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SIG Monitoring and Fiscal Teams’ Third Onsite Visit Feedback
Maryland State Department of Education—Title I School Improvement Grant (SIG), section 1003(g)

	LEA: Prince George’s County Public Schools  (PGCPS)                      LEA Turnaround Director:  Ed Ryans                                                                                             
Date of SIG Team’s School Visit:  May 19, 2011                                Date of SIG Fiscal Team’s Visit: May 31, 2011 
SIG Team Members:  Jim Newkirk and Tina McKnight                        SIG Fiscal Team Members: Geri Taylor Lawrence and Jim Newkirk


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 and Fiscal Teams’ Third Onsite Visit:   As approved by USDE, 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. As part of the third onsite visit, a SIG Monitoring Team will interview members of the LEA Central Support Team which is the leadership body for planning, implementing, supporting, monitoring, and evaluating the LEA’s approved SIG Plan.  In addition and on a different day, a MSDE SIG Fiscal Team will monitor the LEA’s SIG budgets.
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	TABLE  1                        PGCPS Central Support Team Interview Questions and Responses

	1. Describe what the schools were like before starting the reform efforts and discuss any unique background information about the school that might be helpful for us to know.   
	G. James Gholson Middle School
	· There were school culture problems.
· There were school climate problems.
· The building is shared by 2 schools.
· There was no instructional and leadership focus at the school.
· The school was impacted by the closing of G. Garner Shugart Middle School in terms of additional students.
· The school was not clean.
· There were community relations problems with the school.

	2. 
	Drew Freeman Middle School
	· The school was not clean.
· There were community issues about the school.
· The school had many challenges with the district teachers’ association.

	3. 
	Benjamin Stoddert Middle School
	· The school was impacted by the closing of G. Garner Shugart Middle School in terms of additional students.
· The school was not clean. 

· Community issues.

	4. 
	Thurgood Marshall Middle School
	· There were school culture problems.
· There were school climate problems.
· The school was not clean.
· The school has experience unstable school leadership over the years.
· The community relations with the school were not too much of an issue. The community had a relationship with the previous school administrator.

	5. What are the schools like now?  How do they compare?


	G. James Gholson Middle School
	· There has been improvement and growth in the school’s culture and climate. 

· The co-principal model continues to be effective.
· There has been more face-to-face time between district staff and co-principals in order to overcome challenges at the school.
· Because of many issues, the district assigned the student services department staff to the school which is making a difference.

	6. 
	Drew Freeman Middle School
	· At the beginning of this school year the school experienced major school culture and climate issues.  Currently there are isolated issues in culture and climate due to the growth of the principal and leadership team.
· There has been more face-to-face time between district staff and the principal in order to overcome challenges at the school.
· Because of many issues, the district assigned the student services department staff to the school which is making a difference.

· It is the district’s perspective that the current principal is a true instructional leader.
· The district recognizes growth between the school leadership team and the teacher association.

	7. 
	Benjamin Stoddert Middle School
	· At the beginning of this school year the school experienced major school culture and climate issues.  Currently there are isolated issues in culture and climate due to the growth of the principal and leadership team. 
· There has been more face-to-face time between district staff and the principal in order to overcome challenges at the school.
· Because of many issues, the district assigned the student services department staff to the school which is making a difference.

· There has between minor issues between the school leadership and the teacher association.

	8. 
	Thurgood Marshall Middle School
	· At the beginning of this school year the school experienced major school culture and climate issues.  Currently there are isolated issues in culture and climate due to the growth of the principal and leadership team. 
· There has been more face-to-face time between district staff and the principal in order to overcome challenges at the school.
· Because of many issues, the district assigned the student services department staff to the school which is making a difference.

· The district recognizes being a principal of a turnaround school is very hard and demanding work.  


	9. How have you built the internal capacity at the district level to sustain the reforms introduced this year?


	· Building an internal capacity for our SIG schools at the district level has been and continues to be an ongoing process.
· The district believes that ground level face-to-face interactions at the SIG schools are a better way of providing support and assistance than talking on the phone.
· It is an eye opener when you go to the school rather than discussing it off site.
· The district is constantly implementing a cycle of interfacing and direct support to our SIG schools.
· The district’s declining budget elevated the system’s internal capacity in all departments, including our SIG grant.
· The district recognizes the system did not build the internal structure in the turnaround office at the beginning of the year.
· The district should have done a book study on Mass Insight.
· The district recognizes that instruction rigor will come later.

	10. What were your greatest successes as a district team?


	· The vision for our SIG turnaround schools has evolved.
· It is important for the district to understand how to forge the right partnerships to support our SIG schools
· The collaboration with MSDE’s Breakthrough Center has been helpful for our district and our SIG schools.
· Partnering with Mid Atlantic for Community Engagement.
· Barbecue on the grounds of Drew Freeman.
· The schools’ community relationships have grown throughout the year.
· The district made adjustments beneficial to students such as STEM and “We the People” Social Studies Curriculum. 
· The district increased offerings for students at the SIG schools.
· The district directive to the academic office to send a mathematics support team to Drew Freeman Middle School.  This team evaluated the situation at the school and determined it was not a math problem, but it was a classroom organization problem when planning to deliver an effective lesson.

