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Paperwork Burden Statement

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless such collection displays a valid OMB control number.  The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1810-0682.  The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 100 hours per response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collection.  If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, D.C. 20202-4537. 

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS
Purpose of the Program

School Improvement Grants (SIG), authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Title I or ESEA), are grants to State educational agencies (SEAs) that SEAs use to make competitive subgrants to local educational agencies (LEAs) that demonstrate the greatest need for the funds and the strongest commitment to use the funds to provide adequate resources in order to raise substantially the achievement of students in their lowest-performing schools.  Under the final requirements published in the Federal Register on October 28, 2010 (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-27313.pdf), school improvement funds are to be focused on each State’s “Tier I” and “Tier II” schools.  Tier I schools are the lowest-achieving 5 percent of a State’s Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring, Title I secondary schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring with graduation rates below 60 percent over a number of years, and, if a State so chooses, certain Title I eligible (and participating) elementary schools that are as low achieving as the State’s other Tier I schools (“newly eligible” Tier I schools). Tier II schools are the lowest-achieving 5 percent of a State’s secondary schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I, Part A funds, secondary schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I, Part A funds with graduation rates below 60 percent over a number of years, and, if a State so chooses, certain additional Title I eligible (participating and non-participating) secondary schools that are as low achieving as the State’s other Tier II schools  or that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years (“newly eligible” Tier II schools).  An LEA also may use school improvement funds in Tier III schools, which are Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not identified as Tier I or Tier II schools and, if a State so chooses, certain additional Title I eligible (participating and non-participating) schools (“newly eligible” Tier III schools).  (See Appendix B for a chart summarizing the schools included in each tier.)  In the Tier I and Tier II schools an LEA chooses to serve, the LEA must implement one of four school intervention models:  turnaround model, restart model, school closure, or transformation model.       

Availability of Funds

The Department of Education Appropriations Act, 2010, provided $546 million for School Improvement Grants in fiscal year (FY) 2010.  In addition, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) estimates that, collectively, States have carried over approximately $825 million in FY 2009 SIG funds that will be combined with FY 2010 SIG funds, for a total of nearly $1.4 billion that will be awarded by States as part of their FY 2010 SIG competitions.

FY 2010 school improvement funds are available for obligation by SEAs and LEAs through September 30, 2012.  

State and LEA Allocations

Each State (including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico), the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying areas are eligible to apply to receive a School Improvement Grant.  The Department will allocate FY 2010 school improvement funds in proportion to the funds received in FY 2010 by the States, the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying areas under Parts A, C, and D of Title I of the ESEA. An SEA must allocate at least 95 percent of its school improvement funds directly to LEAs in accordance with the final requirements (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-27313.pdf).  The SEA may retain an amount not to exceed five percent of its allocation for State administration, evaluation, and technical assistance.

Appendix A provides guidance on how SEAs can maximize the number of Tier I and Tier II schools its LEAs can serve with FY 2009 carryover and FY 2010 SIG funds when making their LEA allocations for the FY 2010 competition.  See Appendix A for a more detailed explanation.

Consultation with the Committee of Practitioners

Before submitting its application for a SIG grant to the Department, an SEA must consult with its Committee of Practitioners established under section 1903(b) of the ESEA regarding the rules and policies contained therein.  The Department recommends that the SEA also consult with other stakeholders, such as potential external providers, teachers’ unions, and business, civil rights, and community leaders that have an interest in its application.
APPLICATION COVER SHEET

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS

	Legal Name of Applicant:  

Maryland State Department of Education
	Applicant’s Mailing Address: 

Nancy S. Grasmick State Education Building

200 West Baltimore Street

Baltimore, Maryland   21201-2595

	State Contact for the School Improvement Grant  

Name:  Maria E. Lamb
Position and Office: 
Director

Program Improvement and Family Support Branch

Division of Student, Family, and Support

Contact’s Mailing Address: 
Nancy S. Grasmick  State Education Building

 200 West Baltimore Street

4th Floor

Baltimore, Maryland  21201-2595
Telephone: 410.767.0310
Fax: 410.333.8010
Email address: mlamb@msde.state.md.us

	Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): 

Dr. Nancy S. Grasmick
	Telephone: 

410.767.0462

	Signature of the Chief State School Officer: 


	Date: 

12/2/10

	The State, through its authorized representative, agrees to comply with all requirements applicable to the School Improvement Grants program, including the assurances contained herein and the conditions that apply to any waivers that the State receives through this application.



	FY 2010 Application Checklist

	Please use this checklist to serve as a roadmap for the SEA’s FY 2010 application.

	Please note that an SEA’s submission for FY 2010 must include the following attachments, as indicated on the application form:  

•   Lists, by LEA, of the State’s Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.

•   A copy of the SEA’s FY 2010 LEA application form that LEAs will use to apply to the SEA for a School Improvement Grant.

•   If the SEA seeks any waivers through its application, a copy of the notice it provided to LEAs and a copy of any comments it received from LEAs as well as a copy of, or link to, the notice the SEA provided to the public.

	Please check the relevant boxes below to verify that all required sections of the SEA application are included and to indicate which sections of the FY 2010 application the SEA has revised from its FY 2009 application.

	SECTION A: ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
Definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” (PLA schools) is same as FY 2009 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
Definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” (PLA schools) is revised for  FY 2010

	
	For an SEA keeping the same definition of PLA schools, please select one  of the following options:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
SEA will not generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools because it has five or more unserved Tier I schools from FY 2009 (SEA is requesting waiver)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
SEA must generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools because it has less than five unserved Tier I schools from FY 2009

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 SEA elects to generate new lists
	For an SEA revising its definition of PLA schools, please select the following option:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
SEA must generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools because it has revised its definition

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Lists, by LEA, of State’s Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools provided 

	SECTION B:  EVALUATION CRITERIA
	· Same as FY 2009 
	· Revised for FY 2010 

	SECTION B-1: ADDITIONAL 

EVALUATION CRITERIA
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Section B-1: Additional evaluation criteria provided 

	SECTION C: CAPACITY
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Same as FY 2009
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Revised for FY 2010

	SECTION D (PART 1): TIMELINE
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Updated Section D (Part 1): Timeline provided

	SECTION D (PARTS 2-8): DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Same as FY 2009 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Revised for FY 2010 

	SECTION E: ASSURANCES 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Updated Section E: Assurances provided

	SECTION F: SEA RESERVATION 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Updated Section F: SEA reservations provided

	SECTION G: CONSULTATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Updated Section G: Consultation with stakeholders provided

	SECTION H: WAIVERS
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Updated Section H: Waivers provided


Part I:  SEA Requirements

As part of its application for a School Improvement Grant under section 1003(g) of the ESEA, an SEA must provide the following information.

	A. ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS:  An SEA must provide a list, by LEA, of each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school in the State.  (A State’s Tier I and Tier II schools are its persistently lowest-achieving schools and, if the SEA so chooses, certain additional Title I eligible schools that are as low achieving as the State’s persistently lowest-achieving schools or that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.)  In providing its list of schools, the SEA must indicate whether a school has been identified as a Tier I or Tier II school solely because it has had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  In addition, the SEA must indicate whether it has exercised the option to identify as a Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III school a school that was made newly eligible to receive SIG funds by the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2010.    

Each SEA must generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools based on the State’s most recent achievement and graduation rate data to ensure that LEAs continue to give priority to using SIG funds to implement one of the four school intervention models in each of their persistently lowest-achieving schools, rather than using SIG funds to support less rigorous improvement measures in less needy schools.  However, any SEA that has five or more Tier I schools that were identified for purposes of the State’s FY 2009 SIG competition but are not being served with SIG funds in the 2010-2011 school year may apply for a waiver of the requirement to generate new lists.

An SEA also has the option of making changes to its FY 2009 definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools”.  An SEA that exercises this option must generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.

Regardless of whether it modifies its definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” or generates new lists, along with its lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, an SEA must provide the definition that it used to develop these lists.  The SEA may provide a link to the page on its Web site where its definition is posted, or it may attach the complete definition to its application.


	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” (PLA schools) is same as FY 2009
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” (PLA schools) is revised for FY 2010

	For an SEA keeping the same definition of PLA schools, please select one  of the following options:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1. SEA will not generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.  SEA has five or more unserved Tier I schools from FY 2009 and is therefore eligible to request a waiver of the requirement to generate new lists of schools.  Lists and waiver request submitted below.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 SEA is electing not to include newly eligible schools for the FY 2010 competition. (Only applicable if the SEA elected to add newly eligible schools in FY 2009.)  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2. SEA must generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools because it has fewer than five unserved Tier I schools from FY 2009.  Lists submitted below.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3. SEA elects to generate new lists. Lists submitted below. 


