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SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS
Purpose of the Program

School Improvement Grants (SIG), authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended by No Child Left Behind (Title I or ESEA), are grants to State educational agencies (SEAs) that SEAs use to make competitive subgrants to local educational agencies (LEAs) that demonstrate the greatest need for the funds and the strongest commitment to use the funds to provide adequate resources in order to raise substantially the achievement of students in their lowest-performing schools.  The Department published final requirements for the SIG program in the Federal Register on October 28, 2010 (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-27313.pdf).  In 2015, the Department revised the final requirements to implement language in the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014, and the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2015, that allows LEAs to implement additional interventions, provides flexibility for rural LEAs, and extends the grant period from three to five years.  The revisions to the requirements also reflect lessons learned from four years of SIG implementation.  Finally, since the final requirements for the SIG program were published in 2010, 44 SEAs received approval to implement ESEA flexibility, pursuant to which they no longer identify Title I schools for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.  To reflect this change, the revised requirements make an LEA with priority schools, which are generally a State’s lowest-achieving Title I schools, and focus schools, which are generally the schools within a State with the largest achievement gaps, eligible to receive SIG funds.  The SIG final requirements, published on February 9, 2015, are available at https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/02/09/2015-02570/final-requirements-school-improvement-grants-title-i-of-the-elementary-and-secondary-education-act.
Availability of Funds

The Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2015, provided approximately $506 million for School Improvement Grants in fiscal year (FY) 2015 and the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2016 provided approximately $450 million in FY 2016.  

State and LEA Allocations

Each State (including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico), the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying areas is eligible to apply to receive a SIG grant.  The Department will allocate FY 2015 and FY 2016 SIG funds in proportion to the funds received in FY 2015 and FY 2016 by the States, the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying areas under Parts A, C, and D of Title I of the ESEA. An SEA must allocate at least 95 percent of its SIG funds directly to LEAs in accordance with the final requirements.  The SEA may retain an amount not to exceed five percent of its allocation for State administration, evaluation, and technical assistance.

APPLICATION COVER SHEET
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS
	Legal Name of Applicant:  

Florida Department of Education

	Applicant’s Mailing Address: 

325 West Gaines Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400


	State Contact for the School Improvement Grant  

Name:  
      Melissa Ramsey
Position and Office: 
      Executive Director, Bureau of School Improvement
Contact’s Mailing Address: 

     325 West Gaines Street, Suite 1502
     Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
Telephone: 
     (850) 245-0841
Fax: 

     (850) 245-0803
Email address: 
      Melissa.Ramsey@fldoe.org

	Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): 

      Pam Stewart, Commissioner of Education
	Telephone: 

     (850) 245-0505

	Signature of the Chief State School Officer: 

X  
	Date: 



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




Part I:  SEA Requirements

The directions below indicate information an SEA must provide in its application for a School Improvement Grant.  Where relevant, these directions distinguish between the information that must be provided by SEAs that have approved requests for ESEA flexibility and those that do not. For any section that is not applicable to a particular SEA, the SEA should write “Not Applicable.”
	A. ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS

	For SEAs approved for ESEA flexibility: Eligible Schools List: Each SEA should provide a link to the page on its Web site or a link to the specific page(s) in its approved ESEA flexibility request that includes a list of its current priority and focus schools. That list should clearly indicate which schools are SIG-eligible (i.e., meet the definition of priority or focus school in the document titled ESEA Flexibility). 

Florida’s eligible schools list is posted at https://www.floridacims.org/downloads/202. 


