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Title I School Improvement Grant (SIG), section 1003(g), FY 2009
Priority SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team’s First Onsite Visit Feedback for 2012-2013
	School: G. James Gholson Middle School                         LEA: Prince George’s County Public Schools  (PGCPS) 

Principal: Ebony Cross                                                       LEA Turnaround Director:  Ed Ryans

LEA Central Support Team Lead:  Duane Arbogast        Date of SIG Team’s School Visit:  September 11, 2012                                                     


Title I School Improvement Grant (SIG) FY 2009:  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 (USED) 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.  Maryland’s approved application reflects Secretary Duncan’s determination to ensure that SIG FY 2009 funds are used to implement one of four rigorous school intervention models—turnaround, restart, transformation, and school closure.  Through a rigorous technical review process, MSDE approved Prince George’s County Public Schools’ application (PGCPS) on July 1, 2010 and Baltimore City Public School System’s application (BCPSS) on August 27, 2010.  Both school systems were granted approval to charge to their grants beginning July 1, 2010. USDE approved Maryland’s Flexibility Plan in May 2012 which included Maryland’s SIG I schools as Priority Schools.
Maryland State Department of Education’s (MSDE) Monitoring of LEA Approved SIG Application:  As approved by USED, MSDE will monitor each LEA that receives a school improvement grant to ensure that it is implementing its intervention model fully and effectively in Maryland’s Tier I and Tier II schools.  Both PGCPS and BCPSS must submit to MSDE a quarterly summary report of the LEA monitoring/oversight that has been completed and the progress the Tier I or Tier II schools have made towards achieving their goals. In addition, MSDE will perform onsite visits to these same SIG I schools from 2010-2013.  The primary function of the onsite visits is to review and analyze all facets of a school’s implementation of the identified approved intervention model and collaborate with leadership, staff, and other stakeholders pertinent to goal attainment.  MSDE’s School Improvement Grant Monitoring Teams (SIG Teams) will conduct three onsite monitoring visits annually (Beginning-of –the-Year One Day Visit; Interim Midyear Two Day Visit; and End- of -Year One Day Visit) with the school leadership team and district level team composed of staff responsible for the technical assistance, administrative support,  and monitoring.
Purpose of the Priority SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team’s First Onsite Visit:

MSDE’s Priority SIG I Year 3 first Onsite Monitoring Visit will be different from the previous 2 years of SIG.  This first onsite monitor visit will focus on the impact of SIG on teaching and learning in the instructional classrooms of the LEA’s SIG I schools.  MSDE’s Priority SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Teams will visit classrooms throughout the day for 20 minute intervals.  Classrooms with long term substitutes will be visited by SIG I Teams; however, classrooms with short term substitutes will not be visited.

Based on MSDE’s Priority SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Tool, the SIG I Year 3 Team, in pairs, will monitor the following 4 teaching and learning domains, including fourteen indicators aligned to each domain:
· Domain 1:  Instructional Planning  (3 indicators);

· Domain 2:  Instructional Delivery (Strategies and Process)  (3 indicators);

· Domain 3:  Teacher-Student Engagement  (Techniques and Strategies)  (4 indicators); and

· Domain 4:  Classroom Management (4 indicators).

The protocol for the Priority SIG I Year 3 First Onsite Visit consists of the following 4 components:

· Pre-classroom Observations Principal Discussion Questions;

· Classroom Observations by SIG Observation Pairs

· Post-classroom Observations Principal Interview Questions;
· SIG I Team Tallying Observation Data; Collaborative Agreement of Classroom Evidence and Principal Discussion/Interview Responses.

