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Title I School Improvement Grant (SIG), section 1003(g), FY 2009
Priority SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team’s Third Onsite Visit Feedback for 2012-2013
	School:  Augusta Fells Savage Institute of Visual Arts High School              LEA: Baltimore City Public School System
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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 Third Onsite Visit:

This Priority SIG I Year 3 third 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;

· SIG I Team Tallying Observation Data; and Collaborative Agreement of Classroom Evidence.

· 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:  Valerie Ashton Thomas
· SIG I Year 3 Team Members: Gary Hedges, Annette Jackson, and Walter Sallee
Priority SIG I Year 3 MSDE Leads:  
· Tina McKnight; 

· Jim Newkirk; and 

· Geri Taylor Lawrence

Priority SIG I Year 3 Monitoring Team’s Third Onsite Visit Organization of Feedback: 
· TABLE  1:   Using the information from the Priority SIG I Year 3 Third Onsite Visit Classroom Observation Tool, the  SIG I Team tallied the information on MSDE’s Priority SIG I Year 3 Third Onsite Visit Tally Sheet that uses an Excel Spreadsheet.  Table 1 reflects the Tally Sheet that addresses the 4 Domains and its accompanying 14 indicators.

· TABLE  2:  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 2 reflects that evidence. 
· TABLE  3:  Based on the BCPSS’ revised approved SIG, Table 3 represents SIG Leads monitoring of the spend down of the school’s SIG I Year 3 budget.  Information documented on this tool will be reviewed and used by the SIG Leads during subsequent onsite visits.
Table 1 
Priority SIG I year 3 Third Onsite Visit Classroom Observation Tally Sheet for Augusta Fells Savage IVS High School

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

	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	9
	75.00%
	M

	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	6
	50.00%
	NM

	3
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	8
	66.67%
	PM

	4
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	9
	75.00%
	M

	5
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	x
	1
	0
	0
	7
	63.64%
	PM

	6
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	x
	1
	0
	0
	6
	54.55%
	PM

	7
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	6
	50.00%
	NM

	8
	1
	1
	x
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	7
	63.64%
	PM

	9
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	9
	75.00%
	M

	10
	0
	0
	0
	x
	0
	0
	0
	x
	1
	x
	0
	x
	1
	12.50%
	NM

	11
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	8
	66.67%
	PM

	12
	x
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	10
	90.91%
	M

	13
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	12
	100.00%
	M

	14
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	11
	91.67%
	M

	TOTAL
	10
	10
	4
	12
	9
	13
	4
	13
	12
	12
	2
	8
	109
	66.80%
	PM


*0-50%, Indicator is NOT MET for the school



Observation Team 1: Gary Hedges and Valerie Ashton-Thomas
*51-69% Indicator is PARTIALLY MET for the school


Observation Team 2: Annette Jackson and Walter Sallee
*70-100% Indicator is MET for the school
Table 2
	Augusta Fells Savage Institute of Visual Arts High School 

Priority SIG I Year 3 Third Onsite Monitoring Visit

	Domain 1 :  Instructional Planning

	Indicator 1:  

The teacher states the lesson objective (written and orally) in student learning outcomes which demonstrate high expectations. (identifies what students should know and be able to do at the end of the lesson.)
	Indicator  Score: 
9 out of 12 observed
75%
MET 
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
In many classrooms:
· The objectives represented high expectations and rigor.
· The objectives were written in terms of what students will learn and be able to do.
  In a few classrooms: 
· The objectives were referred to orally in passing.


	Indicator 2:  

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


	Indicator  Score:
6 out of 12 observed
50%
NOT MET


	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
·        In many classrooms:

· The learning activities observed were moderately challenging.
· The learning resources, although suitable, were of limited variety.


	Indicator 3:  

The teacher aligns assessment (ongoing, formative, and summative) to the lesson objective.
	Indicator  Score:
8 out of 12 observed
66.67%
PARTIALLY MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
In some classrooms:

· The assessment criteria were vague.

· The formative assessments were not fully developed.
· Few teachers made adjustments based on formative assessment 
     data.


	Domain 2:  Instruction Delivery- Strategies and Process

	Indicator 4:  

Teacher presents concepts, skills, and directions clearly using correct oral and written language.

	  Indicator  Score:
9 out of 12 observed 
75%
MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
In many classrooms:

· The teacher made no content errors.

· The teacher’s explanation of content was clear, and invited student participation and thinking.
· The vocabulary and usage was correct and completely suited to the lesson.
·        In one classroom: 
· The teacher’s explanation of the content consisted of a monologue and was purely procedural with minimal participation by students.



	Indicator 5:  

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

	  Indicator  Score:
7 out of 11 observed
63.64%
PARTIALLY MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
·        In many classrooms:

· The teachers elicited evidence of student understanding during the lesson. 
·  The teachers monitored understanding through a single method from all students.
· The teachers made only minor attempts to engage students in self- or peer-assessment.
· The feedback to students was not uniformly specific, nor oriented towards future improvement of the work.
       In one classroom:

· The teacher made no effort to determine whether students understood the lesson being taught.


