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Paperwork Burden Statement
According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless such collection displays a valid OMB control number.  Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 100 hours per response, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.  The obligation to respond to this collection is required to obtain or retain benefit (authorized under section 1003(g) of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended by No Child Left Behind (ESEA). Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to the U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Ave., SW, Washington, DC 20210-4537 or email ICDocketMgr@ed.gov and reference the OMB Control Number 1810-0682. Note: Please do not return the completed School Improvement Grant application to this address.

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.

	Submission Information

	Electronic Submission:  

The Department strongly prefers to receive an SEA’s FY 2015 / 2016 SIG application electronically. The application should be sent as a Microsoft Word document, not as a PDF.  

Each SEA should submit its FY 2015/2016 application to its individual State mailbox address at: OSS.[State]@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:


Michael Wells, Group Leader
Office of State Support, OESE
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W103
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.

	Application Deadline
Applications are due no later than May 27, 2016.

	For Further Information
If you have any questions, please contact your OSS State contact or Michael Wells at (202) 453-6689 or by e-mail at Michael.Wells@ed.gov.  Additional technical assistance, including webinars for State staff, will be provided in the spring.


APPLICATION COVER SHEET
(See Attachment – G)
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS

	Legal Name of Applicant:  

North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI)
	Applicant’s Mailing Address: 

Mail Service Center 6351

Raleigh, NC  27699-6351

	State Contact for the School Improvement Grant  

Name:  
Donna R. Brown
Position and Office:  
Director, Federal Program Monitoring and Support Division
Contact’s Mailing Address:  
MSC 6351 

Raleigh, NC  27699-6351
Telephone:  
919.807.3957
Fax:  
919.807.3968
Email address:  
donna.brown@dpi.nc.gov

	Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): 

June S. Atkinson
	Telephone: 

919.807.3430

	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).  SEE ATTACHMENT - A
                                                               http://ncstar.weebly.com/sig-iv.html
NC Priority Schools Eligible for 2016 SIG Cohort IV Competition

