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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 I schools as Priority Schools.

Purpose of the SIG I Year 3 Monitoring and Fiscal Teams’  First 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 SIG I Year 3 first onsite visit for school year 2012-2013, the SIG 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 to the interviews, the MSDE SIG Fiscal Team will monitor SIG I Year 2 budgets that include the LEA Budget, Consolidated Budget, and the individual SIG I schools’ budgets.
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Table 1  
	Section 4:      LEA Commitments and Capacity

            LEAs that accept 2009 Title I 1003(g) school improvement funds agree to establish a central support team to oversee the   implementation of the selected models in Tier I and Tier II schools as well as the strategies that the LEA will implement in Tier III schools. The Title I office must be represented on the Central Support Team. The team will coordinate the support, as well as monitor, and assess the progress for each of the identified schools. Complete the Table 4.A. Add rows as needed.

	Table 4.A       Turnaround Executive Committee for 2012-2013

	BCPSS shared the following changes in staff on the Turnaround Executive Committee and Network Support Staff for 2012-2013 school year:
· Deborah F. Sharper has been named as the Executive Director of Network 15.
· Stephanie Novak is the Academic Content Liaison for Literacy in Network 16.
· Monique Armstrong is the Family Community Engagement Specialist for Network 16.
· Melissa Loftus is the Academic Content Liaison for Literacy in Network 15.
· Dan Oliver is the Academic Content Liaison for Mathematics in Network 16.
· Sandra Simmons is the SEL Specialist for Network 15.
· Wendy Gigler is the Human Capital Specialist for Networks 15 and 16.
· Melikka Davis is the Student Support Liaison for Network 15.
· Laura Lynn Platt is the Student Support Liaison for Network 16.



	a. How often will the LEA 1003g central support team meet?

BCPSS shared there were no changes from its approved response for the 2012-2013 school year.


	b. How often will they report on their work and the work on Tier I, II and III schools to the Superintendent?
BCPSS shared there were no changes from its approved response for the 2012-2013 school year.


	How often will they report on their work and the work on Tier I, II and III schools to the Board of Education?
BCPSS shared there were no changes from its approved response for the 2012-2013 school year.
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

If no, briefly describe the plans for the central support team to begin work on the Tier I, II, and III schools?
Not applicable for SIG I Year 3 Monitoring by MSDE

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?
This question was not addressed during this monitoring visit.
What steps will the LEA take to ensure that the school improvement funds are utilized (1) in a timely way 

and (2) effectively and efficiently to support the required components of the selected intervention? 

Specifically, what assurances will the LEA make that schools and LEA support teams have access to these 

funds, even during annual rollover processes? How will the LEA support principals’ timely and effective 

use of these funds?
BCPSS shared the following 2012-2013 changes in its response to this question:
· Fiscal Issues:  This area continues to be a challenge.  BCPSS understands the urgency in spending the district/school SIG funds, but the district understands that all spending must be aligned to the plan.
Within this proposal, the LEA identified actions taken or in the planning to support individual Tier I and Tier II schools’ implementation of the selected interventions. Looking across the commitments made for the schools, and considering
 as well the strategies selected by the LEA for identified Tier III schools, what additional actions will the LEA take to 

 ensure that the selected interventions are implemented as designed and to make the other changes such as: 
· (1) realignment of other resources; 
· (2) removal of expectations that might run counter to the approach outlined in the selected intervention; 
· (3) timely modification of practices and policies (those anticipated ahead of time and those that will emerge during implementation); and 
· (4) engaging in reflective and sustained, collaborative conversation and planning to ensure that improvement efforts can be sustained once this funding ends? 
BCPSS shared the following 2012-2013 changes in its response to this question:
· For this school year, BCPSS invested in an infrastructure for well catered support for our system’s SIG schools.  Based on the trajectory of where the school is currently, the network support for the schools was differentiated.

· BCPSS continues to refine its network support for its SIG schools.

· BCPSS is becoming more reflective in what the system is learning about its SIG schools.  It is important each SIG school learns from the successes and challenges that are going on in the other SIG schools in the district.  BCPSS is communicating the best practices from one SIG school to other SIG schools that are experiencing challenges.

