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SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS

Purpose of the Program

School Improvement Grants (SIG), authorized under section 1003(g) of Title | of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Title | 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 1I”
schools. Tier | schools are the lowest-achieving five percent of a State’s Title | schools in improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring, Title | 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 |
eligible (and participating) elementary schools that are as low achieving as the State’s other Tier | schools
(“newly eligible” Tier | schools). Tier Il schools are the lowest-achieving five 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 | eligible (participating and non-participating) secondary schools that
are as low achieving as the State’s other Tier Il schools or that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent
over a number of years (“newly eligible” Tier Il schools). An LEA also may use school improvement funds in
Tier Il schools, which are Title | schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not
identified as Tier | or Tier Il schools and, if a State so chooses, certain additional Title | eligible (participating
and non-participating) schools (“newly eligible” Tier Il schools). In the Tier | and Tier Il 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.

ESEA Flexibility

An SEA that has received ESEA flexibility no longer identifies Title | schools for improvement, corrective action,
or restructuring; instead, it identifies priority schools, which are generally a State’s lowest-achieving Title |
schools. Accordingly, if it chooses, an SEA with an approved ESEA flexibility request may select the “priority
schools list waiver” in Section H of the SEA application for SIG funds. This waiver permits the SEA to
replace its lists of Tier I, Tier I, and Tier lll schools with its list of priority schools.

Through its approved ESEA flexibility request, an SEA has already received a waiver that permits its LEAS to
apply for SIG funds to serve priority schools that are not otherwise eligible to receive SIG funds because they
are not identified as Tier |, Tier Il, or Tier Ill schools. The waiver offered in this application goes beyond this
previously granted waiver to permit the SEA to actually use its priority schools list as its SIG list.

Availability of Funds
The Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2013, provided $506 million for School
Improvement Grants in fiscal year (FY) 2013.

FY 2013 SIG funds are available for obligation by SEAs and LEAs through September 30, 2015.

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 SIG grant. The Department will allocate FY 2013 SIG funds in
proportion to the funds received in FY 2013 by the States, the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying
areas under Parts A, C, and D of Title | of the ESEA. An SEA must allocate at least 95 percent of its SIG funds
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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.

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.

FY 2013 NEw AWARDS APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS

This application is for use only by SEAs that will make new awards. New awards are defined as an award of
SIG funds to an LEA for a school that the LEA was not previously approved to serve with SIG funds in the
school year for which funds are being awarded—in this case, the 2014—-2015 school year. New three-year
awards may be made with the FY 2013 funds or any unobligated SIG funds from previous competitions not
already committed to grants made in earlier competitions.

The Department will require those SEAs that will use FY 2013 funds solely for continuation awards to submit a
SIG application. However, those SEAs using FY 2013 funds solely for continuation purposes are only required
to complete the Continuation Awards Only Application for FY 2013 School Improvement Grants Program
located at the end of this application.

SUBMISSION INFORMATION

Electronic Submission:
The Department strongly prefers to receive an SEA’s FY 2013 SIG application electronically. The application
should be sent as a Microsoft Word document, not as a PDF.

The SEA should submit its FY 2013 application to OESE.OST@ed.gov.

In addition, the SEA must submit a paper copy of the cover page signed by the SEA’'s authorized
representative to the address listed below under “Paper Submission.”

Paper Submission:
If an SEA is not able to submit its application electronically, it may submit the original and two copies of its SIG
application to the following address:

Carlas McCauley, Group Leader

Office of School Turnaround

U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W320
Washington, DC 20202-6132

Due to potential delays in government processing of mail sent through the U.S. Postal Service, SEAs are
encouraged to use alternate carriers for paper submissions.



http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-27313.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-27313.pdf
mailto:OESE.OST@ed.gov

Application Deadline
Applications are due on or before November 15, 2013.

For Further Information

If you have any questions, please contact Carlas McCauley at (202) 260-0824 or by e-mail
at Carlas.Mccauley@ed.gov.
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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

Part 1 (Definition of Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools): Along with its list of Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier 11l
schools, the SEA must provide the definition that it used to develop this list of schools. If the SEA’s definition of
persistently lowest-achieving schools that it makes publicly available on its Web site is identical to the definition
that it used to develop its list of Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Ill schools, it may provide a link to the page on its Web
site where that definition is posted rather than providing the complete definition. If an SEA is requesting the
priority schools list waiver, it need not provide this definition, as its methodology for identifying its priority
schools has already been approved through its ESEA flexibility request.

Idaho is requesting to use the Priority and Focus school list as defined in Idaho’s ESEA flexibility waiver that
was approved October 24, 2012.

Part 2 (Eligible Schools List): As part of its FY 2013 application an SEA must provide a list, by LEA, of each
Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier 11l school in the State or, if it is requesting the priority schools list waiver, of each priority
school in the State. (A State’s Tier | and Tier Il schools are its persistently lowest-achieving schools and, if the
SEA so chooses, certain additional Title | 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 | or Tier Il
school solely because it has had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.

(See Attachment 1)

Directions: SEAs that generate new lists should create this table in Excel using the format shown below. An
example of the table has been provided for guidance.

SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE FOR FY 2013 SIG FUNDS

LEA SCHOOL SCHOOL PRIO.RITY TIER | TIE | TIE GRA NEWLY
LEA NAME | NCES ID NAME NCES |D# (if | RiL | R D ELIGIBL
# applicable RATE E?

)

EXAMPLE:

SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE FOR FY 2013 SIG FUNDS

! “Newly Eligible” refers to a school that was made eligible to receive SIG funds by the Consolidated Appropriations Act,
2010. A newly eligible school may be identified for Tier I or Tier Il because it has not made adequate yearly progress for
at least two consecutive years; is in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on State’s
assessments; and is no higher achieving than the highest-achieving school identified by the SEA as a “persistently lowest-
achieving school” or is a high school that has a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years. For complete
definitions of and additional information about “newly eligible schools,” please refer to the FY 2010 SIG Guidance,
guestions A-20 to A-30.




GRA
LEA SCHOO
SCHOOL PRIORIT | TIE | TIE | TIE D NEWLY
LEANAME | NCESID NAME L NCES Y R RIIl | Rl | RAT | ELIGIBLE
# ID#
E

HARRISON
LEA 1 H#H# ES H#H# X
LEA1 H#H MADISON ES H#H# X
LEA 2 H#H TAYLOR MS H#H X X

Part 3 (Terminated Awards): All SEAs are required to list any LEAs with one or more schools for which
funding under previously awarded SIG grants will not be renewed for the 2014-2015 school year. For each
such school, note the amount of unused remaining funds and explain how the SEA or LEA plans to use those
funds.
Idaho has not terminated any SIG awards at this time.
LEA NAME ScHooL NAME DESCRIPTION OF HOW REMAINING FUNDS WERE AMOUNT OF
OR WILL BE USED REMAINING FUNDS

N/A

TOTAL AMOUNT OF REMAINING FUNDS:

B. EVALUATION CRITERIA: An SEA must provide the criteria it will use to evaluate the
information set forth below in an LEA’s application for a School Improvement Grant.

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 | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, as applicable,
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 | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, as applicable,
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 | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, as applicable, identified in the LEA’s application, as
well as to support school improvement activities in Tier Il schools in a State that is not requesting the
priority schools list waiver, 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:

o Design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements;

e Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality;

o Align other resources with the interventions;

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

effectively; and,
Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

Response to Section B — Part 1: Evaluation Criteria:

Part 1

(1) Criteria used by the SEA to assure the LEA has analyzed the needs of each Priority and Focus school
identified in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention model for each school (see Scoring
Rubric-Attachment 4, part 4).

The LEA must demonstrate in its application that it has analyzed the needs of each Priority and Focus school
it plans to serve in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention for each school based on the
analysis of needs. The LEA must describe the process used for collecting and diagnosing data with the
primary goal of identifying probable causes of poor academic performance and the best turnaround strategy
for the school. The school will select an intervention plan for each site based on the data findings and needs
analysis. The LEA may also include any resources provided by the SDE and LEA within their analysis of each
Priority and Focus school (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 4).

Recommended resources provided by the SDE may include:

The Center for Educational Effectiveness Survey

http://effectiveness.org/default.aspx

Instructional Core Focus Visit data (comprehensive school improvement review provided by SDE
team - see Attachment 2)

Idaho’s online strategic school improvement tool, Ways to Improve School Effectiveness (WISE
Tool). http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/schoollmprovement/

Other resources the LEA may include:

Data pertinent to each school such as summative assessments and multiple measures (interim and
formative assessments)

Teacher qualifications and placement.

Budget, including per pupil expenses.

LEA School Improvement Plan - Wise Tool/ Indistar (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 8).
Engaged relevant stakeholders groups, including:

e Local education associations regarding teacher evaluation and assignments (evidence may
include a memorandum of understanding and/or timeline for collaboration on matters related to
contracts, schedules, school reform, evaluation, policies, procedures).

e Local School Board Members.
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e Parents of students both within Priority and Focus Schools within the LEA as well as all
schools within the LEA.

e Community partners.

The scoring rubric will be used by the SEA to evaluate the LEA’s analysis of needs and selection of
intervention model for each Priority and Focus school (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 4).

(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 | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, as applicable,
identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention in
each of those schools.

The SEA will use the scoring rubric (Attachment 4, Part 5) to evaluate the LEAs commitment to build capacity.
The LEA must demonstrated their willingness and commitment (with assistance from the SDE) to use SIG
funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Priority and Focus school identified in the
LEA's application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention model in each school.
Each LEA’s application must demonstrate commitment to build capacity in the following areas:

o Develop the necessary infrastructure to support change at both the school and district level (creation
of a district leadership position that is directly responsible for the implementation of the selected model
within Priority and Focus schools, plan to review district policies, procedures, and manuals during the
coming school year, system in place to review interim assessment data at each of the schools, etc.
see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 5d and 5e).

o |dentified district leader’s attendance at all SDE sponsored professional development workshops (see
Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 7).

¢ Provide external technical assistance from providers that best meet the needs of each Priority and
Focus school (optional services may include Idaho Building Capacity Project (IBC), Network of
Innovative School Leaders (NISL) and Idaho Superintendents Network (ISN)).

e Creation of a timeline for the implementation of the elements of the selected model during the 2014-
2015 school year (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 6).The district must select a reform model
prior to the beginning of the school year and begin implementation of the basic elements of the model
at the beginning of the school year. However, certain elements such as job-embedded professional
development, identifying and rewarding teachers and principals that have impacted student
achievement may occur later in the school year. At a minimum, basic elements, for each model
include:

o0 Transformation Model: Replace the principal (unless the school has replaced the principal
within the past two years); grant principal sufficient operational flexibility (staffing,
calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach to substantially
improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates; provide
timeline for identifying and implementing an instructional program that is research-based and
vertically aligned from one grade to the next as well as with the state content standards,
develop schedules for extending learning time, and creating community-oriented schools; and
provide plan for ensuring that the school receives ongoing, intensive technical assistance from
the district and external partners.

o0 Turnaround Model: Replace the principal, grant new principal sufficient operational flexibility
(staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach to
substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation
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rates; develop and adopt locally-determined “turnaround” competencies to screen all existing
staff, rehiring up to 50% and select new staff; and identify processes for providing increased
learning time to students and staff and for designing job-embedded professional development
in collaboration with staff. The district will provide timelines indicating its commitments to
address the remaining required actions.