LEA #
LEA Name

School Name

NCDPI School #
NCES School #
010

Alamance-Burlington

Eastlawn Elementary School

010326

370003000197

080

Bertie

Bertie High School

080312

370036000101

09A

Charter

Paul R Brown Leadership Academy

09A000

370035103285

230

Cleveland

Turning Point Academy

230330

370090002708

241

Whiteville City

North Whiteville Academy

241312

370492002510

320

Durham

Eastway Elementary School

320310

370126001850

320

Durham

Merrick-Moore Elementary School

320352

370126000543

320

Durham 

Neal Middle School

320355

370126000544

320

Durham

C C Spaulding Elementary School

320374

370126000571

320

Durham

W G Pearson Elementary School

320388

370126000572

32B

Charter

Healthy Start Academy

32B000

370002302090

330

Edgecombe

North Edgecombe High School

330328

370132000555

330

Edgecombe

Phillips Middle School

330332

370132000556

330

Edgecombe

Stocks Elementary School

330354

370132001767

340

Winston-Salem / Forsyth 

Ashley Academy

340308

370150002446

340

Winston-Salem / Forsyth 

Carver High School

340330

370150000592

340

Winston-Salem / Forsyth

Easton Elementary School

340368

370150000601

340

Winston-Salem / Forsyth 

Kimberley Park Elementary School

340424

370150000615

340

Winston-Salem / Forsyth

Mineral Springs Middle School

340452

370150000621

340

Winston-Salem / Forsyth

Philo-Hill Magnet Academy

340492

370150000633

340

Winston-Salem / Forsyth

Winston-Salem Preparatory Academy

340568

370150002729

34D

Charter

Carter G Woodson School

34D000

370002702112

360

Gaston

York Chester Middle School

360526

370162002195

410

Guilford

Ceasar Cone Elementary

410349

370192000766

410

Guilford

Gillespie Park Elementary

410385

370192002668

410

Guilford

Doris Henderson Newcomers School

410398

370192002988

410

Guilford

Jackson Middle School

410415

370192001127

410

Guilford 

Ben L. Smith High School

410544

370192000798

410

Guilford

Welborn Middle School

410592

370192000961

422

Weldon City

Weldon Middle School

422318

370489002116

450

Henderson

Balfour Education Center

450343

370210001568

460

Hertford

Hertford County Middle School

460318

370216002207

460

Hertford

Hertford County High School

460320

370216002208

490

Iredell-Statesville

Monticello School

490342

370231002118

49D

Charter

Success Institute Charter

49D000

370010602527

500

Jackson

Jackson County School of Alternatives

500324

370234002467

510

Johnston

South Campus Community High School

510380

370237001580

540

Lenoir

Lenoir County Learning Academy

540318

370261001586

540

Lenoir

Rochelle Middle School

540330

370261000589

540

Lenoir

Southeast Elementary School

540338

370261000596

600

Charlotte-Mecklenburg

Ashley Park PreK-8 School

600311

370297001192

600

Charlotte-Mecklenburg

Turning Point Academy

600439

370297000871

600

Charlotte-Mecklenburg

Martin Luther King Jr Middle School

600448

370297002784

600

Charlotte-Mecklenburg

Lincoln Heights Academy

600461

370297002169

600

Charlotte-Mecklenburg

Bruns Academy

600489

370297001253

600

Charlotte-Mecklenburg

Reid Park Academy

600517

370297001212

600

Charlotte-Mecklenburg 

Westerly Hills Academy

600577

370297001287

60H

Charter

Crossroads Charter School

60H000

370012202591

60P

Charter

Charlotte Choice Charter School

60P000

370033903293

640

Nash-Rocky Mount

J W Parker Middle School

640334

370327000752

650

New Hanover

R Freeman School of Engineering

650312

370333001366

660

Northampton

Conway Middle School

660308

370342001407

660

Northampton

Gaston Middle School

660325

370342003263

67B

Charter

Z.E.C.A. School of Arts and Technology

67B000

370034803278

780

 Robeson 

Fairgrove Middle School

780324

370393001570

780

Robeson

Janie C Hargrave Elementary School

780329

370393002234

780

Robeson

Peterson Elementary School

780374

370393002238

780

Robeson

R B Dean Elementary School

780390

370393002051

780

Robeson

Red Springs Middle School

780393

370393002240

780

Robeson

Rosenwald Elementary School

780394

370393002241

780

Robeson

Southside/Ashpole Elementary School

780408

370393001588

780

Robeson

Townsend Middle School

780410

370393002052

780

Robeson

W H Knuckles Elementary School

780417

370393002247

800

Rowan-Salisbury

Knox Middle School

800363

370405002252

810

Rutherford

Rutherford Opportunity Center

810386

370408002607

850

Stokes

Meadowbrook Academy

850324

370438002411

880

Transylvania

Davidson River School

880320

370453002351

910

Vance

Eaton-Johnson Middle School

910316

370465001816

910

Vance

Henderson Middle School

910320

370465001817

92Q

Charter

Hope Charter Leadership Academy

92Q000

370012402609

940

Washington

Plymouth High School

940316

370480001930

960

Wayne

Brogden Middle School

960312

370488001945

960

Wayne

Carver Heights Elementary School

960318

370488000349

960

Wayne

Dillard Middle School

960326

370488000398

980

Wilson

B O Barnes Elementary School

980308

370502001992

980

Wilson

Charles H Darden Middle School

980317

370502002061

980

Wilson

Vick Elementary School

980357

370502002564




	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

NOT APPLICABLE
Total Amount of Remaining Funds:



	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.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Check here if an LEA application review rubric is attached. (SEE ATTACHMENT - B)
(1) The LEA has analyzed the needs of each Priority 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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric:  Attachment B, Page 1, Response 1
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 2, Response 2
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric:  Attachment B, Page 2, Response 3
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:
(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric:  Attachment B, Page 3, Response 4
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 3, Response 5
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 4, Response 6
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 4, Response 7
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 5, Response 8
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric:  Attachment B, Page 5, Response 9
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number in rubric: Attachment B, Page 5, Response 10
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 6, Response 11
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 6, Response 12
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 7, Response 13
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(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 LEA application rubric. 

        Provide page number(s) in rubric: Attachment B, Page 8, response 14
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:



	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.
*Please note that an SEA may make a SIG award to an LEA for up to five years for a particular school, of which the LEA may use one school year for planning and other pre-implementation activities and up to two school years for activities related to sustaining reforms following at least three years of full intervention implementation. The LEA budget should address the entire grant period.  An LEA may not receive more than five years of SIG funding for a particular school.
Evaluation of LEA / Charter Application & Budget
Each LEA / Charter with identified Priority Schools will be notified of eligibility for the SIG 2016 – Cohort IV competition in order to provide the LEA / Charter with the opportunity to submit a “Letter of Intent to Apply” (See Attachment - C).  All LEAs / Charters that submit a Letter of Intent by June 10, 2016 will be sent the LEA SIG Application by email attachment on June 13, 2016.  Applications and budgets for Priority Schools will be prioritized for funding as outlined in this SEA application.  

