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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.  USDE approved Maryland’s Flexibility Plan in May 2012 which included Maryland’s SIG II schools as Priority 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                                       Monitoring Date:  February 28, 2013

	1003 (g) Central Support 

PGCPS Presented Evidence: 


	Level of Implementation: 
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 monthly meetings with SANE documentation: 1/28/13 (SIG Update); 11/13/12 (PMAPP Session;); October 25, 2012, (Principals Systemic Meeting Principals’ Turnaround Schools); Turnaround Around School PD Calendar for SY 12-13 
· Evidence of Turnaround Executive Committee Meetings: 2/25/13 with SAN docs; 1/28/13 scheduled but cancelled due to weather; 11/26/12 with SAN docs; and 9/24/12 with SAN docs
	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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:
PGCPS Presented Evidence:
· Evidence of meetings between Dr. Ryans and Helen Crowley, Area Superintendent on August 20, 2012 & February4, 2013; Ms. Crowley participated in learning walkthroughs at Oxon Hill Middle School, Feb 14,2013

· Ongoing meetings with Duane Arbogast, Chief Academic Officer; 
	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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:
· Dr. Ed Ryans is presenting to the Board with power point presentation on 3/21/13; This is an annual presentation
· Dr. Ed Ryans presented to Maryland State Department of Education

· Dr. Ed Ryans presented at the Annual Conference of the National Alliance of Black School Educators, November 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
PGCPS 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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence: 
· All schools received new targets based on Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

	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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:
· Evidence of Turnaround Budget Meetings with Compliance Specialist & PGCPS Budget analyst on 10/24/12 & 10/25/12 with documented sign in Sheets & agendas
· Evidence of budget meeting with focus on planning for spend downs at OHMS, 10/3/12, between Compliance Specialist, principal, parent engagement specialist & IT technician; Documented  sign-in sheet & agenda on file); Email communication to principal regarding budget updates
· Emails to Principal at TJMS from Compliant Specialist regarding budget updates; Budget Meeting on 9/26/12 between compliant specialist, principal & Staff (sign in & agenda on file)
	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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence: 

· Productive collaboration for the Authentic Education contract.
· The Turnaround Department is receiving a 2 million dollar budget from the district for Authentic Education for SIG II salaries
· Contracted with Maryland Coalition for Inclusive Education for TJMS & Oxon Hill Middle with focus on instructional planning & delivery, classroom management, collaborative planning practices for co-teaching and student performance on academic measures; Schools are participating in Team and Teach
· All staff received stipends and incentives; Evidence of a programmatic grant change request for OHMS & TJMS principals and 2 academic deans and 2 assistant principals to receive annual financial incentive stipends
SAN Documentation & power points:

· Meetings: Data Wise Implementation meeting, 7/18/12 at Oxon Hill; Attended Curriculum Mapping Institute, 7/12 – 14, 2012; Common Core & Score RELA Dept meetings, 8/28/12; Common Core meeting, 9/28/12 at TJMS; Instructional Lead Teacher & Coaches Meetings, 8/24/12; Evidence of Instructional Lead Teacher/Coaches Calendar for SY 2012-13 SY 

· Meetings between Compliant Specialist, Myra Grzeskiewicz and Mary Robbins, Mosaica regarding: Accountability Portfolio on 2/14/13. 1/17/13, and 12/12/12

· Accountability Portfolio meetings between compliance specialist & Assistant Principal, MS. Simley at TJMS, 1/30/13, 1/24/13, 1/10/13, additional staff were included on 1/4/13
· Meeting on 9/20/12  between Dr. Robinson, Ed Ryan & Myra in preparation for SIG Visit

· Evidence of Guideline Document for Extended Learning Opportunities (ELO) for TJMS & OXMS

· An Email dated, 9/5/2012 from Compliant Specialist to principals regarding the  approval for the beginning date of operations for ELO scheduled 10/2012 


	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?
PGCPS Presented Evidence:
· Having challenges with recruitment of Highly Qualified staff; The Team will begin the process earlier 

· Evidence of MTP plan for parent engagement; No evidence of execution of the plan; On April 1st , the new representative from Mosaica will begin; Specific services will be identified; Evidence of meetings between Dr. Ryans and TJMS & OHMS principals and Dr. Robinson with Mosaica on 12/7/12, 11/29/12, and 11/7/12, (agendas and notes are on file)


	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
2012
Requirement Level of Implementation

M-Met

PM-Partially Met

NM-Not Met
	Thomas Johnson Middle School
2013
Requirement Level of Implementation