0 Restart Model: A restart model is one in which an LEA converts a school into a charter school
or closes and reopens a school under a charter school operator, a charter management
organization (CMO), or an education management organization (EMO) that has been selected
through a rigorous review process. Restart models must be implemented in School Year
2014-15 and must enroll, within the grades it serves, any former student who wishes to attend
the school. In ldaho, such a charter school must be authorized under the LEA rather than the
Charter School Commission, and the district will hold the EMO responsible for the meeting the
final requirements associated with the intervention model. Additional information regarding the
process of conversion may be obtained
at http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/charter_schools/. (Note: A CMO is a non-profit organization
that operates or manages charter schools by centralizing or sharing certain functions and
resources among schools. An EMO is a for-profit or non-profit organization that provides
“whole-school operation” services to an LEA.) While federal guidance does not require it,
Idaho State policy requires that it is mandatory for any CMO or EMO that enters into an
agreement to operate a Priority or Focus school to attend state sponsored professional
development offered by the State Department of Education.

0 School Closure: Establish a timeline for school closure and reassign students to other higher-
achieving schools within the district.

A full description of the reform models and required elements can be found on the U.S. Department of
Education’s web site http://www?2.ed.gov/programs/sif/applicant.html

Provide a description of the process for selecting the new principal and teachers (Aligning staff
competencies to student needs).

Provide evidence of School Board commitment.

Provide timeline and process to build sufficient district level and school level staff to implement the
selected model.

If applicable, provide evidence from personnel associations with respect to teacher evaluations
requirements (consider student achievement as part of the evaluation process).

If applicable, provide evidence of the availability and qualifications of selected EMO.

(3). The LEA’s budget includes sufficient funds to implement the selected intervention fully and effectively in
each Tier | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, as applicable, identified in the LEA’s application (see
Attachment 3), as well as to support school improvement activities in Tier Il schools in a State that is not
requesting the priority schools list waiver, throughout the period of availability of those funds (taking into
account any waiver extending that period received by either the SEA or the LEA).

Idaho has developed a scoring rubric which will be used by the SEA to evaluate budgets submitted by each
LEA (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 10). Applications will be evaluated based on:

Proposed budget for each Priority and Focus school the district is applying to serve.

Overall proposed budget, with supporting rationale, indicates how district will allocate school
improvement funds over a three year period, with separate budgets for each of Priority and Focus
schools it is applying to serve.

Budgets submitted are not less than the minimum amount and do not exceed the maximum allowable
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amount per school.

e Proposed budget includes a plan for how the improvement efforts will be sustained once the funding
period ends.

o If applicable, the proposed budget reflects amounts agreed upon between the LEA and SDE to provide
technical assistance and other support services that extend over the three-year grant period.

¢ Pre-implementation activities must be included in each budget.

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:
e Design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements (see Scoring Rubric-
Attachment 4, part 5a);
e Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality; (see Scoring
Rubric-Attachment 4, part 5b).
¢ Align other resources with the interventions (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 10b);
¢ Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the interventions fully and
effectively (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 10a & 10b); and,
e Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 10c).

Each district's application and subsequent monitoring of implementation will be assessed by the SEA using the
scoring rubric (Attachment 4) based on the extent to which the LEA addresses the following components:

Design and Implement interventions consistent with the final requirements (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4,
part 5 & 6).

o LEA follows the timeline submitted in the application and begins to implement the basic elements
(listed above in Part 1, #2) of the selected model during the 2014-15 school year. The district must
select a reform model prior to the beginning of the school year and begin implementation of the basic
elements of the model at the beginning of the school year. LEA must specifically addresses each
“required action” on the selected reform model.

e Describes district actions which will promote the continuous use of student data (e.g. formative,
interim, and summative assessments).

e Describes the district actions which will promote the use of classroom walkthroughs by district and
school level leaders to inform professional development.

o Describes the district’s action to recruit, screen, select, assign, and retain high performing teachers
and administrators.

e Describes the process to ensure a clear focus on student learning and communicating and reinforcing
high expectations and accountability for teachers/leaders.

o Describes district actions which will ensure both vertical and horizontal curriculum alignment.

e Describe district actions to ensure that each identified Priority and Focus school receives ongoing,
intensive, technical assistance from central office staff.

Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality (see Scoring Rubric-
Attachment 4, part 5).
o LEA will create a screening tool that will be used to determine professional development providers.
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Screening tool must include a resume, contacting references, professional experience in related to
service provided and a formal proposal that includes goals based on school needs using current data.

Align other resources with the interventions (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 9 &10).

e SEA will conduct an Instructional Core Focus Visit at both the district and school level each year for
every Priority and Focus SIG school.

e LEA may choose one or more optional state level support which includes:
0 Network of Innovative School Leaders (NISL) http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/ssos/NISL.htm
0 Idaho Superintendents Network (ISN) http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/ssos/suptNetworkofSupport/
0 Idaho Building Capacity (IBC)

http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/ssos/IBC.htm

e Coordinate resources (in addition to SIG funds) needed to fully implement the selected reform model.
Resources may include: personnel assignments, federal, state, and local funding sources and funding
from private/public partnerships, technology (data systems, and assessment systems); partnerships
with community agencies.

e Describe the systemic process in which the central office and building leaders will work together to
analyze, coordinate, blend and align available resources to support the reform model.

Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the interventions fully and effectively
(see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 5d).

¢ Identifies a process to review current practices and policies which support or impede reform efforts at
the identified Priority and Focus schools. Evidence provided by the district may include: timeline for
review of current policies and practices; process for annual review and revision of board policies and
procedures; opportunity for stakeholder involvement and input; data used to assess implementation of
reform model, and impact.

e |dentifies processes and polices related to recruiting and retaining highly effective educators to work in
the LEA’s persistently low-achieving schools.

e Describes processes for intentional, frequent communications between superintendent/district central
office and staff in Priority and Focus schools. (Response should include multiple methods for ongoing
communication and opportunities for collaboration.)

e Describes the process to examine system-wide alignment of programs and practices with the reform
model. (May include: identification of current programs and practices which may support or impede
intervention, description of timeline and data collected, strategies for aligning programs with required
actions.)

e Describes other district procedures and practices to support full and effective implementation of the
reform model (e.g. staffing, calendar/time, and budgeting).

Sustain the reforms after funding period ends (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 10).
e Describes how support and progress will be sustained after SIG funds end.

LEA response may include:

e Board adopting policies and practices.
¢ Systems and supports for Priority and Focus schools to sustain changes (designated district liaison,
retention of highly effective educators, extended learning time, and new governance model).
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e Systems of support for Priority and Focus schools to sustain changes over time.

e Tools, systems, and practices supporting the use of data to inform district, school, and classroom
decision making.

e Establishing an annual process for goal setting (within content areas and for both all students and
individual subgroups).

e Establishing a process for ongoing job-embedded professional development.

e Calendar and schedule which provides extended learning time (both students and staff).

e System for continued alignment of curriculum.

¢ Budget which uses federal, state, and local education funding to sustain reform.

¢ Decision-making processes at the district and school levels which provide for multiple opportunities for
stakeholder involvement and input.

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:

(1) How will the SEA review an LEA’s proposed budget with respect to activities carried out during the pre-
implementation period?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?

2 “Pre-implementation” enables an LEA to prepare for full implementation of a school intervention model at the
start of the 2014—-2015 school year. For a full description of pre-implementation, please refer to section J of the
SIG Guidance.

|Response to Section B-1 Additional Evaluation Criteria:

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

A team of reviewers at the Idaho SDE, located within the Division of Statewide System of Support, will review
an LEA’s proposed budget with respect to activities carried out during the pre-implementation period. This
review will occur as part of the regular application approval process using the scoring guide (see Scoring
Rubric-Attachment 4, part 10) that will be used with LEA applications. Pre-implementation budget and
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activities will thus be reviewed in the following manner.

o Determining whether or not the budget falls within the parameters of the LEA’s first-year SIG grant,
which may be no less than $50,000 and no more than $2 million.

¢ Examining the reasonableness and necessity of the budgeted amounts and whether or not the
proposed activities align with the implementation requirements of the intervention model that will be
used in the 2014-15 school year.

e Evaluating whether or not the LEA has been thoughtful and deliberate in planning for such things as:

0 The budgeted amount covers not only the pre-implementation activities but also the first-year
activities required as part of the intervention model.

0 The budgeted amount directly relates to the full and effective implementation of the model
selected by the LEA, addresses the needs identified by the LEA, and advances the overall goal
of the SIG program of improving student academic achievement in its identified schools.

(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?

A team of reviewers at the Idaho SDE, located within the Division of Statewide System of Support, will
evaluate the LEA’s proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-implementation period to determine
whether they are allowable by ensuring there is alignment between the activity carried out and the intent and
requirements of the selected intervention model. This review will occur as part of the regular application
approval process using the scoring guide (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment 4, part 10) that will be used with
LEA applications. Pre-implementation activities will thus be evaluated with considerations such as the
following:

(A) Are the proposed LEA activities to engage families and the community in preparation for the intervention
model allowable? For example, are the funds being used for such things as:

e Conduct community meetings, gather input, inform parents/families, and gauge the needs of the
community and its students?

¢ Communicate with families and local stakeholders about the school’'s status and need for improvement,
options for choice, and other services available to support the needs of their students?

e Assist families in the decisions surrounding the transition to a new school in the event of a school
closure?

(B) Are the proposed LEA activities to conduct a rigorous review of external providers allowable? For
example, are the funds being used for such things as:

¢ Developing an appropriate RFP to find a successful CMO or EMO available in their area of the state?

¢ Recruiting, screening, and selecting external providers who can assist in the necessary preparations
for implementing the intervention model?

(C) Are the proposed LEA activities related to staffing allowable? For example, are the funds being used for
such things as:

e Recruit and hire a new principal
e Design a district and school leadership team
e Establish a Lead Partner

¢ Evaluate existing staff and determine what changes may be needed
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(D) Are the LEA proposed activities for providing instructional support programs to the students in the school
allowable? For example, are the funds being used for such things as:

¢ Remediating the academic needs of current students using evidence based programs and material?

e Planning for the achievement of specific subgroups (Native American, Hispanic, Limited English
Proficient, Students with Disabilities)?

e |dentifying and selecting curricular materials, programs, and professional development that are
evidence based and which are needed to improve the instructional core of the school’s program?

o Compensating staff for collaboration, planning, and data analysis that will result in improved outcomes
in the current year and when the intervention model is implemented in 2014-15?

(E) Are the LEA proposed activities for professional development and support allowable? For example, are the
funds being used for such things as:

¢ Training staff at all levels on the implementation of new or revised instructional programs, policies, or
processes?

e Preparing for and implementing a job-embedded coaching model?

e Structuring collaborative times, processes, and procedures that connect data-driven decision-making to
instructional planning and delivery?

¢ Designing and implementing a common instructional framework and/or evaluation model?