	For an SEA revising its definition of PLA schools, please select the following option:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1. SEA must generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools because it has revised its definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools.”  Lists submitted below.




	Insert definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” or link to definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” here: 

DEFINITION OF PERSISTENLY LOW ACHIEVING SCHOOLS

Maryland’s Definition of Persistently Lowest Achieving Schools was only changed to reflect the use of 2010 State Assessment Data and 2008-2010 Trend Data.  The formula used in 2009 remains the same. 

Tier I Definition of Persistently Lowest Performing Schools 
Maryland defines “persistently lowest performing Tier I schools” as those Title I schools (elementary school grade levels Pre-K through five, and middle school grade levels 6-8, and combination schools, PreK-8 at the LEA’s discretion) that are the five lowest achieving (or five percent) of all  Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring in the State.  

Based on the 2010 Spring administration of the Maryland School Assessment, Maryland identified 76 operating Title I schools in improvement, corrective action or restructuring for school year 2010-2011.  The five identified Title I schools have not met performance standards in combined reading and mathematics in the “All Students” subgroup for the full academic year 2009-2010.  There are 4 Title I high schools (grades 9-12 or combination K-12) in Maryland.  No combination high schools have a graduation rate of 60% or less. The process below was used to identify Tier I schools.

Annual Performance Ranking

1. School’s AYP Proficiency calculated based on all assessed grades

2. Schools Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) based on all assessed grades

3. Ranking for Reading and Mathematics are calculated separately by subtracting the AMO from the AYP Proficiency

4. Reading and Mathematics Rankings are summed to calculate the School’s annual Overall Performance Rank

Annual Performance Rank = (AYP % proficient for Reading – AMO for Reading) +  (AYP % proficient for Mathematics – AMO for Mathematics)    

· Overall Rank – is the School’s Annual Performance Rank summed for 2008 through 2010

· Overall Average Rank - is the School’s Annual Performance Ranks averaged based on the summed Annual Performance Ranks for 2008 through 2010

· Overall Weighted Rank – is the School’s Annual Performance Rank weighted for each school year

1. 2008 Performance Rank multiplied by a weight of 1.0

2. 2009 Performance Rank multiplied by a weight of 1.0

3. 2010 Performance Rank multiplied by a weight of 1.25

4. Sum the weighted Performance Ranks for 2009 through 2010

5. Divide the sum of the Performance Ranks by the sum of the weights, which is 3.25 when a Performance Rank is present for all three school years

   Tier I Reports contain: 

· All Title I schools in School Improvement

· School measured for AYP

Tier II Definition of Persistently Lowest Performing Schools 

Academic Criteria

Maryland defines “persistently lowest performing Tier II schools” as those Title I eligible secondary schools (middle school grade levels 6-8, combination schools (grades PreK-8 at the LEA’s discretion, and high school grades 9-12) that are the lowest 5% of all secondary Title I eligible schools in the State.   In 2010, Maryland identified 11 Title I eligible Tier II schools based on performance and 3 Tier II schools based on Graduation Rate for a total of 14 Tier II schools.   See below.

Based on performance on the Maryland School Assessment in Math/Algebra/Data Analysis and Reading/Language Arts combined, Maryland would identify eleven (11) Title I eligible secondary schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring operating in school year 2010-2011 for Tier II designation. Maryland will exercise the option to apply for a waiver to include three Title I secondary schools as Tier II schools because these schools fall lower in performance than some of the identified Tier II secondary schools.  The identified Tier II schools have not met performance standards in the “All Students” subgroup for the full academic year 2009-2010.  The process below was used to identify Tier II schools.

Annual Performance Ranking

1. School’s AYP Proficiency calculated based on all assessed grades

2. Schools Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) based on all assessed grades

3. Ranking for Reading and Mathematics are calculated separately by subtracting the AMO from the AYP Proficiency

4. Reading and Mathematics Rankings are summed to calculate the School’s annual Overall Performance Rank

Annual Performance Rank = (AYP % proficient for Reading – AMO for Reading) + (AYP % proficient for Mathematics – AMO for Math)    

· Overall Rank – is the School’s Annual Performance Rank summed for 2008 through 2010

      Overall Average Rank - is the School’s Annual Performance Ranks averaged based on

      the summed Annual Performance Ranks for 2008 through 2010

· Overall Weighted Rank – is the School’s Annual Performance Rank weighted for each school year

1.  2008 Performance Rank multiplied by a weight of 1.0

2.  2009 Performance Rank multiplied by a weight of 1.0

3.  2010 Performance Rank multiplied by a weight of 1.25

4.  Sum the weighted Performance Ranks for 2008 through 2010

5.  Divide the sum of the Performance Ranks by the sum of the weights, which is 3.25 when a Performance Rank is present for all three school years

Tier II Reports contain:

· All non-Title I Secondary schools that are Title I eligible (FARMS >= 35%)

· Secondary schools are defined as any school with an Middle or High component

· School measured for AYP

Graduation Rate Criteria:

Maryland identified Title I eligible high schools that have a graduation rate of less than 60 percent over 3 years.  There are 7 schools that meet this definition during the 2009-2010 school year, however 2 are already identified as persistently low performing schools, 1 does not have three years of trend data and 1 does not meet the minimum “n”.  Maryland has identified three Tier II schools that meet this definition. 

Graduation Rate

· Graduation Rate is less than 60% for the past 3 school years

· School must be Title I eligible

· School measured for AYP

Notes:  

· Schools that did not have three years of AYP data were excluded from Tier I and Tier II. (lacking trend data)

· Schools where 100% of the students are not working towards a Maryland Diploma were excluded from Tier I and Tier II. The populations of these schools receive a certificate of participation. (certificate program only)

· Schools that did not have graduation data for three consecutive years were excluded from Tier II. (lacking trend data)

· Schools where the participation rate is below the minimum “n” for the all students group are excluded from Tier I and Tier II.  Participation rate will be computed for each subgroup, and in the aggregate, for each of the reading and mathematics assessments by dividing the number of students present in each testing group by the number of enrolled students in that group. The rate will be calculated for each subgroup and for aggregate separately in each of reading and mathematics assessments where a group includes at least a) 30 students for schools with one grade tested, b) 60 students for schools with two or more grades tested c) Groups not meeting the minimum criteria listed above will not be checked for participation rate.    MSDE submitted a waiver request with this application.

Tier III: Definition

Maryland defines Tier III schools as any Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not identified as persistently lowest-achieving schools in Tier I.  The ESEA designations correspond to Maryland’s Differentiated Accountability Pilot designations, whereby Tier III schools must be in the Comprehensive Needs Pathway or the Focused Needs Pathway to qualify as eligible schools. See Appendix F of the LEA application for a summary of Maryland’s Differentiated Accountability Pilot.  Tier III schools will be prioritized according to Differentiated Accountability designations and will be funded based on the table below. 

FUNDING PRIORITIES FOR TIER III SCHOOLS

Differentiated Accountability

SCHOOL PATHWAYS

Tier III Funding Priority

Schools will be selected based on academic performance for a three year period within each stage of the two Pathways.
Years Not

Achieving AYP

ESEA

Designation

Differentiated Accountability

STAGES

Comprehensive Needs 

Schools

Focused

Needs

Schools

2

School Improvement 1

Developing Stage

(initial interventions) 

Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools

Second Priority for Tier III Funding

Developing Focused Needs Schools

Fourth Priority for Tier III Funding

3

School Improvement 2

4

Corrective Action

5

Restructuring Planning

Priority Stage

(later interventions)

Priority 

Comprehensive Needs Schools

First Priority for Tier III Funding

Priority 

Focused Needs Schools

Third Priority for Tier III Funding

6

Restructuring

Implementation




	Schools Eligible for FY 2010 SIG Funds 

	LEA
	 NCES
	SCHOOL_NAME
	NCES_NUMBER
	Tier I
	Tier II
	Tier II Waiver Schools
	Graduation Rate Tier II
	Tier III
	Tier II Exclude because of  Waiver
	Newly  Eligible

