INDIANA
Targeted Monitoring Review of

School Improvement Grants (SIG) under section 1003(g) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

March 14-18, 2011
INDIANA—Targeted Monitoring Review of SIG, March 14-18, 2011

	BACKGROUND

	Overview of SIG Schools in Indiana
Tier
Number of FY 2009 Eligible SIG Schools
Number of FY 2009 Served SIG Schools
Tier I
37
4
Tier II
27
3
Tier III
226
0
Implementation of 
SIG School Intervention Models
Models
Number of Schools implementing the Model
Turnaround
3
Transformation
4
Restart
0
Closure
0



	MONITORING TRIP INFORMATION

	Monitoring Visits
LEA Visited
Indianapolis Public Schools 
School Visited
George Washington Community High School 
Model Implemented
Turnaround 
FY 2009 Funding Awarded
(over three years)
LEA Award (for 2 SIG schools): $11, 358, 940
School Award: $5, 762, 865
LEA Visited
Evansville Vanderburgh School Corporation 
School Visited
Glenwood Leadership Academy 
Model Implemented
Transformation 
FY 2009 Funding Awarded
(over three years)
LEA Award (for 1 SIG school): $5, 848, 064
School Award: $5, 848, 064
SEA Visited
Indiana Department of Education 
SEA Award: $61, 312, 973
Staff Interviewed
· Indiana Department of Education Staff 
· Indianapolis Public School Staff LEA
· George Washington Community High School Staff: Principal, School Leadership Team, 5 Teachers, 5 Parents,  Students, and 5 Classroom Visits
· Evansville Vanderburgh School Corporation Staff 

· Glenwood Leadership Academy Staff: Principal, School Leadership Team, 4 Teachers, 5 Parents, Students, and 4 Classroom Visits
U.S. Department of Education Staff
Team Leader
Susan Wilhelm
Staff Onsite
David J. Harmon and Victoria Hammer 



OVERVIEW OF MONITORING REPORT

The following report is based on U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) on-site monitoring visit to Indiana from March 14-18, 2011 and review of documentation provided by the SEA educational agency (SEA), local educational agencies (LEAs), and schools. The report consists of three sections: Summary and Observations, Technical Assistance Recommendations, and Monitoring Findings. The Summary and Observations section describes the implementation of the SIG program by the SEA, LEAs, and schools visited, initial indicators of success, and outstanding challenges being faced in implementation. This section focuses on how the SEA, LEAs, and schools visited are implementing the SIG program with respect to the following five areas: school climate, staffing, teaching and learning, use of data, and technical assistance. The Technical Assistance Recommendations section identifies strategies and resources for addressing technical assistance needs. The Monitoring Findings section identifies areas where the SEA is not in compliance with the final requirements of the SIG program and indicates required actions that the SEA must take to resolve the findings.  

Please Note: The information in the first two sections of this report reflects SIG implementation based on interviews with staff at a small number of schools and LEAs and observations in a limited number of classrooms within the SEA. Thus, it provides a snapshot of implementation at the school and LEA levels, and does not represent the entire SIG program within a school, LEA, or SEA. Nor is ED approving or endorsing any particular practices or approaches by citing them.

SUMMARY AND OBSERVATIONS

Climate
School and local educational agency (LEA) personnel at both sites reported that, prior to implementation of their SIG programs, discipline incidents and a lack of effective strategies to address them contributed to a climate in which staff could not focus on the instructional needs of students. Based on the needs assessment data submitted in their respective applications, discipline incidents rose from 990 in 2007-2008 to 2917 in 2008-2009 at George Washington Community High School (GWCHS) in Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS) and from 1039 in 2007-2008 to 1352 in 2008-2009 at the Glenwood Leadership Academy (GLA) in the Evansville Vanderburgh School Corporation (EVSC). Both sites indicated positive changes in the climate as a result of the SIG program.