	For all SEAs: Awards not renewed, or otherwise terminated:  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 2016-2017 school year. For each such school, note the date of nonrenewal or termination, reason for nonrenewal or termination, the amount of unused remaining funds, and explain how the SEA or LEA plans to use those funds. If all schools have been renewed, please indicate not applicable (“N/A”) in the chart: 

LEA Name

School Name

Date of nonrenewal or Termination
Reason for nonrenewal or Termination
Description of how remaining funds were or will be Used

Amount of Remaining Funds

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Total Amount of Remaining Funds:
N/A



	B. STATE-DETERMINED MODEL (OPTIONAL)

	An SEA may submit one State-determined model for the Secretary’s review and approval. Submission of a state-determined model is not required. An SEA that previously submitted, and received approval for, a State-determined model need not re-submit that model. (Check applicable box below)

 SEA is submitting a State-determined model for review and approval. (Please attach to the application.)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 SEA is not submitting a State-determined model.


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

	The actions listed in this section are ones that an LEA must take to receive 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 these criteria. If applicable, the SEA should attach an LEA application review rubric that it will use to evaluate each of the actions listed below. If a rubric is attached, provide relevant page numbers below and a description if needed. If a rubric is not attached, provide a description of the evaluation criteria to be used.
 Check here if an LEA application review rubric is attached.   
To apply for SIG Cohort 4, eligible districts must:

1. Log in to the Continuous Improvement Management System (CIMS) and submit an Intent to Apply including the information required in Appendix A by the published deadline, and

2. Submit a complete SIG4 Proposal including all information required in Appendix B by the published deadline.

Submitted applications will be reviewed and evaluated according to the following process:

Round 1: Two Bureau of School Improvement (BSI) team members will complete a checklist (Appendix C) to indicate the extent to which the proposal documents understanding of and detail supporting the evaluation criteria. Points will be tallied and a cut score determined based upon the number of proposals submitted and the distribution of scores. Proposals meeting the cut score will proceed to Round 2.

Round 2: Two BSI team members will independently read the entire proposal and complete a protocol (Appendix D) and then meet to calibrate and prepare a brief presentation to be used in Round 3. 

Round 3: For this portion of the review, proposals will be compared within three size-alike categories (small, medium, large) based upon the district’s enrollment numbers across all Title I schools and the total number of districts in the applicant pool. 
One BSI team member will give a brief presentation of each proposal to an expert panel, which will comprise individuals across multiple FDOE offices, who bring a variety of expertise in support of school improvement and/or have first-hand knowledge of district implementation of state and federal programs.
Using a facilitated protocol (Appendix E), the panel will have the opportunity to review the relevant documents and complete the feedback form (also in Appendix E) to identify strengths and concerns, and recommend questions to be asked of the district in an interview. 
After all proposals are reviewed and discussed for a given size-alike group, panel members will individually complete a second form (also in Appendix E) to rate each proposal using a Likert scale for the following criteria:  