· Special Note:  In addition and on a different day, a MSDE SIG I Fiscal Team will monitor the school’s SIG I budget.
Priority SIG I Year 3 Team’s Members from MSDE:
· SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team Leader:      Kristine Angelis  
· SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team Members:  Paula Isett, Monica Taylor, and Vanessa Diggs
Priority SIG I Year 3 MSDE Leads:  
· Tina McKnight; 
· Jim Newkirk; and 
· Geri Taylor Lawrence

Priority SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team’s First Onsite Visit Organization of Feedback: 
· TABLE  1:  SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team asked the SIG I Principal Discussion Questions prior to the SIG I Team’s classroom observations.  In addition, the SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team asked the SIG I Principal Interview Questions after the SIG I Team’s classroom observation. Through collaborative agreement by the SIG I Year 3 Monitoring team, Table 1 reflects responses shared verbally by the SIG I Principal during this protocol component.  This information will be reviewed and used by the SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team during its second onsite visit. 
· TABLE  2:   Using the information from the Priority SIG I Year 3 First Onsite Visit Classroom Observation Tool, the  SIG I Team tallied the information on MSDE’s Priority SIG I Year 3 First Onsite Visit Tally Sheet that uses an Excel Spreadsheet.  Table 2 reflects the Tally Sheet that addresses the 4 Domains and its accompanying 14 indicators.
· TABLE  3:  Using the data information and point value from the Tally Sheet, the SIG I Team, through collaborative agreement, provided evidence to support the score of each of the 14 indicators.  Table 3 reflects that evidence. 
· TABLE  4:  Based on the PGCPS’ revised approved SIG, Table 4 represents SIG Leads monitoring of the spend down of the school’s SIG I Year 2 budget.  Information documented on this tool will be reviewed and used by the SIG Leads during subsequent onsite visits.
Table 1
	G. James Gholson Middle School:            Principal Discussion Responses

	1.  As the school principal, what are your expectations for all of your teachers based on these 4 instructional domains?

· Instructional Planning
· Instructional Delivery

· Teacher- Student Engagement 

· Classroom Management
	Domain1: Instructional Planning
	· The principal’s expectations for Instruction Planning are:
· Teachers must participate in collaborative planning 2 times per week with a professional development (PD) component.
· Teachers participate in cross-curricular planning 1 time per week.
· I completed a grant for teachers to do long-range planning before the start of school in conjunction with MSDE to discuss common core and how it fits with PGCPS curriculum.
· Teachers must participate in Research for Better Teachers (RBT) as ongoing staff development.
· Specific school and district staff provide new teacher academic support at least once per week with various school staff by going into classrooms to assist teachers.


	2. 
	Domain 2: Instructional Delivery
	· The principal’s expectations for Instructional Delivery are:

· I spent the first 2 weeks of school focusing on climate and culture. Now, academics is the focus. 

· Prince George’s Public Schools (PGCPS) added 40 minutes to the school day that is used for advising students, interventions for students that need help, and enrichment for students not needing additional help.
· I am in the classrooms daily.
· I require the leadership team in the classrooms as well. 



	3. 
	Domain 3:

Teacher- Student Engagement
	· The principal’s expectation s for Teacher-Student Engagement are:

· The theme for the school year is: “We are raising academic Olympians”.
· I began the school year discussing with students how Gold Medal winner Gabbie Douglas moved from her home in Virginia to a new gym in the mid-west to obtain expert training. I related to the students that their parents are sending their students to school for the best educational training.

· I increased 40 minutes to the schedule with a 3 fold approach:  advisory time, intervention support, and enrichment. 

· I started in school clubs such as chess and public speaking.

	4. 
	Domain 4: Classroom Management
	· The principal’s expectations for Classroom Management are:

· The school implements PBIS school wide.
· There is continuous classroom observations by the principal in order that the students understand the principal’s expectations.
· I am willing to support new teachers as necessary and in whatever way needed.