LEA / Charter applications for School Improvement Grant funds will be reviewed and scored by a team of internal and external reviewers with expertise in school reform initiatives such as comprehensive needs assessments, curriculum alignment, school leadership, teacher evaluation, and prior school improvement grant experience.  The team will review and score each application the week of August 8 – 12, 2016.  The LEA / Charter will submit two copies of their SIG Application (one with LEA / Charter / School identified and one without any identifiers).  Each application (non identifier versions) will be independently reviewed and scored by a minimum of two members, maximum of 4 members of the review team.  LEA applications and corresponding budgets will be reviewed and scored by team members utilizing the criteria outlined in the LEA Scoring Rubric (See Attachment - B) to determine if the LEA has sufficiently met the USED requirements for the awarding of SIG funds.  
Each application will be reviewed independently by two different readers / scorers to determine if the LEA has sufficiently demonstrated and met the following USED requirements:

(1) For 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, 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. 

(2) For each Priority 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.

(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 1.) Turnaround Model, 2.) Restart Model, 3.) School Closure Model, 4.) Transformation Model, 5.) Evidence-based Whole School Reform Model, or 6.) Early Learning Model.     

(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 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.

(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.

(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. 

(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.
(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).

(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.

(10) The LEA must describe how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.
(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.
(12) The LEA must describe how it will monitor each Priority 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.

(13) An LEA must hold the charter school operator, CMO, EMO, or other external provider accountable for meeting these requirements, if applicable.
(14) Due to the timeline for the 2016 NC SIG Competition, all LEAs will use the first year of its School Improvement Grants award for planning and other pre-implementation activities for each eligible / awarded school. Therefore, 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 for the first day of the first full-implementation year (2017-18).
(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.

(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. 

(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.
(18) The LEA must include a timeline delineating the steps it will take to implement the selected intervention model in each school identified in the LEA’s application. 

(19) For each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must identify the services the school will receive or the activities the school will implement.  (NOT APPLICABLE for NC)
(20) The LEA must describe the goals it has established (subject to approval by the SEA) in order to hold accountable its Tier III schools that receive school improvement funds.  (NOT APPLICABLE for NC)
For each of the SIG requirements listed in the rubric, the LEA application will be rated as follows:

Leading

Developing

Emerging

Lacking

7 points

4 points

2 points

0 points

LEAs submitting requests for schools will be prioritized for funding (if more schools apply then funds permit) based on the total number of points received.  An LEA Application that receives a rating of 0 for any USED required component will not be approved.
The monitoring and evaluation plan for SIG funds consists of the following elements:
· Application and Assurances

In order to be eligible to receive funds, each LEA will sign and submit to NCDPI the “Assurances for SIG Funds” (see attachment D). 

· Allotment

SIG funds are allotted in Program Report Codes (PRC) 117 to distinguish these funds from all other funds at the LEA.  In general, allotments are issued to sub-recipients at the beginning of the school year and through the year as additional federal program budgets are approved or additional funds become available.

· Budgeting Process

Budgets for federal programs, including SIG funds, are submitted to NCDPI via the Budget And Amendment System (BAAS). In BAAS, SIG funds are budgeted according to purpose and object codes, using a chart of accounts aligned to federal requirements and limitations on the allowable use of funds. The BAAS system also captures detail for salary line items, such as number of positions and monthly salary, and detail on equipment items over $5,000. Federal program budgets are submitted annually through BAAS, and amended as necessary during the year. NCDPI Federal program administrators are responsible for approving budgets for their programs. The Federal Program Monitoring and Support Division approves budgets for SIG funds.
· Monitoring of Expenditures

NCDPI monitoring of expenditures involves the use of several established systems and reports within NCDPI. These systems and reports are described below:

UERS: The acronym for the Uniform Education Reporting System. It is the legislated required accounting system specifications and processes designed to help ensure standard, accurate, reporting of accounting activity by the school systems in order to maintain uniform reporting of the use of various funds to the state.

