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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

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS

	Legal Name of Applicant:  

Ohio Department of Education 


	Applicant’s Mailing Address: 

25 S. Front Street
Columbus, OH  43215

	State Contact for the School Improvement Grant  

Name:  Jo Hannah Ward
Position and Office:  Director, Office of Improvement and Innovation 

Name:  Jeremy Marks

Position and Office: Office of Federal Programs/Federal Liaison
Contact’s Mailing Address: 

25 S. Front Street

Columbus, OH 43215

Telephone: (614) 995-1474
Fax: (614) 728-2626
Email addresses: 

JoHannah.Ward@education.ohio.gov
Jeremy.Marks@education.ohio.gov


	Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): 

Lonny J. Rivera, Interim Superintendent of Public Instruction
	Telephone: (877) 644-6338
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Signature of the Chief State School Officer: 

X  
	Date: June 10. 2016


	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 not approved for ESEA Flexibility: Definition of Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools and Eligible Schools: As part of its FY 2015/2016 application, an SEA must provide a list, by LEA, of each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school in the State. In providing its list of schools, the SEA must indicate whether a school has been identified as a Tier I or Tier II school solely because it has had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.

Along with its list of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, the SEA must provide the definition that it used to develop this list of schools. If the SEA’s definition of persistently lowest-achieving schools that it makes publicly available on its Web site is identical to the definition that it used to develop its list of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, it may provide a link to the page on its Web site where that definition is posted rather than providing the complete definition.  
Directions: SEAs that generate new lists should create this table in Excel using the format shown below and attach the list to this application.  An example of the table has been provided for guidance.

EXAMPLE:

SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE FOR FY 2015/2016 SIG FUNDS
LEA NAME

LEA NCES ID #

SCHOOL NAME

SCHOOL NCES ID#

TIER I

TIER II

TIER III

GRAD RATE

NEWLY ELIGIBLE

LEA 1

##

HARRISON ES

##

X

 

 

 

 

LEA 1

##

MADISON ES

##

X

 

 

 

 

LEA 2

##

TAYLOR MS

##

 

 

X

X




	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). Ohio was granted approval for ESEA flexibility. The link to Ohio’s ESEA flexibility Waiver is as follows:  http://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/School-Improvement/Federal-Programs/No-Child-Left-Behind/ESEA-Flexibility-Waiver/2015-ESEA-Waiver.pdf.aspx     Attachment A Page 39

	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: 

Ohio does not intend to non-renew any previously-awarded SIG grants for the 2016-2017 school year.

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)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 SEA is submitting a State-determined model for review and approval. (See attachment B page 32)
 SEA is not submitting a State-determined model.
To be approved, a State-determined model must meet the definition of whole-school reform model:

A whole-school reform model is a model that is designed to:

Improve student academic achievement or attainment;

Be implemented for all students in a school; and 

Address, at a minimum and in a comprehensive and coordinated manner, each of the following:

School leadership

Teaching and learning in at least one full academic content area (including professional learning for educators).

Student non-academic support.

Family and community engagement.

	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.
The LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II school, or each priority and focus school, as applicable, 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:    (See attachment C questions 8-19 deal with model components pages 7-18)
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:  Page 5  

 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 4 and 5
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Pages 3 and 6 questions 3 and 7
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 4 question 5
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 5 question 6
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 7 question 8
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 12 question 13
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 17 question 18
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Pages 9 and 10 questions 10 and 11
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

The LEA has demonstrated that it has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school, or each priority and focus school, as applicable, 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:   Page 4 question 4
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 9 question 10
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 18 question 19
 The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   

Provide description of evaluation criteria:

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:    Page 6 and 14 question 7 and 15
 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.
The Ohio Department of Education will conduct a carefully defined SEA review process that utilizes qualified and trained SEA reviewers.  The LEA SIG application will require the district to demonstrate planning, capacity, and alignment with SEA requirements for the use of funds in their budget plan and narrative.  The SEA Office of Federal Programs will issue Grant Awards to LEAs upon the approval of the LEA SIG application for allowable activities that are aligned to amounts approved in order to implement proposed activities during the award period.