IPS indicated in its GWCHS SIG application that, to address discipline issues, GWCHS would employ staff to work with both students and teachers. GWCHS staff reported that a behavior specialist instructs teachers in how to keep students in classrooms rather than sending them to an in-school suspension. Both students and staff reported that students no longer “roam the halls” during the school day. In addition, GWCHS hired a “Grade 9 Graduation Coach” to track the progress of grade 9 students and identify and support early those who may be struggling in courses and fall behind in earning credits necessary for graduation. Students reported that teachers at GWCHS interact more with them than in previous years. In separate interviews, both the School Leadership Team members and select teachers interviewed reported that equipping teachers at GWCHS with strategies to address discipline issues and supporting them in implementing these strategies has allowed staff to focus on the instructional reform efforts under way at the school. 
EVSC indicated in its GLA SIG application that it would secure staff to work with students and families to support student success. GLA staff reported that, while they continue to seek and implement ways to address behavior problems, incidents of such problems have decreased with the two new assistant principals in place. School staff noted that consolidating a K-5 and a 6-8 building to create GLA has been an ongoing challenge to creating a unified K-8 climate. To further address discipline issues, staff will be trained on both Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (PBIS) and Applied Control Theory (ACT) strategies this summer (2011) (using SIG funds). Students reported that they like their teachers, but do not like it when other students swear at the teachers or the teachers have to use class time to discipline students.     
Staffing
Changes in Leadership
As part of fulfilling the requirement for an LEA to analyze the needs of each school for which it applied for SIG funds, the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) required its LEAs to complete a self-assessment of the extent to which each school employs practices of high-performing schools. The assessment included items on the principal and leadership. Based on the self-assessments included in the IPS and EVSC applications, respectively, former principals at GWCHS and GLA spent most of their time managing the school (as opposed to spending time in classrooms) and were “lone leaders” of the school (as opposed to establishing and using leadership teams and cultivating teachers’ leadership skills). 

The new GWCHS principal started work on January 4, 2010. IPS hired the principal based on her knowledge of the GWCHS community, including experiences as an assistant principal at GWCHS and her national work with the Gates Foundation and the National Urban Alliance where she was a literacy consultant. Interview data collected throughout the day at GWCHS indicated that the IPS selected a principal with the experience, vision, and commitment to meet the extraordinary demands of implementing the turnaround model in a community high school. The School Leadership Team that the principal established to implement the model includes teachers and other school staff (e.g., the grade 9 graduation coach and an instructional coach who focuses on reading strategies across the curriculum, etc.) that represent well core content areas and key elements of the GWCHS SIG plan. Also, IPS provides extensive flexibility and a single point of contact at the associate superintendent level to facilitate successful implementation of the turnaround model. 

With respect to GWCHS’ external provider, the IPS described a process of selecting from among four possible providers. Based on the responsiveness of the providers, the willingness of the providers to offer on-site support as necessary, the providers experience in working with urban districts, the providers experience in targeting the needs of English language learners and students with disabilities, IPS selected SchoolWorks. The partnership that SchoolWorks has with WestEd, the developer of Reading Apprenticeship (RA—one of the key SIG elements at GWCHS), builds on the capacity of SchoolWorks to assist GWCHS in implementing a coherent instructional reform model.  
The new GLA principal started work on May 26, 2010 and was not part of the planning team that prepared the SIG application. At this point in time, the principal and the School Leadership Team members are taking ownership of the SIG at GLA and indicated that they will request several substantive programmatic and fiscal SIG amendments that reflect their vision to transform GLA. Based on her success as a high school administrator, counselor, and teacher, in addition to attending the Brown University Alternative Principal Licensure Program, EVSC selected a capable principal. However, based on the needs identified in the EVSC SIG proposal for GLA, it is not clear that she currently has the appropriate skill set or the requisite experiences needed to fully and successfully implement the transformation model at GLA, a K-8 school. For example, the student performance data from GLA showed significant deficiencies in literacy and, with support of the EVSC, the principal is currently working to build her knowledge in this area.    

The School Leadership Team at EVSC includes two vice principals, one who primarily addresses discipline issues and the other a former SEA teacher of the year in middle school, as well as an instructional coach who focuses on data and technology and a special education teacher. These team members represent some of the challenges EVSC noted in the GLA SIG application. It is not clear the extent that the team includes teachers from core content areas. Teachers reported that, while they appreciate the addition of the two vice principals, they would like to contribute more to the plans for transforming GLA. The EVSC GLA plan included a process of shared decision making with staff to determine, among other elements of the school program, the schedule and calendar. Implementing this strategy may afford staff more opportunities to contribute to transforming GLA. The EVSC and GLA have yet to establish appropriate working flexibility. For example, GLA will be required to implement both The System for Teacher and Student Advancement  (TAP) and the LEA’s staff evaluation model next year. At this point, however, the principal has been given leeway with the schedule, calendar, budget, and travel for professional development. 

