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Title I School Improvement Grant (SIG):  The School Improvement Grant (SIG) 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 that have the greatest need for the funds and demonstrate the strongest commitment to use the funds to raise significantly the achievement of students.  The United States Department of Education (USDE) views the large infusion of Federal funds into the SIG 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 Monitoring Teams’ Second Onsite Visit: As approved by USED, MSDE, through SIG Monitoring Teams, will conduct three onsite monitoring visits annually in each LEA that receives a school improvement grant to ensure that the LEA is implementing its intervention model fully and effectively in Maryland’s Tier I and Tier II schools. The purpose of the SIG Teams second onsite visit is to review documentation that substantiates the LEA’s implementation, both programmatic and fiscal, of its SIG Grant, as approved by MSDE.  Once all documentation provided by the LEA has been reviewed, SIG 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 Teams’ Onsite Visit Feedback, MSDE expects the LEA to review and analyze the feedback and make adjustments to its approved SIG application through the system’s internal controls and submission of programmatic and fiscal amendments to MSDE.
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	TABLE 1:    LEA  Commitments and Capacity by Prince George’s County Public Schools
MSDE SIG II Monitoring Team Members:  Gail Clark Dickson and Mozelle Mickens                                                             Monitoring Date:  March 20, 2012

	1003 (g) Central Support 

PGCPS Presented Evidence:

Documentation was provided reflecting SIG II schools representatives’ participation in the Turnaround Executive Committee meetings. The Turnaround Executive committee oversees the implementation of the Restart Models for its 2 SIG II Middle Schools. The Turnaround Executive Committee coordinates the support, as well as monitors and assesses the progress for each of its identified SIG II Tier II Middle Schools. This committee serves the same function as the Central Support Team. However, there is no amendment that reflects the name change of the Central Support Team as the Turnaround Executive Committee. Evidence of sign in sheets and agendas include participation of SIG II principals for 1/9/2012, 12/7/2011, and 9/7/2011 at the Turnaround Executive Committee meetings. 

NOTE: An amendment is needed to reflect the name change of the central support team and the correct titles and names of each member of the new Turnaround Executive Committee.
	Level of Implementation: Partially Met

	Name of Central Support Team Members
	Title
	Responsibility
	Tier Assignment, e.g. Tier I schools, Tier II Schools, or Tier III Schools
	Estimate of the time each individual will devote to supporting Tier I, II, and III schools ( Hours per Month)

	Duane Arbogast
	Chief Academic Office
	District coordination
	Tier II
	12 hours per month

	Ed Ryans
	Turnaround Director
	Turnaround coordination
	Tier II
	160 hours per month

	Debra Mahone
	Executive Director for School Improvement
	Title I coordination
	Tier II
	12 hours per month

	Robert Gaskins
	Director of Human Resources
	Human Resource coordination
	Tier II
	12 hours per month, more in the spring

	Janice Briscoe


	Director of Student Services
	Student Services coordination
	
	12 hours per month

	EMO Manager


	President


	EMO management
	
	32 hours per month

	Doug Anthony
	Director of Human Capital
	Align principal and teacher pipeline and evaluation system
	
	4 hours per month

	Michael Dodson
	Chief of Operations
	Coordinate building
	
	4 hours per month

	Robert Glascock
	MSDE Breakthrough Center
	Coordinate State Services
	
	4 hours per month

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


· Evidence of sign in sheets and agendas include participation of SIG II principals for 1/9/2012, 12/7/2011, and 9/7/2011 at the Turnaround Executive Committee meetings.  There was no evidence of ongoing monthly meetings.
	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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:

· Evidence of agendas for November 29 and December 19, 2011 of meetings with Dr. Hite. The agenda included a turnaround update. There were no sign in sheets or notes of these meetings.
	Level of Implementation: Partially 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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:
· A presentation to the Board of Education conducted April 26, 2011, was provided as evidence. The presentation from Duane Arbogast and Ed Ryans included capacity building for turnaround schools and an overview of the strategic turnaround plan for the (four) middle schools. There is no evidence reflecting SIG II Schools for this April presentation.

· There is evidence of a power point presentation on January 20, 2012, (this date was hand written on the document) about the school improvement grant with reference to SIG II schools.  A hand written note indicated this presentation was to cabinet members. There were no sign-in sheets or agenda for this presentation.
	Level of Implementation: Not Met

	d. Has the LEA 1003(g) central support team met prior to the submission of the grant application to review the individual school descriptions and to discuss how it will coordinate and manage the support, monitoring and assessment outlined in those plans? _X___YES ______NO
PGCPS Presented Evidence:
· There is evidence of a pre-implementation planning meeting (June 3, 2011) with representation from the central support team namely, Duane Arbogast, Ed Ryans, John Porter and Steve Gibson. A school description and vision document, needs assessment survey, Mosaica/PGCPS monitoring tool and Mosaica’s implementation plan were provided.
	Level of Implementation: 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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:

· The following documents were reviewed: an email dated November 22 from Duane Arbogast to Mosaica discussing Mosaica’s efforts; Mosaica’s deliverables agreement to increase FAS scores by 3 percentage points in math & reading; an email follow up dated 8/25/2011, regarding the outcomes of a meeting with Mosaica; emails regarding test data MSA doubles; an approved district targets document for students taking the MSA in reading & math; an appraisal form of the principal which reflects fiscal management responsibilities; a school based administrator appraisal worksheet; a goal setting conference agenda; an individual professional growth goals form; and goal setting guidelines forms. Appraisal and goal forms were incomplete. 
	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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:

· The following documents were reviewed: A Quarterly Budget Blast for SIG II for Thomas Johnson & Oxon Hill; a 100 day budget allocation planning document, a grant requirements form, a budget calculation formulas form, a grant change request form, a process for school based workshops, a 1003g substitutes funds form, and a 1003g collaborative planning substitute assignments form.

NOTE:  There were no evidence of monthly reviews by the Title I budget analyst. An amendment should address this modification.
	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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:

· Support team progress reports were provided on the following items:  PBIS, Special Education, AVID at Oxon Hill, student engagement & school support referencing data, professional development, and instructional personnel referencing staffing at Oxon Hill and Thomas Johnson Middle Schools. There was no evidence of planning to sustain improvement efforts once funding ends. 

	Level of Implementation: Partially Met

	h. What are the major challenges to full and effective implementation of all components of the SIG 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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:

Challenges: 

· Staffing of highly qualified personnel
· Restart partnership relationship

Resolutions:

· Identifying teacher concerns and conditions by analyzing survey results;
· Creating incentives using RTTT funding; 

· Considering $5000 as a recruitment incentive;

· Participating in a field trip to Chicago in collaboration with the PGCEA president and Human Capital representatives;
· Ongoing collaboration with PGCEA;
· Using a monitoring tool for deliverables to gauge Mosaica outcomes; and
· Ongoing meetings with Mosaica and principals to outline next steps in addressing the following agenda items:

1. Individual PD plan for teachers, 

2. Instructional needs assessments, 

3. Student achievement plans-PSAP, 

4. April 18th half day professional development, 

5. Mosaica Summer Institute-August 6 -7, 

6. Mosaica Turnaround Leadership Institute, 

7. Scheduling, and 

8. Summer staffing collaboration


	Level of Implementation: Met


	Comp.

#
	TABLE 2:
Levels of Implementation At-a-Glance on the Requirements for the Restart Intervention Model in PGCPS’ SIG II Schools
	Thomas Johnson Middle School
Requirement Level of Implementation

M-Met

PM-Partially Met

NM-Not Met
	Oxon Hill Middle School
Requirement Level of Implementation

M-Met

PM-Partially Met

NM-Not Met

	Pre-Implementation
	
	PM
	PM

	1
	Culture and Climate
	PM
	M

	2
	Staffing
	M
	M

	3
	Instruction
	PM
	M

	4
	Student Achievement
	PM
	M

	5
	Assessment
	PM
	M

	6
	Professional Development
	PM
	PM

	7
	Parent Engagement
	PM
	M


	TABLE  3:Section 2Thomas Johnson Middle School                   LEA:  Prince George’s County Public Schools
MSDE SIG Monitoring Team: Mozelle Mickens, Roberta Reasoner, Kevin Jenkins, and Michial Gill Monitoring Dates: February 9 – 10, 2012

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

	Comp.

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

	Pre-Implementation
	
	PARTIALLY MET
	Strategy 2. Community meetings with agendas are needed. 

No documentation of meeting outcomes for the community. Limited documentation of opportunity for parents’ input or expectations for the future was presented. 
Strategy 3. No documentation of professional development for additional 6 days. Only four days occurred.

Strategy 4. Principal coach position was not filled until after pre-implementation.
Strategy 5. PD plans for each staff member occurred after pre-implementation.  

Strategy 6. No evidence of review of data during pre-implementation.  The data provided demonstrated reviews occurred during the regular school year.



	1
	Culture and Climate
	PARTIALLY MET
	1 c. No documentation of how students are selected for participation in Mercury Online.

	2
	Staffing
	MET
	

	3
	Instruction
	PARTIALLY MET
	3 d. An amendment to change Compass Learning to Mercury Online in the grant. 

3e.Limited evidence of UDL; Limited evidence of project based learning. 
Limited evidence of professional development on project based learning and UDL activities for middle school students.  

	4
	Student Achievement
	PARTIALLY MET
	4a. No documentation of how students are selected for participation in Mercury Online.
4b. The correspondence presented discussed the fact that STEM has not been implemented due to lack of funds for computers.  