· The district used data appropriately to inform intervention selection for each implementation site.
· The district has demonstrated capacity to implement the intervention(s) and is committed to building further capacity for sustainability.
· The district’s plan and budget support attainment and sustainability of improved outcomes for all students.
The BSI team will tally the ratings from all panel members to determine an overall rank order within the size-alike group. Based upon the number and proposed budgets of the ranked proposals in each size-alike group, the BSI will send interview requests to the district teams for the top-ranking proposals.
Round 4: A committee of FDOE leadership and BSI team members will conduct a phone interview with each district team as the final stage of the selection process. The committee will determine interview questions using the forms completed by the panel in Round 3 and/or the “District Turnaround Monitoring Toolkit –Prompts for Reflection and Conversation,” (see pages 4-5 of Appendix F) as needed to determine district capacity and commitment to full and effective implementation. After district interviews are complete, the committee will make award recommendations to the commissioner. 
(1) The LEA has analyzed the needs of each priority and focus school identified in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention for each school that is designed to meet the specific needs of the school, based on a needs analysis that, among other things, analyzes the school improvement needs identified by families and the community, and takes into consideration family and community input in selecting the intervention for each school. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(2) The LEA has designed and will implement interventions consistent with the SIG requirements.  
 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(3) The LEA has demonstrated it will use the School Improvement Grants funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each school it commits to serve in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention on the first day of the first school year of full implementation.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(4) The LEA has demonstrated how it has, or will, recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality, and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
     The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(5) The LEA has demonstrated how it will align other resources with the selected intervention.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(6) The LEA has demonstrated how it will modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the selected intervention fully and effectively.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(7) The LEA has demonstrated how it will provide effective oversight and support for implementation of the selected intervention for each school that it proposes to serve, such as by creating an LEA turnaround office. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(8) The LEA has demonstrated how it will meaningfully engage families and the community in the implementation of the selected intervention on an ongoing basis.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(9) The LEA has described how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(10) The LEA has demonstrated how, to the extent practicable, in accordance with its selected SIG intervention model(s), it will implement one or more evidence-based strategies.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(11) The LEA has demonstrated that it has the capacity to use school improvement 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 in each of those schools.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(12) For an LEA eligible for services under subpart 1 or 2 of part B of Title VI of the ESEA (Rural Education Assistance Program) that proposes to modify one element of the turnaround or transformation model, the LEA has described how it will meet the intent and purpose of that element.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
     The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(13) An LEA that proposes to use SIG funds to implement, in partnership with a whole school reform model developer, an evidence-based, whole-school reform model in a school, must demonstrate that (a) the evidence supporting the model includes a sample population or setting similar to that of the school to be served; and (b) it has partnered with a whole school reform model developer that meets the definition of “whole school reform model developer” in the SIG requirements. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)
(14) For an LEA that proposes to use SIG funds to implement the restart model in one or more eligible schools, the LEA has demonstrated that it will conduct a rigorous review process, as described in the final requirements, of the charter school operator, charter management organization (CMO), or education management organization (EMO) that it has selected to operate or manage the school or schools. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
      The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the Round 1checklist. (Appendix C)



	D. LEA BUDGETS: In addition to the evaluation criteria listed in Section C, the SEA must describe how it will evaluate an LEA’s budget and application.

	The SEA must describe how it will review each LEA’s budget, including a description of the processes the SEA will use to determine if it is appropriate to award an amount different than that requested in the LEA’s budget request.
The FDOE program and grants management staff will complete a fiscal review of the proposal budget for each district that receives an invitation to Round 4 of the review process, and certify each line item is allowable, reasonable and necessary under the final requirements and as required by Section 216.3475, F.S. 
FDOE and BSI staff will conduct phone calls with each awarded district to clarify and negotiate budget lines and arrive at a final funding amount. The FDOE will maintain documentation on file evidencing the methodology and conclusions reached.


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

	· February - May 2016: FDOE engages stakeholders and develops application to USED

· July 29, 2016: FDOE announces the SIG competition to districts
· July 20 and 27, 2016: FDOE hosts training session for districts on the SIG proposal process and content

· August 8, 2016: FDOE opens online proposal submission system 

· September 9, 2016: District proposals are due to FDOE

· September – December 2016: FDOE conducts review of district proposals

· November 30, 2016: FDOE reopens online proposal submission system

· December 29, 2016: New or revised district proposals are due to FDOE

· January – April 2017: FDOE notifies districts of award status

· May – July 2017: FDOE conducts budget negotiations with grantees

· August 2017: FDOE issues multi-year awards to districts according to the following schedule:

· August 1, 2017 – July 31, 2018: Year 1
· August 1, 2018 – July 31, 2019: Year 2
· August 1, 2019 – July 31, 2020: Year 3
· August 1, 2020 – July 31, 2021: Year 4
· August 1, 2021 – July 31, 2022: Year 5


	F. DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION: An SEA must include the information below.

	(1) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing an LEA’s annual goals for student achievement to ensure they are rigorous, relevant, and attainable for its priority and focus schools and describe how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more priority or focus schools, in an LEA that is not meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators in section III of the final requirements.
To inform the proposal-writing process, BSI will provide each district with school grades data, including ELA, mathematics and science achievement scores for 2011 through 2016, and visual representations of how each SIG-eligible school has fared (i.e., percentile rankings) in comparison to all other schools in the state of the same type (elementary, middle, high, or combination), as well as within likeness groups according to poverty, minority rate and charter status. 
Establishment of performance data targets will not be evaluated as part of the competition. Rather, the district’s strategic goals, barriers, strategies, action plan and monitoring plan for achieving the desired state in its implementation site(s) will be evaluated as part of a thorough review process.