Uniform Chart of Accounts:  All LEAs are required to use the Uniform Chart of Accounts.  This chart is administered and controlled at the State level.  When a new grant or program is funded by the State or Federal Government, the initial chart is created, conferring with the program staff to ensure that only allowable expenditures are included in the chart.  LEAs may request additions to the chart after the initial set up.  These requests are made in writing and are only added at the approval of the NCDPI financial and program staff in collaboration with staff from Federal Programs Monitoring and Support.

Financial Data Collection: On a monthly basis, each LEA is required to submit all financial data in a required file layout.  The financial data include all expenditures from state, federal and local account, detail of all checks written and all payroll records by social security.  All the LEAs financial data are run through a series of UERS edits to determine if the data are in compliance with accounting specifications.  After the data have passed the UERS edits, they are validated against our Uniform Chart of Accounts to determine which expenditures, if any, have been coded to account codes that are unallowable or invalid.  A monitoring letter is provided electronically to the LEAs listing all the invalid codes.  LEAs are required to correct all errors. 

Salary Audit: A large percentage of education funds are expended on certified personnel (principals, teachers and instructional support).  In order to ensure that personnel expenditures are appropriate, DPI audits expenditures coded to certified personnel.  All monthly payroll detail is loaded in to a Salary/Licensure database at DPI.  This system audits combines the salary paid, the license of individuals and the chart of accounts. The audit process ensures the following:

· The person coded from the grant is certified in the appropriate license area;

· The salary paid from the fund is allowable according to State law; and

· Only persons with specific license areas can be paid from certain budget codes.

All LEAs have access to the audit exception list via a web application.  NCDPI has two salary audit personnel to consult with LEAs and monitor the exceptions.  All audit exceptions must be cleared.  A monitoring letter is provided electronically to the LEAs listing all the invalid codes.  LEAs are required to correct all errors. 

The following monthly reports are made available to the LEAs:
Budget Balance Report (JHA305EG): This is the primary report used to reconcile expenditures, which have been posted for the Federal Funds (by grant) for each LEA. The report shows the most recent total budget amount for the year, current month expenditures, current month adjustments and refunds, year-to-date expenditures, and remaining budget balance.  If the expenditures do not have a corresponding budget, then the LEA will need to complete a budget amendment through the BAAS system and the Program section to correct this.

Cash Balance Report (JHA314EG): This is the primary report used to reconcile the cash certifications, which have posted for Federal Funds. It is in two parts; year-to-date figures (R01), and monthly figures (R03). This report shows the beginning of the fiscal year cash balance, the certifications recorded, the cash expenditures recorded, and the ending calculated cash balance. It also shows the amount of dollars still available (Authority to Draw) to be requested for the PRC. 
Federal Cash Zero-out Report (JHA903EG): This report is used to notify the LEA of the amount of the monthly cash zero-out for the Federal funds, by program.  It is a summary report by PRC.
DBS/MFR Match Report (JHA899EG): This report shows the comparison month-to-date and year-to-date between the DBS / MSA data (data file) and the MFR data (LEA general ledger). Any differences on this report should be reconciled monthly.
MFR Error Messages Issued Report (PGA10RP4-E): This report provides all errors that must be corrected (in all funds).  

MFR Verification Messages Issued Report (PGA10RP4-V): This report notifies the LEA of unusual transactions / conditions. Items on this report do not have to be corrected if they are valid transactions. If they are not valid transactions, then the LEA only needs to correct its general ledger. It is not necessary to notify NCDPI of these corrections.

MFR Revenue & Expenditure Summary Report (PGA10RP5): This report is grouped by PRC. It shows all revenue and expenditure codes categorized by Fund: State, Federal, and Local. Each fund shows Total Revenues, Total Expenditures, and any Difference. Revenues and Expenditures should equal for State and Federal funds.
· Monthly Zero-Out Process

NCDPI utilizes a zero-out process to prevent sub recipients from keeping cash on hand above the amount of reported expenditures. Each month the LEA’s federal fund balances are compared against expenditures reported. If there is excess cash above expenditures, the cash balance is returned to DPI. If more expenditures have been reported than cash requested, the LEA receives cash to cover the expenditures up to the periods authorized funding limit. In this way, cash balances are kept to a minimum.