	Anne Arundel
	2400060
	J. Albert Adams Academy
	2400060086
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Cherry Hill Elementary/Middle
	24000900171
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Patapsco Elementary/Middle
	24000900296
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Gilmor Elementary
	24000900221
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Francis M. Wood Alternative High
	24000901343
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Masonville Cove Academy
	2400090157
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Frederick Douglass High
	24000900209
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Institute Of Business And Entrepreneurship
	24000901533
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Northwestern High
	24000900292
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Connexions Comm Lead Acad
	24000901302
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Northeast Middle
	24000900289
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Vivien T. Thomas Medical Arts Academy
	24000901385
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	City Springs Elementary
	24000900175
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Steuart Hill Academic Academy
	24000900319
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Collington Square Elementary
	24000900179
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Frederick Elementary
	24000901430
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Baltimore Freedom Academy
	24000901560
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Moravia Park Primary
	24000900282
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Rognel Heights Elementary/Mid
	24000900305
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Harford Heights Intermediate
	24000901153
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Md Academy Of Tech, Health Sci
	24000901538
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Samuel F. B. Morse Elementary
	24000900310
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Furman L. Templeton Elementary
	24000900211
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Heritage High School
	24000901562
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Dr. Rayner Browne Elementary
	24000900189
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Harlem Park Elementary
	24000900239
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Beechfield Elementary
	24000900155
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	 Historic Sam Coleridge-Taylor El
	24000900309
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Dr. Nathan A. Pitts Ashburton Elementary/Middle
	24000900149
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Sarah M. Roach Elementary
	24000900312
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	New Song Academy
	24000900884
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Bluford Drew Jemison Mst Acd
	24000901633
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Pimlico Elementary
	24000900299
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Lakeland Elementary/Middle
	24000900264
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Highlandtown Elementary #215
	24000900243
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Hazelwood Elementary/Middle
	24000900241
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Waverly Elementary
	24000900329
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Friendship Acd Of Eng And Tech
	24000901659
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Windsor Hills Elementary
	24000900337
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Glenmount Elementary/Middle
	24000900222
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Curtis Bay Elementary
	24000900183
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Friendship Acad Of M, S, Tech
	24000901654
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Westport Academy
	24000900331
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Dickey Hill Elementary/Middle
	24000900186
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	North Bend Elementary
	24000900602
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. El
	24000900188
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Stadium School
	24000900571
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Furley Elementary
	24000900210
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Belmont Elementary
	24000900156
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Matthew A. Henson Elementary
	24000900278
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Mary E. Rodman Elementary
	24000900277
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	William Pinderhughes El
	24000900335
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Highlandtown El #0237
	24000900244
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Tench Tilghman Elementary
	24000900320
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Garrett Heights Elementary
	24000900213
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Violetville El/Middle
	24000900326
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Arlington Elementary
	24000900146
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Charles Carroll Barrister El
	24000900153
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore County
	2400120
	Golden Ring Middle
	24000001439
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Baltimore County
	2400120
	Riverview Elementary
	24001200464
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore County
	2400120
	Halstead Academy
	24001200407
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore County
	2400120
	Hebbville Elementary
	24001200402
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Baltimore County
	2400120
	Hawthorne Elementary
	24001200401
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Carroll 
	2400210
	Carroll Springs School
	24002100527
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Dorchester
	2400300
	Maple Elementary School
	24003000617
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Dorchester
	2400300
	Hurlock Elementary School
	24003000614
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Harford
	2400390
	Center For Educational Opportunity - Alternative C
	24003900480
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Harford
	2400390
	William Paca/Old Post Road El
	24003900716
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Harford
	2400390
	Magnolia Elementary
	24003900706
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Thomas Claggett Elementary
	24005101173
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	William Wirt Middle School
	24005101186
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Oxon Hill Middle School
	24005101471
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Thomas Johnson Middle School
	24005101175
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Stephen Decatur Middle School
	24005101469
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Nicholas Orem Middle School
	24005101112
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Charles Carroll Middle
	24005101004
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Thomas S. Stone Elementary
	24005101176
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Ridgecrest Elementary
	24005101138
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Judge Sylvania W. Woods El
	24005101137
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Buck Lodge Middle
	24005100993
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Carmody Hills Elementary
	24005100998
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Overlook Elementary
	24005101119
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Springhill Lake Elementary
	24005101160
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Carole Highlands Elementary
	24005100999
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Templeton Elementary
	24005101171
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Suitland Elementary
	24005101453
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Rogers Heights Elementary
	24005101146
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	William Beanes Elementary
	24005101184
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Gaywood Elementary
	24005101041
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Rosa Parks Elementary
	24005101573
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Robert R. Gray Elementary
	24005101183
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Flintstone Elementary
	24005101030
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 



	SCHOOLS SERVED WITH 2009 SIG FUNDS

	LEA
	LEA NCES ID #
	SCHOOL_NAME
	NCES_NUMBER
	Tier I
	Tier II
	Tier III
	Graduation Rate
	Newly  Eligible

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Booker T. Washington Middle
	24000900160
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Baltimore IT Academy (Formally Chinquapin Middle)
	24000900174
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Calverton Elem/Middle
	24000900581
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Garrison Middle
	24000900228
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	William C. March Middle
	24000901568
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Commodore John Rogers E/M
	24000900180
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Baltimore City
	2400090
	Augusta Fells Savage Institute Of Visual Arts
	24000901387
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	G. James Gholson Middle
	24005101211
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Benjamin Stoddert Middle
	24005101464
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Drew Freeman Middle
	24005101034
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Prince George's 
	2400510
	Thurgood Marshall Middle School
	24005101465
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 


	Please attach the two tables in a separate file and submit it with the application.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 SEA has attached the two tables in a separate file and submitted it with its application.


	B. EVALUATION CRITERIA:  

	Part 1: The three actions listed in Part 1 are ones that an LEA must take prior to submitting its application for a School Improvement Grant.  Accordingly, the SEA must describe, with specificity, the criteria the SEA will use to evaluate an LEA’s application with respect to each of the following actions:   
(1) The LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention for each school.

(2) The LEA has demonstrated that it has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention in each of those schools.

(3) The LEA’s budget includes sufficient funds to implement the selected intervention fully and effectively in each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application, as well as to support school improvement activities in Tier III schools, throughout the period of availability of those funds (taking into account any waiver extending that period received by either the SEA or the LEA).

	Part 2: The actions in Part 2 are ones that an LEA may have taken, in whole or in part, prior to submitting its application for a School Improvement Grant, but most likely will take after receiving a School Improvement Grant.  Accordingly, an SEA must describe the criteria it will use to assess the LEA’s commitment to do the following:
(1) Design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements.

(2) Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality.

(3) Align other resources with the interventions.

(4) Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the interventions fully and effectively.

(5) Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

	· SEA is using the same evaluation criteria as FY 2009. 
	· SEA has revised its evaluation criteria for FY 2010. 


	Insert response to Section B Evaluation Criteria here:

Part 1-Section B

(1) The SEA has assured the LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention model using the following process:

Maryland will assure that the LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention for each school by requiring the LEA to complete a comprehensive needs assessment as part of the application process for each Tier I, Tier II and Tier III school it elects to serve with SIG funds.  The needs assessment requires the LEA to analyze data pertinent to each school.  The LEA is required to review and analyze the following data sets: student and staff profiles; student achievement data; curriculum, instructional programs; assessments; school culture and climate; student, family and community support; organizational structure; professional development and effective planning; and effective leadership.  

As part of this application, Maryland has developed a scoring tool which will be used by the State review panels to evaluate the quality of the needs assessment response by the LEAs.  This tool is located in Appendix D of the LEA application. 

2.  The LEA will have the opportunity to demonstrate that it has capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention in each of those schools through a variety of responses in this application.

The following items must be articulated fully in the LEA application in order for the LEA to demonstrate it has the capacity to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention model in each of the Tier I and Tier II schools.

· LEA must complete a thorough needs assessment for each Tier I and Tier II school.     

· The LEA must select an intervention model that aligns to the needs of the school. 

· The LEA must design and implement activities for each intervention model, develop a timeline, identify a person/position designated to provide leadership for each requirement of the intervention.

· The LEA must demonstrate that it has involved relevant stakeholders, including administrators, teachers, teachers unions (if appropriate), parents, students, and outside community members in activities related to decision making PRIOR TO choosing an intervention model, and/or development of the model’s design.  These meetings and input sessions must be documented and ongoing. (Note: Maryland changed the evaluation criteria by adding the words, “PRIOR TO).