During Year 1, awarded districts and sites will be provided with support to review current data and determine appropriate data targets for each implementation site’s 2018-19 school improvement plan (SIP). These targets must be rigorous, relevant and attainable in order for the district to be awarded Year 2 funding. Likewise, ongoing support will be provided each subsequent spring to review and refine SIP data targets for 2019-20 (Year 3), 2020-21 (Year 4), and 2021-22 (Year 5) to ensure they remain rigorous in the context of district and state trends; relevant to the SIP goals; and attainable in relationship to the site’s trend data and trajectory. 

Review of annual data targets will be only one component of the annual renewal process. The other components will comprise points earned through the following activities:
1) 5Essentials (or comparable) survey implementation and improved results over time 
2) Quarterly deliverables as defined by the approved plan

3) Mid-year and end-of-year district and school team reflections on progress toward goals 
4) Presentation at cross-district or statewide convening
5) Evaluation of district implementation using District Turnaround Monitoring Toolkit (Appendix F)
A district that does not meet the annual threshold will be reviewed by the regional executive directors (REDs) and FDOE leadership to determine whether corrective actions could be implemented as a condition of renewal, or to recommend non-renewal.

(2) Describe the SEA’s process for renewing the SIG award of an LEA that received SIG funds for a school year of planning and other pre-implementation activities for a school, including the SEA’s process for reviewing the performance of the school against the LEA’s approved application to determine whether the LEA will be able to fully implement its chosen intervention for the school beginning the first day of the following school year.  
The renewal of the SIG award for a district that received SIG funds for a year of planning and pre-implementation will be determined according to the components described in question 1 of this section. 
(3) Describe how the SEA will monitor, including the frequency and type of monitoring (e.g., on-site, desk, self-reported) each LEA that receives a School Improvement Grant to ensure that it is implementing a school intervention model fully and effectively in the priority and focus schools the LEA is approved to serve.
The RED will review the SIP(s) annually to look for alignment to the district’s SIG plan. Additionally, the RED will review the district’s and each site’s mid-year and end-of-year reflections on their progress toward goals, elimination or reduction of barriers, and implementation of strategies. They will meet with the district monthly to provide systems support for sustaining and scaling up successful interventions. They will visit each site at least twice annually to observe implementation of SIG and interview site staff in preparation for the annual evaluation rubric. 
BSI staff will also review and provide feedback on deliverables submitted quarterly via the CIMS platform, and interact on an ongoing basis by webinar, phone and email as needed for technical assistance.
(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. 
After reviewing all proposals to determine which applicants have met the minimum threshold, if there are not enough funds to serve all eligible schools, Florida may prioritize funding one or more of the following ways:
1) Give preference to districts that have selected to serve only priority schools over those opting to serve focus schools. 

2) Use the most recently available public school membership data to create three size-alike categories. Reserve one-third of available funds or one-third of the number of awards for each size-alike category. 

3) Balance the representation of geographic regions. This will allow Florida to provide adequate support to each awarded district by field staff located across the state.