· Independent Audit and Single Audit Review

A single audit is required annually by the various federal and state agencies.  This requires an outside, independent auditor to come into the school system to audit their books and records in accordance with the requirements of the program.  The audit compliance supplement directs this audit.  A State Compliance Supplement is prepared for programs funded by state or federal funds. Auditors utilize the Federal compliance supplements in OMB Circular A-133, as well as the State compliance supplements. In the State supplements, NCDPI can direct auditors to review certain areas for compliance with state or federal requirements. The auditor informs the user of the audit if the entity audited is using funds according to the grant specifications. If the auditor finds problems referred to as deficiency or a material finding, the issues are explained in the audit.  

The Single Audit accountant at NCDPI reviews the single audits from all LEAs. When the independent auditor reports a material audit finding, NCDPI requests an action plan. When a Significant Deficiency or a Material Finding is reported on a Federal Program in the audit, the Single Audit Accountant makes a copy of the finding for the Federal Program involved. NCDPI may ask the auditor for the working papers on these for further review.  In addition the school system may be provided with technical assistance to review and help correct the problem.  In some cases, NCDPI will ask the school system to repay the money they received because they used the funds improperly.  

All questioned costs (subject to a threshold that varies with the program) are presented to the appropriate DPI program administrator for review.  The NCDPI program administrator has 30 days to review the cost and report back to the Monitoring & Compliance Section.  The Monitoring & Compliance Section follows the recommendation of the NCDPI program administrator.  If recommended, the questioned cost is recovered from the proper party.  The Single Audit Accountant updates a tracking table at each step in the process to provide for follow up.



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

	The timeline that NCDPI will use for approving LEA applications is as follows (See Attachment – D):
MARCH 8, 2016 – Initial notice to Committee of Practitioners of impending 2016 SIG Competition for Cohort IV.  COP members were present at NCDPI for a regularly scheduled COP meeting in Raleigh.
APRIL 11, 2016 – The SEA State SIG Coordinator (Chris Vecchione) notifies all LEAs / Charters that attend the statewide Title I Conference in Greensboro of the 2016 SIG competition for Cohort IV.  In addition, the LEAs / Charters receive an overview of the revised SIG requirements and tentative timeline for competition.

APRIL 20, 2016 – NCDPI posts a public notice to LEAs, Charter Organizations, and the general public on the state website.  The public notice informs stakeholders of the potential SIG award for FY15 & FY16 and the intent to request a waiver to extend the availability of said SIG award funds to September 30, 2021.  Public input encouraged through May 20, 2016.
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/publicnotices/notices/2015-16/20160420-01
May 5, 2016 – A statewide email sent to all LEAs & Charters announcing the 2016 SIG competition and informing each LEA / Charter Organization of various options for learning more about the 2016 SIG Competition for Cohort IV. 
MAY 16, 2016 – 2016 SIG Informational Meeting for interested LEAs / Charters of Cohort IV (Raleigh, NC)

MAY 20, 2016 – End of Public Notice comment period – originally posted April 20, 2016
MAY 24, 2016 – SEA SIG Application draft provided to the Committee of Practitioners (COP)
MAY 27, 2016 – SEA SIG Application to USED
MAY 31, 2016 – 2016 SIG Informational Webinar for Cohort IV  

JUNE 10, 2016 – Letter of Intent for LEAs / Charters (to apply for Cohort IV) due to NCDPI by 5:00pm (See Attachment – C)
JUNE 13, 2016 – LEA / Charter “draft” application sent to LEAs / Charters who submit Letter of Intent by June 10, 2016.  (Application identified as “draft” status until USED approves submitted SEA application)

JUNE 13 – July 15, 2016 – NCDPI Technical Assistance provided to LEAs / Charters by request
August 5, 2016 – LEA / Charter SIG Applications due to NCDPI.   (2) Electronic LEA / Charter Applications due to chris.vecchione@dpi.nc.gov at NCDPI by 5:00pm. (1) Final PDF version of LEA / Charter application with all identifiers noted, and (1) PDF version of LEA / Charter application that removes ALL identifiers of specific LEA / Charter / School and replaces the LEA name with “LEA”, or the Charter Organization name with “Charter”, and the School name with “School”.  The second version will be used by the Peer Review / Scoring Team as a blind copy during the actual competition review August 8 – 12, 2016.
AUGUST 8 – 12, 2016 – NCDPI conducts LEA Application Review & Scoring
AUGUST 15, 2016 – Final approval of LEA Application by NCDPI & Recommendation to NC State Board of Education to Award SIG Funding to LEAs / Charter Organizations
AUGUST 31 / September 1, 2016 – NC State Board of Education Review of NCDPI SIG Award Recommendations – Request Action on First Reading
September 2, 2016 - Notification Letters to all LEAs / Charter Organizations indicating Intent to Fund or Not Fund SIG Application (See Attachment – E)
The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) will use FY15 and FY16 funds to make multi-year awards, through a waiver of the period of availability of funds, to grantees.  With an approved waiver the funding period of availability will extend through September 30, 2021 to fully support the full 5 years of SIG planning and / or pre-implementation activities, implementation, and sustaining reform as encouraged by USED.



