Michigan Department of Education Application for Section 1003(g) School Improvement Fund of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

Introduction

Michigan is implementing a new Statewide System of Support (SSOS) for school year 2007-08.  Its focus is academic achievement through regional grants offering technical assistance and capacity building. 

The initiative involves a series of regional grants through our Intermediate School Districts (ISDs).  Michigan considers its Intermediate School Districts as LEAs.  Each ISD having a Title I school embedded within its service area that is in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring, receives $70,000 per Title I school not making AYP for reasons of proficiency.  (Schools that did not make AYP for reasons of graduation rate, attendance or participation received a direct payment of $5000 to correct the problem beginning at Phase 3.)  Our largest ISD received over $7 million, while ISDs with no Title I schools in an AYP phase received no funds.  As ISDs acquire Title I schools that did not make AYP, they will also be awarded grant funds.  

Our rationale for using ISDs was to coordinate regional resources as well as creating regional capacity.  Our data showed that two contiguous districts were often working on similar issues using similar strategies.  LEAs to this point have been unable to make significant differences on their own.  When the ISDs had funds to coordinate services, resources were richer and went further.  More importantly, the $70,000 per building gave ISDs money to expend beyond our state initiative (described below).  The “extra” money was for the ISD to use its regional data to devise a plan for schools struggling with English language arts (ELA) or math.  Schools include Title I schools in an AYP phase, but also include those that had either just come off AYP sanctions or were anticipated going on the list within the next year or two.  Most ISDs are using this “extra” money to focus on literacy, mathematics, and use of data to inform instruction.  Michigan currently has 19 of its 57 ISDs receiving a regional assistance grant.  
Michigan’s Current Statewide System of Support for Title 1 High Priority Schools

A significant element of Michigan’s Statewide System of Support (SSOS) includes forming partnerships across the state.  MDE is tapping into the resources of ISDs and professional organizations to contribute expertise, coordinate services, and to provide regional guidance to local districts with Title I High Priority Schools. 

The SSOS focuses on capacity-building.  The primary focal points for capacity-building at the school level are leadership and fidelity to a well-written school improvement plan.  There are three major prongs to this initiative:  Principal Fellowship and Leadership Coaches; Process Mentors; and Auditors.  

The Principal Fellowship and Leadership Coach Institute were conducted by Michigan State University (MSU) in July and August.  The focus of both the Fellowship and the Institute was to build the capacity of the building leader in alignment with the Leadership strand of Michigan’s School Improvement Framework; our blueprint for all academic initiatives in the state (see www.michigan.gov/schoolimprovement).

Our Principal Fellowship was a two-week residential study of leadership in relation to instruction.  Visionary leadership, recognizing good instruction, and using data to direct education were the primary themes of the two weeks.  Principals in Phases 3 and above were strongly encouraged to attend the summer session.  In the summer of 2008, principals will be required to attend.  Follow-up sessions will occur at least quarterly to update principals and maintain the cohort as a learning community.

Leadership Coaches were also trained by Michigan State University.  Coaches were selected from groups of distinguished teachers and principals who were successful in high priority schools.  Leadership coaches are specifically assigned to assist the principal to implement the themes of the Principal Fellowship.  They also assist the principal in developing a strong leadership team to drive and implement the building level school improvement plan.  The philosophical background of the coaching model is Edgar Schein’s Process Consultation model.  Essentially, the coach does not direct the principal; rather, through a series of thoughtful questions and feedback, the principal reaches leadership plans/conclusions on his own.  In this way, when the coaching experience is finished, the principal has the capacity to make those decisions independently.  The coach is in the school approximately 3 days per week with the building principal.  The coach is hired for a school by the regional ISD, and paid for with part of the $70,000 regional assistance grant.  Coaches are assigned to principals in Phases 3 and above.

Leadership Coaches were trained in Process Consultation and also attended the Principal Fellowship.  The result was a common vocabulary between the principal and coach, an understanding of the role of both the coach and the principal in the school, and a set of expectations for beginning the 2007-08 school year.  More information about coaches and principal training is available at www.aypsupport.org.