	5.  Share with us a summary of the experience of your instructional staff as you begin SIG I Year 3?


	28 Number of teachers returning from last year     
	60 % of teachers returning from last year
	Content Areas of teachers returning from last year

· Science

	6. 
	11 Number of teachers new to the school
	21%  of teachers new to the school
	Content Areas of teachers new to the school

· Math

· Reading

· Social Studies



	7. 
	6 Number of teachers new to teaching
	15%  of teachers new to teaching
	Content Areas of teachers new to teaching

· Math

·  Reading

·  Social Studies

· Creative Arts 
· STEM

· Spanish

	8. 
	0  Number of long term substitutes

        currently in the building
	Content Areas of long term substitutes



	9. 
	4  Number of subs in the building today
	Content Areas of subs in the building today

· Language arts

· Social Studies


	G. James Gholson Middle School:               Principal Interview Responses

	1. How do you, as principal, monitor the implementation of the school’s SIG Plan?  

What support does the District/Turnaround Office (such as Network Team or other district group) provide you with the implementation of the school’s SIG Plan?
	· I share responsibility with my leadership team. The team members have key responsibilities.

· The leadership team and I meet together once per week.

· Instructional support is supplied by reading and math specialists who come into the building once per week to work with the Instructional Leadership Team.
· This year the district added a science instructional lead teacher (ILT) to provide school support.

	2. How do you, as principal,

· ensure all instructional staff understands the district approved curriculum; and 

· monitor curriculum implementation in your building.

	· To ensure all instructional staff understands the district approved curriculum and to monitor curriculum implementation in my building, I do the following:
· My expectation for collaborative planning by teachers helps staff and is very strong.
· For example in math, the teachers work through student steps by first taking the pre-assessments, working through the problems and then determining the areas where students may have difficulties with concepts. This helps clear any miscommunications.

· Differentiated Professional Development is used for teachers who are having difficulties and have been identified as needing more help through principal and leadership walkthroughs in the classrooms.

· I always work to make sure teachers have what they need for instruction.
· My school works with staff from MSDE’s Breakthrough Center for instructional alignment.

	3. How do you monitor teaching and learning in all classrooms in your school?  
How frequent do you monitor and how do you provide feedback?

How does the district assist you in monitoring teaching and learning in the classrooms in your school?
	· To monitor teaching and learning in all of my classrooms, as well as the frequency, I do the following:
· The instructional rounds are conducted by the principal and leadership team.
· Teachers are evaluated using capture sheets that provide feedback to teachers after walk throughs.
· Teachers receive collegial feedback.
· The district’s Turnaround Director does walk throughs with the principal.
· Principal must do 2 formal observations weekly and 5 informal observations weekly which are sent to the Turnaround Director for review.
· Principal has met with the Turnaround Director to set a schedule for instructional rounds with him.

	4. How do you, as principal, monitor the use of assessment data in your school to inform instruction?

	· I monitor the  use of assessment data in my school  to inform instruction by the following activities:
· Biweekly interim assessments are done through CFIP.
· This data is used by teachers in the classroom.
· I work one -on -one with teachers about the data collected, set goals , and provide any help teachers may need.
· The school uses quarterly FAST data. 

· The school uses Trainer of Trainer model with small group meetings and use of teacher created assessments.
· CFIP is used departmentally (data used to review student skills and what needs to be taught again.) Data comes from teacher assessments for science, language arts, and math.

	5. How do you, as principal, 

· hold staff accountable for engaging in professional development activities; and

· monitor the implementation of instructional knowledge and strategies gained by staff through professional development activities?

	· I hold staff accountable for engaging in professional development activities as well as monitor the implementation of instructional knowledge and strategies gained by staff through professional development activities by the following:
· Teachers receive a $3200 stipend for teaching at the school and signed a contract for 2 hours of PD per month. This is part of their professional obligation.

· If there is a need for additional training beyond the 2 hours monthly, the school has set aside funds for meeting this training need that adheres to the contract.

· I implement focus learning walks through classrooms that center on the PD that just occurred to check its implementation.
· All observation tools are shared ahead of time with the teachers for transparency.
· The school implements real time professional development.

	6. How do you, as principal, align all resources in order to make decisions which improve the effectiveness of teaching and learning at your school?

	· In order to align all resources to make decisions which improve the effectiveness of teaching and learning in my school, I ensure all resources are embedded in the following:
· Planning for resources are connected to the vision and mission of the school.
· Collaborative decisions are made that use the voices of all the stakeholders in the building for making decisions – especially budget decisions.