With respect to GLA’s external providers, the EVSC cited both GLA’s needs assessment data and providers with whom it had previous successful relationships as their selection criteria. The LEA also wanted to maintain alignment between the reform efforts at GLA and LEA-wide initiatives. Thus, LEA staff reported that it “made sense” for the LEA to select Data Wise, Brown University, and Diehl Consulting as external providers for GLA. However, in light of changes to the SIG plan at GLA, staff indicated that Brown may play less of a role and TAP will play a prominent role in some of the SIG-initiated reform elements. 

Changes in Staff
The new principal at GWCHS replaced 60 percent of the teaching and administrative staff. Sixteen of the new teachers were hired from outside the IPS. Hiring decisions were based on screening interview results. Five-person panels including the principal, community person(s), parent of a GWCHS student, and a teacher union representative conducted the interviews. All candidates were given the same five interview questions in advance of the screening interviews. The questions focused on knowledge and use of data, methods of involving parents and other community members, and successful uses of technology in the classroom. In making the final hiring decisions, the principal also considered a candidate’s involvement in school activities as well as student achievement, attendance, and discipline referral data. Hiring decisions were made during March 2010. 

Respondents from GWCHS and the IPS described (and provided a copy of) a rubric used for teacher financial incentives. The rubric categories include student achievement, RA implementation and collaboration, and teacher attendance. Within each category, the rubric operationally defines a high, low, and medium achievement level. In addition to financial incentives, GWCHS offers incentives in the form of professional development opportunities (e.g., the 8-Step Data Analysis Process).

Because EVSC implemented the transformation model, it did not replace teachers as part of implementing its SIG grant in the 2010-2011 school year. In its SIG application, EVSC noted that a lack of available incentives has negatively impacted GLA’s ability to retain high-quality teachers and the school’s history of “sporadic” professional development has been an ongoing challenge to increasing teacher effectiveness. In the EVSC interview, staff further reported difficulties in recruiting and maintaining quality leadership and teaching staff. In the 2010-2011 school year, EVSC linked teacher development and implementation of personal professional development plans to financial incentives. This plan allowed teachers to select topics for which they would like professional development and attend conferences, workshops, seminars, etc. on such topics. Although the relationship of this teacher-selected professional development to the specific teaching and learning needs of GLA was not clear, teachers reported that they appreciated this flexibility and the financial incentives for completing the plans. If the TAP model is implemented as planned, “Master” teachers could receive up to a $10,000 hiring bonus and current staff could receive performance incentives as a way to retain those whose students show growth. (It should be noted that IDOE approved a timeline on which the evaluation system at GLA will not be operational until the 2012-2013 school year. However, the system will be piloted in the 2011-2012 school year.
) 
Teaching and Learning

The needs assessment that IPS conducted with GWCHS indicated that instruction tended to be teacher- rather than student-focused, not vertically aligned, not reflective of high expectations for students, and not differentiated to meet individual student needs, particularly for English language learners and students with disabilities. Further, limited resources prevented purchase and implementation of technology to support changes in teaching and learning. To address these issues, the IPS and GWCHS staff together developed a SIG plan built around effective reading strategies across the curriculum using text differentiated based on student needs and incorporating technology to shift instruction toward a more student-centered approach. In addition, the plan included formative and benchmark assessments to differentiate instruction on an ongoing basis. To support teacher understanding and implementation of the new instructional strategies, the plan included an instructional coach to help facilitate daily Professional Learning Community (PLC) time and “supplemental administrators” to observe in classrooms and provide feedback to teachers.   

GWCHS staff reported that they participate in focused, job-embedded professional development on a daily basis through PLC time. All teachers, along with media specialists, counselors, and the fitness/weight noncertified instructor, participate in a PLC. GWCHS has structured the school day to accommodate one class period devoted to PLC time each day of the week, with a specific activity for each day. For example, data analysis is scheduled each Wednesday and RA is scheduled each Tuesday. All staff reported that well-structured PLCs have served to establish a common language for the instructional reform at GWCHS that benefits both students and staff. Further, staff cited RA
 and Achieve 3000
 as priority programs implemented in classrooms across the school. Staff further indicated that they receive ongoing training in behavior management and the 8-Step Data Analysis Process for using data to guide instruction. When asked about changes in instruction from the previous to the current year, students reported that instruction has changed in positive ways, elaborating that instruction includes more activities and teachers will try different ways to present the material.  