Examples of Pre-Implementation Activities

The following are examples of permissible SIG-related activities that may be carried out in the 2013-2014
school year in preparation for full implementation in the 2014—-2015 school year. Reviewers will use these as
examples for evaluation purposes when reviewing proposals. As such, they are possible activities that an LEA
may carry out using SIG funds in the spring or summer prior to full implementation and should not be seen as
exhaustive or as required. Rather, they illustrate possible activities, depending on the needs of particular SIG
schools:

¢ 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; or properly recruit, screen,
and select any external providers that may be necessary to assist in planning for the implementation of
an intervention model.

e 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.
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e Instructional Programs: Provide remediation and enrichment to students in schools that will
implement an intervention model at the start of the 2014-15 school year through programs with
evidence of raising achievement; identify and purchase instructional materials that are research-based,
aligned with Idaho Core Standards http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/ICS/ 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 Idaho Core Standards and aligned vertically
from one grade level to another, collaborating within and across disciplines, and devising student
assessments.

o 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
that includes Idaho Core Standards 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.

¢ Implement/Pilot an evaluation system for teachers and principals at schools receiving SIG
funds to implement a transformation model: An LEA may use SIG funds to implement the rigorous,
transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for teachers and principals that are required in schools
implementing the transformation model. To meet the requirements of the transformation model, the
pilot evaluation system must take into account data on student growth as a significant factor as well as
other factors, such as multiple observation-based assessments of performance, on-going collections of
professional practice reflective of student achievement, and high school graduation rates. The pilot
evaluation system must also be designed and developed with teacher and principal involvement.
Although an LEA might want to establish and implement a teacher and principal evaluation system that
includes all teachers and principals within the LEA, SIG funds may not be used for district-wide
activities. However, prior to launching a district-wide teacher and principal evaluation system, an LEA
may use SIG funds to pilot the system for teachers and principals only at schools that are being served
with SIG funds to ensure that the system is a useful tool that operates as intended. Similarly, an LEA
may use SIG funds to support the salaries of evaluators who, as part of the LEA’s preparation to fully
implement an intervention model, observe and evaluate teachers in schools that are receiving SIG
funds to begin implementing an intervention model at the beginning of the 2014 school year.

e 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. In general, SIG funds may not be used to supplant non-Federal funds, but
only to supplement non-Federal funding provided to SIG schools. In particular, an LEA must continue
to provide all non-Federal funds that would have been provided to the school in the absence of SIG
funds. This requirement applies to all funding related to full implementation, including pre-
implementation activities.

In sum, the Idaho SDE will evaluate the LEA’s proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-
implementation period by holding them up against the intent and requirements of the selected intervention
model as indicated within the Final Requirements and as further explained and clarified in the FY 2010 SIG
Guidance. Pre-implementation activities will be deemed allowable to the degree that they specifically support
the required components of the model and to the degree which they are supplemental and do not supplant
non-Federal funds. The SEA will use the scoring rubric to evaluate LEAs proposed activities (Attachment 4)

C. TIMELINE: An SEA must describe its process and timeline for approving LEA applications.

Process and Timeline
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A. Process — 95% of the state’s allocation from the USED SIG funds will be allocated and awarded as
prescribed in federal guidelines, and priority will be given to districts based on the final requirements:

o SDE will give first priority to districts that apply on behalf of and have the capacity to serve Priority
and Focus schools.

B. Timeline - Districts will be notified of eligibility within 30 days of the State’s SIG application being approved
by the US Department of Education (USED). With the notice of eligibility, a copy of the LEA application will
be provided (i.e., the Directions for LEAs, the Application for LEAs, and the Scoring Rubric).

The Idaho SDE will follow the following 2014 timeline:

e March1l Submission of District Applications
e March 18 Webinar (invite all eligible districts with Priority and Focus schools to participate, with the
purpose of explaining the intervention models and application process. The webinar will go over:
I. The State’s Application for 1003(g) funds
ii. Brief description of the purpose and goals of grant
iii. Brief description of the required intervention model choices
iv. District Application due date
v. Directions to LEAs for the District Application
vi. The application process for LEAs
vii. The Scoring Rubric used by reviewers
viii. The method for receiving technical assistance for the application process
ix. Post-approval processes and expectations
e May 1% District Applications Due
e May 14" Training for both reviewers and technical assistance providers.
e May 15-16 Proposal reviews
e May27 Award announcements
e ISDE is making three year awards. Allocated funds using 2013 funds will be available to successful
applicants after approval. An award announcement will be sent to districts and posted on the ISDE
website.
o May 29 Approved applications will be posted to SDE’s web site
o Districts will begin any planned pre-implementation processes upon approval and through August
2014.

Districts and Priority and Focus schools will begin implementation of selected intervention models at the
beginning of the 2014-15 school year.

D. DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION: An SEA must include the information set forth below.

(1) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing an LEA’s annual goals for student achievement for its Tier | and
Tier Il schools, or for its priority schools, as applicable, and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an
LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier | or Tier Il schools, or one or more priority
schools, in at LEA that is not meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators in section Ili
of the final requirements.

(2) Describe the SEA's process for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier 11l 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 Il schools in the LEA that are not meeting those goals. If an SEA is
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requesting the priority schools list waiver, it need not provide this information, as it will have no Tier Il schools.

(3) 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 | and Tier Il schools, or the priority
schools, as applicable, the LEA is approved to serve.

(4) 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.

(5) Describe the criteria, if any, which the SEA intends to use to prioritize among Tier Il schools. If an SEA is
requesting the priority schools list waiver, it need not provide this information, as it will have no Tier 1l schools.

(6) If the SEA intends to take over any Tier | or Tier Il schools, or any priority schools, as applicable, identify
those schools and indicate the school intervention model the SEA will implement in each school.

(7) If the SEA intends to provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover, identify those
schools and, for Tier | or Tier Il schools, or for priority schools, as applicable, 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.

% 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.

(1) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing an LEA’s annual goals for student achievement for its Tier | and
Tier Il schools, or for its priority schools, as applicable, and how the SEA will determine whether to renew
an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier | or Tier Il schools, or one or more
priority schools, in at LEA that is not meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators in
section Il of the final requirements.

The SDE's process for reviewing the district’s annual goals for student achievement and if applicable annual
goals for reducing dropout rate, for its Priority and Focus schools will include (see Scoring Rubric-Attachment
4, part 7).

o Baseline CEE survey data (perceptual data about Educational Effectiveness).
¢ Summary of current classroom observation data (if not currently in place, then the district will report on
its progress towards implementing regular walk-through observations in each of the Priority and Focus
schools).
e Tri-annual reports of student achievement data for each participating school (first, fifth, and ninth month
of the academic year). The reports shall include (at a minimum):
0 The prior spring’s ISAT data. (Except for the 2014 SBAC implementation year)
o0 Idaho Reading Indicators results (if applicable).
o Primary Math Assessment results (if applicable).
0 Results of local interim or formative assessments (if not currently in place then the district will
report on its progress towards implementing interim and formative assessments).
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(2) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier Ill 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 Ill schools in the LEA that are not meeting those goals. If an SEA is
requesting the priority schools list waiver, it need not provide this information, as it will have no Tier IlI
schools.

Idaho SDE will not serve tier Il schools because of ISDE’s approved ESEA Flexibility waiver and waiver to
fund focus schools.

(3) 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 | and Tier Il schools, or the priority
schools, as applicable, the LEA is approved to serve.

The SDE will monitor (at least 7 times) each district that receives a SIG to ensure that it is implementing a
reform model fully and effectively in the Priority and Focus schools that it has been approved to serve. The
monitoring process will include:

e Oversight by the Idaho SDE Director of the Statewide System of Support (within the Statewide System
of Support Division of the SDE).
e The Director will:

0 Oversee the scheduling of Instructional Core Focus Visits in each of the LEAs and schools
which will occur each year for Priority and Focus SIG schools.

0 Schedule review of implementation progress (both through the State online strategic planning
tool (i.e., the WISE Tool, designed as “Indistar” by the federally funded Center on Innovation
and Improvement) and onsite visits from regional School Improvement Coordinators two or
more times per year for both Priority and Focus schools.

0 Schedule phone and in-person interviews with key district and school leaders at least two times
per year for both Priority and Focus schools .

0 Review of quarterly cash balance reports for each funded LEA every quarter.

(4) 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.

In the event that the SDE does not have sufficient funds to serve all eligible schools for which each district
applies, allocations will be prioritized as follows:

e Priority Schools with a current status of “in need of improvement” will have first priority.

e Focus Schools with a current status of “in need of improvement” will then be awarded funds.

o Districts that apply to serve Priority and/or Focus schools will be based on scoring rubric (attachment
4).

o Awards will only be made to LEAs applying to serve Priority and Focus schools in the state which
districts have both committed to serve and which have the capacity to fully implement the requirements
of the selected intervention model.

(5) Describe the criteria, if any, which the SEA intends to use to prioritize among Tier Ill schools. If an SEA is
requesting the priority schools list waiver, it need not provide this information, as it will have no Tier 11l schools.
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Idaho SDE will not serve tier 11l schools because of ISDE’s approved ESEA Flexibility waiver and waiver to
fund focus schools.

(6) If the SEA intends to take over any Tier | or Tier Il schools, or any priority schools, as applicable, identify
those schools and indicate the school intervention model the SEA will implement in each school.

At this time, the ldaho SDE has not elected to take over any Priority or Focus schools in the state and thus
cannot identify such schools. If at some point in the future the State elects to take over a Priority or Focus
school, the State will amend this section of its application with the USED, identify such schools, indicate the
intervention model to be used, and post the amended State SIG application on its website within 48 hours of
approval from USED.

(7) If the SEA intends to provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover, identify those
schools and, for Tier | or Tier Il schools, or for priority schools, as applicable, 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.

% 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.

The SEA will include in the LEA application services that the LEA may request for Direct Services from the
SEA with the knowledge that Direct Services are optional. Where there are more than one school in an LEA
applying, each school will have the option for Direct Services which include:

¢ Idaho Building Capacity Project (optional)
e |daho Superintendent’s Network (optional)

o Network of Innovative School Leaders for Principals (optional)

E. ASSURANCES: The SEA must provide the assurances set forth below.

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

X Comply with the final requirements and ensure that each LEA carries out its responsibilities outlined in the
final requirements.

X] 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 | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, as applicable, that
the SEA approves the LEA to serve.

X] Monitor and evaluate the actions an LEA has taken, as outlined in its approved SIG application, to recruit,
select and provide oversight to external providers to ensure their quality.

X] Monitor and evaluate the actions the LEA has taken, as outlined in its approved SIG application, to sustain
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the reforms after the funding period ends and provide technical assistance to LEAs on how they can sustain
progress in the absence of SIG funding.

X If a Tier | or Tier Il school, or priority school, as applicable, 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.

X] 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 | and Tier Il school or priority school, as applicable.

X] Report the specific school-level data required in section Il of the final SIG 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.