· School is attempting to make sure each student is ready for state university with no remediation.
· School uses an evaluation tool for data collection to evaluate the various functions the school offers both during and after school for assessment purposes .

	7. In terms of teaching and learning, what would you like to tell us that we have not asked?
	· Principal believes the school is not where it wants to be instructionally.
· Newly hired teachers have better skill sets than when the school started hiring teachers three years ago.
· Teachers better understand and can articulate the vision and mission of the school.
· Being able to hire teachers has been a big improvement.
· The school community is now moving forward with the vision and mission of the school rather than the top down approach the principals had to use in the first year. 


Table 2
	Priority SIG I year 3 First Onsite Visit Classroom Observation Tally Sheet for G. James Gholson Middle School  2012-2013

	Classroom Observation Indicators 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 1 
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Observation Team 2
	Total Proficient or Above Observations
	*Total % Proficient or Above 
Observations
	*Indicator MET (M), Partially MET  (PM),  NOT MET (NM)

	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	 
	 
	6
	37.50%
	NM

	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	 
	 
	5
	31.25%
	NM

	3
	x
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	x
	1
	1
	x
	x
	0
	x
	x
	 
	 
	2
	20.00%
	NM

	4
	0
	0
	x
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	x
	1
	1
	0
	0
	 
	 
	5
	35.71%
	NM

	5
	x
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	x
	1
	1
	x
	1
	x
	0
	1
	 
	 
	4
	33.33%
	NM

	6
	x
	0
	x
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	x
	1
	1
	x
	1
	x
	0
	x
	 
	 
	3
	30.00%
	NM

	7
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	 
	 
	4
	25.00%
	NM

	8
	0
	0
	x
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	 
	 
	6
	40.00%
	NM

	9
	0
	0
	x
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	 
	 
	8
	53.33%
	PM

	10
	0
	0
	0
	x
	x
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	0
	0
	1
	0
	x
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	1
	7.69%
	NM

	11
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	 
	 
	7
	43.75%
	NM

	12
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	11
	68.75%
	PM

	13
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	 
	 
	10
	62.50%
	PM

	14
	1
	0
	x
	1
	1
	1
	x
	1
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	12
	85.71%
	M

	TOTAL
	3
	0
	0
	7
	5
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	7
	12
	14
	1
	12
	6
	5
	9
	0
	0
	84
	41.04%
	 

	*0-50%, Indicator is NOT MET for the school
	Observation  Team 1: Monica Taylor and Vanessa Diggs

	*51-69% Indicator is Partially MET for the school
	Observation  Team 2: Paula Isett and Kris Angelis

	*70-100% Indicator is MET for the school
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3
	        G. James Gholson Middle School, Prince George’s County Public Schools

          Priority SIG I Year 3 First Onsite Monitoring Classroom Observation Feedback  2012-2013

	Domain 1 :  Instructional Planning



	Indicator 1:  

The teacher states the lesson objective (written and orally) in student learning outcomes which demonstrate high expectations. (teacher identifies what students should know and be able to do at the end of the lesson.)
	Indicator  Score:

6 points out of 16 total observations

37.50% 

Not Met 
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In many of the classrooms, objectives represented low expectations, lacked rigor or were unsuitable for many of the students.

· In a few classrooms objectives were written in terms of what students will learn and be able to do and represented high expectations and rigor.



	Indicator 2:  

The teacher aligns instructional and learning activities to the lesson objective.


	Indicator  Score:
5 points out of 16 total observations

31.25% 
  Not Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In a majority of the classrooms learning activities were moderately challenging.

· In many of the classrooms learning resources available were of limited variety.
· Some of the classrooms had learning activities that matched instructional outcomes and had learning experiences connected to other disciplines.

	Indicator 3:  

The teacher aligns assessment (ongoing, formative, and summative) to the lesson objective.
	Indicator  Score:
2 points out of 10 total observations

20.0% 
Not Met

	Summary of Evidence to support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· Approximately half of the classrooms had vague assessment criteria which did not match instructional outcomes.