	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 Schools, and describe how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Priority Schools, in an LEA that is not meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators in section III of the final requirements.
· The LEA must demonstrate progress with appropriate increases (e.g., increased the percentage of students that are proficient on state reading assessments), or appropriate decreases (e.g., decreased the total number of tardies in grade 6) on each measurable objective described in its application.  Progress on locally established goals and objectives will be reported in June to NCDPI each year of funding.  Student outcomes will be reviewed after state assessments are administered on an annual basis. 

· For LEAs with schools not meeting annual goals as described in the initial application, the LEA must revise the implementation plan outlining specific steps that will be taken to ensure the success of selected interventions and that annual goals are met.  Revisions and budget amendments along with progress reports will be reviewed annually to determine if the LEAs SIG funds will be renewed.  

· Progress with regard to the Leading Indicators will be reported each year through data collection by means of state generated PowerSchool reporting and extracts.  Consistent progress as compared to baseline data points is expected annually and will be monitored by NCDPI staff.  Initial data points, as a baseline, will be generated from reports prior to the year of implementation.  Schools should consistently progress from the baseline data with regard to Leading Indicators.  Those that do not make progress will revise their plan outlining specific steps to ensure an increase / decrease for next report.
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.
· NCDPI will monitor the status of a school’s year of planning and pre-implementation activities throughout Year 1 (2016-17) and fidelity to the stated activities and preparations indicated within each LEAs application as submitted August 2016.  This monitoring will include desktop monitoring using NCStar initial assessments by school leadership teams, regular communication and technical assistance by NCDPI staff, and 1 – 2 onsite LEA / School visits by the State Coordinator to determine fidelity of stated year of planning and pre-implementation activities.  

· Fiscal budgets submitted by each LEA as included in the LEA application will be reviewed in advance of any LEA being awarded the grant.  The initial fiscal budget will be reviewed to determine if the year of planning and pre-implementation activities and expenses directly relate to full and effective implementation of the selected intervention model chosen by the LEA, both reasonable and necessary for implementation, address the LEA identified needs, and will improve student academic achievement.   
· During Year 1 of the actual planning year, NCDPI will regularly monitor the initial budgets of each awarded school and all subsequent budget amendments submitted throughout the year to insure that the school / LEA is following the content of the awarded application with regard to pre-implementation activities and expenditures.  The LEA will provide appropriate budget codes from the NCDPI Chart of Accounts indicating how funds will be budgeted to demonstrate allowable use of funds through pre-implementation activities.

· Technical assistance, as requested, will be provided by NCDPI during the initial LEA application period and throughout the planning year as requested by the awarded LEA / school.  NCDPI will review the LEA’s proposed pre-implementation activities which will be evaluated to determine alignment to local needs assessment outcomes, alignment of other resources with the intervention model, appropriate communication and collaboration with stakeholders, and modification of its practices or policies to fully support implementation of the selected intervention model, sustain the reform efforts, and improve student achievement.

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.
· NCDPI program consultants from Federal Programs Monitoring & Support division monitor federal grant sub-recipients on a regular basis. For LEAs receiving SIG funds, federal program staff monitors the progress of the grant recipient by conducting regular desk reviews at least 4x per year.  These desk reviews monitor the quality of interventions being implemented at each school identified in the LEAs initial application for funding.  Desk reviews may include documentation review, a comparison of the budget versus the expenditures aligned to the approved plan, review and approval of all budget amendments, virtual interviews and coaching support, NCStar monitoring and review, NCStar coaching and feedback at a minimum of once in the fall and once in the spring.
· NCDPI staff monitor and support SIG awarded schools by way of on-site annual visits.  Each SIG school will receive at least one formal on-site monitoring visit per year by NCDPI staff. During on-site visits, NCDPI staff conducts documentation review, observation of interventions, and interviews with appropriate stakeholders.  During these formal visits NCDPI staff use the Priority School Quality Review (PSQR) instrument to record and report on the findings from the visit.
NCDPI uses the PSQR report (See Attachment – F) to assist the SIG School during the three-implementation years. SIG Schools typically receive 1-2 PSQRs during each of the implementation years within the grant cycle. However, the scheduling of on-site visits may be adjusted according to school / LEA need. An assigned Quality Reviewer (QR) team from the District and School Transformation Division in partnership with Federal Program Monitoring and Support Division conducts the Quality Review visits. 