· The LEA must develop three-year budgets, including pre-implementation activities and strategies for year one, that directly align to the activities and the strategies stated in the plan of operation for each model the LEA chooses to implement.  Year two and three will be awarded on a continuation basis as funds become available. 

· The LEA must develop a monitoring plan that encompasses multiple visits to each school and requires intermediate evidence of student academic success.

· The LEA must submit a monthly status report ( via Websurveyor) of completed pre-implementation activities to MSDE which includes status on budget, hiring, and other activities designed to prepare the schools for full implementation in the 2011-2012 school year. 

· The LEA must demonstrate it has made a commitment to investigate opportunities to expand teachers’ capacity to plan collaboratively in the academic areas where students fail to make Adequate Yearly Progress.  

· The LEA must identify a 1003(g) Central Support Team (District Leadership Team) that meets regularly with SEA staff to discuss progress of schools.  Central Support Teams must be staffed with highly knowledgeable staff with specialized skills and knowledge in school improvement, understanding of culture and climate, and relate well to stakeholders.  Central Support Teams must also demonstrate that they communicate regularly with the LEA executive team, including the Chief Executive Officer/Superintendent of Schools.

· The LEAs must demonstrate, through past grant applications, that they have sound fiscal management with limited audit findings.  The SEA will examine single audit reports over the past two years.   

· The LEA must complete a self assessment of its own capacity to design, support, monitor and assess the implementation of the models and strategies that it selects for its Tier I, Tier II and Tier III schools.

· The LEA must complete the grant application within the timelines set forth in the application. 

· The LEA must submit signed assurances with the application.

As part of this application, Maryland will utilize the scoring tool which was used by the State review panels for the FY 2009 SIG proposals, to evaluate the capacity of the LEA to implement the model through the LEA’s responses to the items above.   Maryland will add an addendum to this document to include pre-implementation strategies for year 1. The LEA Capacity Scoring Rubric is divided into the six components of the application: School Identification and Selected Models; Needs Assessment; Preparation for Implementation of the Models; LEA Planning and Monitoring; LEA Fiscal Responsibilities; and LEA Assurances, Waivers, Reservations.  Districts must obtain a minimum score of 91 out of 126 possible points to demonstrate capacity to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I, and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected interventions in each identified school.  The addendum will contain an additional table to evaluate the pre-implementation strategies.  This tool is located in Appendix E of the LEA application.

(3) LEA budgets must contain the following information in order to demonstrate that they have the capacity to implement fully and effectively the intervention models selected for each Tier I and Tier II school and implement strategies that will lead to successful results in Tier III schools. 

· The budget narrative must clearly spell out the mutual responsibility between LEA and the    Tier I, Tier II or Tier III schools for timely distribution of funds during each year of the grant.  

· Budgets submitted match the number of Tier I and Tier II schools and are aligned to the models selected for each school.  Budgets are not less than the minimum amount and do not exceed the maximum allowable amount per Tier I and Tier II school.

· Budgets submitted for Tier III schools are not less than the minimum amount and do not exceed the maximum allowable amount per Tier III school.

· Funding for LEA activities that will support the implementation of school intervention models in Tier I and Tier II schools are included in the LEA budget, and the LEA does not exceed the maximum amount of 1003(g) SIG funds for all the schools served over the three- year grant period. 

· Pre-implementation activities must be included in each school budget or LEA budget, where applicable. 

· LEAs must submit a budget for the number of Tier III schools that the LEA commits to serve and the services the LEA plans to provide to these schools extend over the three-year grant period. 

· LEA must submit the Maryland Budget form C-1-25 signed by the CEO/Superintendent and the Chief Financial Officer.  

As part of this application, Maryland has developed a scoring tool which will be used by the State review panels to evaluate budgets submitted by each LEA.  This tool is located in Appendices D and E of the LEA application.  Maryland will add an addendum to this document to include pre-implementation strategies for year 1. Budget(s) will be reviewed by the SEA Title I Office specialists for accuracy.  

Part 2-Section B

The Maryland State Department of Education included questions related to each of the components described in Part 1 (above) in the LEA Application. The SEA anticipates that LEAs will have undertaken preliminary work prior to receiving final approval for the grant funding and will continue this work using FY 2010 SIG funds for pre-implementation activities.  The templates provided in this section constitute the LEA’s baseline information about the planning underway to ensure successful implementation and sustainability. Maryland will expect pre-implementation activities to occur prior to July 1, 2011 and full implementation of LEA reform models to occur at the beginning of the 2011-12 school year. 

The LEA application specifically requires each LEA to respond to the following with relation to each Tier I and Tier II school it elects to serve:

· Design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements.

· Each LEA will submit a letter of intent to apply for the grant within 15 days of the approval of the SEA application. 

· Each LEA with eligible Tier I and Tier II schools will participate in a technical assistance meeting with the Maryland State Department of Education on 

February 11, 2011 at MSDE.  

· Maryland has developed a scoring tool which will be used by the State review panels to evaluate the capacity of the LEA to implement the model through the LEA’s responses.  Districts must obtain a minimum score of 91 out of 126 possible points to demonstrate capacity to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I, and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected interventions in each identified school.  This tool is located in Appendices D and E of the LEA application.

· Technical assistance will be provided by the Title I Office and the Breakthrough Center, Maryland’s statewide system of support throughout the application process. 

· Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality.

· The LEA will demonstrate that it has developed procedures and a timeline to recruit, screen and select external providers.  The process must include a variety of stakeholders. LEAs must select providers that can address specific priority needs that the LEA identified via the SIG application.  These procedures will be articulated in the planning tool located in the LEA application. Note: Maryland does not evaluate providers or provide LEAs with a list of approved providers.  Maryland’s procedure for reviewing the LEA’s process for selecting and evaluating the quality of providers is located in the LEA application. MSDE’s evaluation criteria for quality external providers includes reviewing the MOU between the external provider, the LEA, and the school for;

a) Alignment to the school’s needs assessment

b) Identification of goals and achievement indicators

c) Alignment of the MOU deliverables

d) LEA’s monitoring procedures for MOU deliverables

e) How the LEA will hold the external provider accountable for non-performance

· Align other resources with the interventions.

· The detailed budget narrative the LEA submits with their application will provide evidence of how other resources are aligned with the selected intervention.  Additional resources may include: State and local funding,  Title I, Part A, Title II, Title III, Title I, 1003(a) funds. 

· The budget narrative includes a detailed description as to how the resources are aligned with the selected intervention model(s), and will also contain pre-implementation activities that the LEA deems necessary for full implementation at the beginning of the SY 2011-2012. 

· Modify its practices or policies, if necessary to enable it to implement the interventions fully and effectively.

· The LEA will provide minutes of meetings and local Board of Education agendas that support the modification of policies or practices that will enable it to fully implement the intervention models effectively. 

· Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.  

· Within the LEA proposal the LEA is required to provide a narrative on how the LEA identified actions support individual Tier I and Tier II schools’ implementation of the selected interventions. The LEA must look across the commitments it has made for the schools: the LEA is asked to describe how it will ensure that improvement efforts can be sustained once this funding ends.

· The SEA will consider the following when evaluating the LEA’s commitment:

· Actions that support the modification of policies or practices that will enable it to fully implement the intervention models effectively. 

· Commitment to align budgets toward efforts that are sustainable and the SEA’s willingness to re-evaluate budgets throughout the grant period. 

· Extent to which professional development is ongoing and job-embedded.

· Alignment of other resources, people, time and funding, to support the reform effort. 

As part of this application, Maryland has developed a scoring rubric which will be used by the State review panels to evaluate School Identification and Selected Models; Needs Assessment; Preparation for Implementation of the Models; LEA Planning and Monitoring; and LEA Fiscal Responsibilities, and Pre-implementation Activities.  The rubric serves as a gauge to determine capacity to sustain the models after the funding period.  The rubric is located in Appendices D and  E of the LEA application. The indicators in the scoring tool will also become part of the SEA’s regular monitoring tool used to track the work of the LEA and the school as the intervention model is adopted and implemented.   

Additional observation concerning evaluation criteria:  Overall, MSDE will review the results of the scoring tool and the reviewer’s responses to the open-ended prompts to determine areas of consensus and of disagreement among the reviewers.  Any response that receives an overall (consensus) “sufficient” or “better” for all criteria reviewed will need clarification from the LEA prior to approval of the grant application. Districts must obtain a minimum score of 91 out of a possible 126 points to demonstrate capacity to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I, and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected interventions in each identified school.  In addition, to be approved, an application must have all issues resolved.  