Idaho intends to reserve five percent of its 1003(g) School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds for administration
and technical assistance. ldaho expects the five percent reservation to amount to approximately $95,000. The
Idaho Department of Education will utilize these funds to pay for administrative costs associated with
personnel. Specifically, portions of employee salaries within the division of Student Achievement & School
Improvement will be funded through the SEA reservation in relation to time spent on School Improvement
activities and technical assistance related to the grant. Additionally, the state intends to coordinate and
oversee the technical assistance that is paid for by LEAs in the activities outlined in the LEA Application, such
as the Idaho Building Capacity project. Therefore, the SEA reservation amount will contribute to costs
associated with travel, meetings, and other technical assistance. Lastly, the state intends to supplement these
activities and expenses through the use of the State’s 1003(g) administrative set-aside in order that school
improvement efforts will be provided seamlessly between funding streams.

G. CONSULTATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS

X] By checking this box, the SEA assures that it has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding
the information set forth in its application.

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.

Idaho 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 Il, and Tier Ill schools or in its priority and focus schools, as applicable.

Waiver 1: Tier Il waiver

[ ]in order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Ill schools for its FY 2013
competition, waive paragraph (a)(2) of the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section 1.A.3
of the SIG final requirements and incorporation of that definition in identifying Tier Il 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
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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

[ ]The State assures that it will include in the pool of schools from which it identifies its Tier 1l schools all Title |
secondary schools not identified in Tier | 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 1l 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 Il 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 | secondary school that becomes an eligible Tier 1l school based on
this waiver will comply with the SIG final requirements for serving that school.

Waiver 2: n-size waiver

[lIn order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Ill schools for its FY 2013
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 |
and Tier Il, any school in which the total number of students in the “all students” group in the grades assessed
is less than [Please indicate number].

Assurance

[IThe 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 Ill schools any
schools excluded from the pool of schools from which it identified the persistently lowest-achieving schools in
accordance with this waiver.

Waiver 3: Priority schools list waiver

X In order to enable the State to replace its lists of Tier I, Tier I, and Tier lll schools with its list of priority
schools that meet the definition of “priority schools” in the document titled ESEA Flexibility and that were
identified in accordance with its approved request for ESEA flexibility, waive the school eligibility requirements
in Section I.A.1 of the SIG final requirements.

Assurance

X] The State assures that its methodology for identifying priority schools, approved through its ESEA flexibility
request, provides an acceptable alternative methodology for identifying the State’s lowest-performing schools
and thus is an appropriate replacement for the eligibility requirements and definition of persistently lowest-
achieving schools in the SIG final requirements.

Waiver 4: Period of availability of FY 2013 funds waiver
Note: This waiver only applies to FY 2013 funds for the purpose of making three-year awards to eligible

21




LEAS.

X] Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of
availability of FY 2013 school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2017.

WAIVERS OF LEA REQUIREMENTS

Idaho 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 Il, or Tier lll 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 |,
Tier Il, or Tier lll schools. The four school intervention models are specifically designed to raise substantially
the achievement of students in the State’s Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier Il schools.

Waiver 5: School improvement timeline waiver

Note: An SEA that requested and received the school improvement timeline waiver for the FY 2012
competition and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2013 competition must request the waiver
again in this application.

An SEA that has been approved for ESEA flexibility need not request this waiver as it has already
received a waiver of the requirement in section 1116(b) of the ESEA to identify schools for
improvement through its approved ESEA flexibility request.

Schools that started implementation of a turnaround or restart model in the 2011-2012, 2012-2013,
2013-2014 school years cannot request this waiver to “start over” their school improvement timeline
again.

[ Iwaive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier lll Title |
participating schools that will fully implement a turnaround or restart model beginning in the 2014-2015 school
year to “start over” in the school improvement timeline.

Assurances

[|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 the 2014—-2015 school year in a school that the SEA has approved it to serve. As
such, the LEA may only implement the waiver in Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Ill schools, as applicable, included in its
application.

[ ]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.

Waiver 6: Schoolwide program waiver

Note: An SEA that requested and received the schoolwide program waiver for the FY 2012 competition
and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2013 competition must request the waiver again in this
application.
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An SEA that has been approved for ESEA flexibility need not request this waiver as it has already
received a waiver of the schoolwide poverty threshold through its approved ESEA flexibility request.

[ Iwaive 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 |, Tier II, or Tier Il participating school that does not meet the
poverty threshold and is fully implementing one of the four school intervention models.

Assurances

[|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 Il, and Tier Il schools, as applicable, included in its application.

[ |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.

I. ASSURANCE OF NOTICE AND COMMENT PERIOD — APPLIES TO ALL WAIVER REQUESTS

X]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.

PART II: LEA APPLICATION

An SEA must develop an LEA application form that it will use to make subgrants of school improvement funds
to eligible LEAs (see Attachment 3).

LEA APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
The LEA application form that the SEA uses must contain, at a minimum, the information set forth below. An

SEA may include other information that it deems necessary in order to award school improvement funds to its
LEAs.

A. SCHOOLS TO BE SERVED: An LEA must include the following information with respect to the

schools it will serve with a School Improvement Grant.
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An LEA must identify each Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Il school, or each priority school, as applicable, the LEA
commits to serve and identify the model that the LEA will use in each Tier | and Tier Il school, or in each
priority school, as applicable.

SCHOOL NCES PRIORITY TIER | TIER | TIER INTERVENTION (TIER | AND II/PRIORITY
NAME DX:: I Il i ONLY)

(if turnaround restart | closure transformation
applicable)

Note: An LEA that has nine or more Tier | and Tier Il schools may not implement the transformation model
in more than 50 percent of those schools.

B. DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION: An LEA must include the following information in its application for a

School Improvement Grant.

1) For each Tier | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must
demonstrate that the LEA has analyzed the needs of each school, such as instructional programs, school
leadership and school infrastructure, and selected interventions for each school aligned to the needs each
school has identified.

@ The LEA must ensure that each Tier | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, that it commits to serve
receives all of the State and local funds it would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds
and that those resources are aligned with the interventions.

3 The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to—

¢ Determine its capacity to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier | and Tier Il
school, or each priority school, identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement, fully and
effectively, the required activities of the school intervention model it has selected,;

o Design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements of the turnaround model,
restart model, school closure, or transformation model;

¢ Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality;
Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the interventions fully
and effectively; and,

e Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

@ The LEA must include a timeline delineating the steps it will take to implement the selected intervention in
each Tier | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, identified in the LEA’s application.

) The LEA must describe how it will monitor each Tier | and Tier Il school, or each priority school, that
receives school improvement funds including by-
e Establishing annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both
reading/language arts and mathematics; and,
e Measuring progress on the leading indicators as defined in the final requirements.

6) For each Tier lll school the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must identify the services the school will
receive or the activities the school will implement.

(7 The LEA must describe the goals it has established (subject to approval by the SEA) in order to hold
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accountable its Tier Il schools that receive school improvement funds.

@) As appropriate, the LEA must consult with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application and
implementation of school improvement models in its Tier | and Tier Il schools or in its priority schools, as

applicable.

C. BUDGET: An LEA must include a budget that indicates the amount of school improvement funds the

LEA will use each year in each Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier Ill school, or each priority school, it commits to
serve.

The LEA must provide a budget that indicates the amount of school improvement funds the LEA will use each

year to—

¢ Implement the selected model in each Tier | and Tier Il school, or priority school, it commits to serve;
¢ Conduct LEA-level activities designed to support implementation of the selected school intervention

models in the LEA’s Tier | and Tier Il schools or priority schools; and

e Support school improvement activities, at the school or LEA level, for each Tier 11l school identified in
the LEA’s application.

Note: An LEA'’s budget should cover three years of full implementation and be of sufficient size and scope
to implement the selected school intervention model in each Tier | and Tier Il school the LEA commits to
serve. Any funding for activities during the pre-implementation period must be included in the first year of

the LEA’s three-year budget plan.

An LEA'’s budget for each year may not exceed the number of Tier I, Tier I, and Tier Ill schools, or the
number of priority schools, it commits to serve multiplied by $2,000,000 (not to exceed $6,000,000 per

school over three years).

Example:
LEA XX BUDGET
Year 2 Year 3 Three-Year
Year 1 Budget Budget Budget Total
Year 1 - Full

Pre- Implementati

implementation on
Tier | ES#1 $257,000 $1,156,000 $1,325,000 $1,200,000 $3,938,000
Tier | ES #2 $125,500 $890,500 $846,500 $795,000 $2,657,500
Tier | MS #1 $304,250 $1,295,750 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 $4,800,000
Tier Il HS #1 $530,000 $1,470,000 $1,960,000 $1,775,000 $5,735,000
LEA-level
Activities $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $750,000
Total Budget $6,279,000 $5,981,500 $5,620,000 $17,880,500

D. ASSURANCES: An LEA must include the following assurances in its application for a School Improvement

Grant.

The LEA must assure that it will—

1) Use its School Improvement Grant to implement fully and effectively an intervention in each Tier | and Tier
Il school, or each priority school, that the LEA commits to serve consistent with the final requirements;
) Establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both reading/language arts

and mathematics and measure progress on the leading indicators in section Il of the final requirements in
order to monitor each Tier | and Tier Il school, or priority school, that it serves with school improvement
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funds, and establish goals (approved by the SEA) to hold accountable its Tier 11l schools that receive
school improvement funds;

@) If it implements a restart model in a Tier | or Tier Il school, or priority school, include in its contract or
agreement terms and provisions to hold the charter operator, charter management organization, or
education management organization accountable for complying with the final requirements;

@) Monitor and evaluate the actions a school has taken, as outlined in the approved SIG application, to
recruit, select and provide oversight to external providers to ensure their quality;

(5) Monitor and evaluate the actions schools have taken, as outlined in the approved SIG application, to
sustain the reforms after the funding period ends and that it will provide technical assistance to schools on
how they can sustain progress in the absence of SIG funding; and,

6) Report to the SEA the school-level data required under section Il of the final requirements.

E. WAIVERS: If the SEA has requested any waivers of requirements applicable to the LEA’s School

Improvement Grant, an LEA must indicate which of those waivers it intends to implement.

The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement. If the LEA does not intend to implement the
waiver with respect to each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which schools it will implement the
waiver.

[ ] “Starting over” in the school improvement timeline for Tier | and Tier Il Title | participating
schools implementing a turnaround or restart model.

[ ] Implementing a school-wide program in a Tier | or Tier Il Title | participating school that
does not meet the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold.
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In the table below, list the schools that will receive continuation awards using FY 2013 SIG funds:

NAME
N/A

LEA ScHooL NAME COHORT #

PROJECTED AMOUNT OF
FY 13 ALLOCATION

TOTAL AMOUNT OF CONTINUATION FUNDS PROJECTED FOR ALLOCATION IN FY 13:

In the table below, list any LEAs with one or more schools for which funding under previously awarded SIG grants will not be renewed.
For each such school, note the amount of unused remaining funds and explain how the SEA or LEA plans to use those funds as well as
noting the explicit reason and process for reallocating those funds (e.g., reallocate to rural schools with SIG grants in cohort 2who

demonstrate a need for technology aimed at increasing student literacy interaction).

LEA NAME ScHooL NAME DESCRIPTION OF HOW REMAINING FUNDS WERE OR WILL BE USED
N/A

AMOUNT OF REMAINING FUNDS

TOTAL AMOUNT OF REMAINING FUNDS:




School Improvement Grants (SIG) Program FY 2013 Assurances

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

Use FY 2013 SIG funds solely to make continuation awards and will not make any new awards? to its LEAs.

