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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.  USDE approved Maryland’s Flexibility Plan in May 2012 which included Maryland’s SIG II schools as Priority Schools.
Purpose of the Priority SIG II Monitoring Teams’ Second Onsite Visit: As approved by USED, MSDE, through Priority 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 Priority 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, Priority 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 Priority 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.
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	TABLE 1:    LEA  Commitments and Capacity by Baltimore City Public School System
MSDE SIG II Monitoring Team Members:  Gail Clark Dickson                                       Monitoring Date:  March 5, 2013

	1003  Central Support 

    Presented Evidence: 
· SANE documentation of monthly Central Support Team meetings, inclusive of representatives from the Turnaround Office, Networks, Title I, and Chief Academic Officer  representative
	Level of Implementation: 
MET

	a.    How often will the LEA 1003(g) Central Support Team meet?
        Presented Evidence:
· The Central Support Team meets monthly;  Occasionally the team meets individually with network reps

· SANE documentation of meetings from 9/2012 – 2/2013
	Level of Implementation: 
MET

	b. How often will they report on their work and the work on Tier I, II and III schools to the Superintendent?
Presented Evidence:
· Network Executive Directors and Facilitators have ongoing quarterly check-ins with the Superintendent 

· A sample memo was presented as evidence which was addressed to Dr. Alonso reflecting SIG/Turnaround Schools’ Quarterly report dated, 10/9/2012
	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?
 Presented Evidence:
· Quarterly reports are provided to the Board of Commissioners  

· Evidence of a quarterly update to the Teaching and Learning Committee/Office of Chief Academic Officer about the Turnaround Initiative dated 10/9/2012
	Level of Implementation: 
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? ______ YES ______NO
Presented Evidence:
	Level of Implementation: 
N/A

	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?
Presented Evidence: 
· Evidence of School Performance Plan with identified Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) for Priority SIG II Schools

Additional documentation on goal planning:

· SAN documentation of Turnaround Office & Network Support Official Budget Meeting (2/27/13) at Ben Franklin; SANE documentation of the Aspiring Principals Institute with Frederick Douglass High School (FDHS) & Cherry Hill Elementary/ Middle School representatives in attendance

· SAN documentation for staff development on Teach like a Champion on 12/12/12 with FDHS & Benjamin Franklin High School (BFHS) representatives in attendance

· Sign in sheets of ongoing Network support for Priority SIG II with evidence of Learning Walks and Instructional Framework Monitoring
	Level of Implementation: 
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?
Presented Evidence:
· Monthly reports regarding spend downs in  collaboration with the Business Manager

· Evidence of ongoing Budget/Fiscal monitoring with Priority SIG II Schools

· Evidence of a grants meeting with Turnaround Office & Grant Administration Staff for SIG schools on 6/4/2012

· Ongoing Grant Managers Team Meeting documentation with yearly calendar; Sample documentation include the 9/19/2012 meeting

· Ongoing monthly operators/principal meetings with the Turnaround Office reflected in SAN documentations from 7/2012 – 2/2013
	Level of Implementation: 
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?
Presented Evidence: 
Evidence of Ongoing Support:
· Realignment of resources (an additional human capital person was hired); 

· Continued work with the Breakthrough center; 

· Support services from MSDE;

· Mentoring opportunities;

· Monthly principal/operators’ meetings; 

· Aspiring Leadership Program;

· Monthly Teach Like  Champions staff development; 

· Attendance at the  Harvard Leadership Institute; 

· Targeted PD from learning walks and feedback to teachers with follow-up drive the  instructional framework; 

· Collaboration in planning with teachers; SIG walks by Networks; Staff data talks; and 
· Continued shift in thinking about Special Education, more collaboration about good instruction 


	Level of Implementation: 
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?
Presented Evidence:
Challenges:  

Hiring the right staff for Turnaround Schools

· At the forefront of the CAO; Need to identify needs early to address staffing issues
Improving accountability measures for external providers

· Modifying policies and procedures to address accountability and renewal; aligning systems tools with State’s tools for monitoring
Exploring Network structuring