PSQRs are designed to monitor the SIG school intervention process. Quality Reviewers use information provided in NCStar, in addition to data gathered from the on-site visit, to complete the PSQR report (see attachment D). The PSQR provides feedback regarding a school’s current status addressing NCStar Indicators, which have been crosswalked to meet the ESEA / ESSA / SIG Reform Model Components. The PSQR has grouped the Indistar Indicators to reflect the five dimensions of the NCDPI developed Comprehensive Needs Assessment (Instructional Excellence and Alignment, Leadership Capacity, Professional Capacity, Planning and Operational Effectiveness, and Families and Community) to allow schools and districts to review available rubrics by dimension / sub-dimension. Next to each indicator, the Quality Reviewer has the option to check Progress Noted (PN) or check Revise Indicator (RI) rating. If PN is checked, evidence exists that substantiates the school’s identified level of development or progress towards an indicator in NC Indistar®. If RI is checked insufficient evidence exists to substantiate the school’s identified level of development or progress towards an indicator in NC Indistar®. The final page of the PSQR report will have comments from the State SIG Coordinator regarding a variety of topics relevant to the SIG program. 

· Each SIG School self-reports their school improvement progress 3x per year by generating reports that are electronically submitted through NCStar to the Federal Programs Monitoring & Support division – specifically to the State SIG Coordinator.
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.
· School Improvement grants will be allotted to districts committing to serve its Priority Schools. LEA / Charter Applications will be reviewed and scored by a team as described in this application. IF the SEA does not have sufficient school improvement funds to serve all eligible schools that apply then the LEAs that receive the highest rating as determined by the identified criteria in the Scoring Rubric will receive priority for funds.  An LEA Application that receives a rating of 0 for any required component in accordance with SIG final requirements will not be approved.

The SEA may determine that SIG funds allocated to an LEA may be less than what the LEA budget indicates is requested if the SEA determines that a lesser amount is needed to implement the proposed intervention(s) or if the SEA determines the LEA does not have the capacity to implement the proposed intervention(s).  Final funding will be determined in consideration of the overall distribution of funds relative to geographical regions of the state.

5.) For SEAs not approved for ESEA flexibility, describe the criteria, if any, which the SEA intends to use to prioritize among Tier III schools.   
· NOT APPLICABLE
6.) For SEAs not approved for ESEA flexibility, describe the SEA’s process for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier III schools (subject to approval by the SEA) to ensure they are rigorous, relevant, and attainable and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier III schools in the LEA that are not meeting those goals.  
· NOT APPLICABLE

	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 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. 
NCDPI will reserve five (5) percent of the School Improvement Grant for administration, evaluation, and monitoring of its SIG funded implementations. Funds will be used as follows:

· Provide technical assistance to LEAs to assist with the plan development including the statewide meeting with current and potential SIG schools;

· Increase resources to support the application review process and monitoring requirements;

· Enhance existing DPI data systems to include required SIG data reporting elements where applicable; 

· Complete the evaluation process on an annual basis for each LEA receiving SIG funds; and
· Increase direct services for LEAs determined to have low capacity for implementing interventions in coordination with the Statewide System of Support;
· Fund SIG related travel for NCDPI staff performing formal PSQR visits and informal visits by SIG Coordinator;

· Fund SIG Cohort IV conferences and forums when appropriate.


	I. 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.

	North Carolina 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 2016 school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2021.

	Part 2: Waivers Available Only to States Not Approved for ESEA Flexibility

NOT APPLICABLE




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.
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 School the LEA commits to serve and identify the model that the LEA will use in each Priority School.
The models the LEA may include are: (1) Turnaround; (2) Restart; (3) Closure; (4) Transformation; (5) Evidence-based Whole School Reform; and (6) Early Learning Model.