Budget Sufficiency and Adjustment:  Once the team of reviewers from the Office of Federal Programs and Office of Innovation and Improvement have scored the LEA applications and selected LEAs for consideration for funding. The SEA will examine the budgets proposed by each school scoring high enough to be funded.
SEA will check the following, and will request budget adjustments and documentation of expenses, proposals,

written estimates, salary schedules, etc. as required to determine if costs are both sufficient and reasonable. SEA 

will verify that each budget is completely aligned to the strategies outlined in rubric questions 8-19 of the application, and that the budget padding has not occurred.  As required the SEA will contact the LEAs to increase or decrease budget items related to specific strategies where the cost of funding the strategy appears
to be too high or low to effectively and efficiently execute the strategy in the pre-implementation period of

funding. At the conclusion of the planning period grants funds for the first full year of SIG implementation will be allocated only to schools that have demonstrate by the end of their planning semester that they are fully prepared to implement their selected intervention model with fidelity and in its entirety.   The LEA application may be approved for up to four years plus a six month period. It must be reviewed and approved for continued funding each year.  Continuation funding for each subsequent year is contingent on progress towards meeting achievement goals, fidelity of model implementation, fiscal management and maintenance of grant requirements. 
*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.
O

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

	SEA will notify LEAs about the SIG competition and release applications not later than September 30, 2016; 

SEA will host a SIG competition webinar presentation for LEAs October 5, 2016;

SEA conducts two regional SIG grant informational presentations October 11-28, 2016;
LEA SIG Cohort 4 applications will be due to the SEA November 18, 2016;

SEA will conduct its review of the LEA applications November 18-December 15, 2016;

SEA will notify LEAs about their award status (Cohort 4 and Cohort 5) by December 19, 2016;

SEA will award FY 2015/2016 SIG funds to LEAs January 9, 2017;

The pre-implementation period will begin January 9, 2017 second semester 2016-2017 school year.

SEA will award FY2015/2016 SIG funds to LEAs for Cohort 5 by July 16, 2018.

LEAs will begin first year activities July 16, 2018 for the 2018-2019 school year.

SEA will use 2015/2016 funds to make multi-year awards and requests Waiver 1 and Waiver 2 to

extend the period of availability of FY 2015 and FY 2016 SIG funds.



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

	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 Tier I and Tier II schools, or for its priority and focus schools, as applicable, and describe how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier I or Tier II schools, or 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.
A copy of the LEA application is included as attachment D.  The application uses a scoring rubric attachment C

that will be used to evaluate the information provided in the LEAs application. In addition, SEA Transformation
Specialist (TS) will be assigned to provide technical support and coaching on the selected goals and selected interventions.  The TS’s will attend Building Leadership Team (BLT) meeting to assist with the monitoring of student progress and leading indicators of the final requirements. 

The SEA will establish quarterly SIG monitoring periods.  Each LEA will be required to submit a report of the progress it has made on the leading indicators and its annual goals, including evidence of progress (i.e. interim assessments, teacher attendance records).  The assigned TS’s will make recommendations, as needed, to assist LEAs with course corrections early in the school year, in order to increase the likelihood that leading indicators will increase each year.

In addition, the SEA requires all newly identified Priority Schools to complete a comprehensive needs assessment review using the School Improvement Diagnostic Review (SIDR) process.  The SIDR process is designed to help schools and districts improve student performance by analyzing current practices against effective evidence and research-based practices, identifying areas of strength and areas needing improvement, and aligning evidence and research-based practices. The SIDR is grounded in what is known about high-performing schools, with an emphasis on what has been learned from Ohio’s Schools of Promise. The review is conducted by an external team of experienced and skilled reviewers using standardized processes and protocols for data collection and analysis.
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.  

During the process of SIG funding renewal, the TS’s will conduct a comprehensive review with the schools
Internal Facilitator to examine quarterly progress on leading indicators by building, the progress on the achievement of annual goals, the overall fidelity of implementation of each component of the chosen intervention model, the completion of all recommendations made during all of the quarters of each full year
of SIG funding.  Each year schools who have implemented, with a high level of fidelity, all components of the intervention model and who have completed all recommendation will be considered for renewal, even if the LEAs annual goals and leading indicators are not yet showing improvement.  The SEA will review 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.
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 Tier I and Tier II schools, or priority and focus schools, as applicable, the LEA is approved to serve.