A second prong of the SSOS is the Process Mentor Team.  This team works to develop building capacity to examine building level data, use the data to make instructional decisions based on research-based designs, and frequently assess whether instruction needs to be adjusted.  While the focus of the Leadership Coach is to work primarily with the principal, the mentor team works with the coach and the School Improvement Team.  The mentor team visits the school four times per year to set short-term student learning goals, and then returns to assure that strategies are being implemented.  The coach assists the principal in leadership of the School Improvement Team 

Process mentors are a team of two in Phase 1 and Phase 2 buildings, then a team of three in all other Phases.  The team is comprised of an ISD person familiar with the school improvement planning process, a central office person, and, in Phase 3 and higher, a representative from MDE.  The team works together, but each plays a different role.  The ISD person has skills to facilitate groups, understand the school improvement process and the use of data, and setting meaningful goals.  The role of the district person is to help remove systemic barriers that may impede the school’s progress and serve as a built-in communication link to the district central office.  Beginning in Phase 3, the MDE representative’s role is to assist with compliance issues in corrective action, identify appropriate resources, and facilitate communication with MDE.

The Auditors provide both MDE and the district with an independent picture of the school in relationship to its progress on the School Improvement Framework.  They give impartial information to both MDE and the district regarding how a school is progressing beyond state assessment scores.  Schools in Phase 3 will receive two audits during the year and one audit each additional year they remain in a phase.

Each audit team consists of two distinguished educators or educational administrators, usually recently retired from public and/or private instruction.  Auditors visit the building and interview the leadership and staff.  Parents and students may also be interviewed.  The interviews and the auditor observations complete a picture that gives color to the data gathered by state and local assessments.

Auditors report their findings to MDE, the district, and the building principal.  They also give their information to the Process Mentor team.  The function of the audit, other than an independent review, is to triangulate data for using test scores, mentor reports, and audit reviews to inform decision making.

Our ISDs assign and provide oversight for coaches and mentors in the Title I High Priority schools and participate in school-level improvement planning and implementation support.  In addition, ISDs provide countywide technical assistance for high priority schools in the area where they are struggling to make AYP.  English language arts, mathematics, and data analysis are the three major initiatives undertaken by ISDs to service their buildings using their regional assistance grants. 

Strategies to Expand the SSOS using Funds under this grant

MDE conducted a series of sessions with our ISD partners representing our ISDs with High Priority schools.  For the most part, the ISDs felt they did not have the capacity to handle additional funds beyond the current SSOS.  The load of additional personnel in the form or coaches, mentors, and technical assistance has strained the capacity of the ISD, not only in terms of expertise, but also in terms of the impact on infrastructure, such as human resources and management.  ISDs consented to support the grant initiative in ways that assisted their needs, but did not strain their current systems.  An effective method of targeting specific needs was suggested and reflected in the strategies below.  We also met with our Committee of Practitioners, who contributed to the needs assessment and approved the plan concept and process.  From these sessions, we focused on the demographics of our Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.  The following demographics are significant:

· In a large number of schools not making AYP for proficiency, Special Education students, and to a lesser extent LEP students, were the only cause of a school not making AYP for many of our K-12 schools;

· Of schools not making AYP for proficiency, 38 were high schools, 16 were middle schools, 21 were elementary, and 19 were alternative education schools;

· A significant percent of our identified schools are in Phase 1;

· Because our AYP targets will increase this year, we anticipate a large number of new schools entering Phase 1 next year.

Additionally, groups noted the following needs:

· Compile and analyze data from multiple sources and make reports accessible and meaningful for use at the state, ISD and local levels, as well as assistance in meeting Federal reporting requirements;

· Work more closely with our ISDs receiving Regional Assistance grants to assure that funds and services are being used as appropriately and efficiently as possible to have the greatest impact on increasing student achievement;

· Address systems issues at the district level;

· Additional research for alternative methods to assist schools who have restructured, but are still not making progress; 

· Increase direct impact on classroom instruction;

· Use the funds in this grant to complement our current SSOS without a duplication of resources or a distraction from the current system. 
Given our discussions, our partners recommended that we focus our efforts on Outcome #3:  LEAs and schools receiving School Improvement Funds that make decisions regarding the use of these funds based on data and create systems of continuous feedback and improvement
Strategy 1: Provide customized technical assistance for the LEA/School Staff

1. Provide technical assistance staff to ISDs and LEAs by giving direct service to those schools struggling with increasing performance of either LEP, special education or alternative education students.  

2. Provide technical assistance in ELA and mathematics with a particular focus on Phase 1 and Phase 2 schools.

3. Provide data coaches to assist staff in gathering and analyzing data to make informed instructional decisions. 
Strategy 2:  Utilize research-based strategies or practices to change instructional practice to address identified needs

1. Provide technical assistance to High School, alternative education, LEP and special education staff regarding best practices in delivering high level curriculum to marginally successful students.

