. 

There was no evidence of data on school-wide causes of and interventions for attendance issues. 

9e: There was no evidence of a plan to incentivize attendance for parents. 
9f: There was no evidence of: 

· Monthly safety check ins for each academy

· Monthly community check-in with Core Planning Team

· Weekly advisories to discuss students’ individual learning plans

9i: There is no documentation of the appointment of “Coordinator of Extended Learning”. 


	TABLE 5: Cherry Hill Elementary Middle School, Tier I LEA:  Baltimore City Public Schools
MSDE SIG II Monitoring Team: Lynn Muller, Mozelle Mickens, Gail Clark Dickson, Michelle Goady, Pete Singleton
Monitoring Dates:  February 21-22, 2012

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

	Comp #
	Description
	Requirement Level of Implementation
	Insufficient Evidence by Component and
Action Item

	P
	Pre-Implementation
	Partially Met
	Strategy 1: No evidence of documentation of parent leader summer meetings.
Strategy 1: No evidence of quarterly parent data nights.
Strategy 1: No evidence of a community meeting over the summer with elected officials and community leaders.
Strategy 2: No evidence of community meetings.
Strategy 2: No documentation of district communications such as press, newsletters, newspapers, hotlines, and direct mail communication to the community.
Strategy 2: No documentation of external provider surveys from parents.

Strategy 2: No evidence of transitioning strategies for new students.
Strategy 3: No review process presented for the Restart Provider or contract to review.

Strategy 4: No evidence of recruitment and process used to select the principal and leadership team. 

Strategy 5: No evidence of enrichment program that was proposed to begin at the start of the 2011-2012 school year. 

Strategy 7: No evidence provided for developing and piloting a data system that analyzes data on leading baseline indicators. No documentation of developing and adopting interim assessments.

	1
	Student Profile

	Partially Met
	1c: No evidence of summer identification of students at risk and planned interventions for those students.

	2

	Staff Profile
	 Met
	

	3
	Student Achievement
	Not Met
	3a: No evidence of the hiring of a Director of Instruction.

	4
	Rigorous Curriculum
	Partially Met
	4c: No evidence of interim and teacher created assessments.
4d: No evidence of a technology rich program and limited evidence of technology resources.
4e: No evidence of 230 computers.


	5
	Instructional Program
	Partially Met
	5b: Limited documentation of Professional Development for implementation of protocols to support teachers in achieving proficiency in data-driven differentiation. For example there were no agendas, sign-in sheets, or notes. (Feb. 9, Feb. 14, Feb. 22).  
5b: No evidence of training in the methodology of grouping, differentiation and interventions.
5b: No evidence of bi-weekly reports from intervention groups.
5b: No evidence of formative, summative, standardized and performance based assessments.


	6
	Assessments
	Partially Met
	6a: No evidence of a 4-week cycle of formative interim assessments.
6b: No evidence overseeing administration of grade levels exams.
6c: No evidence of monitoring the quality and frequency of data talks.

	7
	School Climate & Culture
	Partially Met
	7a: No evidence of engagement with community partners specializing in conflict resolution.
7c: No evidence of teaching students about conflict and anger management.

	8
	Student, Family and Community Support
	Partially Met
	8c: No evidence of door to door campaign; no agenda or sign in for information session; no evidence of distribution of marketing materials; and no community events and educational fairs.

	9
	Professional Development
	 Met
	

	10
	Organizational Structure and Resources
	Partially Met
	10a: A school budget that reflected collaborative planning time and data talks for teachers, staff and structures for the new behavior management model was not presented during the monitoring visit.

	11
	Comprehensive and Effective Planning
	Met
	

	12
	Effective Leadership
	Met
	


	TABLE 6 Section 5: SIG II Year 1  LEA Budget                                                                             LEA: Baltimore City Public Schools

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                        Monitoring Date: March  9, 2012

	Total SIG II Year 1   Allocation:

$933,756
	LEA Budget Spent: 
$ 31,818
	Percent of LEA Budget Spent: 
3%
	Spend Down Data as of: 
January 31, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $414,797
	Budgeted: $ 37,100
	Budgeted: $ 42,459
	Travel, Conference, etc. Budgeted:

 $ 17,894

	Encumbered: 0
	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: 
Travel:  0

	Spent (amount): $ 23,207
Spent (%):     6 %
	Spent (amount): $ 0
Spent (%):  0  %
	Spent (amount): $ 0
Spent (%):   0  %
	Spent (amount): $ 0
Spent (%):   0  %

	1. How much of the LEA SIG 1003(g) Title I Part A, budget has been expended to date (amount and %)?

BCPSS provided documentation that the district has spent $31,818. This amount is 3% of the SIG II year 1 budget. No additional encumbered funds are included. Expended amounts for fixed charges are included in the total spent.