A TSs will be assigned to each funded LEA and schools.  TSs will make bi-weekly coaching, monitoring and technical assistance visits.  During each of the visits the TSs will examine data related each component of the

Intervention model, and will assist the principal, internal school improvement facilitator, building leadership

team, and district contact or turnaround specialist with strategies and best-practice recommendations, feedback, and support.   TSs will record their observations using a summary site visit form. This form will provide feedback to the school team describing observations of the implementation of the chosen model.  TSs will use data from each site visit report to plan agendas and provide on-going collaboration and support around the improvement process.   A tiered compliance monitoring process consisting of self-evaluation, desk-top and on-site monitoring reviews will be used to determine if sanctions such as reduction or non-renewal of the SIG award will be required. The frequency of the monitoring will occur as follows: self-evaluation- annually, desk-review- three times a year and on-site monitoring reviews annually based upon risk factors as determined through the risk management tool. 
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.

The SEA will review and approve LEA applications for all eligible Priority schools in the state using a scoring rubric which is directly aligned to the LEA SIG application.  The scoring rubric is included in the state application (see Attachment C).   The rubric will be used to establish the completeness of the application and the likelihood of success for each eligible school. The scoring rubric is based on a point system and will be used to rank-order the applications to prioritize which LEAs will receive funding to support their Priority schools.  
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
 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 Tier I and Tier II school, or each priority or focus school, as applicable, 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 Tier I and Tier II school or priority and focus school, as applicable. An SEA must post all LEA applications, including those of applicants that did not receive awards, as well as applications to serve Tier III schools.  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. 
Ohio intends to reserve 5% of its School Improvement Grant for administration, evaluation, and technical assistance expenses.  Ohio intends to employ transformation specialists who will provide technical assistance; coaching support and monitoring to SIG funded schools.  Ohio intends to identify and contract with an external evaluator to examine the overall effects of the SIG grant on student achievement and adult behaviors.

	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.

	[Ohio] 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 Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools or in its priority and focus schools, as applicable, 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

Waiver 1: Tier II waiver 

In order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools for its FY 2015/2016 competition, waive paragraph (a)(2) of the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section I.A.3 of the SIG final requirements and incorporation of that definition in identifying Tier II schools under Section I.A.1(b) of those requirements to permit the State to include, in the pool of secondary schools from which it determines those that are the persistently lowest-achieving schools in the State, secondary schools participating under Title I, Part A of the ESEA that have not made adequate yearly progress (AYP) for at least two consecutive years or are in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics combined.  

Assurance

The State assures that it will include in the pool of schools from which it identifies its Tier II schools all Title I secondary schools not identified in Tier I that either (1) have not made AYP for at least two consecutive years; or (2) are in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics combined.  Within that pool, the State assures that it will identify as Tier II schools the persistently lowest-achieving schools in accordance with its approved definition.  The State is attaching the list of schools and their level of achievement (as determined under paragraph (b) of the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools”) that would be identified as Tier II schools without the waiver and those that would be identified with the waiver.  The State assures that it will ensure that any LEA that chooses to use SIG funds in a Title I secondary school that becomes an eligible Tier II school based on this waiver will comply with the SIG final requirements for serving that school.
Waiver 2: n-size waiver

In order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools for its FY 2015/2016 competition, waive the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section I.A.3 of the SIG final requirements and the use of that definition in Section I.A.1(a) and (b) of those requirements to permit the State to exclude, from the pool of schools from which it identifies the persistently lowest-achieving schools for Tier I and Tier II, any school in which the total number of students in the “all students” group in the grades assessed is less than [Please indicate number].

Assurance

The State assures that it determined whether it needs to identify five percent of schools or five schools in each tier prior to excluding small schools below its “minimum n.”  The State is attaching, and will post on its Web site, a list of the schools in each tier that it will exclude under this waiver and the number of students in each school on which that determination is based.  The State will include its “minimum n” in its definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools.”  In addition, the State will include in its list of Tier III schools any schools excluded from the pool of schools from which it identified the persistently lowest-achieving schools in accordance with this waiver.  

Waiver 3: School improvement timeline waiver 

Note: An SEA that requested and received the school improvement timeline waiver for the FY 2014 competition and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2015/2016 competition must request the waiver again in this application.
Schools that started implementation of a SIG model in the 2013-2014, 2014-2015, 2015-2016 school years cannot request this waiver to “start over” their school improvement timeline again.

Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I or Tier II title I participating schools that will fully implement a SIG model beginning in the 2016–2017 school year to “start over” in the school improvement timeline. 

Assurances

The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement this waiver only if the LEA receives a School Improvement Grant and requests the waiver in its application as part of a plan to implement a SIG model beginning in the 2016–2017 school year in a school that the SEA has approved it to serve.  As such, the LEA may only implement the waiver in Tier I and Tier II schools, as applicable, included in its application. 

The State assures that, if it is granted this waiver, it will submit to the U.S. Department of Education a report that sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver.

Waiver 4: Schoolwide program waiver 

Note: An SEA that requested and received the schoolwide program waiver for the FY 2014 competition and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2015/2016 competition must request the waiver again in this application.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114(a)(1) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I or Tier II Title I participating school that does not meet the poverty threshold and is fully implementing one of the seven school intervention models.

Assurances

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement this waiver only if the LEA receives a School Improvement Grant and requests to implement the waiver in its application.  As such, the LEA may only implement the waiver in Tier I and Tier II schools, as applicable, included in its application.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The State assures that, if it is granted this waiver, it will submit to the U.S. Department of Education a report that sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver.


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 Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school, or each priority and focus school, as applicable, the LEA commits to serve and identify the model that the LEA will use in each Tier I and Tier II school, or in each priority and focus school, as applicable.

The models the LEA may include are: (1) turnaround; (2) restart; (3) closure; (4) transformation; (5) state-determined model, if approved; (6) evidence-based whole school reform model; and (7) early learning model.

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

SCHOOL 

NAME

NCES ID #

PRIORITY

FOCUS (if applicable)

INTERVENTION  

Priority School  ES #1
xxxxx
X
Turnaround
Priority School  HS #1
xxxxx
X
state-determined model
Priority School  MS #1
xxxxx
X
Transformation
Priority School  ES #2
xxxxx
X
Turnaround
Example (LEAs in an SEA not approved for ESEA flexibility):

SCHOOL 

NAME

NCES ID #

TIER I

TIER II

TIER III

INTERVENTION  (TIER I AND II only)

Tier I  ES #1
xxxxx
X

Turnaround
Tier I  ES #2
xxxxx
X

early learning model
Tier I MS #1
xxxxx
X

Transformation
Tier II HS #1
xxxxx
X

state-determined model
2An LEA in which one or more priority schools are located must serve all of these schools before it may serve one or more focus schools.


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

	For each Tier I and Tier II school, or 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. 

For each Tier I and Tier II school, or 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.

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, early learning model, or state-determined model.     
The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to determine its capacity to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school, or 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.
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.
The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to align other resources (for example, Title I funding) with the selected intervention. 

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.
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).
The LEA must describe how it will meaningfully engage families and the community in the implementation of the selected intervention on an ongoing basis.

The LEA must describe how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

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.

The LEA must describe how it will monitor each Tier I and Tier II school, or each priority and focus school, that receives school improvement funds including by
Establishing annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics; and,

Measuring progress on the leading indicators as defined in the final requirements.

An LEA must hold the charter school operator, CMO, EMO, or other external provider accountable for meeting these requirements, if applicable.
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.

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.
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 
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

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

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.

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. 

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.

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.


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

	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 LEA’s Tier I and Tier II schools, or priority and focus schools; and

Support school improvement activities, at the school or LEA level, for each Tier III school identified in the LEA’s application (SEAs without ESEA flexibility only).
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 Tier I, Tier II, priority, or focus 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 two years 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 Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, or the number of priority and focus 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 a Planning Year for One or More Schools
LEA XX BUDGET

 

Year 1 Budget

(Planning)

Year 2 Budget (Full implementation)

Year 3 Budget 

(Full implementation)

Year 4 Budget (Full implementation)

Year 5 Budget (Sustainability Activities)

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
Focus 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
 Example: LEA Proposing to Implement a Model in One or More Schools on the First Day of the Upcoming School Year
LEA XX BUDGET

 