· BCPSS is determining which SIG school is ready for which program.  For example, Commodore John Rodgers is on a faster trajectory than many of our other SIG schools.

· BCPSS is broadening the definition of Benchmark Assessments.

· BCPSS continues to look at the system’s Restart and Turnaround Schools and based on what the district has learned, impact of the learning in the district’s short and long term capital and facilities plan in order to be more effective and meet the needs of our student population.

· In terms of Human Capital needs for our SIG schools, BCPSS communicated:

· In terms of the teacher contracts, some staffing proposals are not allowed.

· BCPSS turnaround schools have a first look at prospective teacher candidates.
· BCPSS had job fairs, specifically targeting teachers for its turnaround schools.

· BCPSS looks at its SIG schools differently in terms of staffing.

· BCPSS is using MSDE’s Breakthrough Center Services, specifically Instruction and Student Services for the system’s SIG schools.
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?
BCPSS shared the following 2012-2013 changes in its response to this question:
· Benchmark Assessments: With the shift of moving to Core Standards, the district’s former benchmark assessment system is being modified which places a heavy load on our schools.
· Fiscal Issues:  This area continues to be a challenge.  BCPSS understands the urgency in spending the district/school SIG funds, but the district understands that all spending must be aligned to the plan.



Table  2
	Priority SIG I LEA Budget for Year 2                                           LEA: Baltimore City Public Schools

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                            Monitoring Date:  October 23, 2012

	LEA Year 2 Allocation:

 $ 2,049,995
	LEA Year 2 Budget Spent: 

                    $ 101,186
	Percent LEA Year 2  

Budget Spent:  5 %
	Spend Down Data as of: 

October 22, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 230,000
	Budgeted: $1,227,460
	Budgeted: $ 52,000
	Travel Budgeted : $ 6,525

	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 5,000
	Encumbered: $ 3,437
	Travel Encumbered : $ 1,989

	Spent (amount) : $ 17,122
Spent (%) :     7  %
	Spent (amount) : $ 0
Spent (%) :      0 %
	Spent(amount) : $ 0

Spent (%):   0 %
	Spent( amount) :  $ 4,213

Spent (%) :    65 %

	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)?  The LEA does not have funds allocated in the ARRA budget.

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

BCPSS provided documentation that indicated that the LEA has spent $ 101,186. This amount is 5% of the LEA SIG I year 2 budget. An additional amount of $ 10,426 has been encumbered. Expended amounts for fixed charges and indirect costs are included in the total spent. Note: BCPSS spend-down amounts in October 2012 are less than what was reported for June 2012 because of journal entries made into the year 1 grant.

	3. 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 spending has not been consistent with timelines but has plans to expend the funds in the following areas; salaries for allowable central support team members, professional development contracts, stipends for teachers to attend professional development, PD materials and travel/registration for PD conferences.

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

BCPSS explained that the under the LEA portion of the grant the contract with New Leaders for New Schools (NLNS) was to be funded. The total set aside for this contract for three years was $3,159,097. The yearly allocation for NLNS was $1,053,032. As of year 2, the total spent for the contract was $708,393. BCPSS indicated that after assessing the viability of the program in SIG I school, it was determined that the contract with NLNS would no longer be continued. Therefore, an expenditure that was to amount to 50% of the total grant is no longer in place.

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

BCPSS indicated that an amendment will be submitted to support the activities listed in question # 3.

	6. How often are LEA expenditures monitored? Who monitors?
BCPSS indicated that district leadership met on 6/4, 6/6, 7/26, 7/27, 8/3, 8/6, 8/13, 9/5 and 10/9, 2012 to plan, discuss, and revise the district SIG I budget.  


Table  3
	Priority SIG I Consolidated Budget   (Year 2)                 LEA: Baltimore City Public School System

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                             Monitoring Date: October 23, 2012

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

	Total Allocation
	$ 5,973,425
	Total Allocation
	$ 2,049,995

	Amount Spent
	$ 5,106,242
	Amount Spent
	$101,186 

	Percent Spent
	85 %
	Percent Spent
	5%

	Amount Encumbered
	$ 863,213
	Amount Encumbered
	$10,426

	Spend Down Data as of :
	October 22, 2012
	Spend Down Data as of :
	October 22, 2012
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