[ ] Use the renewal process identified in [State]'s most recently approved SIG application to determine whether to renew an LEA’s School
Improvement Grant.

] Monitor and evaluate the actions an LEA has taken, as outlined in its approved SIG application, to recruit, select and provide oversight to
external providers to ensure their quality.

[_] Monitor and evaluate the actions the LEA has taken, as outlined in its approved SIG application, to sustain the reforms after the funding period
ends and provide technical assistance to LEAs on how they can sustain progress in the absence of SIG funding.

[ ] If a Tier | or Tier Il 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.

[ ] Report the specific school-level data required in section IlI of the final SIG requirements.

By submitting the assurances and information above, Idaho agrees to carry out its most recently approved SIG application and does not
need to submit a new FY 2013 SIG application; however, the State must submit the signature page included in the full application
package (page 3).

2 A “new award” is defined as an award of SIG funds to an LEA for a school that the LEA was not previously approved to serve with SIG funds in the school year
for which funds are being awarded—in this case, the 2014-2015 school year. New awards may be made with the FY 2013 funds or any remaining SIG funds not
already committed to grants made in earlier competitions.
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Attachment 6: Committee of Practitioners

Attachment7: Communication with Stakeholders



Districi District Name

District
NCES ID#

School Name

School NCES ID#

Priority

476 |Another Choice Virtual Charter District 1600155 [ANOTHER CHOICE VIRTUAL CHARTER 160015501008 X
55 BLACKFOOT DISTRICT 1600270 |[FORT HALL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160027000026 X
1 BOISE INDEPENDENT DISTRICT 1600360 |FRANK CHURCH HIGH (ALTERN) 160036000984 X
93 BONNEVILLE JOINT DISTRICT 1600930 |TELFORD ACADEMY (ALT) 160093000649 X
132 |CALDWELL DISTRICT 1600510 |CANYON SPRINGS ALT HIGH SCH 160051000041 X
132 |CALDWELL DISTRICT 1600510 [JEFFERSON MIDDLE SCHOOL 160051000105 X
221 |EMMETT INDEPENDENT DIST 1601020 |BLACK CANYON HIGH SCHOOL 160102000095 X
84 LAKE PEND OREILLE DISTRICT 1600002 |LAKE PEND OREILLE ALT HIGH SCH 160000200691 X
341 |LAPWAI DISTRICT 1601830 [LAPWAIELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160183000317 X
136 |MELBA JOINT DISTRICT 1602070 [MELBA HIGH SCHOOL 160207000836 X
331 |MINIDOKA COUNTY JOINT DISTRICT 1602190 |[MT HARRISON JR/SR HIGH SCHOOL 160219000158 X
418 MURTAUGH JOINT DISTRICT 1602310 [MURTAUGH SCHOOLS 160231000407 X
131 |[NAMPA SCHOOL DISTRICT 1602340 |PARKVIEW ALTERNATIVE HIGH SCHOOL 160234000669 X
131 [NAMPA SCHOOL DISTRICT 1602340 |[RIDGELINE HiGH SCHOOL (Alt) 160234000762 X
44 PLUMMER-WORLEY JOINT DISTRICT 1600815 |[LAKESIDE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160081500719 X
25 POCATELLO DISTRICT 1602640 |KINPORT ACADEMY 160264000686 X
312 SHOSHONE JOINT DISTRICT 1602940 [SHOSHONE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160294000512 X
312 |SHOSHONE JOINT DISTRICT 1602940 |SHOSHONE MIDDLE SCHOOL 160294000850 X
52 SNAKE RIVER DISTRICT 1602970 |[SNAKE RIVER JR HIGH SCHOOL 160297000520 X
467 |Wings Charter Middle School 1600146 |Wings Charter Middle School 160014600997 X




District

Districi District Name NCES ID#  School Name School NCES ID# Focus Priority
55 BLACKFOOT DISTRICT 1600270 |INDEPENDENCE ALTERNATE HIGH 160027000689 X
61 BLAINE COUNTY DISTRICT 1600300 |BELLEVUE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160030000033 X
1 BOISE INDEPENDENT DISTRICT 1600360 |WHITNEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160036000078 X
365 |BRUNEAU-GRAND VIEW JOINT DIST 1600450 |BRUNEAU ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160045000098 X
132 |CALDWELL DISTRICT 1600510 |SACAJAWEA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160051000731 X
132 |CALDWELL DISTRICT 1600510 |WASHINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160051000108 X
151 |CASSIA COUNTY JOINT DISTRICT 1600660 |BURLEY JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 160066000125 X
151 [CASSIA COUNTY JOINT DISTRICT 1600660 |DECLO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160066000126 X
181 [CHALLIS JOINT DISTRICT 1600720 |CHALLIS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160072000139 X
271 |COEUR D'ALENE DISTRICT 1600780 [PROJ CDA HIGH SCHOOL/Venture Alt High School 160078000694 X
415 HANSEN DISTRICT 1601410 [HANSEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160141000241 X
479 |Heritage Academy District 1600159 |Heritage Academy 160015901017 X
481 |Heritage Community Charter District 1600161 |Heritage Community Charter 160016100481 X
91 IDAHO FALLS DISTRICT 1601530 [DORA ERICKSON ELEM SCHOOL 160153000256 X
91 IDAHO FALLS DISTRICT 1601530 |[LINDEN PARK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160153000263 X
274 KOOTENAI DISTRICT 1601740 [HARRISON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160174000302 X
341 LAPWAI DISTRICT 1601830 [LAPWAI HIGH SCHOOL 160183000854 X
2 MERIDIAN JOINT DISTRICT 1602100 |[CHIEF JOSEPH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160210000717 X
2 MERIDIAN JOINT DISTRICT 1602100 |[DESERT SAGE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160210000901 X
2 MERIDIAN JOINT DISTRICT 1602100 |[GATEWAY SCHOOL OF LANGUAGE AND CULTURE 160210000363 X
2 MERIDIAN JOINT DISTRICT 1602100 [MERIDIAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160210000371 X
2 MERIDIAN JOINT DISTRICT 1602100 [PEREGRINE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160210000794 X
474  |Monticello Montessori School 1600154 |Monticello Montessori Charter 160015401014 X
131 [NAMPA SCHOOL DISTRICT 1602340 |ENDEAVOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160234000947 X
131 [NAMPA SCHOOL DISTRICT 1602340 |LAKE RIDGE ELEMENTARY 160234000986 X
472 |Palouse Prairie Charter 1600151 |Palouse Prairie Charter School 160015100994 X
371 |PAYETTE JOINT DISTRICT 1602580 |MC CAIN MIDDLE SCHOOL 160258000455 X
150 |SODA SPRINGS JOINT DISTRICT 1603000 |HOWARD E THIRKILL PRIMARY SCH 160300000525 X
41 ST MARIES JOINT DISTRICT 1603060 |UPRIVER ELEM-JR HIGH SCHOOL 160306000536 X
401 |TETON COUNTY DISTRICT 1603180 |DRIGGS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160318000754 X
401 |TETON COUNTY DISTRICT 1603180 |Rendezvous Upper Elementary School 160318001022 X
411  |TWIN FALLS DISTRICT 1603240 |HARRISON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160324000549 X
411 TWIN FALLS DISTRICT 1603240 [LINCOLN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 160324000550 X
139 VALLIVUE SCHOOL DISTRICT 1600600 |VALLIVUE ACADEMY (ALT) 160060000914 X
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Positive results for students will come from changes in the knowledge, skill, and
behavior of their teachers and parents. State policies and programs must provide the
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Section 1: Introduction

In order to provide support to districts and schools that fall into the in need of
improvement category, it is critical for states to distinguish among those that are
engaged in long-term improvement efforts and those that have not begun such a
process (ElImore, 2003). States must determine the different needs of low-performing
schools. They also need to include detailed information on the quality of teaching,
learning, and leadership in identified schools. Furthermore, the National Governors’
Center for Best Practices suggests that the State Educational Agency (SEA) might
maximize the usefulness of this information by developing or adopting fine-tuned
assessment tools that can provide specific data about classroom instruction.
Additionally, the use of the information should inform educational practice.

Fullan (2005) advises higher-level educators (e.g., at the SEA level) to partner
strategically with district and school leaders, outside technical assistance providers,
researchers, and others who can assist states in creating an aligned, coherent, and
coordinated education system focused on common goals around improving student
learning and achievement.

At the request of the Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) in the
District of Columbia, the Center on Innovation & Improvement and the Mid-Atlantic
Comprehensive Center engaged in a process of developing a planning process/protocol
for conducting annual school reviews. This process uses research-based standards and
indicators to assess local educational agencies (LEAS) in the areas of academic and
organizational performance as outlined in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)
and has been named Patterns of Practice School Review . ldaho State Department of
Education has taken the foundational work and research of the Patterns of Practice
School Review and developed a model specific to Idaho’s districts and schools needs.
This model is called Instructional Core Focus Visit.

The Instructional Core Focus Visit is based on 49 indicators found in Handbook on
Restructuring and Substantial School Improvement (2007) published by the Center on
Innovation & Improvement, one of the U.S. Department of Education’s five national
content centers in the Comprehensive Centers Program, and endorsed by the United
States Department of Education, to provide action-oriented principles for improving
schools drawing on the existing research base. The Idaho adopted version has been
modified to only include the School Improvement Success Rapid Indicators and District
Improvement Success Indicators. Modifications have been made through this



document to reflect and update changes based on selected Idaho Rapid Indicators, as
reflected in the WISE (Ways to Improve School Effectiveness) Tool. These are
research/evidence-based indicators associated with substantial school improvement. A
set of nine standards was adopted to scaffold the indicators. Modifications have been
made to these nine standards for the Idaho version. Indicators have been linked to the
9 Characteristics of High Performing Schools and realigned to reflect these
characteristics.

The purpose of the Instructional Core Focus Visit process is to meet the rigorous
demands set forth in NCLB. The clearly stated purpose of NCLB is to ensure that all
public school students are proficient in reading/language arts, mathematics, and
science by 2014. Guidance for meeting NCLB requirements defines the structures that
are to be in place to meet this goal. An example is the requirement that states must
establish processes to identify schools/districts where students are not meeting the
standards as well as a statewide system of support to strengthen the performance of
schools and ensure that every child receives a quality education. The Instructional Core
Focus Visit process can provide information to SEA's, LEA's, as well as schools
themselves, to more effectively design professional development and technical
assistance focused around improving student learning and achievement. More
specifically, it is hoped that the results of Instructional Core Focus Visits will: 1) assist
LEAs in addressing deficiencies and strengthening core academic subjects that may
have caused the identified problems, and support the design of school improvement
plans that promote high-quality professional development and 2) address the academic
needs of the school.

The Focus Visit process looks for evidence of the presence of indicators associated with
substantial school improvement and to the degree these indicators are observed and
documented. It includes collecting detailed information on the quality of instruction,
assessment, curriculum, planning, and parent involvement. Data collection activities
include classroom observation, perceptional surveys and interviews with staff, and the
review of documents related to the educational program at all instructional levels. The
process was designed to be conducted by an outside team with expertise in the area of
educational administration and pedagogy.