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

	By submitting this application for new awards, the SEA assures that it will do or has done the following (check each box):
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Comply with the final requirements and ensure that each LEA carries out its responsibilities outlined in the final requirements.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Consult with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in this application. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Award each approved LEA a School Improvement Grant in an amount that is of sufficient size and scope to implement the selected intervention in each priority or focus school that the SEA approves the LEA to serve.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Award each School Improvement Grant to an LEA based on an individual review of each application and a case-by-case determination of the amount needed to plan for implementation, as applicable, to fully implement a model, and sustain the model, as applicable, rather than make grant awards based on a formula.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 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, including charter school operators and CMOs, to ensure their quality and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 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.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 If a school implementing the restart model becomes a charter school LEA, hold the charter school operator or CMO accountable, or ensure that the charter school authorizer holds the respective entity accountable, for meeting the final requirements.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Post on its Web site, within 30 days of awarding School Improvement Grants, all final LEA applications and a summary of the grants that includes the following information: name and NCES identification number of each LEA awarded a grant; amount of each LEA’s grant; name and NCES identification number of each school to be served; and type of intervention to be implemented in each priority and focus school. An SEA must post all LEA applications, including those of applicants that did not receive awards.  Additionally, if an LEA amends an application, the SEA will post the amended application.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Report the specific school-level data required in section III of the final SIG requirements, including baseline data for the year prior to SIG implementation.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 If the SEA intends to provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover, seek and obtain approval from the LEA to have the SEA provide the services directly prior to providing services.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Prior to submitting its School Improvement Grant application, provide all LEAs in the State that are eligible to receive School Improvement Grants with notice and a reasonable opportunity to comment on its waiver request(s) and attach a copy of that notice as well as copies of any comments received from LEAs to this application.  The SEA also assures that it has provided notice and information regarding the waiver request(s) described below, if applicable, to the public in the manner in which the SEA 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.



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

	The SEA must briefly describe the activities related to administration, evaluation, and technical assistance (e.g. funding staff positions, supporting statewide support, etc.) that the SEA plans to conduct with any State-level funds it chooses to reserve from its School Improvement Grants allocation. 
The FDOE reservation of five percent is transferred to its consolidated administration fund which is used to pay Florida’s administrative costs related to all of the consolidated programs. A large portion of the administrative funds is used to pay for BSI staff members who provide direct support to districts and the differentiated accountability (DA) team.

DA is a statewide network of strategic support, differentiated by need according to performance data, and provided to districts and schools in order to improve leadership capacity, teacher efficacy and student outcomes. The system is divided into regions, with each school district assigned to a region based primarily upon its geographic location within the state. Each region is served by a field team staffed by school improvement specialists with backgrounds in a balance of content areas and led by a RED. 

To build capacity for creating and sustaining systems-level improvements, DA field teams:

· Regularly model the facilitation of planning and problem solving for district and school teams as they design, implement and refine goals and action plans 

· Offer technical assistance, professional development and monitoring support to districts and schools 

· Connect districts and schools to other educators across the state who can act as thought-partners, peer mentors and support networks to share best and promising practices, effective methods of implementation and lessons learned




	I. WAIVERS:  SEAs are invited to request waivers of the requirements set forth below. 

	Florida requests a waiver of the requirements it has indicated below.  The SEA 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 its priority and focus schools or will allow any 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.

	Part 1: Waivers Available to All States

Waiver 1: Period of availability of FY 2015 funds waiver

Note: This waiver only applies to FY 2015 funds for the purpose of making three- to five-year awards to eligible LEAs.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 In order to extend the period of availability beyond September 30, 2017, waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of FY 2015 school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2021.
Waiver 2: Period of availability of FY 2016 funds waiver

Note: This waiver only applies to FY 2016 funds for the purpose of making three- to five-year awards to eligible LEAs.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 In order to extend the period of availability beyond September 30, 2018, waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of FY 2015 school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2021.


PART II: LEA APPLICATION
An SEA must develop an LEA application form that it will use to make subgrants of School Improvement Grant funds to eligible LEAs. SEAs should attach their LEA application.
All districts must complete a proposal via the Continuous Improvement Management System (CIMS), in order to participate in the competition for SIG Cohort 4. An outline of the online proposal requirements is provided in Appendix B; below is provided a cross-walk to page numbers where each requirement is addressed.

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.

	An LEA must identify each priority and focus school the LEA commits to serve and identify the model that the LEA will use in each priority and focus school.
The models the LEA may include are: (1) turnaround; (2) restart; (3) closure; (4) transformation; (5) evidence-based whole school reform model; and (6) early learning model.