	B-1. ADDITIONAL EVALUATION CRITERIA: In addition to the evaluation criteria listed in Section B, the SEA must evaluate the following information in an LEA’s budget and application:

	Please note that Section B-1 is a new section added for the FY 2010 application.

	(1) How will the SEA review an LEA’s proposed budget with respect to activities carried out during the pre-implementation period2 to help an LEA prepare for full implementation in the following school year?
 (2) How will the SEA evaluate the LEA’s proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-implementation period to determine whether they are allowable? (For a description of allowable activities during the pre-implementation period, please refer to section J of the FY 2010 SIG Guidance.)

2  “Pre-implementation” enables an LEA to prepare for full implementation of a school intervention model at the start of the 2011–2012 school year.  To help in its preparation, an LEA may use FY 2010 and/or FY 2009 carryover SIG funds in its SIG schools after the LEA has been awarded a SIG grant for those schools based on having a fully approvable application, consistent with the SIG final requirements.  As soon as it receives the funds, the LEA may use part of its first-year allocation for SIG-related activities in schools that will be served with FY 2010 and/or FY 2009 carryover SIG funds. For a full description of pre-implementation, please refer to section J of the FY 2010 SIG Guidance.


	Insert response to Section B-1 Additional Evaluation Criteria here:

(1) How will the SEA review an LEA’s proposed budget with respect to activities carried out during the pre-implementation period2 to help an LEA prepare for full implementation in the following school year?

The Maryland State Department of Education included questions related to each of the components described in Part 1 (above) in the LEA Application, as an addendum to each model. The SEA anticipates that LEAs will have undertaken preliminary work prior to receiving final approval for the grant funding and will continue this work using FY 2010 SIG funds for pre-implementation activities.  The templates provided in this section constitute the LEA’s baseline information about the planning underway to ensure successful implementation and sustainability. Maryland will expect pre-implementation activities to occur prior to July 1, 2011 and full implementation of LEA reform models to occur at the beginning of the 2011-12 school year.

Pre-implementation activities must be included in each school budget or LEA budget, where applicable. As part of this application, Maryland has developed a scoring tool which will be used by the State review panels to evaluate budgets submitted by each LEA.  This tool is located in Appendix E of the LEA application.  Maryland will also add an addendum to this document to include pre-implementation strategies for year 1. Budget(s) will be reviewed by the SEA Title I Office specialists for accuracy.  

As part of this application, Maryland will utilize the scoring tool which was used by the State review panels for the FY 2009 SIG proposals, to evaluate the capacity of the LEA to implement the model through the LEA responses to the items above.   Maryland will add an addendum to the scoring document to include pre-implementation strategies for year 1.

(2) How will the SEA evaluate the LEA’s proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-implementation period to determine whether they are allowable? (For a description of allowable activities during the pre-implementation period, please refer to section J of the FY 2010 SIG Guidance.)

The LEA will complete the pre-implementation addendum for the models selected for each school  In addition, the LEA must submit a monthly status report ( via Web Surveyor) of completed pre-implementation activities to MSDE which includes status on budget, hiring, and other allowable activities designed to prepare the schools for full implementation in the 2011-2012 school year.  The following allowable Activity Categories are listed in the LEA Application.  LEAs must select from the Activity Categories below.  Activities must  align  to schools’ needs assessment and requirements of the intervention model; represent change; be reasonable, necessary, and allowable; be researched-based; and be fully implemented prior to the beginning of the 2011-2012 academic school year. 

Activity Categories with Sample Activities:  

· Family and Community Engagement: Hold community meetings to review school

performance, discuss the school intervention model to be implemented, and develop

school improvement plans in line with the intervention model selected; survey students

and parents to gauge needs of students, families, and the community; communicate with

parents and the community about school status, improvement plans, choice options, and

local service providers for health, nutrition, or social services through press releases,

newsletters, newspaper announcements, parent outreach coordinators, hotlines, and

direct mail; assist families in transitioning to new schools if their current school is

implementing the closure model by providing counseling or holding meetings specifically

regarding their choices; or hold open houses or orientation activities specifically for

students attending a new school if their prior school is implementing the closure model.

· Rigorous Review of External Providers: Conduct the required rigorous review

process to select a charter school operator, a CMO, or an EMO and contract with that

entity (see C-5); or properly recruit, screen, and select any external providers that may be

necessary to assist in planning for the implementation of an intervention model.

· Staffing: Recruit and hire the incoming principal, leadership team, instructional staff,

and administrative support; or evaluate the strengths and areas of need of current staff.

· Instructional Programs: Provide remediation and enrichment to students in schools

that will implement an intervention model at the start of the 2011-2012 school year

through programs with evidence of raising achievement; identify and purchase

instructional materials that are research-based, aligned with State academic standards,

and have data-based evidence of raising student achievement; or compensate staff for

instructional planning, such as examining student data, developing a curriculum that is

aligned to State standards and aligned vertically from one grade level to another,

collaborating within and across disciplines, and devising student assessments.

· Professional Development and Support: Train staff on the implementation of new or

revised instructional programs and policies that are aligned with the school’s

comprehensive instructional plan and the school’s intervention model; provide

instructional support for returning staff members, such as classroom coaching,

structured common planning time, mentoring, consultation with outside experts, and

observations of classroom practice, that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive

instructional plan and the school’s intervention model; or train staff on the new

evaluation system and locally adopted competencies.

· Preparation for Accountability Measures: Develop and pilot a data system for use in

SIG-funded schools; analyze data on leading baseline indicators; or develop and adopt

interim assessments for use in SIG-funded schools.

Maryland will utilize the scoring tool which was used by the State review panels for the FY 2009 SIG proposals, to evaluate the capacity of the LEA to implement the model through the LEA’s responses to the items above.   Maryland will add an addendum to this document to include pre-implementation strategies for year 1.


	C. CAPACITY:  The SEA must explain how it will evaluate whether an LEA lacks capacity to implement a school intervention model in each Tier I school.

	An LEA that applies for a School Improvement Grant must serve each of its Tier I schools using one of the four school intervention models unless the LEA demonstrates that it lacks sufficient capacity to do so.  If an LEA claims it lacks sufficient capacity to serve each Tier I school, the SEA must evaluate the sufficiency of the LEA’s claim.  Claims of lack of capacity should be scrutinized carefully to ensure that LEAs effectively intervene in as many of their Tier I schools as possible.

The SEA must explain how it will evaluate whether an LEA lacks capacity to implement any of the school intervention models in its Tier I school(s).  The SEA must also explain what it will do if it determines that an LEA has more capacity than the LEA demonstrates.

	· SEA is using the same evaluation criteria for capacity as FY 2009.
	· SEA has revised its evaluation criteria for capacity for FY 2010. 


	Insert response to Section C Capacity here:

The Maryland State Department of Education does not anticipate a claim of insufficient capacity to serve all Tier I schools from any LEA.  Schools identified as Tier I schools are especially high priorities.  Maryland has been proactively working with the LEAs that have Tier I schools and is in the process of collaboratively developing plans to provide technical assistance in any area that they may need support.  There would have to be extremely unusual circumstances for Maryland to agree to grant an LEA approval not to serve an identified Tier I school.  Nonetheless, the SEA has taken the following steps to prepare to evaluate the sufficiency of an LEA’s claim of “lack of capacity.”

(1) Maryland will review LEA data and available SEA monitoring reports (obtained from across all divisions within the SEA for each of the Tier I schools in Maryland) to determine the extent to which the LEA has been providing support to the school over the past five years.

(2) Maryland will establish an interdivisional team, (MSDE’s Cross Functional Team) to review the specific explanation offered by the LEA and match it against all available information regarding the LEA’s support of schools.  This will include careful review of the LEA’s Bridge To Excellence 2010 Master Plan Update, as well as the LEA’s support of Title I schools, schools in school improvement, and any programming or interventions where the LEA has pledged support and outlined the specifics of that support to a particular Tier I school (or to a group of schools that includes the identified Tier I school).  This review will focus on the current commitments within the LEA to support the individual school(s) identified by the LEA as a school not to be served with 1003(g) SIG funds and the possibility of refocusing existing support or the resources used to provide support to help meet the requirements of the 1003(g) grant for Tier I schools.

(3) Should central office staffing or resources figure prominently in the explanation offered by the LEA, the SEA will review the proposed use of the funding available through the 1003(g) grant as well as other grant resources (federal or state) that are available to the LEA to support schools in improvement and work with the LEA to consider alternative ways to create and fiscally support the capacity within the LEA to serve the school.