	5
	Assessment
	PARTIALLY MET
	5a. More documentation is needed to provide context and background information about the assessments provided. 

Limited evidence of PD on creating more authentic, rigorous assessment materials.



	6
	Professional Development
	PARTIALLY MET
	6a. Documentation of FARMS and ELL Professional development is needed.

	7
	Parent Engagement
	PARTIALLY MET
	7a. Limited evidence of a parent engagement plan. 


	TABLE  4:Section 2    Oxon Hill Middle School LEA:  Prince George’s County Public Schools
MSDE SIG Monitoring Team: Gail Clark Dickson, Mozelle Mickens, and Roberta Reasoner

Monitoring Dates: February 23 – 24, 2012

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

	Comp.

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

	Pre-Implementation
	
	PARTIALLY MET
	1 b. Four community meetings were proposed. There is evidence of only one meeting.  An amendment is needed to address modification of meetings.
 1 c. Ten days of in-service was not documented. Only 4 days of in-service occurred. 

1f. Data analysis did not occur during pre-implementation.

	1
	Culture and Climate
	MET
	

	2
	Staffing
	MET
	

	3
	Instruction
	MET
	

	4
	Student Achievement
	MET
	

	5
	Assessment
	MET
	

	6
	Professional Development
	PARTIALLY MET
	6 b. There was limited evidence of professional development on differentiated instruction for SPED & ELL students.



	7
	Parent Engagement
	MET
	


	TABLE  5 Section 5: SIG II Year 1 LEA Budget                         LEA: Prince George’s County Public Schools

	MSDE Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                      Monitoring Date: March 20, 2012

	Total SIG II LEA Allocation:

$ 933,755

	* Contracted Services -Budgeted: $ 933,755



	Encumbered: $ 0



	Spent (amount): $ 376,500
Spent (%):   44 %

        

	1. How much of the LEA SIG II budget has been expended to date (amount and %)?

PGCPS provided documentation that indicated the LEA has spent $376,500. This amount is 44% of the LEA budget. 



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

PGCPS indicated that spending is consistent with the budget timeline.



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

PGCPS explained that to date, the district had not spent any funds for the Oxon Hill MS Mercury on Line contract being paid for with district funds.

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

PGCPS indicated that an amendment was submitted to MSDE for this grant in November 2011. Currently, no additional amendments are anticipated.



	5. How often are LEA expenditures monitored? Who monitors?

PGCPS indicated that quarterly spend down meetings are held to discuss the activities and spending of the LEA budget. Stakeholders in attendance at these meetings are Turnaround Director, Turnaround Budget Specialist, Director of School Leadership and staff from Budget Management Services. Additionally, the Budget Management team participates in quarterly Enterprise Program Management Office Grant Core Team meetings and provides implementation updates on SIG spending, current activities, and future initiatives.



*Amounts changed to reflect an amendment

	TABLE 6 SIG II Year 1  School Budget for Thomas Johnson Middle School , Tier II                

	MSDE Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                      Monitoring Date: March 20, 2012

	
Total SIG II Year 1 Allocation:

$ 1,101,956
	School Budget Spent: 
$ 265,422
	Percent of School Budget Spent: 24%
	Spend Down Data as of: 
March 19, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	*Budgeted: $ 740,462
	*Budgeted: $ 113,113
	Budgeted: $ 10,254
	Budgeted: 
Travel: $ 16,640      Registration Fees: $ 5,360

	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered & Spent: 
Encumbered Travel: $  0     ( Spent $ 0 )

Encumbered Registration Fees: $0             (  Spent $ 0 )

	Spent (amount): $ 203,322
Spent (%):   27 %
	Spent (amount): $ 8,952
Spent (%):  8 %
	Spent (amount): $ 2,297
Spent (%):  22 %
	Travel Spent:  (0 %)
Registration Fees Spent: (   0 %)

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

PGCPS provided documentation that showed Thomas Johnson has spent $ 265,422. This amount is 24% of their approved SIG II Year 1 budget. 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?

PGCPS explained that spending at Thomas Johnson is a little slow. Staff from the Turnaround Office has met with school leadership to determine categories that need to be amended.

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

Additionally, the AVID teacher position is vacant and is affecting the amount left in salaries. Funds for the AVID conference travel and registration fees have not been used because the conference is in the summer.

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

PGCPS indicated that an amendment will be submitted to MSDE at the beginning of April 2012. This amendment will realign the funds for the AVID teacher because the district provided an AVID teacher for all schools implementing the program.  Funds for this position are proposed to cover the cost of the STEM project. 