	11. What are your greatest challenges as a district team?

	· A major challenge was staffing the SIG schools with highly effective teachers.  It continues to be difficult to find teachers who have experience in urban settings.  There is no turnaround staffing pipeline for the district to use.
· A challenge has been and continues to be for the district to have flexibility in getting the right staff at our SIG schools without the burden of teacher and administrator associations’ negotiated contracts.
· A challenge has been on how to create compensation packages for teachers that are attractive (not just salaries, it could be resources).
· A challenge has been dealing with our most disruptive youth without expulsions.  And if you do not suspend how to deal with these students within the 4 walls of the school.
· A challenge has been determining how to leverage school and district staff to deal with community/families in crisis.
· The negotiated contracts with our associations have been a challenge.  The district has not made much progress for our SIG schools.  All parties, including the district, need a paradigm switch.
· A challenge has been the district’s teacher observation evaluation protocol which is laborious for our building administrators.
· The district had a challenge with our SIG budgets for the district and the SIG schools.  The district did not set up protocols and procedures to deal with SIG budgets and for schools to access their SIG funds.  It has gotten better, but it is a work in progress.
· The Turnaround Office’s fiscal specialist will need to take a more active role in working with fiscal departments in the system. 

	12. Which challenges did you overcome and how?


	· The district has contracted with several partners to provide additional support for the SIG schools.

	13. Discuss the lessons learned.  What advice would you give to the other districts beginning the process of reform?


	· Do not isolate Turnaround Principals as a principal group only.  The SIG principals must have the opportunity to meet with other district middle school principals as a group.
· Management of different employees in the school needs to be part of the training for NEW turnaround principals.
· Integrate and coordinate district resources and support for the SIG schools. 
· It is not just school culture and climate, but it is community culture and climate.
· Lack of rigorous expectation in our schools needs to be addressed.
· Several SIG contracts needed to be suspended because the SIG schools were not ready during this first year.
· Current staff was not involved in the planning in the SIG application.  Because of federal and state timelines, there was not an incubation period.

· The district is painfully aware that the turnaround process is a district responsibility.  It is not solely Title I and School Improvement district departments’ responsibilities.
· PGCPS agrees that the SIG process is MESSY.
· The district has learned that the most difficult students in our middle school grades were retained in 3rd grade.

	14. What are your key priorities for next year?  What’s next?


	· Teacher Development.
· Research for Better Teaching and providing support for teachers.
· Instructional capacity from the top down.
· More coaching.
· Using the SIG funds to support an infrastructure for our district Turnaround Office.
· Family/Community Engagement.  
· Special Education  Intervention Program:  “Journeys”

· School culture and climate will still be a priority. The district is hiring new positions for our SIG schools which will be called student advocates.  There will be 2 per school next school year.


	15. What would you like to tell us that we have not asked?


	· With our new SIG 2 grant in which will are going to have 2 schools that will be implementing the Restart Intervention Model, the district will be charting new grounds in dealing with Restart Operators.


	Table 2                                  SIG LEA Budget for the Prince George’s County Public Schools

	MSDE Reviewers:  Geri Taylor Lawrence, Jim Newkirk                                                                                       Monitoring Date: May 31, 2011

	Total SIG  LEA Allocation:

$ 1,478,223
	LEA Budget Spent: 
$ 836,536
	Percent of LEA Budget Spent: 
57%
	Spend Down Data as of: 
May 31, 2011

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	*Budgeted: $ 363,347
	*Budgeted: $ 700,606
	*Budgeted: $ 14,000
	Budgeted:     *Travel: $ 29,710
                           Equipment: $ 6,892

	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 193,833
	Encumbered: $ 619
	Encumbered:   Travel:  $ 543

                            Equipment:  $ 0

	Spent (amount): $258,514
Spent (%):  71%
	Spent (amount): $313,403
Spent (%):  72%
	Spent (amount): $4,802
Spent (%):  39%
	Spent:             Travel:  $ 8,346 (30%)
                        Equipment: $ 4,073(59%)

	1. How much of the LEA SIG 1003(g) ARRA budget, based on your system’s approved application, has been expended to date (amount and percent)? 
PGCPS provided documentation that indicated that the LEA has spent $836,536, which includes encumbered amounts in each category. This amount is 57% of the LEA budget.   The expended amount for fixed charges is included in the total spent.

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

PGCPS provided documentation that showed that no funds have been spent out of the SIG Title I Part A budget of $1,013,134.

	3. 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 most categories.

	4. What action steps or planned activities have not taken place that would impact the LEA budget?
PGCPS indicated that the amount allocated for indirect cost will be removed at the end of June; and the student advocate positions for schools have been posted but not filled. Conference travel for staff is scheduled for the summer. Research for Better Teaching has not submitting any invoices for their contractual services.

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

PGCPS indicated that an amendment was submitted and approved; the changes are reflected with the asterisk under budgeted amounts. 

	6. How often are LEA expenditures monitored? Who monitors?
PGCPS   indicated that monthly 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, Title I Specialists, Director of School and Leadership, and staff from Budget Management Services. This group is responsible for the monitoring the SIG LEA and school budgets.


* Amounts changed to reflect an amendment
	Table 3                                  SIG Consolidated Budgets for the Prince George’s County Public Schools

	MSDE Reviewers:  Geri Taylor Lawrence, Jim Newkirk                     Monitoring Date: May 31, 2011

	SIG 1003(g) ARRA
	SIG 1003(g) Title I, Part A

	Total Allocation
	$ 5,200,473
	Total Allocation
	$ 1,013,314

	Amount Spent
	$ 2,394,669
	Amount Spent
	$ 0

	Percent Spent
	54%
	Percent Spent
	0%

	Amount Encumbered
	$ 438,396
	Amount Encumbered
	$ 0

	Spend Down Data as of :
	May 31, 2011
	Spend Down Data as of :
	May 31, 2011
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