· A few classrooms had clearly written assessment criteria and provided for student choice.
· Because of the timing of the classroom observations, the SIG Observation Pairs determined Indicator 3 was not observable in 6 classrooms.

	Domain 2:  Instruction Delivery- Strategies and Process



	Indicator 4:  
Teacher presents concepts, skills, and directions clearly using correct oral and written language.
	  Indicator  Score:

5 points out of 14 total observations

35.71% 
Not Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In a majority of classrooms teachers’ vocabulary was inappropriate to the age and student body language and questions showed they did not understand the content being presented.

· In a few of the classrooms teachers’ explanation of content was clear and invited student participation and thinking.  In these classrooms vocabulary and usage were correct and completely suited to the lesson.


	Indicator 5:  

Teacher provides a variety of feedback (oral and written) that advances student learning while checking for understanding.
	  Indicator  Score:

4 points out of 12 total observations

33.33% 

Not Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In approximately half of the classrooms teachers monitored understanding through a single method, or without eliciting evidence of understanding from all students. Additionally, teacher requested  global indications of student understanding.

· In some of the classrooms teachers elicited evidence of student understanding during the lesson, and feedback included specific and timely guidance for at least groups of students.
· Because of the timing of the classroom observations, the SIG Observation Pairs determined Indicator 5 was not observable in 4 classrooms.


	Indicator 6:

Teacher adapts plans as needed.  (Differentiation of content, process, product; unexpected situation; teachable moment, etc.)
	  Indicator  Score:

3  points out of 10 total observations

30.0% 
Not Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In many of the classrooms teachers’ efforts to modify the lesson were only partially successful.  Teachers made limited attempts to incorporate student questions and interests in the lesson.
· In a few classrooms the teachers successfully made minor modification to the lesson. Also, one teacher conveyed to students that she had other approaches to try when the students experienced difficulty.
· Because of the timing of the classroom observations, the SIG Observation Pairs determined Indicator 6 was not observable in 6 classrooms.


	Domain 3:  Teacher-Student Engagement (Techniques and Strategies)

	Indicator 7:  

All students are actively engaged in meaningful tasks designed to challenge their thinking processes.
	  Indicator  Score:

4 points out of 16 total observations

25.0% 

Not Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In the majority of classrooms some students were intellectually engaged in the lesson but the student engagement with the content was largely passive, learning primarily facts or procedures.  Students had no choice in how they complete tasks.
· In a few of the classrooms most students were intellectually engaged in the lesson.


	Indicator 8:  

All students are engaged by the use of questioning and discussion strategies that encourage higher order thinking rather than emphasis on recall.
	  Indicator  Score:

6 points out of 15 total observations

40.0% 
Not Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In a majority of classrooms questions required a single correct answer and did not invite student thinking. 

· In a majority of classroom all discussion was between teacher and students; students were not invited to speak directly to one another.
· In a majority of classrooms a few students dominated the discussion.
· In a few classrooms the teachers made effective use of wait time. 


	Indicator 9:

Teacher reinforces skills, processes, and procedures introduced through modeling, shaping, and student practice.

	  Indicator  Score:

8 points out of 15 total observations

53.33% 

Partially Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In a majority of classrooms students indicated through their questions that they were confused as to the learning task.
· In a majority of classrooms teachers referred in passing to what the students will be learning; or it was written on the board with no elaboration or explanation; or the teacher clarified the learning task so students can complete it.
· In a majority of classrooms the teacher’s explanation of the content consisted of a monologue or was purely procedural with minimal participation by students.
· In a majority of classrooms the teachers stated clearly what the students will be learning and modeled the process to be followed in the task.


	Indicator 10:

All students effectively participate in a variety of groupings (whole group, small group, and independent) throughout the lesson.
	  Indicator  Score:

1 point out of 13 total observations

7.69% 
Not Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In a large majority of classrooms instructional groups were random or only partially supported outcomes. Those classrooms were not organized for a variety of student groupings for learning.
· In many of the classrooms teachers employed only total class presentation for an entire lesson.
· Because of the timing of the classroom observation, the SIG Observation Pairs determined Indicator 10 was not observable in 3 classrooms.