The needs assessment that EVSC conducted with GLA indicated that, similar to GWCHS, instruction tended to be teacher- rather than student-centered and was not vertically aligned across grades. Given that a K-5 and a 6-8 building consolidated to create GLA, establishing strong vertical alignment of the instructional program may help to increase the quality of instruction for students as they progress from kindergarten through grade 8. Further, the needs assessment indicated that staff did not regularly evaluate instruction to ensure it effectively addresses student performance. To address these issues, EVSC developed a SIG plan that emphasizes the use of data to guide instructional decision making, use of technology to increase student engagement with learning, and “intentional” professional development. 

EVSC and GLA staff members noted that early literacy in particular and use of data to guide classroom instruction were identified as areas for professional development. With respect to early literacy, interview data did not indicate selection and implementation of an aligned instructional program to address teaching and learning in this area. Rather, teachers select instructional strategies that they would like to learn about and implement in their classrooms. Each individual teacher develops a personal professional development plan for 40 hours of professional development. If the plan is approved, the teacher receives $2000 for personal professional development activities and another $1,000 as a reward for implementing the plan (see findings on this method of rewarding teachers). While teachers reported appreciating the flexibility to choose professional development activities, the relationship of the professional development to student needs or grade- or school-level instructional reform strategies was not clear nor was the process for following up on the application of the professional development to classroom instruction. GLA staff reported that the E-learning coach supports them, in a PLC structure, in using results from a predictive, thrice-year administered assessment to guide instruction. However, this assessment begins at third grade and cannot be used to guide early literacy instruction.  

Use of Data

The needs assessment data for GWCHS and GLA, respectively, indicated that teachers did not routinely use data to guide instructional decision making or strategies for individual or groups of students nor did teachers discuss data to develop a shared understanding of student needs within and across grades. SIG plans for both schools included efforts to bolster staff capacity to use data effectively. Based on data collected throughout the visits to both schools and districts, GWCHS and GLA have established environments in which staff understand the importance of using data to drive instruction. In addition to the summative statewide Testing for Educational Progress Plus (ISTEP+) assessments, both schools administer the Acuity
 assessments multiple times per year. In addition, each school identified a program for which they provide professional development for teachers to build their capacity to use data (the 8-Step Data Analysis Process at GWCHS and Data Wise at GLA). 

At GWCHS, examination of data and how to use data to address student needs constitutes a key topic of the PLCs (discussed above). In addition to the assessments above, GWCHS also administers “scrimmages” as part of a 15 day instructional cycle. On each 9th day following eight days of daily skill building, a scrimmage is administered. On Days 10 through 15, scrimmage data are reviewed and skills are re-taught as warranted. The scrimmages are composed of multiple choice and constructed response items developed at the LEA level. While the staff at GLA reported greater use of data to inform instruction, they did not clearly articulate the relationship of the data to ongoing student needs. The EVSC also reported use of Diehl Consulting to gather ongoing SIG implementation data. 

Technical Assistance


Staff at both sites reported that the SEA supported them during the application process via webinars and rapid feedback on the applications. In addition, the template the SEA provided included worksheets which LEAs used for the required needs analysis, to describe how an LEA would address the SIG implementation commitments, and to describe how an LEA would meet the requirements of the selected intervention model. Further, interview data from both LEAs indicated that the SEA has come on site at least two times in the 2010-2011 school year to monitor and provide technical assistance, largely in the form of feedback based on observations collected on site. In addition to this on-site support, both IPS and GWCHS reported frequent email communication with the SEA and cited a February 2010 cross-site networking day as informative and beneficial. The SEA corroborated these reports of the technical assistance that it is providing. With respect to increasing its capacity to provide SIG grantees technical assistance, the SEA hired two new SIG specialists and brought them to the SEA monitoring interview as a way to facilitate their understanding of the program.   