	2. What action steps or planned activities have not taken place that would impact the LEA budget?
BCPSS explained that the salaries & wages category has low spending because of the sporadic vacancies within the Turnaround Director and the Specialist positions.  The operations specialist, math intervention and literacy intervention positions are being funded out of the district’s funds and have not been filled. 

	3. Has a budget amendment been submitted? If yes, what budget changes were requested for the LEA?

BCPSS indicated that no budget amendment has been submitted but an amendment will be done in the near future to move monies from salaries for the positions that have not been filled.

	4. How often are LEA expenditures monitored? Who monitors?
BCPSS indicated that the Grants Administration Office provides monthly reports as a part of the monitoring process. These reports are disseminated to Turnaround Office staff, and Title I Coordinator. The reports are color coded and categories that have spending concerns are denoted in red. If recipients have questions or concerns they contract designated staff in the Grants Administration Office. 


	TABLE 7 Section 5: SIG II Year 1 Consolidated Budget  for Schools         LEA: Baltimore City Public Schools

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                             Monitoring Date: March 9, 2012

	SIG II 1003(g) Title I, Part A

	Total Allocation

Amount Spent

Percent Spent

Amount Encumbered

Spend Down Data as of :
	$ 3,768,719

	
	$ 1,234,460

	
	33 %

	
	$ 321,285

	
	March 9, 2012


	  TABLE 8 SIG II Year 1 School Budget for Benjamin Franklin High School , Tier II

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                 Monitoring Date: March 9, 2012

	Total SIG II Year 1  Allocation:

$ 1,174,711
	School Budget Spent: 
$ 368,821
	Percent of School Budget Spent: 31%
	Spend Down Data as of: 
March 9, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 701,657
	Budgeted: $ 207,504
	Budgeted: $ 22,000
	Conference Budgeted: $19,788
PD/Conference Budgeted: $15,000

	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 101,368
	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Conference Encumbered: $ 0
PD/Conference Encumbered: $0

	Spent (amount):  $ 265,824
Spent (%):  38%
	Spent (amount): $ 0
Spent (%):  0  %
	Spent (amount): $ 0
Spent (%):  0%
	Conference Spent (amount): $  0  ,       0 %

PD /Conference Spent (amount): $  0  ,    0  %

	1. How much of the school budget, based on the LEA’s approved application, has been expended to date (amount and %)?

BCPSS provided documentation that showed Benjamin Franklin has spent $ 368,821. This amount is 31 % of their approved SIG II year 1 budget. An additional amount of $ 101,368 has been encumbered. Expended amounts for fixed charges are included in the total spent.

	2. Is school spending consistent with budget timeline? If not, what steps are being taken to expend the funds as planned?

BCPSS explained that the spending for Benjamin Franklin in several categories is not consistent with the timeline. Staff from the Turnaround Office will be meeting with school leadership in the near future to discuss spending and develop a plan to ensure all funds are spent with in the allotted time. 

	3. What action steps or planned activities have not taken place that would impact the budget?

BCPSS indicated that action steps are occurring but spending is slow. University of Maryland Mental Health Clinic ($86,136) and Towson University ($30,000) have not invoiced the school for services rendered.

	4. Has a budget amendment been submitted?    If yes, what budget changes were requested for this school?

Benjamin Franklin has been included in the proposed budget amendment that has been unofficially submitted to MSDE. Salary adjustments ($205,000) will occur for most positions to reconcile the budgeted amount to the actual salary amount. Supplies and materials will increase by 257,000 for technology.

	5. How often are school expenditures monitored by the LEA? Who monitors?

BCPSS indicated that the Grants Administration Office provides monthly reports as a part of the monitoring process. These reports are disseminated to the Turnaround Office staff, school principal, Title I Coordinator, and EMO operator if applicable.  The reports are color coded and categories that have spending concerns are denoted in red. If the school principal has questions or concerns, they are addressed by the Turnaround Office business manager. Additionally, the business manager meets with school leadership regularly to reconcile and plan. Other recipients contact designated staff in the Grants Administration Office regarding questions.