(4) While the primary goal of this review would be to determine whether the capacity exists within the system to support Tier I schools, the focus of the review and the collaborative work with the LEA would be on ways to help the LEA gain capacity to support the schools as they implement one of the intervention models that are part of the 1003(g) grant.  

(5) If the SEA determines that the capacity to support the school exists (or can reasonably be created) within the LEA, the SEA will direct the LEA to include the school in the list of Tier I schools to be served and revise its application accordingly.     


	D (PART 1). TIMELINE:  An SEA must describe its process and timeline for approving LEA applications.

	Please note that Section D has been reformatted to separate the timeline into a different section for the FY 2010 application.


	Insert response to Section D (Part 1) Timeline here:

(1) Maryland’s process and timeline for approving LEA applications is as follows:

· Immediately following the approval of the SEA application, the SEA will distribute the grant application, via electronic and US postal service to all LEAs with eligible Tier I, Tier II and Tier III schools. 

· Fifteen (15) days following the approval of the SEA’s application by the United States Education Department, the LEA must submit a “Letter of Intent” to apply for the 2010 Title I 1003(g) School Improvement Grant. (Appendix B of the LEA application.)

· The SEA will provide technical assistance to all LEAs that intend to submit a proposal February 11, 2011 from 9:00-12:00 am at 200 West Baltimore Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21201, Conference Rooms 6-7 on the 8th floor, and upon LEA request during the development of the grant application.

· The first draft will be due to the SEA on or before March 4, 2011.  It will be reviewed by a panel consisting of cross-divisional SEA staff.  The reviewer will read each application and score it independently.  They will meet and provide feedback based on consensus.  Feedback will be provided to the LEA within ten days of the submission.  Should a revision be needed, the LEA will submit a second draft. 

· The second draft will be due to the SEA on or before March 25, 2011.  The review panel will score the revisions, using the reviewer’s scoring tool, and provide feedback within ten days. Should the LEA not be on track to successfully submit an approvable application by April 21, 2011, the SEA will meet with the LEA regularly to provide support and technical assistance in order to secure an approvable application by April 21, 2011.  

· The SEA will begin processing grant awards as soon as the LEA submits their second draft that is in near approvable condition so the award can be fully processed upon final review on or before April 21, 2011.  It generally takes 20-30 days for a grant award to be processed through the SEA. 

· The Final Version is due April 21, 2011.  An original hard copy of the of the signed grant application, including signed C-1-25, proposed three year budget and General Assurances signature page, must be received at MSDE by 4:00 p.m.  In addition, three copies of the original, bear clipped, and a thumb drive containing a PDF of the proposal must be submitted with the original.  

· Grant awards will not be issued until an application is fully approved.  

· The approved grant application will be housed in the Division of Student, Family, and School Support, Program Improvement and Family Support Branch of the Maryland State Department of Education.  

· All approved grants will be posted on MSDE’s website upon final approval of the grant application. 

· Note: Dates are subject to change

· Pre-implementation activities may begin as soon as the LEA grant is approved by the State and will be monitored monthly using Web Surveyor. 

· Model must be implemented at the start of the 2011-2012 academic year.  



	D (PARTS 2-8). DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION:  

	(2) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing an LEA’s annual goals for student achievement for its Tier I and Tier II schools and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier I or Tier II schools in the LEA that are not meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators in section III of the final requirements.

(3) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier III schools (subject to approval by the SEA) and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier III schools in the LEA that are not meeting those goals.

(4) Describe how the SEA will monitor each LEA that receives a School Improvement Grant to ensure that it is implementing a school intervention model fully and effectively in the Tier I and Tier II schools the LEA is approved to serve.

(5) Describe how the SEA will prioritize School Improvement Grants to LEAs if the SEA does not have sufficient school improvement funds to serve all eligible schools for which each LEA applies.

(6) Describe the criteria, if any, that the SEA intends to use to prioritize among Tier III schools.  

(7) If the SEA intends to take over any Tier I or Tier II schools, identify those schools and indicate the school intervention model the SEA will implement in each school.

(8) If the SEA intends to provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover, identify those schools and, for Tier I or Tier II schools, indicate the school intervention model the SEA will implement in each school and provide evidence of the LEA’s approval to have the SEA provide the services directly.3

3 If, at the time an SEA submits its application, it has not yet determined whether it will provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover, it may omit this information from its application.  However, if the SEA later decides that it will provide such services, it must amend its application to provide the required information.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
SEA is using the same descriptive information as FY 2009.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
SEA has revised its descriptive information for FY 2010. 


	Insert response to Section D (Parts 2-8) Descriptive Information here:

(2)  The SEA’s process for reviewing annual goals for student achievement for its Tier I and Tier II schools and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s school improvement grant if one or more Tier I or Tier II schools in the LEA are not meeting those goals and making progress on the indicators in Section III of the final requirements is as follows: 

An LEA will submit a culminating matrix for each Tier I and Tier II school receiving School Improvement Grant funds. This matrix will include each of the identified goals established for the Tier I and Tier II schools. The LEA will describe the extent to which each goal was achieved along with the supporting data. If a goal was not met, the LEA will discuss modifications that will be established in order to achieve the goal. The SEA will perform site visits at each Tier I and Tier II school. The primary function of these site visits is to review and analyze all facets of a school’s implementation of the identified intervention model and collaborate with leadership, staff, and other stakeholders pertinent to goal attainment.  .  Summary documentation will be collected from each school site visit monitoring reports.  

Based upon evidence reviewed from the culminating matrix documenting LEA and school implementation, each school’s site visit monitoring reports, monthly meetings with LEA leadership, the SEA will determine the LEA’s capacity to ensure goal attainment, and subsequent renewal of the School Improvement Grant funds.

If the school is making academic progress (as measured by the state assessment), the grant will be renewed.  If not, the LEA will need to revise the plan and resubmit for approval before the grant will be renewed. 
Sample Culminating Matrix: 

LEA: 

Name of Tier I or Tier II School:

Intervention Model:
Goal #1:

Met/Partially Met/Not Met:

Supporting Data:

Modifications (if needed): 

Goal #2:

Met/Partially Met/Not Met:

Supporting Data:

Modifications (if needed):

(3)  The SEA’s process for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier III schools (subject to approval by the SEA) and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s school improvement grant if one or more Tier III schools in the LEA are not meeting those goals is as follows: 

An LEA will submit a culminating matrix for each Tier III school receiving School Improvement Grant funds. This matrix will include each of the identified goals established for the Tier III school. The LEA will describe the extent to which each goal was achieved along with the supporting data. If a goal was not met, the LEA will discuss modifications that will be established in order to achieve the goal. The SEA may perform site visits at Tier III schools. The primary function of these site visits is to review and analyze all facets of a school’s implementation of the identified intervention model and collaborate with leadership, staff, and other stakeholders pertinent to goal strategies.  Summary documentation will be collected from each school site visit monitoring reports.  

Based upon evidence reviewed from the culminating matrix documenting LEA and school implementation, each school’s site visit monitoring reports, monthly meetings with LEA leadership, the SEA will determine the LEA’s capacity to ensure goal attainment, and subsequent renewal of the School Improvement Grant funds.

 If the school is making academic progress (as measured by the state assessment), the grant will be renewed.  If not, the LEA will need to revise the plan and resubmit for approval before the grant will be renewed. 
Note: Maryland does not anticipate there will be any Tier III schools served with SIG funds due to the amount of funding Maryland receives. 

Sample Culminating Matrix: 

LEA:

Name of Tier III School:

Intervention Strategies:
Goal #1:

Met/Partially Met/Not Met:

Supporting Data:

Modifications (if needed): 

Goal #2:

Met/Partially Met/Not Met:

Supporting Data:

Modifications (if needed):

(4)  The SEA will monitor each LEA that receives a school improvement grant to ensure that it is implementing a school intervention model fully and effectively in the Tier I and Tier II schools the LEA is approved to serve using the following process:

An LEA will ensure full and effective implementation of the selected school intervention model for Tier I and Tier II schools they are approved to serve. As stated in item 2 above, LEAs will submit to the SEA a quarterly summary report of the monitoring/oversight that has been completed and the progress the school has made towards achieving their goals. The SEA will perform onsite visits at Tier I and Tier II schools.  The primary function of the onsite visits is to review and analyze all facets of a school’s implementation of the identified intervention model and collaborate with leadership, staff, and other stakeholders pertinent to goal attainment.   