GWCHS and GLA reported that their respective LEAs support them in any ways that they ask. Both schools noted that they have a direct line of communication to staff overseeing the SIG program at the LEA level, and that they have been exempted from some district-wide programs that do not relate to SIG implementation (GWCHS more so than GLA). GLA stated that it may benefit from more substantive feedback for the School Leadership Team. GWCHS emphasized that the IPS supports them in allowing them to carry out their vision for turning around the school, a vision to which the principal contributed significantly in preparing the GWCHS SIG application. Conversely, the principal at GLA did not contribute to the GLA SIG plan and, as noted earlier, is currently working to integrate her vision for transforming GLA into the approved plan. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RECOMMENDATIONS

This section addresses areas where additional technical assistance may be needed to improve SIG implementation quality.   
Issue #1: Making Programmatic and Fiscal Amendments to Approved SIG Applications 

As described in the Summary and Observation section above, GLA intends to make substantive changes to its approved SIG plan. For example, GLA will implement a different teacher evaluation system than proposed including providing all staff with professional development on this system. The original proposal indicated that GLA would work with staff from Brown University to develop, pilot, and implement a teacher and principal evaluation system based in part on student growth. GLA has determined that it will now implement the TAP evaluation system. This change impacts both the program and the budget. The process for LEAs to submit and the SEA to review and approve such substantive changes to SIG plans is not clear. 
Technical Assistance Strategies:
· Develop and post on the IDE website a standard form that LEAs may use to propose substantive programmatic and fiscal amendments to approved SIG plans. (IDOE) 

· Develop and post on the IDE website a rubric to review and make determinations on substantive programmatic and fiscal amendments to approved SIG plans. (IDOE) 

· Provide technical assistance to EVSC and GLA to propose this and other substantive amendments they wish to make to the EVSC GLA approved SIG plan. (IDOE)
Issue #2:  Annual Goals for Tier I and II Schools

The IDOE SIG application indicates that it would use various criteria to approve an LEA’s annual goals including whether they 1) include goals in both English/language arts (ELA) and mathematics, 2) are “aggressive yet attainable,” and 3) are based on the statewide assessments required under the ESEA. IPS submitted and the IDOE approved what appear to be aggressive student performance goals for graduation rates and in the content areas of ELA and mathematics (e.g., increasing the graduation rate from 47 to 60 percent in two years; increasing the percentage of grade 8 students proficient in mathematics by 21 percent in two years). EVSC also submitted and the IDOE approved what appear to be aggressive student performance goals (e.g., increasing the percent of students proficient in ELA from 39.4 percent proficient in 2009-2010 to 80 percent proficient in 2012-2013). While both sets of goals are clearly aggressive, it is not clear the extent they are attainable and neither the approved LEA applications nor staff interviewed on site explained the criteria used to establish them.  Further, it is not clear the implications of a school not reaching its goals on SIG grant or principal renewal. 

Technical Assistance Strategies:
· Identify criteria that LEAs may want to consider in establishing rigorous but achievable annual student performance goals and provide this information to LEAs. (IDOE)

· Clarify for IPS and all participating LEAs the goals used for the purpose of determining adequate yearly progress under the ESEA, goals used for the purpose of holding schools accountable under the SEA’s accountability system, and goals used for the purposes of the SIG program. (IDOE)

Issue #3: Grant Renewal

The scoring rubric(s) and /or criteria and timeline on which the IDOE will make decisions regarding grant renewal are unclear. Specifically, what data will be used to make such decisions, when will those data be available, and what is the relationship of those data to an LEA’s annual student performance goals? 
Technical Assistance Strategies:
· Develop a matrix that illustrates the scoring rubric(s) and/or criteria to be used for making grant renewal decisions, the timeline on which those data will be available, and the relationship of those data to an LEA’s annual performance goals. (IDOE) 
Issue #4: Use of Data

Staff at both GWCHS and GLA reported using data to guide instructional decision making and provided documentation in support of these reports. Ensuring that the data used for this purpose are valid and reliable and align with and clearly relate to the instructional program will enhance this practice. For example, staff members at GWCHS use IPS-developed formative assessments (scrimmages) to help determine student mastery of what has been taught. Ensuring these assessments are of high quality is critical to maximizing the benefits of this practice. For grades 3-8, GLA staff members use assessments that predict success on the statewide assessments. While such predictive data have utility in helping to inform an instructional program, it is not clear that they yield information that will help teachers differentiate daily and weekly instruction to meet the needs of students.     