Sections 2-5 lay out the process for conducting a Instructional Core Focus Visit
organized within four phases: Planning, Preparing, Conducting, Reporting and Follow-
up. Section 6 contains a set of Frequently Asked Questions regarding the Instructional
Core Focus Visit process.



Appendix 1-A: Conversion of Nine Characteristics of High Performing

Schools to the Nine Standards of the POP manual

Characteristics of High Performing Schools #
Clear & Shared Focus

High Standards & Expectations for All Students 1

Effective School Leadership

~N o1 o A~ W

High Levels of Collaboration & Communication

Curriculum, Instruction & Assessment Aligned
w/State Standards

1
2
3
Frequent Monitoring of Learning & Teaching 2
3
6

Focused Professional Development

Supportive Learning Environment

High Levels of Family & Community 5
Involvement 7

POP Standard

Curriculum

Instruction

Comp & Effective Planning
School Culture

School Culture
Leadership

Comp & Effective Planning
School Culture
Org. Structure & Resources

Curriculum
Assessment & Evaluation
Instruction

Assessment & Evaluation
Instruction

Professional Development

School Culture
Leadership

Parent & Community
Involvement



Appendix 1-B: District and School WISE Indicator Framework

The indicators for this framework were adapted in part from the New Jersey
Collaborative Assessment & Planning for Achievement document and the Handbook on
Restructuring and Substantial School Improvement from the Center on Innovation &
Improvement, and has been modified based on the Idaho Rapid School Improvement
Indicators and Idaho District Improvement Success Indicators as reflected in the WISE

Tool.

Clear and Shared Focus:

Characteristic 1

District Improvement Indicators

Clear and
Shared Focus

District Context and Support for School Improvement

IAO8: The school board and superintendent present a unified vision
for school improvement.

District and the Change Process

IBO8: The district ensures that school improvement and
restructuring plans include a clear vision of what the school will look
like when restructured or substantially improved.

High Standards and Expectations for All Students:

Characteristic 2

District Improvement Indicators

High Standards
and
Expectations
for All Students

District Context and Support for School Improvement

IAQ7: The district sets district, school, and student subgroup
achievement targets.

IAQ9: The superintendent and other central office staff are
accountable for school improvement and student learning outcomes.

District and the Change Process

IBO6: For each restructuring school, the district ensures that the
restructuring plan includes both changes in governance and a
detailed plan for school improvement.

IBO7: The district ensures that school improvement and restructuring
plans include research-based, field proven programs, practices, and
models.




Characteristic 2

Rapid School Improvement Indicators

High Standards
and Expectations
for All Students

Classroom Instruction - Preparation

[IIAO1: All teachers are guided by a document that aligns standards,
curriculum, instruction, and assessment.

[IIA02: All teachers develop weekly lesson plans based on aligned
units of instruction.

[IIAO5: All teachers maintain a record of each student’'s mastery of
specific learning objectives.

[IIAOG: All teachers test frequently using a variety of evaluation
methods and maintain a record of the results.

Classroom Instruction — Teacher Directed - Introduction

[IIA09: All teachers clearly state the lesson’s topic, theme, and
objectives.

[IA11: All teachers use modeling, demonstration, and graphics.

Classroom Instruction — Teacher Directed - Presentation

[1IA13: All teachers explain directly and thoroughly.

[IIA16: All teachers use prompting/cueing.

Classroom Instruction — Teacher —Student Interaction

[IIA26: Teachers encourage students to check their own
comprehension.

Classroom Instruction — Student-Directed
(Small Group, Independent Work)

[11A28: All teachers travel to all areas in which students are working.

[IIA31: All teachers interact instructionally with students (explaining,
checking, giving feedback).

[IA32: All teachers interact managerially with students (reinforcing
rules, procedures).

Classroom Instruction — Computer-Based Instruction

[IIA35: Students are engaged and on task.

[IIA40: All teachers assess student mastery in ways other than
those provided by the computer program.

Classroom Instruction — Homework/Parent Communication




Characteristic 2

Rapid School Improvement Indicators

[1IBO6: All teachers systematically report to parents the student’s
mastery of specific standards-based objectives.

Classroom Instruction — Classroom Management

[1IC01: When waiting for assistance from the teacher, students are
occupied with curriculum-related activities provided by the teacher.

[IICO5: All teachers use a variety of instructional modes.

[IIC10: All teachers reinforce classroom rules and procedures by
positively teaching them.

[1IC12: All teachers engage all students (e.g., encourage silent
students to participate).

Effective District/School Leadership:

Characteristic 3

District Improvement Indicators

Effective
District
Leadership —
Central Office
Role

District Context and Support for School Improvement

IAO4: The district provides incentives for staff who work effectively in
hard-to-staff and restructured
schools.

IA10: The district regularly reallocates resources to support school,
staff, and instructional efforts.

IAO5: The district contracts with external service providers for key
services in restructured schools.

IA12: The district intervenes early when a school is not making
adequate progress.

IA14: The district recruits, trains, supports, and places personnel to
competently address the problems of schools in need of
improvement.

District and the Change Process

IBO2: The district examines existing school improvement strategies
being implemented across the district and determines their value,
expanding, modifying, and culling as evidence suggests.

IBO4: For each restructuring school, the district ensures that the
restructuring options chosen reflect the particular strengths and
weaknesses of the restructuring school.




Characteristic 3 District Improvement Indicators

IBO5: For each restructuring school, the district ensures that the
restructuring plan reflects the resources available to ensure its
success.

IBO9: The district ensures that an empowered change agent
(typically the principal) is appointed to head each restructuring
school.

IB11: The district ensures that school improvement and restructuring
plans include "quick wins," early successes in improvement.

IB12: The district is prepared for setbacks, resistance, and obstacles
on the path to substantial improvement.

District-School Expectations

ICO4: District policies and procedures clarify the scope of site-based
decision making granted a school and are summarized in a letter of
understanding.

Characteristic 3 Rapid School Improvement Indicators

IEQ6: The principal keeps a focus on instructional improvement and
student learning outcomes.

_ IEO7: The principal monitors curriculum and classroom instruction
Effective School | regularly.

Leadership —
Principal’s Role ||E10: The principal celebrates individual, team, and school

successes, especially related to student learning outcomes.

IE13: The principal offers frequent opportunities for staff and
parents to voice constructive critique of the school’s progress and
suggestions for improvement.

High Levels of Collaboration & Communication:

Characteristic 4 District Improvement Indicators

District Context and Support for School Improvement

High Levels of
Collaboration &
Communication

IAO1: The district includes municipal and civic leaders in district and
school improvement planning and maintains regular communication
with them.

IAO2: The district includes community organizations in district and

10




Characteristic 4

District Improvement Indicators

school improvement planning and maintains regular communication
with them.

IAO3: The district includes parent organizations in district & school
improvement planning & maintains regular communication w/ them.

District and the Change Process

IBO1: The district operates with district-level and school-level
improvement teams.

IB10: In restructuring schools, the district ensures that the change
agent (typically the principal) is skilled in motivating staff and the
community, communicating clear expectations, and focusing on
improved student learning.

District-School Expectations

IC02: The district designates a central office contact person for the
school, and that person maintains close communication with the
school and an interest in its progress.

IC03: District and school decision makers meet at least twice a
month to discuss the school’s progress.

ICO4: District policies and procedures clarify the scope of site-based
decision making granted a school and are summarized in a letter of
understanding.

Characteristic 4

Rapid School Improvement Indicators

High Levels of
Collaboration &
Communication

IDO1: A team structure is officially incorporated into the school
improvement plan and school governance policy.

IDO7: A Leadership Team consisting of the principal, teachers who
lead the Instructional Teams, and other key professional staff meets
regularly (twice a month or more for an hour each meeting).

ID08: The Leadership Team serves as a conduit of communication
to the faculty and staff.

ID13: Instructional Teams meet for blocks of time (4 to 6 hour
blocks, once a month; whole days before and after the school year)
sufficient to develop and refine units of instruction and review
student learning data.

11




Curriculum, Instruction and Assessments Aligned with State

Standards:

Characteristic 5

District Improvement Indicators

Curriculum,
Instruction and
Assessments

Aligned with

State Standards

District-School Expectations

ICO5: The district provides a cohesive district curriculum guide
aligned with state standards or otherwise places curricular
expectation on the school.

Characteristic 5

Rapid School Improvement Indicators

Curriculum,
Instruction and
Assessments

Aligned with

State Standards

[IAO1: Instructional Teams develop standards-aligned units of
instruction for each subject and grade level.

[IAO2: Units of instruction include standards-based objectives and
criteria for mastery.

ICO1: Units of instruction include specific learning activities aligned
to objectives.

IC03: Materials for standards-aligned learning activities are well-
organized, labeled, and stored for convenient use by teachers.

Frequent Monitoring of Learning and Teaching:

Characteristic 6

District Improvement Indicators

Frequent
Monitoring of
Learning and

Teaching

District Context and Support for School Improvement

IA11: The district ensures that key pieces of user-friendly data are
available in a timely fashion at the district, school, and classroom levels.

IA13: The district works with the school to provide early and intensive
intervention for students not making progress.

District-School Expectations

ICO1: The school reports and documents its progress monthly to the
superintendent, and the superintendent reports the school’s progress to the
school board.

12




Characteristic 6

Rapid School Improvement Indicators

Frequent
Monitoring of
Learning and

Teaching

Classroom Assessment

[IBO1: Units of instruction include pre-/post-tests to assess student
mastery of standards-based objectives.

[IBO4: Teachers individualize instruction based on pre-test results to
provide support for some students and enhanced learning
opportunities for others.

[IBO5: Teachers re-teach based on post-test results.

Periodic Assessment

[ID06: Yearly learning goals are set for the school by the Leadership
Team, utilizing student learning data.

[ID08: Instructional Teams use student learning data to assess
strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum and instructional
strategies.

[IDO9: Instructional Teams use student learning data to plan
instruction.

[ID10: Instructional Teams use student learning data to identify
students in need of instructional support or enhancement.

[ID11: Instructional Teams review the results of unit pre-/post-tests to
make decisions about the curriculum and instructional plans and to
"red flag" students in need of intervention (both students in need of
tutoring or extra help and students needing enhanced learning
opportunities because of their early mastery of objectives).

Focused Professional Development:

Characteristic 7

District Improvement Indicators

Focused
Professional
Development

District Context and Support for School Improvement

IAO6: The district provides schools with technology, training, and
support for integrated data collection, reporting, and analysis
systems.

District-School Expectations

IC06: The district provides the technology, training, and supports to
facilitate the school's data management needs.

ICO7: Professional development is built into the school schedule by
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Characteristic 7

District Improvement Indicators

the district, but the school is allowed discretion in selecting training
and consultation that fit the requirements of its
improvement/restructuring plan and its evolving needs.

IC08: Staff development is built into the schedule for support staff
(e.g., aides, clerks, custodians, cooks) as well as classroom
teachers.

Characteristic
7

Rapid School Improvement Indicators

IFO1: The principal compiles reports from classroom observations,
showing aggregate areas of strength and areas that need
improvement without revealing the identity of individual teachers.

IFO2: The Leadership Team reviews the principal’s summary reports
of classroom observations and takes them into account in planning
professional development.