	Indicator 6:

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

	  Indicator  Score:
6 out of 11 observed
54.55%
PARTIALLY MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
In two classrooms:

· The teachers incorporated the students’ interests and questions into the heart of the lesson.
· The teachers’ efforts to modify the lesson were only partially successful.
  In a few classrooms:

· The teachers made perfunctory attempts to incorporate student questions and interests into the lesson.
   In many classrooms: 
· The teachers ignored any indications of student boredom or lack of understanding (i.e., students’ use of cell phones, students asleep across chairs, leaving the classroom without permission, heads down on desks).

	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:
6 out of 12 observed
50%
NOT MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
   In many classrooms: 
· Few students were intellectually engaged in the lesson, but the student engagement with the content was largely passive.  Learning was primarily facts or procedures.
· Few teachers provided adequate wait time.
  In one classroom:

· The lesson appeared to drag.  The materials and resources were partially aligned to the lesson objectives, with only some of them demanding student thinking. 

	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:
7 out of 11 observed
63.64%
PARTIALLY MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
   In some classrooms:
· The teachers attempted to build on and use student responses to questions effectively.
· The teachers framed some questions designed to promote student thinking, but only a few students were involved.
· The teachers called on many students, but only a small number actually participated in the discussion.
    In one classroom: 
· The teacher used open-ended questions, inviting students to think and/or have multiple possible answers.

	Indicator 9:

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

	  Indicator  Score:
9 out of 12 observed

75%
MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
·            In many classrooms:

· The students were engaged with the learning task, indicating that they understood what they were to do.
· The teachers’ explanation of the content was clear and invited student participation and thinking.
     In one classroom: 
· The teacher pointed out possible areas for misunderstanding.

	Indicator 10:

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

	  Indicator  Score:
1 out of 8 observed
12.50%
NOT MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
·          In most classrooms:

· The teachers employed only total class presentation for the entire  lesson.
          In two classrooms:

· The instructional groups appeared random or 
only partially supported the outcome.

	Domain 4:  Classroom Management (for Teaching and Learning)



	Indicator 11:

Teacher organizes instructional learning time to maximize student time on task.

	  Indicator  Score:
8 out of 12 observed
66.67%
PARTIALLY MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
   In some classrooms:

· Some instructional time appeared to be lost and student engagement negatively impacted. 

    In several classrooms: 
· The pacing of the lessons provided students the time needed to be intellectually engaged.
· The students interacted with one another.


	Indicator12:

Teacher establishes and manages classroom procedures and routines that promote learning.
	  Indicator  Score:
10 out of 11 observed
90.91%
MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
   In most classrooms:

· The students interacted with one another.
· The routines for distribution and collection of materials and supplies appeared to work efficiently.
· The classroom routines functioned smoothly.


	Indicator 13:

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

	  Indicator  Score:
12 out of 12 observed

100%
MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
·           In all classrooms:

· The classrooms were safe, and all students were able to see and hear.
· The classrooms were arranged to support the instructional goals and learning activities.
· The teachers made appropriate use of available technology.


	Indicator 14: 
Teacher manages student behavior effectively which creates a learning environment of respect and rapport.
	  Indicator  Score:
11 out of 12 observed
91.67%
MET
	Summary of Evidence to Support the Indicator Score 
·           In many classrooms:

· The talks between teacher and students and among students were uniformly respectful.
· The teachers responded to disrespectful behavior among students.
     In some classrooms:

· The teachers made superficial connections with individual students.



Table 3
	  Priority SIG I Year 3 School Budget for Augusta Fells Savage High School , Tier II

	MSDE Fiscal Reviewer:  Geri Taylor Lawrence                                                                               Monitoring Date:  May 10, 2013

	Total SIG I Year 3 Allocation:

$ 1,404,453
	School Budget Spent: 

$ 541,271
	Percent of School Budget Spent: 39 %
	Spend Down Data as of: 

May 9, 2013

	Salaries & Wages
	Contractual Services
	Supplies & Materials
	Other

	Budgeted: $ 948,098
	Budgeted: $ 164,000
	Budgeted: $ 29,999
	Travel Budgeted: $2,500


	Encumbered:  $ 0
	Encumbered: $ 71,355
	Encumbered:  $ 18,050
	Travel Encumbered: $ 2,500


	Spent (amount):  $ 375,631

Spent (%):     40 %
	Spent (amount): $ 16,420

Spent (%):  10 %
	Spent (amount): $ 11,671

Spent (%):  39%
	Travel Spent(amount): $ 0

Spent (%):   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 Augusta Fells Savage has spent $ 541,271. This amount is 39 % of their approved SIG I year 3 budget.  An additional amount of $ 91, 905 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 the spending for Augusta Fells is not on target. Augusta Fells has submitted a revised spending plan to the Turnaround Office for the spending of remaining funds. The budget manager is working closely with school leadership to assist with the implementation of the spending plan. 

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

BCPSS explained that most planned activities have taken place. Summer professional development for teachers will be conducted in June. Additionally, stipends for extended day (The $300,000) will be transferred from general funds to the grant at the end of the school year and the principal incentive and differential are posted to the grant at the end of the school year.

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

BCPSS indicated that no amendment is expected to be submitted.

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

BCPSS provided documentation that showed monitoring for Augusta Fells was conducted on March 12, 19, April 9, 25, and May 8, 2013. BCPSS explained on a bi-weekly basis, the Turnaround Business Manager meets with the principal to discuss spending, encumbrances, and barriers to spending.
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