· Internal discussion regarding identifying Priority SIG schools to a specific Network 

· Networks are working as a team in strategizing with schools teams
Continued conversations about the amendment process
	Level of Implementation: 
MET


	TABLE 2:
Levels of Implementation At-a-Glance

on the Requirements for the Turnaround Intervention Model in BCPSS’ Tier II 
Priority SIG II Schools
	Benjamin Franklin 

@ Masonville Cove High School

Requirement Level of Implementation
M-Met

PM-Partially Met NM-Not Met
2012
	Benjamin Franklin 
@ Masonville Cove High School

Requirement Level of Implementation
M-Met

PM-Partially Met NM-Not Met
2013
	Frederick Douglass High School

Requirement Level of Implementation
M-Met

PM-Partially Met NM-Not Met
2012
	Frederick Douglass High School

Requirement Level of Implementation
M-Met

PM-Partially Met NM-Not Met
2013

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

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

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

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

	5)  Adopt a new governance structure
	M
	M
	M
	M

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

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

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

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

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

	M

	M
	N/A
	N/A

	11) Environmental Sciences CTE programming
	M

	M
	N/A
	N/A

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


	COMP.

#
	TABLE 2:
Levels of Implementation

At-a-Glance on the

Requirements for the

Restart Intervention Model in

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

M-Met 

PM-Partially Met 

NM-Not Met
2012
	Cherry Hill Elementary/Middle School
Requirement Level of Implementation

M-Met 

PM-Partially Met 

NM-Not Met
2013

	1
	Student Profile
	PM
	M

	2
	Staff Profile
	PM
	M

	3
	Student Achievement
	M
	M

	4
	Rigorous Curriculum
	NM
	PM

	5
	Instructional Program
	PM
	M

	6
	Assessments
	PM
	M

	7
	School Climate & Culture
	PM
	M

	8
	Student, Family and Community Support
	PM
	PM

	9
	Professional Development
	PM
	M

	10
	Organizational Structure and Resources
	M
	M

	11
	Comprehensive and Effective Planning
	PM
	M

	12
	Effective Leadership
	M
	M


	TABLE 3: Benjamin Franklin @ Masonville Cove High School, Tier II LEA: Baltimore City Public Schools
MSDE Priority SIG II Monitoring Team: John Grymes, Renee Williams and Glen Lee                                     Monitoring Dates:  February 25 – 26, 2013

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

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

	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
	Met
	

	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
	4c. No proof that the Towson University Course was offered.  (Note: Principal reported funds for this course were eliminated when year-two SIG funds were reduced.  No evidence of a budget amendment). 

	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
	Partially Met
	6d. No proof that the Towson University Course was offered.  (Note: Principal reported funds for this course were eliminated when year-two SIG funds were reduced.  No evidence of a budget amendment).

	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
	Met
	

	8
	Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time
	Met
	

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

	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 Douglass High School, Tier II LEA:  Baltimore City Public Schools
MSDE Priority SIG II Monitoring Team: John Grymes, Mary Cross and Kristi Peters                                  Monitoring Dates:  February 7 – 8, 2013

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

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

	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
	 2a. The school-based multi-tier recruitment selection       model for certified teachers applying to Baltimore City Public Schools 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
	Partially Met
	3a. No documentation to verify staff payments for working extended hours.

3b. The draft MOU in the file has not been executed. The MOU has been signed by the Baltimore Teachers Union (BTU). The Turnaround Office reported the MOU is awaiting the Superintendent’s signature.

	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

	Partially Met
	6h. No evidence that the law program is aligned with the BCCC law program.  This is a new partnership with BCCC. FDHS is currently negotiating an articulation agreement with the community college.

	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

	Met
	

	8
	Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time

	Met
	

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


	TABLE 5: Cherry Hill Elementary Middle School, Tier I LEA:  Baltimore City Public Schools
MSDE SIG II Monitoring Team: Lynn Muller, Michelle Goady and Sally Dorman                        Monitoring Dates:  February 13 - 14, 2013

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

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

Action Item

	1
	Student Profile
	Met
	

	2

	Staff Profile
	 Met
	

	3
	Student Achievement
	Met
	

	4
	Rigorous Curriculum
	Partially Met
	4a.Elements of planning such as lesson plans and unit plans are present; however, there is no documentation of the back mapping based on student data in the Understanding By Design framework.