IFO3: Professional development for teachers includes observations
by the principal related to indicators of effective teaching and
classroom management.

Focused
Professional

IFO4: Professional development for teachers includes observations
by peers related to indicators of effective teaching and classroom
management.

Development

IFO5: Professional development for teachers includes self-
assessment related to indicators of effective teaching and classroom
management.

IFO6: Teachers are required to make individual professional
development plans based on classroom observations.

IFO8: Professional development for the whole faculty includes
assessment of strengths and areas in need of improvement from
classroom observations of indicators of effective teaching.

IF10: The principal plans opportunities for teachers to share their
strengths with other teachers.
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High Level of Family and Community Involvement:

(Indicators will be monitored through the Parent Involvement Application)

Characteristic 9

Rapid School Improvement Indicators

High Level of
Family and
Community
Involvement

IE 13: The principal offers frequent opportunities for staff and parents
to voice constructive critique of the school’s progress and
suggestions for improvement.

[1IBO1: All teachers maintain a file of communication with parents.

[1IBO6: All teachers systematically report to parents the student’s
mastery of specific standards-based objectives

Parent Involvement Application Indicators

PIA: A majority of the members of the School Community Council
are parents of currently enrolled students and are not also
employees of the school.

PIA: Parents receive regular communication (absent jargon) about
learning standards, their children’s progress, and the parents’ role in
their children’s school success.

PIA: Parents receive practical guidance to encourage their children’s
regular reading habits at home.

PIA: Parents are given opportunities to meet with teachers to
discuss both their children’s progress in school and their children’s
home-based study and reading habits.
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Section 2: Planning the Focus Visit

The SDE initiates the Instructional Core Focus Visit activity in a planning phase that
consists of two (2) parts: (1) selection of the school districts that are to participate in the
Instructional Core Focus Visit process, and (2) scheduling the Instructional Core Focus
Visits. The SDE undertakes these two activities in cooperation with the LEAs involved.
The SDE prefers to precede these activities whenever possible by holding briefings for
leadership in the LEAs regarding the Instructional Core Focus Visit process to promote
understanding and cooperation.

Selection Process for Participating Districts:

To identify LEAs that are most in need of support from the State, the Idaho State
Department of Education (ISDE) applies multiple layers of data analysis to evaluate
districts and sort them according to a comprehensive view of their needs. This analysis
consists of four components: the definition of the academic risk factors and local
resources, an analysis of achievement data for at-risk populations, the consecutive
number of years in school improvement status, and district graduation rates.

Population Definition

The first layer of data analysis involves defining each district’s student population
according to non-academic factors. By defining the local population of students, the
State is able to make comparisons about the academic performance of each district to
similar districts. This is done by plotting two factors against each other. All Title |
districts in the State are classified into cells that indicate (a) the degree to which their
students are traditionally considered to be At-Risk and (b) the financial resources made
up of state and local dollars that are available to spend on the educational needs of their
students. The relationship of these two variables forms the Risk Factors & Resources
Scatterplot.

Academic Risk is defined according to four demographic features. Students who are
from families that are economically disadvantaged, students with disabilities, students
from non-white ethnicity groups, and students with limited English proficiency are
traditionally considered at risk. While educational systems can have an impact on all of
these students, the reason that a child is placed in such a category is external to the
school or district instructional impact. Therefore, Idaho defines one aspect of a district’s
population in relation to this external set of factors. For each of the four risk categories
into which any individual student falls, a student receives a point. Thus, for example, a
student who falls into none of the above risk factors receives a value of 0; a student who
is economically disadvantaged and LEP receives a value of 2; a student who is LEP,
economically disadvantaged, has disabilities, and is a non-white ethnicity* receives a

! Non-white ethnicity is grouped into one category for two reasons. Idaho is 85% white. The majority of the
remaining population is Hispanic. However, in some school districts, the primary alternate ethnicity is Native
American. Because ethnic groups are usually dichotomous in the districts, the criteria uses a dichotomous variable
or white or non-white for analysis.
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value of 4. Based upon this value, every student in grades 3-8 throughout a district is
analyzed and the mean value of these Risk Factors is taken. Thus, in a district in which
the average Risk Factor is 1.75, it can be said that of the 4 risk categories, the average
student in the district fits into 1.75 risk categories.

This information is useful because it spreads districts across a possible continuum of 0-
4 in which the initial or potential educational challenges of the student population can be
better understood. The closer a district is to 0, the less risk a district has that is purely
based on demographic make-up, whereas the closer a district is to 4, the more at-risk
its population is according to these traditionally underserved and underperforming
categories.

Risks Vs. Resources
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Academic Risk Factors

Resources are defined as the amount of state and local dollars that are made available
to districts. Specifically, this is the state Per Pupil Expenditure (PPE) for each district
and is based on Average Daily Attendance (ADA). While there are some extreme
outliers in PPE data due to the rural and remote characteristics of a few small districts,
the PPE spreads districts along a continuum in which each district can be evaluated in
relation to its financial capital available to meet the needs of its learners. When
excluding the outliers, the PPE in Idaho falls along a continuum between $4,400 and
$11,000. Itis hypothesized that districts that have greater financial resources per pupil
are in less need of extra school improvement funding than those districts with similar
challenges that have far fewer financial resources.
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On the basis of these two variables, districts are plotted on the Risk Factors &
Resources Scatterplot, and from there they are categorized as having High or Low
Risk Factors and High or Low Resources. The cells are first defined by finding the
mean? for each axis. Then, by demarking +/- 1 standard deviation from the mean,
districts are further subdivided to separate the norm of each axis from the extreme highs
and lows in the Idaho district population. The resulting sub-cells form quadrants in
which districts with similar funding and similar risk populations are stratified, thereby
forming the basis for tentative comparisons. Because these two axes are defined in
relation to non-instructional variables, further analysis can better extrapolate any impact
that the instructional system is having when compared to similar populations.

Risks Vs. Resources
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Academic Risk Factors

Because the State views these cells in terms of radiating levels of need, each
subdivided cell is given a categorical label of 1 to 6. Lower numbers in this range mean
that the district has a higher degree of academic risk and a lower level of financial
resources per student. Higher numbers in the range represent less need in terms of
fewer risk factors and higher resources.

’ The mean for the Resources (PPE) axis excludes values above $11,100 in order to not inordinately skew the
standard deviation.
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Academic Risk Factors

With each district given a categorical label of 1 to 6, the State then overlays academic
achievement data using the assessments outlined in section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA in
reading and mathematics. Using a sample of grade levels and indicators, the State
creates one numeric value that represents the performance of each district in relation to
academic achievement. Specifically, the State has chosen to sample grades 4 and 8 in
reading and mathematics to define a district’'s general performance. The rationale for
this selection is multifaceted. First, these grades parallel NAEP, thus providing for
some comparison to other measures. Second, the placement of grade levels varies in
Idaho in terms of the type of school in which they are housed. For example, some 5"
grade classrooms are located in elementary schools, whereas in other districts they are
located in middle schools. Similarly, 8" grade classrooms could be located in middle
school or high school. In fact, because many of Idaho’s school districts are rural and
remote, there are many instances in which one building houses all of grades K-12. By
sampling grades 4 and 8, the State is able to confidently represent a continuum of
district level performance at two key grade levels that align with elementary and
secondary education. The State considered sampling grade 10 also. However, while
the assessment data is collected accurately in grade 10 and demographics are
accurately represented in the student enroliment files used to code the assessment
data, the State recognizes that there is a national trend in which students from low-
income backgrounds do not necessarily report their economic needs in high school for
social and other reasons. Therefore, since the calculations rely on representing each of
the four major risk categories described above, the State believed that it was best to not
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include a 10™ grade sample due to the possibility of skewing the data in cases where
some districts have more accurate information on economically disadvantaged high
school students. Additionally, 8" grade assessment data correlates quite highly with
10" grade data in Idaho; therefore, the 10™ grade data were not necessary for this
purpose. Lastly, the State has sampled from reading and mathematics alone because
these two assessments are the State’s two primary AYP indicators and are thus a
common focus for every district and school in Idaho. While language usage and
science assessments are extremely important and valued, language usage is replaced
in upper grades as a 3" indicator by graduation rate and science is assessed only in
grades 5, 7, and 10. Thus, for simplicity and accuracy of sampling, grades 4 and 8
assessments in reading and mathematics form the basis for the academic achievement
component of the selection criteria.

Academic Achievement Data

From the assessment data that are sampled, assessment outcomes are combined into
one variable. The Idaho accountability assessments (ISAT) are scored along a vertical
interval scale. Because of the nature of the scale, a numeric score of 250 can
reasonably be compared with that of 212. While the interpretations of each number will
vary between content areas and proficiency levels will vary between grade levels, the
values themselves are intervals that have more or less the same type of meaning.
Therefore, the scores can be averaged within any given assessment and grade level,
and the mean score of one district can be compared to the mean score of another
district. Therefore, the State has calculated the mean scale score for every student in a
district who is labeled at-risk (in order to maintain continuity with the Risk Factors &
Resources Scatterplot) for grades 4 and 8 in reading and mathematics. The mean
scale score for each grade level and content area is then added to form an overall point
value from which comparisons about districts can be made. The Sum of Means is
therefore sensitive to detect differences in individual districts at an aggregated level of
overall achievement based on the sample.

(G4At—Risk MeanReading) + (G4At—Risk MeanMath) + (G8At—Risk MeanReading) + (GSAI—Risk MeanMath) = Sum

of Means
Reading 4 | Reading 8 Math 4 Math 8
L S f Scal
District Name At-Risk At-Risk At-Risk At-Risk Sz?rgMe;ig

Scale Scale Scale Scale

Mean Mean Mean Mean
Sample District 01 202 221 209 228 860
Sample District 02 202 229 203 239 873
Sample District 03 208 221 216 232 877

Once the Sum of Means for at-risk students is determined for each district, the values
are analyzed for variance and then ranked using a categorical variable: high (4), above
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average (3), below average (2), and low (1) achievement. This categorical variable is
utilized when comparing achievement with other indicators in the criteria.

School Improvement Status

Because persistent low performance is of great concern, each district is evaluated on
the basis of how many years it has been in School Improvement status for AYP.
Because the achievement data used rely on reading and mathematics, the School
Improvement status is also based solely on reading and mathematics at the district,
aggregate level. Each year of improvement, therefore, is counted such that year 6 is
equal to 6, year 3 is equal to 3, and so forth. The only special consideration is that of
districts who are not in improvement or who are in alert. In these cases, “Met Goal”
counts as 0, while Alert counts as 0.5. In order to describe the magnitude of the
district’s status, each year of improvement for the two content areas is added together.

(Improvement Year®*"%) + (Improvement Year"") =

Sum of Years in Improvement

It is hypothesized, for example, that a district in Year 5 for reading and Year 2 for math
(sum =7) is in greater need than a district in Year 3 for reading and 2 for math (sum =
5). Similar to the process for achievement data, the values thus created by the
magnitude of a district's School Improvement status are analyzed and ranked using a
categorical variable: low (3), medium (2), and high (1) degrees of magnitude of years in
improvement status. This categorical variable is also utilized when comparing other
indicators in the criteria.