Section(s) in intent to apply outline (Appendix A): Part III: B.

Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part I: B.2.



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

	(1) For each priority and focus 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, based on a needs analysis that, among other things, analyzes the needs identified by families and the community, and selected interventions for each school aligned to the needs each school has identified. 

Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part I
(2) For each priority and focus school, that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must demonstrate that it has taken into consideration family and community input in selecting the intervention.

Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part I: B.1.b.
(3) The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to design and implement a plan consistent with the final requirements of the turnaround model, restart model, school closure, transformation model, evidence-based whole school reform model, or early learning model. 
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: A., Part II: B.5.-6. and Part III
(4) The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to determine its capacity 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 required activities of the school intervention model it has selected on the first day of the first school year of full implementation.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: B.1.
(5) The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality, and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: B.4.
(6) The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to align other resources (for example, Title I funding) with the selected intervention. 

Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: B.8. and Part III: B.2.
(7) The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the selected intervention fully and effectively.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: B.9.
(8) The LEA must describe how it will provide effective oversight and support for implementation of the selected intervention for each school it proposes to serve (for example, by creating an LEA turnaround office).
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: B.6., and Part III: E.
(9) The LEA must describe how it will meaningfully engage families and the community in the implementation of the selected intervention on an ongoing basis.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: A.4. and B.3.e.
(10) The LEA must describe how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: B.8. and Part V.
(11) The LEA must describe how it will implement, to the extent practicable, in accordance with its selected SIG intervention model(s), one or more evidence-based strategies.

Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part III: D.
(12) The LEA must describe how it will monitor each priority and focus school that receives school improvement funds including by
a. Establishing annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics; and,

b. Measuring progress on the leading indicators as defined in the final requirements.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part III: A.2.-3.
(13) An LEA must hold the charter school operator, CMO, EMO, or other external provider accountable for meeting these requirements, if applicable.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part II: B.4.
(14) For an LEA that intends to use the first year of its School Improvement Grants award for planning and other pre-implementation activities for an eligible school, the LEA must include a description of the activities, the timeline for implementing those activities, and a description of how those activities will lead to successful implementation of the selected intervention.

Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part III.
(15) For an LEA eligible for services under subpart 1 or 2 of part B of Title VI of the ESEA (Rural Education Assistance Program) that chooses to modify one element of the turnaround or transformation model, the LEA must describe how it will meet the intent and purpose of that element.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part I: B.2.a.1.-2.
(16) For an LEA that applies to implement an evidence-based, whole-school reform model in one or more eligible schools, the LEA must describe how it will 
a. Implement a model with evidence of effectiveness that includes a sample population or setting similar to the population or setting of the school to be served; and

b. Partner with a whole school reform model developer, as defined in the SIG requirements. 

Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part I: B.2.a.4.
(17) For an LEA that applies to implement the restart model in one or more eligible schools, the LEA must describe the rigorous review process (as described in the final requirements) it has conducted or will conduct of the charter school operator, CMO, or EMO that it has selected or will select to operate or manage the school or schools.

Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part I: B.2.a.5. and Part II: B.4.
(18) The LEA must include a timeline delineating the steps it will take to implement the selected intervention in each school identified in the LEA’s application. 
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part III: D.-E.



	C. BUDGET: An LEA must include a budget that indicates the amount of school improvement funds the LEA will use each year in each priority and focus school it commits to serve.

	The district’s budget will be completed via the proposal in the CIMS platform. The CIMS budget module requires the district to enter the amount of school improvement funds the district will use in each site it proposes to serve and the funds it will use to conduct district-level activities designed to support implementation of the selected intervention(s) in the district’s priority and focus schools. It requires the amount requested for activities within Year 1 of implementation and auto-calculates a total amount requested. Apart from administrative costs, which may include direct costs and the negotiated indirect costs, each budget line must be tied to a specific action step, strategy, barrier and strategic goal.