M-Met

PM-Partially Met

NM-Not Met
	Oxon Hill Middle School

2012

Requirement Level of Implementation

M-Met

PM-Partially Met

NM-Not Met
	Oxon Hill Middle 
School
2013
Requirement Level of Implementation

M-Met

PM-Partially Met

NM-Not Met

	1
	School Climate and Culture
	PM
	M
	M
	M

	2
	Staff Profile
	M
	M
	M
	PM

	3
	Instructional Program
	PM
	PM
	M
	PM

	4
	Student Achievement
	PM
	M
	M
	M

	5
	Assessments
	PM
	PM
	M
	M

	6
	Professional Development
	PM
	PM
	PM
	M

	7
	Student, Family and Community Support
	PM
	NM
	M
	M


	TABLE  3:Section 2Thomas Johnson Middle School                   LEA:  Prince George’s County Public Schools
MSDE Priority SIG Monitoring Team: Gail Clark Dickson, Valerie Ashton-Thomas and Genevieve Barrows and Dates: February 5 – 6, 2013

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

	Comp.

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

	1
	School Culture & Climate


	MET
	

	2
	Staff Profile


	MET
	

	3
	Instructional Program
	PARTIALLY MET
	3b. Research Based Interventions
Lack clear evidence on research-based interventions used, i.e. – RTI,   COMPASS Learning.

Per discussion with Assistant Principal Simley, Compass Learning and RTI are not being implemented. Teachers have not been trained on RTI. LEA plans to amend plan to indicate this change.

	4
	Student Achievement

	MET
	 

	5
	Assessments
	PARTIALLY MET
	5a. Collaborative Planning
Need evidence of follow up observations and feedback 



	6
	Professional Development

	PARTIALLY MET
	6a. Teacher PD Plans
Need evidence of completed observations and IPD plans for all staff.

	7
	Student, Family and Community Supp
	NOT MET
	7b. External Partner to Coordinate Family Services
Lack of evidence to demonstrate coordination of services for families involving external partners (Dept. of Health, juvenile services, mental health, etc.)


	TABLE  4:Section 2    Oxon Hill Middle School LEA:  Prince George’s County Public Schools
MSDE Priority SIG Monitoring Team: Gail Clark Dickson, Valerie Ashton-Thomas and Genevieve Barrows

Monitoring Dates: February 13 – 14, 2013

	Overall Level of Implementation:  Partially Met

	Comp.

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

	1
	School Climate & Culture


	MET
	

	2
	Staff Profile


	PARTIALLY MET
	2b. Limited evidence to support criteria for Teacher Excellence charts

2c. Non existence of a plan to promote leadership capacity with administrators and key teachers; Many of the documents (PowerPoint, publications, fliers, handouts) provided had no dates, purpose, audience, sign-in, agenda, etc to support strategy



	3
	Instructional Program
	PARTIALLY MET
	3c. Lacked evidence to demonstrate RTI, linkages and technology

3f. No evidence of an instructional plan with technology integration

	4
	Student Achievement
	MET
	

	5
	Assessments
	MET
	

	6
	Professional Development
	MET
	

	7
	Student, Family and Community Support


	MET
	


	TABLE 5 Section 5: Priority SIG II Year 2 LEA Budget  (Part of Consolidated Budget)      LEA: Prince George’s County Public Schools

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                            Monitoring Date: February 28, 2013

	SIG II Year 2 LEA Allocation:

$ 759,855
	LEA Budget Spent: 

Amount- $ 279,948
Percentage - 37  %
	Spend Down Data as of: 

February 26, 2013

	Salaries & Wages
	Contracted Services
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 170,796
	Budgeted: $ 444,000

	Budgeted:    Travel : $3,320
                       Registration Fees: $3,319
                       Indirect Costs: $87,036

	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 5,833
	Encumbered:  Travel- $0
                           Registration Fees- $  0   

                           Indirect Costs- $0

	Spent (amount): $ 113,383
Spent (%):   66%
	Spent (amount): $ 140,702
Spent (%):     32 %
	       Spent (amount & %) Travel: $ 0                   (0 %)

                            Registration: $     0                      (0 %)
                            Indirect Costs: $   0                      (0 %)

	

	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 that the LEA has spent $279,948. This amount is 37% of the LEA year 2 budget.  Additional funds in the amount of $ 5,833 have 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?

PGCPS indicated that spending is not 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 all planned activities have occurred even though spending is slow.

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

PGCPS indicated that the LEA will be included in the amendment that will be submitted to MSDE in March 2013. Additional funds for conference travel will be added.