SEA School Improvement Grant Teams (SIG Teams) will conduct three onsite monitoring visits annually with the school leadership team (parents should be invited) and the district level team (staff responsible for the technical assistance and administrative support).

· Introductory Visit/Yearly Start Up Visit: The SEA discusses the approved SIG with the school and district staff to ensure that all parties are familiar and understand the approved goals and the consequences for not making progress toward meeting the goals.

· Interim (midyear) Visit:  LEAs will be required to submit a written report to provide clarity on the steps the LEA has taken and the resources that have been provided to support the schools to meet their established goals, benchmark goals, and other pertinent information including a budget review. SIG teams will conduct a detailed review of the academic progress being made based on an LEA’s second Quarterly Summary Report which will include benchmark scores and the leading indicators that are applicable at the time (school year minutes; student attendance; discipline incidents; truants; distribution of teachers by performance level; and teacher attendance).  

· End of Year Visit: At the end of the 1st year, there will be a “self assessment” of the LEA and State support to the schools in each of the three tiers.  This will be accomplished by analyzing the school (student) data, aligning the progress or lack thereof to the support that was provided by the LEA and State.

· Schools not making progress on their LEA formative/interim assessments, Maryland School Assessment (MSA), High School Assessment (HAS), and leading indicators must make adjustments to accelerate their objectives and strategies to meet the pre-established approved goals.  The adjustments must be sent, as an addendum to the approved plan, to MSDE for approval.  All stakeholders will work with the school to determine how technical support and monitoring can be strengthened.

· Schools making progress on their LEA benchmarks, state assessments, and leading indicators will continue with their plans, monitoring, and support.

At the end of the 2nd year, this process will continue.  However, the grant will not be renewed for any school still not making progress.

 (5)  The SEA will prioritize School Improvement Grants to LEAs if the SEA does not have sufficient funds to serve all eligible schools for which each LEA applies. 

a. Tier I schools have been identified using Maryland’s definition of persistently low-achieving schools.  Schools were listed in rank order based on their overall weighted rank.  LEAs will be granted school improvement funds if the LEA submits a grant application that adequately addresses the needs of the school(s) and demonstrates the capacity to implement the model it selected for each Tier I school.  Should the SEA not have sufficient funds to fund all LEAs with schools in Tier I, the SEA will fund LEAs with schools that have the highest academic need within the list of eligible Tier I schools. 

b. LEAs with schools in Tier II will be funded after all Tier I schools are funded.  Tier II schools have been identified using Maryland’s definition of persistently low-achieving schools and listed in rank order.  Should the SEA not have sufficient funds to fund all LEAs with schools in Tier II, the SEA will fund LEAs with the highest poverty schools within the list of eligible Tier II schools. 

 (6) The following criteria will be used to prioritize among Tier III schools:

Tier III schools are any Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not identified as persistently lowest-achieving schools in Tier I.  The ESEA designations correspond to Maryland’s Differentiated Accountability Pilot designations, whereby Tier III schools must be in the Comprehensive Needs Pathway or the Focused Needs Pathway to qualify as eligible schools. See Appendix F of the LEA application for a summary of Maryland’s Differentiated Accountability Pilot.  Tier III schools will be prioritized according to Differentiated Accountability designations and will be funded based on the table below.  Schools will be served in rank order within the pathways according to academic performance for three consecutive years.  
FUNDING PRIORITIES FOR TIER III SCHOOLS

Differentiated Accountability

SCHOOL PATHWAYS

Tier III Funding Priority

Schools will be selected based on academic performance for a three year period within each stage of the two Pathways.

Years Not

Achieving AYP

ESEA Designation

Differentiated Accountability

STAGES

Comprehensive Needs

Schools

Focused

Needs

Schools

2

School Improvement 1

Developing Stage

(initial interventions)

Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools

Second Priority for Tier III Funding

Developing Focused Needs Schools

Fourth Priority for Tier III Funding

3

School Improvement 2

4

Corrective Action

5

Restructuring Planning

Priority Stage

(later interventions)

Priority

Comprehensive Needs Schools

First Priority for Tier III Funding
Priority

Focused Needs Schools

Third Priority for Tier III Funding

6

Restructuring

Implementation

(7)  Maryland will not take over any Tier I or Tier II schools.  

(8)  Maryland does not intend to provide services directly to any school in the absence of a takeover.  LEAs will implement their choice of intervention models within the guidelines of the regulations.  Maryland will offer services through its statewide system of support, The Breakthrough Center, and, upon mutual agreement between the LEA and the SEA enter into an agreement via a Memorandum of Understanding.  


	E. ASSURANCES

	

	By submitting this application, the SEA assures that it will do the following (check each box):

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Comply with the final requirements and ensure that each LEA carries out its responsibilities.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Award each approved LEA a School Improvement Grant in an amount that is of sufficient size and scope to implement the selected intervention in each Tier I and Tier II school that the SEA approves the LEA to serve.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Ensure, if the SEA is participating in the Department’s differentiated accountability pilot, that its LEAs will use school improvement funds consistent with the final requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Monitor each LEA’s implementation of the “rigorous review process” of recruiting, screening, and selecting external providers as well as the interventions supported with school improvement funds.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
To the extent a Tier I or Tier II school implementing the restart model becomes a charter school LEA, hold the charter school operator or charter management organization accountable, or ensure that the charter school authorizer holds the respective entity accountable, for meeting the final requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Post on its Web site, within 30 days of awarding School Improvement Grants, all final LEA applications and a summary of the grants that includes the following information: name and NCES identification number of each LEA awarded a grant; total amount of the three year grant listed by each year of implementation; name and NCES identification number of each school to be served; and type of intervention to be implemented in each Tier I and Tier II school.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Report the specific school-level data required in section III of the final requirements.


	F. SEA RESERVATION:  The SEA may reserve an amount not to exceed five percent of its School Improvement Grant for administration, evaluation, and technical assistance expenses.

	The SEA must briefly describe the activities related to administration, evaluation, and technical assistance that the SEA plans to conduct with any State-level funds it chooses to reserve from its School Improvement Grant allocation. 


	Insert response to Section F SEA Reservation here:

a. The SEA has reserved funds that will be used to convene school improvement grant teams who will be led by specialists from the Program Improvement and Family Support Branch of the Maryland State Department of Education.  In addition to the Team Leader, each SIG Team, will be comprised of not more than 5 members.  The SEA will draw team members from within the agency and out-side of the agency (via Bid Board Procurement Process).  In order to be a team member, individuals must have expertise and success in all or some of the following areas:

· School improvement;

· LEA administrative leadership;

· School Principal Leadership; and/or 

· Reading, Mathematics, or Special Education depending upon the needs identified by the LEA.

b. The SEA has reserved funds to support the salaries of Title I school support specialists who are also part of the School Support Team and will provide direct assistance and oversight to the identified Tier I, Tier II and Tier III schools.  The specialists will be assigned as teams to LEAs with schools served by the school improvement grant.  They are charged with working directly with the Central Support Teams in each LEA as models and strategies are being developed, implemented and monitored, they will oversee the spending down of funds, budgets, and program implementation.  The school improvement specialists will become the first line between the SEA and the LEA during the three-year grant process.  

c.   Maryland will use administrative funds from the school improvement grant to support LEAs through the Breakthrough Center and Title I Office. The SEA will participate in an ongoing consultation process (with identified LEA staff) to determine the alignment of resources in the impacted schools in order to make decisions which will improve teaching and learning for all children as they achieve proficient and advanced levels of student achievement.  

Based on the final decisions by the LEA, the SEA will offer to broker and/or provide services at the school level to meet the specific needs of the school community in the 

following areas:

· Curriculum;

· Instruction;

· Assessment;

· School Culture and Climate;

· Students, Family, and Community Support;

· Professional Development with Accountability;

· Effective Leadership;

· Organizational Structure and Resources; and

· Comprehensive and Effective Planning.