FDOE has instituted annual budget:
· District budget for Years 1 and 2 combined is not to exceed $2,500,000

· District budget for Year 3 is not to exceed $750,000

· District budget for Year 4 is not to exceed $500,000

· District budget for Year 5 is not to exceed $250,000

Additionally, FDOE recommends the following limits on categorical expenses:

· Personnel expenditures range from 40% - 60% of the total annual award

· Professional development expenditures range from 15% - 30% of the total annual award

· Technology expenditures range from 5% - 15% of the total annual award

SAMPLE Year 1 Budget Form DOE 101S auto generated through CIMS.   
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Districts will be instructed to enter estimated budget amounts for Years 2-5 in the following categories. These are estimates only and will be adjusted as needed during each annual planning and renewal process. Year 1 totals will populate from the amounts entered for each action step in the proposal.

[image: image3.png]Year1

Year2

Year3

Yeard

Years

(Vears 1 and 2 NTE $2,500,000)

(NTE $750,000)

(NTE $500,000)

(NTE $250,000)

SALARIES

BENEFITS

[THIRD PARTY
[ AGREEMENT

(2.2, external provider,
[whole school reform
geveiopen

PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
(e.g. travel, materials)

INSTRUCTION RELATED
TecHNoLoGY

STUDENT ENRICHMENT
[acnviry rees

INSTRUCTIONAL
suppLIES

STUDENT
[RanspoRTATION

FURNITURE, FIXTURES
anp equipmenT
NON-CAPITALIZED

INDIRECT COSTS|

TOTALS|







	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 priority and focus school that the LEA commits to serve consistent with the final requirements.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part IV: A.1.
(2) 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 III of the final requirements in order to monitor each priority and focus school that it serves with school improvement funds.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part IV: A.2.
(3) Report to the SEA the school-level data required under section III of the final requirements, including baseline data for the year prior to SIG implementation.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part IV: A.3.
(4) Ensure that each priority and focus 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.
Section(s) in proposal outline (Appendix B): Part IV: A.4.



	Continuation Awards Application for Fiscal Year (FY) 2015/2016 School Improvement Grants (SIG) Program


List the schools that are eligible to receive continuation awards using FY 2015 and/or FY 2016 SIG funds.  
	LEA Name
	School Name
	 Year School Began SIG Implementation
	Projected Amount of FY 15/FY 16 Allocation

	Broward
	Rock Island Elementary School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Broward
	Lauderhill 6-12 School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Collier
	Parkside Elementary School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Columbia
	Richardson Middle School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Hillsborough
	Potter Elementary School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Hillsborough
	Sligh Middle School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Madison
	Madison County Central School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Orange
	Wheatley Elementary School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Palm Beach
	Rosenwald Elementary School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Putnam
	William D. Moseley Elementary School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Volusia
	Atlantic High School
	2014-15 school year
	TBD

	Total Amount of Continuation Funds Projected for Allocation in FY 15/FY16:
	TBD


School Improvement Grants (SIG) Program FY 2015/2016 Assurances 
By submitting this continuation awards application, the SEA assures that it will do the following:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Use FY 2015/2016 SIG funds solely to make continuation awards and will not make any new awards
 to its LEAs unless the SEA has an    approved new awards application. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Use the renewal process described in Section II(C) of the final requirements to determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 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 and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 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.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 If a school implementing the restart model becomes a charter school LEA, hold the charter school operator or charter management organization accountable, or ensure that the charter school authorizer holds the respective entity accountable, for meeting the final requirements.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 If the SEA approves any amendments to an LEA application, post the LEA’s amended application on the SEA website.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Report the specific school-level data required in section III of the final SIG requirements, including baseline data for the year prior to SIG implementation.
� 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 2016–2017 school year.  New awards may be made with the FY 2015 or FY 2016 funds or any remaining SIG funds not already committed to grants made in earlier competitions.
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