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

PGCPS indicated that monitoring for the LEA budget was conducted on Oct. 22, Dec. 17, 2012; Jan. 16 and Jan. 28 2013.  These 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. 




	TABLE 6 Section 5: Priority SIG II Year 2  School Budget for Thomas Johnson Middle School , Tier II                

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                      Monitoring Date:  February 28, 2013

	
Total SIG II Year 2 Allocation:

$ 869,371
	School Budget Spent: 

$ 339,008
	Percent of School Budget Spent: 39%
	Spend Down Data as of: 

February 26, 2013

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 590,028
	Budgeted: $ 29,000
	Budgeted: $ 8,410
	Budgeted: 
Travel: $ 23,640     Registration Fees: $ 9,360
Membership Fees: $ 5,750    

	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 400
	Encumbered: $ 101
	Encumbered & Spent: 

Encumbered Travel: $ 1,702  ( Spent: $1,390)              

Encumbered Registration: $  948  (Spent: $ 525)     
Encumbered  Membership: $  0 ( Spent : $ 0  )     

	Spent (amount): $ 246,683
Spent (%):    42  %
	Spent (amount): $ 2,868
Spent (%):   10 %
	Spent (amount): $ 2,532
Spent (%):      30%
	Travel Spent:  (6 %) Registration Spent: (6  %) 
Membership 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 $ 339, 008. This amount is 39% of their approved SIGII Year 2 budget.  Additional funds in the amount of $ 3,151 have 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?

PGCPS explained spending is not consistent with the budget timeline. Staff from the Turnaround Office will be meeting with school leadership to discuss categories with unspent funds.

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

PGCPS indicated that Thomas Johnson has conferences that have not taken place but are scheduled.  Supplies and materials are being ordered slowly. These two categories have substantial amounts unspent.

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

 PGCPS indicated Thomas Johnson will be included in an amendment that will be submitted to MSDE in March 2013. Additional funds for conference travel and registration will be added.

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

PGCPS provided documentation that showed budget email correspondence with the school on Nov. 10, Nov. 28, 2012; and Jan. 11, Jan. 23, Feb. 10 and Feb. 15, 2013.  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. 


	TABLE 7 Section 5: Priority SIG II Year 2 School Budget for Oxon Hill Middle School , Tier II                                   

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                                     Monitoring Date: February 28, 2013

	
Total SIG II Year 2 Allocation:

$ 1,071,512
	School Budget Spent: 

$ 333,837
	Percent of School Budget Spent:  31%
	Spend Down Data as of: 

February 26, 2013

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 737,007
	Budgeted: $ 29,000
	Budgeted: $ 8,411
	Budgeted: 
Travel: $23,640    Registration Fees: $9,360
Membership Fees: $ 5,750    

	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 895
	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered & Spent 

Travel Encumbered: $  4,299   (Spent: $  11,338 )

Registration Encumbered: $ 0   ( Spent: $ 1,575  )  Membership Encumbered : $ 0  (Spent: $  936  )

	Spent (amount): $ 232,604
Spent (%):        32 %
	Spent (amount): $ 1,654
Spent (%):     6 %
	Spent (amount): $ 0
Spent (%):  0  %
	Travel Spent : (  48  % )
 Registration Fees Spent: (17 %)
Membership Fees Spent: (16 %)

	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 $ 333,837. This amount is 31% of their approved SIGII Year 2 budget. Additional funds in the amount of $5,194 have 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?

PGCPS explained that spending for Oxon Hill is slightly off target. Staff from the Turnaround Office will be meeting with school leadership to discuss categories with unspent funds.

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

PGCPS explained that conferences have not taken place but are scheduled.  Supplies and materials are being ordered slowly. These two categories have substantial amounts unspent.

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

PGCPS indicated that Oxon Hill will not be included in the amendment that will be submitted in March 2013.

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

PGCPS provided documentation that showed budget email correspondence with the school on Oct. 25, Nov. 28, 2012; Feb. 11, Feb. 14 and Feb. 19, 2013.  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. 


	TABLE 8 Section 5: Priority SIG II  Year 2 Consolidated Budget                             LEA: Prince George’s Public Schools

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                            Monitoring Date: February 28, 2013

	SIG II 1003(g) Title I, Part A     

	Total Allocation

Amount Spent

Percent Spent

Amount Encumbered
Spend Down Data as of :
	$ 2,700,738

	
	$ 952,794

	
	35%

	
	$ 14,178

	
	February 26, 2013
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