Year 1 Budget

Year 2 Budget

(Full implement-tation)
Year 3 Budget

(Full implemen-tation)
Year 4 Budget (Sustain- ability Activities)
Year 5 Budget (Sustain-ability Activities)
Five-Year Total

 

 

Pre-implementation

Year 1

(Full Implementation)
Tier I  ES #1

$257,000 

$1,156,000 

$1,325,000 

$1,200,000 

$650,000
$450,000
$5,038,000
Tier I  ES #2

$125,500 

$890,500 

$846,500 

$795,000 

$150,000
$100,000
$2,907,500
Tier I MS #1

$304,250 

$1,295,750 

$1,600,000 

$1,600,000 

$450,000
$300,000
$5,550,000
Tier II HS #1

$530,000 

$1,470,000 

$1,960,000 

$1,775,000 

$800,000
$550,000
$7,085,000
LEA-level Activities 

$250,000 

$250,000 

$250,000 

$150,000
$100,000
$1,000,000
Total Budget

$6,279,000 

$5,981,500 

$5,620,000 

$2,200,000
$1,500,000
$21,580,500
Note: An LEA may fill out both charts if it is applying for a planning year for some, but not all, of the schools it proposes to serve.



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

	The LEA must assure that it will—

Use its School Improvement Grant to implement fully and effectively an intervention in each Tier I and Tier II school, or each priority and focus 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 Tier I and Tier II school, or priority and focus school, that it serves with school improvement funds, and establish goals (approved by the SEA) to hold accountable its Tier III schools that receive school improvement funds.
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.
Ensure that each Tier I and Tier II school, or 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.

	E. WAIVERS: If an SEA not approved for ESEA flexibility has requested any waivers of requirements applicable to the LEA’s School Improvement Grant, an LEA must indicate which of those waivers it intends to implement.

	The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement.  If the LEA does not intend to implement the waiver with respect to each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which schools it will implement the waiver. NOTE: Only LEAs in SEAs not approved for ESEA flexibility may request the following waivers.
   “Starting over” in the school improvement timeline for Tier I and Tier II Title I participating 

        schools implementing a SIG model.

    Implementing a school-wide program in a Tier I or Tier II Title I participating school that   

        does not meet the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold.


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


In the table below, list the schools that will receive continuation awards using FY 2015 and/or FY 2016 SIG funds.  If no continuation awards will be made with FY 2015 and/or FY 2016 funds, indicate not applicable (“N/A”) in the chart:
	LEA Name
	School Name
	 Year School Began SIG Implementation
	Projected Amount of FY 15/FY 16 Allocation

	N/A
	N/A
	(e.g. 2013-14 school year)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

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


In the table below, list any LEAs with one or more schools for which funding under previously awarded SIG grants will not be renewed. For each such school, note the date of nonrenewal or termination, description of reason for nonrenewal or termination, amount of unused remaining funds and explain how the SEA or LEA plans to use those funds as well as noting the explicit reason and process for reallocating those funds (e.g., reallocate to rural schools with SIG grants in cohort 2 who demonstrate a need for technology aimed at increasing student literacy interaction). If all schools have been renewed, please indicate not applicable (“N/A”) in the chart:
	LEA Name
	School Name
	Date of nonrenewal or termination
	Description of 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
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Total Amount of Remaining Funds:
	


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

 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. 

 Use the renewal process described in Section II(C) of the final requirements to determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant.
 Monitor and evaluate the actions an LEA has taken, as outlined in its approved SIG application, to recruit, select and provide oversight to external providers to ensure their quality and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.

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

 If a 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.

 If the SEA approves any amendments to an LEA application, post the LEA’s amended application on the SEA website.
 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.

For states planning to use FY 2015 and FY 2016 SIG funds for continuation awards only: By submitting the assurances and information above, the SEA agrees to carry out its most recently approved SIG application and does not need to submit a FY 2015/2016 SIG application for new awards; however, the State must submit the signature page included in the application for new awards (page 3).
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Attachment A:   PRIORITY SCHOOL LIST

	SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE FOR SIG FUNDS FY15/FY16

	LEA NAME
	LEA NCES ID #
	SCHOOL NAME
	SCHOOL 

NCES ID#
	PRIORITY
	NEWLY

ELIGIBLE

	Akron City
	3900438
	Bridges Learning Center
	05265
	Priority
	no

	Alternative Education Academy
	3900203
	Alternative Education Academy
	04727
	Priority
	no