	  TABLE 9 SIG II Year 1 School Budget Frederick Douglass High School , Tier II

	MSDE Fiscal Team:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                      Monitoring Date: March 9, 2012

	Total SIG II Year 1  Allocation:

$ 1,452,501
	School Budget Spent: 
$ 731,610
	Percent of School Budget Spent: 50 %
	Spend Down Data as of: 
March 9, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 902,645
	Budgeted: $ 344,694
	Budgeted: $ 29,350
	Budgeted: N/A



	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 135,187
	Encumbered:  $ 10,415
	Encumbered: N/A


	Spent (amount):  $ 731,610
Spent (%):   50 %
	Spent (amount): $ 122,832
Spent (%):    37   %
	Spent (amount): $ 18,249
Spent (%):   69   %
	Spent: N/A

	1. How much of the school budget, based on the LEA’s approved application, has been expended to date (amount and %)?

BCPSS provided documentation that showed Frederick Douglass has spent $ 731,610. This amount is 50 % of their approved SIG II year 1 budget. An additional amount of $145,602 has been encumbered. Expended amounts for fixed charges are included in the total spent.



	2. Is school spending consistent with budget timeline? If not, what steps are being taken to expend the funds as planned?

BCPSS indicated that Frederick Douglass is on target with spending in all categories.



	3. What action steps or planned activities have not taken place that would impact the budget?

BCPSS explained that there are no planned activities that have not occurred that would impact the school budget.



	4. Has a budget amendment been submitted?    If yes, what budget changes were requested for this school?

Frederick Douglass has been included in the proposed budget amendment that has been unofficially submitted to MSDE. Salary adjustments of 

 ($ 178,885) will occur for some positions to reconcile the budgeted amount to the actual salary amount. The funds will be realigned into contracted services and materials.



	 TABLE 10 SIG II Year 1 School Budget for Cherry Hill Elem/ Middle School , Tier I

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                  Monitoring Date: March 9, 2012

	Total SIGII Year 1 Allocation:

$ 1,141,506
	School Budget Spent: 
$ 123,241
	Percent of School Budget Spent: 11%
	Spend Down Data as of: 
March 9, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 291,282
	Budgeted: $ 699,500
	Budgeted: $ 40,541
	Mileage/Conference Budgeted: $28,622
Equipment Budgeted: $40,000

	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 48,307
	Encumbered:  $ 27,709
	Mileage/Conference Encumbered: $ 300.00
Equipment Encumbered: $ 0

	Spent (amount):  $ 89,429
Spent (%):    44  %
	Spent (amount): $ 337.00
Spent (%):    0   %
	Spent (amount): $ 9,546
Spent (%):  23 %
	Mileage etc. Spent: (amount): $   0 ,   0  %

Equipment Spent: (amount): $  0  ,     0   %

	1. How much of the school budget, based on the LEA’s approved application, has been expended to date (amount and %)?

BCPSS provided documentation that showed Cherry Hill has spent $ 123,241. This amount is 11 % of their approved SIG II year 1 budget. An additional amount of $ 76,316 has been encumbered. Expended amounts for fixed charges are included in the total spent.

	2. Is school spending consistent with budget timeline? If not, what steps are being taken to expend the funds as planned?

BCPSS explained that the spending for Cherry Hill in several categories is not consistent with the timeline. Staff from the Turnaround Office will be meeting with school leadership in the near future to discuss spending and develop a plan.

	3. What action steps or planned activities have not taken place that would impact the budget?

BCPSS indicated that most planned activities have occurred but no professional development has been conducted. Additionally, the EMO is very slow in submitting invoices therefore the contractual services category has almost no funds spent.

	4. Has a budget amendment been submitted?    If yes, what budget changes were requested for this school?

Cherry Hill has been included in the proposed budget amendment that has been unofficially submitted to MSDE. Cherry Hill will be realigning $30,000 for teacher stipends for after school and Saturday programs. Another funding source was utilized for teacher stipends for the Harvard Conference during the summer because the funds for the SIG grant had not been loaded. BCPSS will move $40,000 that was loaded in equipment; these funds will move to materials and supplies.


Division of Student, Family, and School Support                             February 23, 2012
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