	Domain 4:  Classroom Management (for Teaching and Learning)



	Indicator 11:

Teacher organizes instructional learning time to maximize student time on task.
	  Indicator  Score:

7 points out of 16 total observations

43.75% 

Not Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In a majority of classrooms instructional pacing was unsuitable to the lesson and/or the students. The lesson dragged or was rushed. Often class time was devoted more to socializing than to learning.
· In many of the classrooms pacing of the lesson was uneven.
· In many of the classrooms some instructional time appeared to be lost and student engagement was negatively impacted.  Some classrooms had students interact with one another.


	Indicator 12:

Teacher establishes and manages classroom procedures and routines that promote learning.
	  Indicator  Score:

11 points out of 16 total observations

68.75% 
Partially Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In a few of the classrooms the classroom environment was chaotic, with no apparent standards of conduct.
· In some of the classrooms the teacher did not monitor student behavior.
· Some students violated classroom rules, without apparent teacher awareness.
· In a some  of the classrooms routines functioned smoothly and student behavior was generally appropriate with the teacher acknowledging good behavior.


	Indicator 13:

Teacher uses space, equipment, and materials to support instruction including the use of technology to engage.
	  Indicator  Score:

10 points out of 16 total observations

62.50% 
Partially Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In many classrooms the physical environment was not an impediment to learning, but did not enhance it.
· A majority of the classrooms was safe, and all students were able to see and hear.

	Indicator 14: Teacher manages student behavior effectively which creates a learning environment of respect and rapport.

	  Indicator  Score:

12 points out of 14 total observations

85.71% 

Met
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score (in complete sentences)

· In a majority of classrooms talk between teacher and students and among students was uniformly respectful.
· In a majority of classrooms teachers responded to disrespectful behavior among students.



Table 4
	 Priority SIG I Year 2 School Budget for G. James Gholson Middle School, Tier II

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                                Monitoring Date:  October 16, 2012

	Total SIG I Year 2 Allocation:      $ 921,433
	School Budget Spent: 

$ 725,034
	Percent of School Budget Spent:  79%
	Spend Down Data as of: 

October 15, 2012

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	*Budgeted: $ 602,585
	*Budgeted: $ 61,942
	*Budgeted: $ 53,056
	Budgeted:

*Travel:  $ 29,686

*Registration Fees:  $10,964

*Dues & Subscriptions: $8,663

	Encumbered: $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 600
	Encumbered: $ 4,395
	Encumbered & Spent: 

Encumbered Travel: $ 7,619   (Spent: $ 13,460 )

Encumbered Fees: $  59    (Spent: $ 6,042  )  

Encumbered Subscriptions: $  2,750 (Spent: $ 0 )   

	Spent (amount): $ 455,889

Spent (%):    76  %
	Spent (amount): 
$ 43,887

Spent (%):   71 %
	Spent (amount): $ 36,614

Spent (%):  69  %
	Travel Spent: (45 %)

Registration Fees   Spent: (55%)

Dues & Subscriptions 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 Gholson has spent $ 725,034. This amount is 79% of their approved SIG I year 2 budget. An additional amount of $ 15,423 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?

PGCPS indicated that spending for Gholson is a little behind the timeline however; an amendment will be submitted.

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

PGCPS compliance specialist indicated that MSDE approved the most recent amendment of year 2 funds but to date, the district has not made the funds available to schools in the district’s financial system. The specialist explained that Gholson has orders waiting to be processed.

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

              PGCPS indicated that Gholson will be included in an amendment that will be submitted to MSDE in November 2012.

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

PGCPS provided documentation that showed that monitoring was conducted on June 27, 2012.  Documentation showed email correspondence with the school on July 12, 30, August 22, September 5, 7, 13, 21, and October 5, 2012.  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.


*Amounts changed to reflect an amendment.
Program Improvement and Family Support Branch

Division of Student, Family, and School Support

Maryland State Department of Education
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