Strategy 3:  Create partnerships for the purpose of delivering technical assistance, professional development, and management advice

1.
Expand our current partnerships to include professional organizations specifically serving alternative education, special education, and high schools.

Strategy 4:  Provide professional development to enhance the capacity of the school support team members and other technical assistance providers who are part of the SSOS

1. Research the states that have implemented successful SSOS that directly address systems issues within LEAs.
2. Expand the capacity of MDE to explore other state models initiatives after restructuring has not worked.  Michigan currently has schools in phases higher than phase 5.  One strategy we are currently examining is to employ turn-around specialists, as trained by the University of Virginia.
3. Provide professional development to our ISDs by hosting regional meetings around issues that are common; for example, giving ISDs professional development on Title I issues.
Strategy 5: Other Data-Driven Strategies

1. Hire a technical assistance provider to monitor strategies and support Title I initiatives.
2. Hire a data analyst to compile and analyze data from multiple sources and make reports accessible and meaningful for use at the state, ISD, and local levels; as well as, assistance in meeting Federal reporting requirements.
3. Hire staff to plan and support regional technical assistance for target schools as identified by their needs assessments.
4. Form new partnerships which specifically support our targeted schools.
95% of the money will go to the districts as services (note that in our current plan, schools in Phase 3 and higher receive $30-$40,000 to implement plans at the building level using 1003 (a) funds: 
·  Alternative Education Schools will receive direct assistance through at least one Alternative education specialist with resources and support.  (Number of specialists will be determined by geographic need)

· If the only reason that a school did not make AYP was for special education subgroup, a specialist will be assigned for those schools

· If the only reason that a school did not make AYP was for Limited English Proficient (LEP) subgroup, a specialist will be assigned for those schools

· Data coaches will be assigned to schools needing assistance in that area

· Direct support to high schools in terms of conferences around best practices and technical assistance to individual buildings

· SEA will provide training for English Arts and Mathematics coaches that will be sent to schools who are in need, particularly in Phases 1 and 2

· Turn-Around specialists may be piloted in schools that are in restructuring.

Funding

Part A - Funds Retained by the SEA

Michigan will retain $223,622 for statewide assistance to our schools.  These funds will be used to:

1. Hire a compliance and technical assistance provider to help ISDs with Title I issues regarding grant expenditures.  Most ISDs are not familiar with Title I services and funding restrictions.  This person would also monitor the additional components of the SSOS described below (Strategy 5).

2. Hire one data analyst to help with data compilation and reporting from multiple state databases, and assist in the coordination and training of data coaches to work with ISDs directly in high priority schools.  Michigan has data on individual schools in a variety of databases.  Currently, MDE does not have the personnel to compile the data and make it meaningful (Strategy 5).

3. Further research and development in the area of turn-around specialists, statewide systems of support using district level support, restructuring models, and best practices.  Michigan currently has schools in phases higher than 5 that have been unsuccessful at implementing meaningful change, and our current SSOS does not address all current needs (Strategy 2).

The funding source is 1003(g) for the total amount of $223,622

We are currently using 1003 (a) to fund the SSOS described in the background narrative.  Our narrative on pages 1-3 of the grant is funded totally by 1003 (a) funds.

Part B - Funds Awarded to LEAs

Ninety-five percent (95%) of the funding will go to a partnering organization that will act as fiscal agent for MDE approved services provided directly to LEAs through a needs-based application process.  The centralization of funding will ensure greater efficiency, consistency and equity of services to LEAs of greatest need and strongest commitment.  Because the funding is centralized, size and scope issues will be considered in relation to criteria, need, and especially the match to services currently provided by the ISD through the SSOS.  We are required to bid out the selection for this.  Our process will be to select the fiscal agency with the greatest influence on our regional assistance sites (ISDs).  We are currently using the Michigan Association of Intermediate School Districts to partner with us in our current SSOS using 1003(a) funds.
For example, an ISD may request a part-time data analyst to assist schools in gathering appropriate data from various databases, then working directly with school staff on interpreting the data and refocusing instruction.