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

PGCPS explained that the Compliance Specialist/Program Coordinator works directly with schools to encourage timely spending of funds. The Compliance Specialist sends to schools a Quarterly Budget Blast. This document outlines the funds that are allocated and spent in the budget categories directly under the schools control. Schools are requested to concentrate on immediately spending in the categories that have a large unspent balance. Additionally, school teams meet monthly with staff from the Turnaround Office to discuss challenges to spending and recommendations for amendments.



*Amounts changed to reflect an amendment
	TABLE 7 SIG II Year 1 School Budget for Oxon Hill Middle School , Tier II                                   

	MSDE Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                     Monitoring Date: March 20, 2012

	
Total SIG II Year 1 Allocation:

$ 1,222,535
	School Budget Spent: 
$ 233,667
	Percent of School Budget Spent:  19%
	Spend Down Data as of: 
March 19, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	*Budgeted: $ 887,441
	*Budgeted: $ 31,551
	Budgeted: $ 10,254
	Budgeted: 
Travel: $15,640    Registration Fees: $5,360

	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered& Spent 
Travel Encumbered: $ 0               (Spent: $ 0 )

Registration Fees Encumbered: $   0       ( Spent: $ 0)               

	Spent (amount): $ 170,686
Spent (%):   19%
	Spent (amount): $ 14,849
Spent (%):    47%
	Spent (amount): $ 4,910
Spent (%):   48 %
	Travel Spent : (  0  % )
Registration Fees Spent: (0 %)

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

PGCPS provided documentation that showed Oxon Hill has spent $ 233,667. This amount is 19% of their approved SIGII Year 1 budget. 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?

PGCPS explained that spending in most categories is on target. Staff from the Turnaround Office has met with school leadership to determine categories that need to be amended.

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

PGCPS indicated that coaches at the school were hired late so the spending in salaries is a little slow. Additionally, the AVID teacher position is vacant and is affecting the amount left in salaries. Funds for the AVID conference travel and registration fees have not been used because the conference is in the summer.

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

PGCPS indicated that an amendment will be submitted to MSDE at the beginning of April 2012. This amendment will realign the funds for the AVID teacher because the district provided an AVID teacher for all schools implementing the program.  Funds for this position are proposed to cover the cost of the STEM project. Also, funds ($20,000) will be decreased from teacher stipends.

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

PGCPS explained that the Compliance Specialist/Program Coordinator works directly with schools to encourage timely spending of funds. The Compliance Specialist sends to schools a Quarterly Budget Blast. This document outlines the funds that are allocated and spent in the budget categories directly under the schools’ control. Schools are requested to concentrate on immediately spending in the categories that have a large unspent balance. Additionally, school teams meet monthly with staff from the Turnaround Office to discuss challenges to spending and recommendations for amendments.


*Amounts changed to reflect an amendment

	TABLE 8 Section 5: SIG II Year 1 LEA Budget (Part of Consolidated Budget)  LEA: Prince George’s County Public Schools

	MSDE Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                            Monitoring Date: March 20, 2012

	Total SIG II LEA Allocation:

$ 320,451
	LEA Budget Spent: 
Amount- $ 104,372

Percentage- 33%
	Spend Down Data as of: 
March 19, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Fixed Charges

	Other

	Budgeted: $ 125,796
	Budgeted: $ 47,212

	Budgeted:    Indirect Cost $ 147,443


	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 0
	

	Spent (amount): $ 81,053
Spent (%):  64%
	Spent (amount): $ 23,319
Spent (%):   49%
	

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

PGCPS provided documentation that indicated the LEA has spent $ 104,372. This amount is 33% of the LEA budget. 

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

PGCPS indicated that spending is consistent with the timeline in all categories.

	3. What action steps or planned activities have not taken place that would impact the LEA budget?
PGCPS indicated that all planned activities are occurring. PGCPS explained that indirect cost recovery will be posted in June 30, 2012, which is the end of the fiscal year. 

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

PGCPS indicated that no amendment has occurred or is needed at this time.

	5. How often are LEA expenditures monitored? Who monitors?

PGCPS indicated that quarterly spend down meetings are held to discuss the activities and spending of the LEA budget. Stakeholders in attendance at these meetings are Turnaround Director, Turnaround Budget Specialist, Director of School Leadership and staff from Budget Management Services. Additionally, the Budget Management team participates in quarterly Enterprise Program Management Office Grant Core Team meetings and provides implementation updates on SIG spending, current activities, and future initiatives. 




	TABLE 9 Section 5: SIG II  Year 1 Consolidated Budget                                LEA: Prince George’s Public Schools

	MSDE Reviewers:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                            Monitoring Date: March 20, 2012

	SIG II 1003(g) Title I, Part A     

	Total Allocation

Amount Spent

Percent Spent

Amount Encumbered
Spend Down Data as of :
	$ 2,644,942

	
	$ 607,110

	
	23%

	
	$ 0

	
	March 19, 2012


Division of Student, Family, and School Support                             February 23, 2011
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