Graduation Rate

Graduation is a key indicator in the performance of a district and its ability to meet the
needs of all learners. As such, graduation rates are factored into the selection criteria
much like the other indicators. Using the federal definition for graduation (34 CFR
200.19(b)), each district’s graduation rate is utilized and assigned a categorical variable:
greater than 97% (3), 90% < 97% (2), and less than 90% (1). These categories provide
further weight in the analysis of each district’s performance.

Data Analysis

Once each of the four indicators is determined for each district, the resulting categorical
variables are placed into an equation that weights academic achievement while taking
the other three into significant consideration.

Indicator Categorical Values
Academic Risks & Resources Layers (ARR) 1,2,3

Academic Achievement (AA) 1,2,3,4

School Improvement Status (SI) 1,2,3

Graduation Rate (GR) 1,2,3

The equation values Academic Risks & Resources Layers, School Improvement Status,
and Graduation Rate with the same weight. These three categorical variables are
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added together. However, considering that the values associated with Academic
Achievement portray actual student achievement, it is weighted with more importance.
The equation is the following.

AA X [(ARR) + (SI) + (GR)] = District Unit of Analysis Value

The District Unit of Analysis Value is used as the last step in the process to rank each
district according to the outcomes of all the key indicators. Values have a possible
range of 3 to 36; the lower the value, the greater the need.

School Level Analysis

To identify the lowest five percent of schools, Idaho is first identifying the lowest
performing districts. Due to the small, rural, and remote nature of many Idaho schools
and districts®, the Idaho Department of Education has determined that it is more
effective to identify districts as the unit of analysis and then target schools within the
district for improving academic achievement. Often, the small schools’ performance
does not show up in AYP data sets because they have populations that are less than
the minimum n-count for accountability. Therefore, our system of support must
aggregate the data into a larger unit of analysis in order to identify those who truly are in
need. Therefore, the lowest 5% of schools will be identified by serving the lowest 5% of
districts.

The SEA determines the number of schools to participate in the Instructional Core

Focus Visit process based on available resources. The criteria for selecting schools
include factors such as: (1) type of school (i.e., elementary, middle, high); (2) results on
state assessments; (3) school status under NCLB accountability provisions; or (4) other
criteria of interest. Once the list of schools to participate in the Instructional Core Focus
Visit process is finalized, a review schedule is worked out with the LEASs.

The review schedule needs to reflect awareness of the academic year calendar, as well
as specific activities scheduled by individual schools. Reviews should be scheduled
when regular classes are in session. Therefore, it is important to avoid times when
special activities (e.g., school holidays, professional development days or parts of days,
testing, parent conference days, field trips, or assemblies) have been scheduled.

* More than half of Idaho school districts serve less than 500 students.
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Scheduling Focus Visits:

Focus Visits are scheduled on (2-3) consecutive days for each school/district. During the
Focus Visit, teams conduct the following data collection activities:

Introductory meeting with representation expected from the district/building
leadership and school board.

Exit meeting with representation expected from the district/building leadership
and school board.

Interview with the superintendent. (90 minutes)

Interview with each building principal. (90 minutes)

Interview with central office administration and personnel. (90 minutes)
Focus group with the leadership team at each building. (60 minutes)

Focus group with 6-8 members of the instructional staff at each building. (60
minutes)

Focus group with 6-8 members of the classified support staff (e.g., cooks,
custodians, etc) at each building. (60 minutes)

Focus group with 10-20 parents (who are not employed by the LEA) at each
building representative of the populations. (60 minutes)

Focus group with 6-8 students grades 4-12 at each building representative of
the populations. (60 minutes)

Classroom observations of 100% of certified teaching staff. (20 minutes)

Interviews with at least 60% of teachers whose classrooms are observed. (15
minutes)

Review a set of documents relevant to the Focus Visit indicators. (on-going)

At the option of the SDE, a survey of school staff prior to the on-site visit. (pre-
visit).
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Once the SEA has completed the planning tasks, Focus Visit Teams are based on LEA
size and location and instructed to proceed with the preparation phase.

(see Section 3).

ACTIVITY COMPLETION DATE

SEA determines criteria for LEA selection July-August
SEA selects LEAs to have Instructional AuQust
Core Focus Visits 9
SEA schedules Instructional Core Focus

I August
Visits
SEA contacts LEA regarding the August

Instructional Core Focus Visit

SEA provides briefings to LEA

6-8 weeks prior to visit

SEA forms and assigns Instructional Core
Focus Visit Teams

6-8 weeks prior to visit
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Section 3: Preparing for the Focus Visit

The SDE, the Focus Visit team leader and team, as well as the district and building level
administration are all involved in preparations leading up to the on-site Focus Visit.

The SDE makes initial contact with the district superintendent to confirm the
Instructional Core Focus Visit activity and provide the superintendent with the name and
contact information of the Instructional Core Focus Visit team leader. At this time, the
SDE requests that the superintendent send in the information needed for the team
leader to create the on-site visit schedule (Appendix 3-A). The SDE forwards this
information to the team leader. The SDE provides the Instructional Core Focus Visit
team with the supplies and equipment needed to conduct the review, as well as meeting
space needed prior to and following the on-site visit.

The responsibility of arranging the Instructional Core Focus Visit falls to the Instructional
Core Focus Visit team leader. A task checklist is provided in Appendix 3-M. The team
leader is the point of contact between the team and the superintendent, as well as
between the team and the SDE. As soon as the team leader receives notification from
the SDE regarding a specific Instructional Core Focus Visit, he/she contacts the team
members and arranges for an initial team meeting. The team leader plans the meeting
agenda and chairs this and all other meetings of the team. The team leader develops a
preliminary schedule to be confirmed with the principal(s) for the on-site visit activities
and makes individual team member assignments. A schedule for future meetings,
including all focus groups, interviews and post-visit follow-up visits should also be set.

The team leader also makes an initial contact with the district level administration team
to discuss the upcoming Instructional Core Focus Visit. It is essential to maintain regular
contact with the superintendent and principal(s) (in person, via ldaho Education Network
(IEN), via email, or telephone) throughout the preparation phase to ensure that the
review runs smoothly. The team leader should ensure that the district level
administration leadership team understands the nature of the Instructional Core Focus
Visit, and how it takes place, and shares this information with their building level
leadership teams. The team leader works with the administration leadership team to
obtain the information needed prior to the on-site visit in order to schedule on-site
activities (Appendix 3-K contains a list of documents to be provided prior to the on-site
visit), to arrange for a secure work space in the assigned school for the team, and to
ensure that documents to be examined during the on-site visit are ready for the team
upon its arrival at the school. The team leader provides the superintendent with a
written list of school documents required by the review team, if applicable. Appendix 4-K
contains a list of documents that may possibly be reviewed during the on-site visit.
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The principal makes the school staff aware of the CEE perceptual survey and facilitates
the administration of it three to four weeks prior to the on-site visit. One week prior to
the on-site visit, the team leader reports to the principal the number of respondents and
requests a second notice about participation is sent to school staff. It is important to
have as high a response rate as possible to ensure the validity of the results. Survey
responses are anonymous and, if responses are disaggregated, the disaggregation
does not allow specific individuals to be identified.

As described in Section 2, the team conducts multiple activities during its 2-3 day visit.
Therefore, establishing a realistic schedule is critical. A major activity involves 20-
minute classroom observations. Classroom observations concentrate on
reading/language arts or math lessons, but ensure 100% participation of all certified
staff members. There must be sampling across grade levels and special programs.
Observation should include a mixture of the beginnings, middles, and ends of lessons.

The SDE requests that the principal inform the teachers who are involved in the
observation/interview process. Teachers will be notified of the times of their
observations. Teachers will also be notified if they have been selected to participate in
the interviews. A minimum of 60% of all certified staff members per building will be
selected to participate in the interview process. These teachers are requested to have
the following materials available for reference at the interview: (1) weekly lesson plan
(for the week of the visit); (2) related unit plans; (3) related curricular content standards;
(4) records of student performance; (5) sample of assessments (e.g., formative and
summative); and (6) written communications to parents.

The team leader provides team members with a schedule for observation and
interviews that includes the names of the teachers, the grade level, the subject (for
secondary schools), the room locations, and the observation and interview times. A map
of the school is also provided. The observation period should reflect typical classroom
activity. Sufficient time between observations and interviews should be scheduled to
allow for reviewing notes, travel between classrooms, and breaks.

In addition to the schedule for classroom observations and teacher interviews, the team
leader provides team members and the principal with the schedule for the interviews,
focus group discussions, and time to review documents. It is expected that all team
members participate in completing the Document Review Checklist (Appendix 4-L) and
devote some of their on-site time to this task.

The team leader schedules times during the on-site visit for the team to meet and
debrief and discuss areas of concern and points of clarification to maintain a high level
of reliability and validity in the data collection. The team leader should also meet with
the principal during the on-site visit to discuss any matters related to conducting the
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Instructional Core Focus Visit. The district and building level administration teams are
required to attend a kick-off meeting prior to or at the beginning of Day 1 to review all
aspects of the focus visits, meet the review team and provide an orientation to the
school would be very helpful in setting a collegial tone. Team members also have a
number of responsibilities during the preparation phase. They are to review background
information provided by the school, prepare themselves to carry out their assignments
during the on-site visit, and participate in all team meetings held prior to the on-site visit.
Once the Instructional Core Focus Visit Team has completed the preparation tasks, it
proceeds to conduct the Instructional Core Focus Visit (Section 4).

Refer to the appendices related to this section which include samples of
correspondence, talking points, checklists, and forms.

Section 3 Appendices: Preparing for the Instructional Core Focus Visit
3-A Preparing for the Review Timeline
3-B Sample letter from team leader to district superintendent regarding review
arrangements (i.e. work space for team, class schedules for purpose of

scheduling classroom observations, schedule to conduct focus groups,
information about composition of focus groups)

3-C Talking points for team leader’s use in briefing superintendent about
Instructional Core Focus Visit

3-D Sample letter to principal regarding conducting CEE survey

3-E Sample message for principal to use requesting staff to complete CEE
survey

3-F Sample message for principal to provide teachers involved in classroom

observation and individual interviews

3-G Sample message for principal to use requesting parents to participate in a
Focus Group

3-H Sample message for principal to use requesting students and parent
permission to participate in Focus Group

3-1 Team Leader Checklist for Arranging Instructional Core Focus Visit
Schedule

3-J Instructional Core Focus Visit Schedule Form

3-K List of documents to be requested prior to on-site visit
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3-L Agenda for Instructional Core Focus Visit Team Meeting to Prepare for

Review
3-M Team leader Task Checklist

Appendix 3-A: Preparing for the Review Timeline

ACTIVITY

COMPLETION DATE

SEA selects Team leader and team
members

6-8 weeks before on-site visit

SEA sends notification letter to school
(including request for documents to help
prepare)

6-8 weeks before on-site visit

SEA provides requested school documents
to Team leader

4 weeks before on-site visit

Team leader contacts Principal

6 weeks before on-site visit

Team leader arranges for CEE survey
access to school staff

6-8 weeks before on-site visit

Team leader meets with team

1-2 weeks before on-site visit

SEA provides review supplies/equipment to
Team leader

1 week before on-site visit
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Appendix 3-B: Sample Letter from Team leader to Superintendent
Regarding Review Arrangements

Date

Super