Listed below are the services recommended by MDE to address the strategies identified by our partners and stakeholders:

· Technical assistance staff to research, plan, and implement technical assistance based on best practices in special and alternative education, Limited English Proficiency students, and high schools (Strategy 5).  Staff will plan and coordinate regional and statewide professional development to address issues with these target populations.  Staff will work with ISDs to develop and implement the various curricula attached to these sessions (Strategy 2).

· Regional and statewide professional development and technical assistance provided to educators working with targeted populations.  These services will be based on needs as determined by the technical assistance specialists in collaboration with professional organizations and LEAs (Strategies 2 and 4).  While we will continue to maintain strong ties with our current partners, we have discovered that the partnerships that are missing, address the issues and needs described in this document.  We anticipate several meetings to formulate a plan on a statewide basis (Strategy 3).

· State trained data coaches who work directly in schools to build the capacity of educators to interpret and use data to drive instruction (Strategy 1).

· State trained academic coaches for math and English language arts, who work directly in schools to build the capacity of teachers to increase student achievement (Strategy 1).

· Regional and statewide professional development related to common instructional needs of high priority schools (Strategy 4).

Criteria for services:

ISDs with Title I schools in Phases 1 and higher will be eligible to apply for school-based services through a needs-based application process.  ISDs without Title I High Priority schools will be ineligible.  

Criteria for awarding school-based services are below:

· ISD must show it has the human capacity to support the requested services; and
· ISD has the capacity to maintain human support for up to two subsequent years, should funding be available for these services; and
· ISD must implement one or more of the five data-based school improvement strategies outlined in this grant; and 

· ISD must agree to provide feedback and comply with reporting requirements necessary to ensure achievement of measurable objectives; and
· ISD has Title I High Priority schools within its region needing support with high schools, alternative education, LEP, or special education subgroups; or
· ISD has Title I Phase 1 and/or Phase 2 schools within its region in need of reading and math support; or
· ISD has Title I High Priority schools within its region struggling to use data in making instructional decisions; or
· ISD has Title I High Priority schools within its region in need of professional development beyond that currently provided.

“Greatest need” is defined for this purpose as the number of local districts within each service area (ISD) that are high priority schools.  For example, an ISD with 10 high priority schools would receive services proportionally larger than an ISD with only two high priority schools.  Funds will go to our fiscal agent.  “Schools” in this case are the regional agencies (ISDs).  ISDs may apply for local subgrants in the form of services based on a formula of the number of high priority schools in a service area.  The greater the number of individual schools within an ISD that are in a phase of school improvement, the greater the need will be for that ISD.  The ISD will demonstrate its capacity to support the schools within its region as well.   Therefore, an ISD with 10 high priority schools and the ability to train and evaluate a data coach would show more need and commitment than an ISD with 3 high priority schools and a very small staff.   
“Strongest commitment” is defined as those ISDs who feel they have the human capacity and specific need to implement the above strategies.  For example; many ISDs have small staffs and only a small alternative school embedded within its service area that qualifies for these services.  The ISD may not have the human resources within its geographic area to hire a reading or mathematics coach.  Additionally, the coach, mentors and principal fellowship described in our current SSOS may be sufficient in both size and scope to address the activities required under sections 1116 and 1117.  Conversely, an ISD with a large staff and many high priority schools within its geographic area may require its own data analyst, as well as several reading and mathematics coaches.  Both large and small ISDs who are eligible, however, can take advantage of statewide initiatives, such as, professional development for their staff and technical assistance for special education, alternative education, and high schools.

MDE will give priority to ISDs with the lowest achieving schools based on greatest need and strongest commitment, as defined below.  In case of a “tie”, the ISD with the school in the restructuring phases will be considered before schools in corrective action.  The number of high priority schools within an ISD will determine whether the funds are of sufficient size and scope to address the school needs.

The amount of money will vary for each school depending on the service.  Money is not provided directly to a building, but the building gets a service.  For example, an alternative education school may receive services in alternative education technical assistance, a math coach, and an English Language Arts coach.  An elementary building may receive technical assistance in only mathematics, but will receive at least $50,000 in services, particularly when combined with our 1003 (1) funds of approximately $11 million.  (See the description of what happens in each phase on page 9 of the grant application.)

We believe that the school improvement strategies described above will increase the scores on our statewide assessments.  While our main goal is to have all schools at Phase 0, we will also measure growth toward academic targets in English language arts and mathematics.  