	Canton City
	3904371
	Choices Alternative School
	04202
	Priority
	no

	Broadway Academy
	3901430
	Broadway Academy
	05665
	Priority
	yes

	Brookwood Academy
	3901479
	Brookwood Academy
	05747
	Priority
	yes

	Buckeye On-Line School for Success
	3900530
	Buckeye On-Line School for Success
	05240
	Priority
	yes

	Canton City
	3904371
	Canton City Digital Academy
	05489
	Priority
	no

	Canton City
	3904371 
	Choices Alternative School
	04202
	Priority
	no

	Charles School at Ohio Dominican Univ
	3900586
	Charles School at Ohio Dominican University
	05078
	Priority
	yes

	Cincinnati City
	3904375
	Oyler School
	00357
	Priority
	no

	Cincinnati City
	3904375
	Riverview East Academy
	04274
	Priority
	yes

	Cincinnati City
	3904375
	Virtual High School
	04213
	Priority
	no

	Cincinnati City
	3904375
	Woodward Career Technical High School
	04416
	Priority
	no

	Cincinnati Leadership Academy
	3901312
	Cincinnati Leadership Academy
	05391
	Priority
	yes

	Cleveland Community School
	3900569
	Cleveland Community School
	05061
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Adlai Stevenson School
	00413
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Alfred Benesch
	00434
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Andrew J. Rickoff
	00418
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Anton Grdina
	00420
	Priority
	yes

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Bolton
	00425
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Buckeye-Woodland School
	00429
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Case
	00433
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Charles Dickens School
	00436
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Charles W Eliot School
	00440
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Charles F. Schuler
	00432
	Priority
	yes

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Collinwood High School
	00444
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	East Clark
	00453
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	East Technical High School
	00456
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Euclid Park Elementary
	05641
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Franklin D. Roosevelt
	00500
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Fullerton School
	00462
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	George Washington Carver
	00464
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Glenville High School
	00468
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal        
	3904378
	Hannah Gibbons-Nottingham
	00729
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal 
	3904378
	Harvey Rice Elementary
	00474
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal   
	3904378
	Iowa-Maple Elementary
	00479
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal  
	3904378
	John Adams High School
	05320
	Priority
	yes

	Cleveland Municipal  
	3904378
	John F Kennedy High School
	00484
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal   
	3904378
	Joseph M Gallagher School
	00551
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	John Marshall High School
	00487
	Priority
	yes

	Cleveland Municipal       
	3904378
	Law & Municipal Careers @ MLK
	04259
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Lincoln-West High School
	00496
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Luis Munoz Marin School
	00495
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Marion-Sterling Elementary
	00505
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Mary B Martin School
	00507
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Mary M Bethune
	00508
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Miles School
	00513
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Miles Park School
	00514
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Mound Elementary School
	00518
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Nathan Hale School
	00522
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Patrick Henry School
	00527
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Robert H Jamison School
	00533
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	The School of One
	05339
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Willow School
	00561
	Priority
	no

	Cleveland Municipal
	3904378
	Willson School
	05637
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Beatty Park Elementary
	00587
	Priority
	yes

	Columbus City         
	3904380
	Broadleigh Elementary
	00596
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City 
	3904380
	Columbus Global Academy
	02557
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Columbus Africentric Early College Elementary
	00685
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City  
	3904380
	Champion Middle School
	00605
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	East Columbus Elementary
	00625
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	East Linden Elementary
	00626
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City 
	3904380
	Fairwood Alternative
	00635
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Highland Elementary
	00649
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Leawood Elementary
	00655
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Linden STEM Academy
	00670
	Priority
	yes

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Livingston Elementary
	00674
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Mifflin Alternative Middle School
	00684
	Priority
	yes

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Ohio Avenue Elementary
	00696
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City 
	3904380
	South Mifflin STEM Academy
	00715
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Trevitt Elementary School
	00723
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City      
	3904380
	Weinland Park Elementary
	00732
	Priority
	no

	Columbus City
	3904380
	Windsor STEM Academy
	00740
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City  
	3904384
	Belle Haven PreK-8
	00776
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City     
	3904384
	Belmont High School
	00778
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City 
	3904384
	Edwin Joel Brown PreK-8
	00826
	Priority
	no