Technical Assistance Strategies:
· Provide technical assistance, both via statewide meetings with participating LEAs and one-on-one with participating LEAs, to build on staff understanding of use of multiple sources of data to inform instructional decision making. (IDOE) 
Issue #5: Use of the 5 Percent SEA Reservation 
The approved SEA application describes various planned uses of the 5 percent SEA reservation. However, when asked during the SEA interview, staff did not describe use of the funds as in the approved application and could not articulate how these funds will be used during the length of the grant. 

 Technical Assistance Strategies:
· Review uses of 5 percent reservation as described in the approved SEA application and develop a timeline that includes how these funds will be used during the length of the grant. (IDOE)  
MONITORING FINDINGS 

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Critical Element
	Requirement
	Status
	Page

	1. Application Process
	The SEA ensures that its application process was carried out consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.  [Sections I and II of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 (October 28, 2010)]
	Finding
	

	2. Implementation
	The SEA ensures that the SIG intervention models are being implemented consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.  [Sections I and II of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 (October 28, 2010))] 
	Finding
	

	3. Fiscal
	The SEA ensures LEAs and schools are using funds consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program. [Section II of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 (October 28, 2010)) ; §1114 of the ESEA; and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87]
	NA
	

	4. Technical Assistance
	The SEA ensures that technical assistance is provided to its LEAs consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.  [Section II of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 (October 28, 2010))] 
	NA
	

	5. Monitoring
	The SEA ensures that monitoring of LEAs and schools is being conducted consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.  [Section II of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 (October 28, 2010))] 

	NA
	

	6.  Data Collection 
	The SEA ensures that data are being collected consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.  [Sections II and III of the final requirements for the School Improvement Grants authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (75 FR 66363 (October 28, 2010))] 
	NA
	


Monitoring Area: School Improvement Grant

Critical Element 1: The SEA ensures that its application process was carried out consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program.
Finding: 
The IDOE does not have all the required documentation posted on its website. 

1. Although the IDOE posted each LEA’s/school’s SIG application on its website (both recipients and non-recipients), the applications do not include 1) the appendices referred to in the applications, and 2) revised budgets. 

2. IDOE has not  posted on its website the list of schools impacted by its n-size waiver. 

Citation: 75 C.F.R § II.B.3 requires an SEA to post on its website, within 30 days of awarding school improvement grants to LEAs, all final LEA applications (75 C.F.R. [October 28, 2010]). 

Further action required: Indiana must post on its website within 30 days of receipt of this report all final LEA applications, including all attachments and appendices. Indiana must post on its website within 30 days of receipt of this report a list of schools impacted by its n-size waiver.     

Critical Element 2:  The SEA ensures that the SIG intervention models are being implemented consistent with the final requirements of the SIG program

Finding:

The SEA has not ensured that the system of rewards at GLA is based in part on student achievement. 

Citation: 75 C.F.R. § I.A.2.(d)(1)(i)(C) requires that an LEA must identify and reward school leaders, teachers, and other staff who, in implementing this model, have increased student achievement and high school graduation rates and identify and remove those who, after ample opportunities have been provided for them to improve their professional practice, have not done so. In the 2010-2011 school year, GLA, in the EVSC, offered a financial reward for each teacher that completes the teacher’s self-developed professional development plan. The reward is not related to student performance or instructional practices intended to improve student performance. 

Further action required: IDOE must work with GLA and the EVSC to develop and implement a tool or rubric to identify and reward school leaders, teachers, and other staff who, in implementing the transformation model, have increased student achievement. The tool or rubric must be based in part on student performance and include other indicators such as observations of classroom instruction, attendance, etceteras. The IDOE must submit this tool to ED prior to the 2011-2012 school year and implement it in the 2011-2012 school year. 

� In the final monitoring report, ED may provide additional information on the timeline that IDOE approved.


� RA addresses social and personal dimensions of learning by providing all teachers with strategies to motivate students in order to support literacy development across the curriculum.


� Achieve 3000 supplements RA and is a web-based, individualized learning solution to accelerate reading comprehension, vocabulary, and writing proficiency.


� CTB McGraw Hill develops the Acuity, a commercial product designed to track student progress toward the Indiana Academic Standards in grades 3-8.
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