	5
	Instructional Program
	Met
	

	6
	Assessments
	Met
	

	7
	School Climate & Culture
	Met
	

	8
	Student, Family and Community Support
	Partially Met
	8d.Insufficient evidence of marketing door to door and in the community (businesses, day care, boys clubs, etc). No Spanish translations.

	9
	Professional Development
	 Met
	

	10
	Organizational Structure and Resources
	Met
	

	11
	Comprehensive and Effective Planning
	Met
	

	12
	Effective Leadership
	Met
	


	TABLE 6 Priority SIG II Year 2 School Budget for Benjamin Franklin High School , Tier II

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                 Monitoring Date: March 5, 2013

	Total SIG II Year 2  Allocation:

$ 1,081,999
	School Budget Spent: 

$ 334,821
	Percent of School Budget Spent:  31%
	Spend Down Data as of: 

February 28, 2013

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 569,554
	Budgeted: $ 215,168
	Budgeted: $ 31,430
	PD/Conference Budgeted: $ 23,240



	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 113,799
	Encumbered:  $ 776.00
	PD/Conference Encumbered: $0



	Spent (amount):  $ 234,273
Spent (%):       41  %
	Spent (amount): $ 0
Spent (%):    0  %
	Spent (amount): $ 8,202
Spent (%):  26  %
	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 $ 334,821. This amount is 31 % of their approved SIG II year 2 budget. An additional amount of $ 114,575 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 spending is not consistent with the budget timeline.  Turnaround Office staff will continue to work with the school to expend funds.



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

BCPSS indicated all planned activities have taken place but the school is a little slow ordering materials. There is a slight delay with the submission of the invoices by the vendor.



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

BCPSS indicated that no budget amendment is expected to be submitted.



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

BCPSS provided documentation that showed that monitoring was conducted on Nov. 9, Dec. 6, 2012; Jan. 9, Jan. 31, and Feb. 28, 2013. BCPSS explained that expenditures are monitored by the principal and school based business manager on a weekly basis. The Turnaround Business Manager meets with the principal and school based business manager to review spending, encumbrances and barriers to spending.




	 TABLE 7  Priority SIG II Year 2 School Budget Frederick Douglass High School , Tier II

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                      Monitoring Date: March 5, 2013

	Total SIG II Year 2  Allocation:

$ 1,508,281
	School Budget Spent: 

$ 842,484
	Percent of School Budget Spent:   56 %
	Spend Down Data as of: 

February 28, 2013

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $811,330
	Budgeted: $ 405,600
	Budgeted: $62,596
	Budgeted: N/A



	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 123,233
	Encumbered:  $ 22,018
	Encumbered: N/A



	Spent (amount):  $ 473,797
Spent (%):      58  %
	Spent (amount): $ 231,304
Spent (%):  57  %
	Spent (amount): $ 35,960
Spent (%):      58 %
	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 $ 842,484. This amount is 56 % of their approved SIG II year 2 budget.  An additional amount of $ 145,753 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 consistent with the budget timeline.



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

BCPSS indicated that stipends for extended day will be transferred from general funds to the grant at the end of the school year. Additionally, the principal bonus will be posted to the grant at the end of the school year if the school targets are met.



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

BCPSS indicated that no budget amendment is expected to be submitted.



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

BCPSS provided documentation that showed that monitoring was conducted on Nov. 15, Nov. 27, Dec. 6, 2012; Feb. 7, and Feb. 25, 2013. BCPSS explained that the Expenditures are monitored by the principal and school based business manager on a weekly basis. The Turnaround Business Manager meets with school based business manager monthly to review spending, encumbrances, and barriers to spending.