Funds have been reserved to partially support an Executive Director position for the Breakthrough Center, and for materials associated with providing technical assistance to Tier I and Tier II schools. Technical assistance from the Breakthrough Center may include activities such as offering services to LEAs which will assist the LEAs in developing district capacity or measure its capacity to support its identified schools.  Tier III schools will be served only if the needs have been met in Tier I and Tier II schools. 

d.   The SEA will also utilize the Restructuring Implementation Technical Assistance (RITA) Initiative, developed in January 2007 as a response to the Title I A requirements for the SEA to provide technical assistance to low performing schools.  The RITA process is designed to assist Restructuring Implementation schools in identifying programs and systems that are effective and those that need to be eliminated or improved to advance student achievement.  RITA establishes teams of highly skilled educators to work in concert with school districts and schools, using a thoughtful, systematic, evidence-based process in order to provide constructive recommendations for the district and the school that will improve teaching and learning.  An overview of the RITA process is provided as Appendix J of the LEA application.

e.   Maryland modified its application scoring tools as a basis for its evaluation of the implementation of the models selected.  Maryland continues to modify the tools when amendments are granted to LEAs so they clearly match the activities and strategies for each individual school.  School improvement funds will be used to support the cost of monitoring visits to LEAs and schools as they implement their models.  Quarterly Summary Reports will be used as interim measures of success, based on the progress of the leading indicators.  The SEA will analyze annual state assessment data and as well as the other indicators of success described in the LEA application to determine whether or not the model has been implemented successfully. 


	G. CONSULTATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS:  The SEA must consult with its Committee of Practitioners and is encouraged to consult with other stakeholders regarding its application for a School Improvement Grant.

	Before submitting its application for a School Improvement Grant to the Department, the SEA must consult with its Committee of Practitioners established under section 1903(b) of the ESEA regarding the rules and policies contained therein.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The SEA has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its application.  Consultation occurred on November 23, 2010 via electronic means. 



	The SEA may also consult with other stakeholders that have an interest in its application.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The SEA has consulted with other relevant stakeholders, including      


	H. WAIVERS:  SEAs are invited to request waivers of the requirements set forth below.  An SEA must check the corresponding box(es) to indicate which waiver(s) it is requesting. 

	

	WAIVERS OF SEA REQUIREMENTS

	Enter State Name Here Maryland requests a waiver of the State-level requirements it has indicated below.  The State believes that the requested waiver(s) will increase its ability to implement the SIG program effectively in eligible schools in the State in order to improve the quality of instruction and raise the academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.  

	Waiver 1: Tier II waiver 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
In order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools for its FY 2010 competition, waive paragraph (a)(2) of the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section I.A.3 of the SIG final requirements and incorporation of that definition in identifying Tier II schools under Section I.A.1(b) of those requirements to permit the State to include, in the pool of secondary schools from which it determines those that are the persistently lowest-achieving schools in the State, secondary schools participating under Title I, Part A of the ESEA that have not made adequate yearly progress (AYP) for at least two consecutive years or are in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics combined.  
Assurance

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that it will include in the pool of schools from which it identifies its Tier II schools all Title I secondary schools not identified in Tier I that either (1) have not made AYP for at least two consecutive years; or (2) are in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics combined.  Within that pool, the State assures that it will identify as Tier II schools the persistently lowest-achieving schools in accordance with its approved definition.  The State is attaching the list of schools and their level of achievement (as determined under paragraph (b) of the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools”) that would be identified as Tier II schools without the waiver and those that would be identified with the waiver.  The State assures that it will ensure that any LEA that chooses to use SIG funds in a Title I secondary school that becomes an eligible Tier II school based on this waiver will comply with the SIG final requirements for serving that school.

Note: An SEA that requested and received the Tier II waiver for its FY 2009 definition of “persistently lowest achieving schools” should request the waiver again only if it is generating new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools. 

	Waiver 2: n-size waiver

 FORMCHECKBOX 
In order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools for its FY 2010 competition, waive the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section I.A.3 of the SIG final requirements and the use of that definition in Section I.A.1(a) and (b) of those requirements to permit the State to exclude, from the pool of schools from which it identifies the persistently lowest-achieving schools for Tier I and Tier II, any school in which the total number of students in the “all students” group in the grades assessed is less than [Please indicate number] 60. Note: Schools whose participation rate is below the minimum "n" of 60 for all students group are excluded from Tier I and Tier II. Participation rate will be computed for each subgroup, and in the aggregate, for each of the reading and mathematics assessments by dividing the number of students present in each testing group by the number of enrolled students in that group. The rate will be calculated for each subgroup and for aggregate separately in each of reading and mathematics assessments where a group includes at least a) 30 students for schools with one grade tested, b) 60 students for schools with two or more grades tested, c)  Groups not meeting the minimum criteria listed above will not be checked for participation rate.  Maryland excluded one school that met this criteria for graduation rate.  

LEA

School ID

School Name

School Type

NCES #

Number of Eligible Students

Number of Students who Graduated

Grad Rate

Calvert Co.

240015000509

Calvert Country School

SPED

24001500

1

0

0%

 No Tier I or Tier III schools are included in this waiver.  
Assurance

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that it determined whether it needs to identify five percent of schools or five schools in each tier prior to excluding small schools below its “minimum n.”  The State is attaching, and will post on its Web site, a list of the schools in each tier that it will exclude under this waiver and the number of students in each school on which that determination is based.  The State will include its “minimum n” in its definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools.”  In addition, the State will include in its list of Tier III schools any schools excluded from the pool of schools from which it identified the persistently lowest-achieving schools in accordance with this waiver.  

Note: An SEA that requested and received the n-size waiver for its FY 2009 definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” should request the waiver again only if it is generating new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.

	Waiver 3: New list waiver

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Because the State neither must nor elects to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, waive Sections I.A.1 and II.B.10 of the SIG final requirements to permit the State to use the same Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III lists it used for its FY 2009 competition.  
Assurance

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that it has five or more unserved Tier I schools on its FY 2009 list.

	WAIVERS OF LEA REQUIREMENTS

	Enter State Name Here Maryland requests a waiver of the requirements it has indicated below.  These waivers would allow any local educational agency (LEA) in the State that receives a School Improvement Grant to use those funds in accordance with the final requirements for School Improvement Grants and the LEA’s application for a grant.

The State believes that the requested waiver(s) will increase the quality of instruction for students and improve the academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools by enabling an LEA to use more effectively the school improvement funds to implement one of the four school intervention models in its Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III schools.  The four school intervention models are specifically designed to raise substantially the achievement of students in the State’s Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.


	Waiver 4: School improvement timeline waiver

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III Title I participating schools that will fully implement a turnaround or restart model beginning in the 2011–2012 school year to “start over” in the school improvement timeline. 

Assurances

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement this waiver only if the LEA receives a School Improvement Grant and requests the waiver in its application as part of a plan to implement the turnaround or restart model beginning in 2011–2012 in a school that the SEA has approved it to serve.  As such, the LEA may only implement the waiver in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, as applicable, included in its application. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that, if it is granted this waiver, it will submit to the U.S. Department of Education a report that sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver.

Note: An SEA that requested and received the school improvement timeline waiver for the FY 2009 competition and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2010 competition must request the waiver again in this application.
Schools that started implementation of a turnaround or restart model in the 2010-2011 school year cannot request this waiver to “start over” their school improvement timeline again.

	Waiver 5: Schoolwide program waiver

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114(a)(1) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III Title I participating school that does not meet the poverty threshold and is fully implementing one of the four school intervention models.

Assurances

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement this waiver only if the LEA receives a School Improvement Grant and requests to implement the waiver in its application.  As such, the LEA may only implement the waiver in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, as applicable, included in its application. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that, if it is granted this waiver, it will submit to the U.S. Department of Education a report that sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver.

Note: An SEA that requested and received the schoolwide program waiver for the FY 2009 competition and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2010 competition must request the waiver again in this application.

	PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY WAIVER

	Enter State Name Here       requests a waiver of the requirement indicated below.  The State believes that the requested waiver will increase its ability to implement the SIG program effectively in eligible schools in the State in order to improve the quality of instruction and improve the academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.  

Waiver 6: Period of availability of  FY 2009 carryover funds waiver 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of FY 2009 carryover school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2014.

Note: This waiver only applies to FY 2009 carryover funds.  An SEA that requested and received this waiver for the FY 2009 competition and wishes to also receive the waiver to apply to FY 2009 carryover funds in order to make them available for three full years for schools awarded SIG funds through the FY 2010 competition must request the waiver again in this application.  


	ASSURANCE OF NOTICE AND COMMENT PERIOD – APPLIES TO ALL WAIVER REQUESTS 

(Must check if requesting one or more waivers)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that, prior to submitting its School Improvement Grant application, the State provided all LEAs in the State that are eligible to receive a School Improvement Grant with notice and a reasonable opportunity to comment on its waiver request(s) and has attached a copy of that notice as well as copies of any comments it received from LEAs.  The State also assures that it provided notice and information regarding the above waiver request(s) to the public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to the public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its Web site) and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice.
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