The MDE will compile data using our data analyst for information regarding what seems to be working.  Our final report narrative will include a prediction of what seems to be working surrounding these strategies.  Additionally, we are working closely with Great Lakes East, the regional support center for Michigan and Ohio, to evaluate our entire SSOS.  They will assist us in disseminating our successes.

Part C - Monitoring

MDE is working closely with Great Lakes East to measure the effectiveness of our entire SSOS.  While exiting phases for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring is our ultimate goal, we realize that immediate results are unlikely.  We will also measure interim results such as fidelity to the SSOS, an improvement of School Improvement Plans as identified in 1116, building implementation of those plans, and capacity built within ISDs and local districts.  ISDs and local districts will work to monitor, and must comply with, all necessary reporting requirements.  The initiatives proposed make our SSOS richer.  Data gathered will inform not only our SSOS, but this grant as well.

We already have a website for High Priority Schools on the department web page.  We will list interim results there.  Those results will be LEADING indicators (formative assessments) such as understanding of the SSOS, changes in the way alternative education schools are approaching their students, etc.  In addition, we meet 4 times per year minimally, to discuss the progress of HP initiatives.  Information will be collected and disseminated to this group.  We also will distribute information to our partners as it becomes available.  LAGGING indicators (data after the fact, or summative indicators) will include our statewide assessments.

We believe that the strategies will contribute to schools making AYP because they directly contribute to achieving annual measurable objectives.

Strategy 1:  Our customized technical assistance initiatives are based on a demographic needs assessment based on our current High Priority schools.   We feel that targeting the demographics will help schools succeed with achieving the annual measurable objectives

Strategy 2:  We will provide customized, on-going professional assistance to our targeted schools regarding restructuring the day, the curriculum, and the use of data.

Strategy 3:  We will partner with the Association of Alternative Education, and professional groups representing Special Education.  We will also work within our department to have a closer relationship with Special education staff.

Strategy 4:  Our school support team members include the providers of the services we currently have with our SSOS, our ISD service providers, and will include new providers (see Strategy 3).  We will support their professional development by supporting their attendance at conferences, making state visits to other Departments of Education, and participating in regional conferences.

Strategy 5:  Many of our districts are data-rich, but information poor.  They have a great deal of data but do not know how to compile it, make decisions about what is significant, and plan on the basis of what is significant.  

If MDE determines that the strategies are being substantively implemented but no data sources can support their success, the strategies will be withdrawn in future years of the grant.  This grant will be using 1003 (g) funds.

We are currently developing an RFP for an evaluation of our current plan.  Our longer range plan includes an examination of the data from this evaluation, disseminating the data to our partners, and revising the plan.  Strategies that appear to be unsuccessful will be eliminated.
If the funding continues for this initiative, we intend to renew an LEA grant for two additional years.

Additional information is available from Linda Hecker (517-241-2559 or HeckerL@michigan.gov) or Dr. Michael Radke at RadkeM@michigan.gov
Statewide System of Support and additional supports offered by the School Improvement Grant

	Phase
	Current SSOS
	Additional Opportunities for support from School Improvement Grant

	1
	· Process mentor team meets with the building school improvement team/staff and principal 4 times over the year

· School must offer choice

· School conducts comprehensive needs assessment

· School rewrites school improvement plan
	· Schools receive additional support for reading and mathematics in Phases 1 & 2

· Schools receive customized technical assistance for special education and ELL subgroups.  

· Schools attend technical assistance professional development if they are high schools or alternative education schools

· Schools receive data analyst; dossiers assembled

· ISDs receive technical assistance visits

· MDE and partners research states to explore systems initiatives

· MDE and partners research possibility of turn-around specialists in higher stages



	2
	· Mentor teams continue

· Schools offer choice

· Schools offer SES

· School receives targeted audit if the only reason for no AYP is special education or ELL

· School implements new school improvement plan
	

	3
	· Mentor teams continue

· School offers choice and SES

· School receives leadership coach

· School receives comprehensive audit

· Principal attends Principal Fellowship

· School receives school improvement money for strategies that support the school improvement plan

· School/District selects corrective action plan
	

	4
	· School required to offer choice and SES

· School receives comprehensive audit

· Mentor team continues

· School receives leadership coach

· School receives school improvement money

· School implements corrective action plan

· School selects restructuring option
	

	5 and above
	· School is required to offer choice and SES

· Mentor team continues

· School receives comprehensive audit

· School receives leadership coach

· Principal attends Principal Fellowship

· School receives school improvement money

· School implements restructuring option
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