Example (LEAs in an SEA approved for ESEA flexibility):
SCHOOL 

NAME

NCES ID #

PRIORITY

INTERVENTION  

Priority School  ES #1
xxxxx

X

Turnaround

Priority School  HS #1
xxxxx

X

Transformation
Priority School  MS #1
xxxxx

X

Whole-School Reform
Priority School  ES #2
xxxxx

X

Early Learning



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

	Please provide a detailed response to each required US Department of Education element below (every element must have a detailed response with the exception of those marked “if applicable” - for any element that is not applicable to your LEA application – indicate “not applicable”):

1.) For 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 A.) Instructional Programs, B.) School Leadership and C.) 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. 

2.) For each Priority 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.

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 1.) Turnaround Model, 2.) Restart Model, 3.) School Closure Model, 4.) Transformation Model, 5.) Evidence-based Whole School Reform Model, or 6.) Early Learning Model.     

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 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 (2017-18).
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.
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. 

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.
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).
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.

10.) The LEA must describe how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.
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.
12.) The LEA must describe how it will monitor each Priority 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.

13.) An LEA must hold the charter school operator, CMO, EMO, or other external provider accountable for meeting these requirements, if applicable.
14.) Due to the timeline for the 2016 NC SIG Competition, all LEAs will use the first year of its School Improvement Grants award for planning and other pre-implementation activities for each eligible / awarded school. Therefore, 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 for the first day of the first full-implementation year (2017-18).
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 (if applicable).
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 
c. 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

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

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.
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. 

19.) For each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must identify the services the school will receive or the activities the school will implement (NOT APPLICABLE FOR NC).

20.) The LEA must describe the goals it has established (subject to approval by the SEA) in order to hold accountable its Tier III schools that receive school improvement funds (NOT APPLICABLE FOR NC).


	 

	The LEA must provide a budget that indicates the amount of school improvement funds the LEA will use in each school it proposes to serve and the funds it will use to —

· Conduct LEA-level activities designed to support implementation of the selected school intervention models in the Priority Schools:
Note:  An LEA’s budget should cover all of the years of full implementation and be of sufficient size and scope to implement the selected school intervention model in each Priority 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 budget plan. Additionally, an LEA’s budget may include up to one full academic year for planning activities and up to one year to support sustainability activities. An LEA may not receive more than five years of SIG funding to serve a single school.
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 I and Tier II 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 Priority Schools it commits to serve multiplied by $2,000,000.
An LEA’s budget for each year may not exceed the number of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools it commits to serve multiplied by $2,000,000 (not to exceed $6,000,000 per school over three years).
Example: LEA Proposing for (1) Planning Year, (3) Implementation Years, and (1) Sustaining Year
LEA XX BUDGET

Year 1
(Planning)

Year 2 (Implementation #1)
Year 3
(Implementation #2)

Year 4

(Implementation #3)
Year 5 (Sustainability)
Five - Year Total
Priority ES #1

$150,000
$1,156,000

$1,200,000

$1,100,000
$750,000
$4,356,000

Priority ES #2

$119,250
$890,500

$795,000

$750,000
$500,750
$3,055,500

Priority HS #1
$300,000
$1,295,750

$1,600,000

$1,400,000
$650,000
$5,245,750
Priority MS #1

$410,000
$1,470,000

$1,775,000

$1,550,400
$550,000
$5,755,400
LEA-level Activities

$150,000
$150,000
$100,000
$400,000
Total Budget

$879,250

$4,812,250
$5,520,000
$4,950, 400
$2,550,750
$18,812,650


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

	(By checking each box) the LEA / Charter is making the following assurances if awarded a SIG Grant to: 
The United States Department of Education Assurances:

  Use its School Improvement Grant to implement fully and effectively an intervention in 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 III of the final requirements in order to monitor each Priority School that it serves with school improvement funds.
  Report to NCDPI the school-level data required under section III of the final requirements, including baseline data for the year prior to SIG implementation.
  Ensure that 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.
The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) Assurances:
   The LEA / Charter will employee a School Coach in each of its SIG awarded schools to assist the school leadership with implementation of the SIG Model selected, 100% of the employed School Coach’s time and services will be at the SIG awarded school.  This assurance may be met by contracting with an external provider. 
   As a sign of commitment and stability to the awarded school(s) the LEA / Charter will make every effort not to reassign the SIG Principal during the 3 years of “full implementation”: 2017 – 2018, 2018 – 2019, and 2019 – 2020 (unless for reasons of demotion).  
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