	TABLE 8 Priority SIG II Year 2 School Budget for Cherry Hill Elem/Middle School, Tier I 

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                         Monitoring Date: March 5, 2013

	Total SIGII Year 2 Allocation:

$ 1,128,425
	School Budget Spent: 

$ 184,799
	Percent of School Budget Spent:   16 %
	Spend Down Data as of: 

February 28, 2013

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 486,435
	Budgeted: $ 399,823
	Budgeted: $ 136,007
	 Budgeted : N/A


	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 366,336
	Encumbered:  $ 4,145
	Encumbered:  N/A


	Spent (amount):  $ 115,042
Spent (%):    24  %
	Spent (amount): $ 26,495

Spent (%):    7 %
	Spent (amount): $ 8,487
Spent (%):       6%
	Spent (amount): N/A   

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 Cherry Hill has spent $ 184,799. This amount is 16 % of their approved SIG II year 2 budget. An additional amount of $ 370,481 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 spending for Cherry Hill is not consistent with budget timeline. The school has been spending funds from their year 1 allocation. The Turnaround Office staff will continue to work with the schools to expend funds.



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

BCPSS indicated that stipends for extended day will be transferred from general funds to the grant at the end of the school year. Additionally, the principal bonus will be posted to the grant at the end of the school year if the school targets are met.



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

BCPSS indicated that no budget amendment is expected to be submitted.



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

BCPSS provided documentation that showed monitoring was conducted on Nov. 9, 2012, Jan. 4, Jan. 30, Feb. 7, and Feb. 26, 2013. BCPSS explained that expenditures are monitored by the principal, operator and business manager on a monthly basis. The Turnaround Business Manager meets with the Operator and business manager monthly to review spending, encumbrances, and barriers to spending.


	 TABLE 9  Section 5: SIG II Year 2  LEA Budget                                                     LEA: Baltimore City Public Schools

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                         Monitoring Date: March 5, 2013

	Total SIG II Year 2   Allocation:

$332,402
	LEA Budget Spent: 
$ 1,704
	Percent of LEA Budget Spent: 
1%
	Spend Down Data as of: 

February 28, 2013

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 213,240
	Budgeted: $ 50,000
	Budgeted: $ 17,000
	 Budgeted:

  Travel: $5,017
Technology: $2,493

	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 1,584
	Encumbered: 
Travel:  $ 0

Technology: $ 1,075

	Spent (amount): $ 0

Spent (%):   0   %
	Spent (amount): $ 0
Spent (%):  0  %
	Spent (amount): $ 1,704
Spent (%):       10 %
	Spent Travel (amount): $    0   (0 %)
Spent Technology (amount) $ (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 showed the LEA has spent $ 1,704. This amount is 1% of their approved SIG II year 2 budget.  An additional amount of $ 2,659 has been encumbered. Expended amounts for fixed charges are included in the total spent.


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

BCPSS indicated that the LEA spending is not consistent with budget timeline. BCPSS explained that there is an internal error (salary charges were posted to an invalid account).  Staff from Grants Administration, Human Capital and the Turnaround Office will meet to reconcile and correct the error; this correction will put LEA spending on target.



	3. What action steps or planned activities have not taken place that would impact the LEA budget?
BCPSS explained the contract amount of $50, 000 for New Leaders New Schools will be moved to salaries and wages.



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

BCPSS indicated that no budget amendment is expected to be submitted.



	5. How often are LEA expenditures monitored? Who monitors?
BCPSS indicated that district that district financial analyst met with Turnaround Office staff on Dec. 4, Dec. 17, 2012; Jan. 6, Jan. 8, February 5, 2013 to plan, discuss, and revise the district SIG I budget.  


	TABLE 10 Section 5: SIG II Year 2 Consolidated Budget     LEA: Baltimore City Public Schools

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                     Monitoring Date: March 5, 2013

	SIG II 1003(g) Title I, Part A

	Total Allocation

Amount Spent

Percent Spent

Amount Encumbered
Spend Down Data as of :
	$ 4,051,108

	
	$1,363,808

	
	34%

	
	$633,467

	
	February 28, 2013


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