	Dayton City
	3904834
	Edison PreK-8
	00787
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City
	3904384
	Fairview PreK-8
	00789
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City
	3904384
	Longfellow Alternative School
	04294
	Priority
	yes

	Dayton City 
	3904384
	Louise Troy PreK-4
	00780
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City
	3904384
	Louis Troy PreK-4
	00783
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City
	3904384
	Meadowdale PreK-8 
	00812
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City
	3904384
	Meadowdale High School
	00813
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City
	3904384
	Westwood Prek-8
	00800
	Priority
	no

	Dayton City
	3904384
	Wogaman 5-8 
	00832
	Priority
	no

	Electronic Classroom of Tomorrow
	3900079
	Electronic Classroom of Tomorrow
	03420
	Priority
	no

	Horizon Science Academy Dayton H.S.
	3901366
	Horizon Science Academy Dayton High School
	05078
	Priority
	yes

	Lorain City 
	3904371
	Credit Recovery Academy
	05489
	Priority
	no

	Marysville Local
	3901407
	Foxfire Intermediate School
	05576
	Priority
	yes

	North Central Ohio ESC
	3900179
	Focus Learning Academy of Northern Columbus
	04703
	Priority
	yes

	OAK Leadership Academy
	3901439
	OAK Leadership Academy
	05689
	Priority
	yes

	Ohio Connection Academy, Inc.
	3900250
	Ohio Connection Academy, Inc.
	05193
	Priority
	yes

	Ohio Virtual Academy
	3900180
	Ohio Virtual Academy
	04704
	Priority
	no

	Premier Academy of Ohio
	3900564
	Premier Academy of Ohio
	05056
	Priority
	Yes

	Renaissance Academy
	3901354
	Renaissance Academy
	05507
	Priority
	No

	Southside Academy
	3901427
	Southside Academy
	05618
	Priority
	Yes

	Springfield City
	3904481
	Keifer Academy
	00117
	Priority
	No

	Springfield City 
	3904481
	Lincoln Elementary
	01692
	Priority
	No

	Summit Academy Akron Middle Sch.
	3900098
	Summit Academy Akron Middle School
	04167
	Priority
	No

	Summit Academy Middle School – Columbus
	3900339
	Summit Academy Middle School - Columbus
	04876
	Priority
	No

	Summit Academy Middle School – Lorain
	3900338
	Summit Academy Middle School – Lorain
	04875
	Priority
	No

	Summit Academy Community School-Columbus 
	3900492
	Summit Academy Community School-Columbus
	05202
	Priority
	No

	Summit Academy Community School for Alternative Learn-Canton
	3900071
	Summit Academy Community School for Alternative Learn-Canton
	03346
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Community School Alternative Learners-Lorain
	3900109
	Summit Academy Community School Alternative Learners-Lorain
	04106
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Community School for Alt. Learners of Middletown
	3900096
	Summit Academy Community School for Alt. Learners of Middletown
	03913
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Community School – Cincinnati  103
	3900501
	Summit Academy Community School - Cincinnati
	05211
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Community School – Dayton 
	3900493
	Summit Academy Community School - Dayton
	05203
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Community School-Toledo 
	3900499
	Summit Academy Community School-Toledo
	05209
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Toledo Learning Center
	3900360
	Summit Academy Toledo Learning Center
	04897
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Community School-Warren 
	3900500
	Summit Academy Community School-Warren
	05210
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Youngstown
	3900350
	Summit Academy Youngstown
	04887
	Priority
	no

	Summit Academy Secondary – Youngstown    
	3900498
	Summit Academy Secondary - Youngstown
	05208
	Priority
	yes

	Toledo City
	3904490
	Leverette Elementary
	01795
	Priority
	no

	Toledo City
	3904490
	Pickett Elementary
	01823
	Priority
	no

	Toledo City
	3904490
	Robinson Elementary
	01828
	Priority
	no

	Toledo City
	3904490
	Rosa Parks Elementary
	01777
	Priority
	no

	Toledo City
	3904490
	Samuel M. Jones at Gunckel Park Elementary
	01800
	Priority
	no

	Toledo City
	3904490
	Sherman Elementary
	01832
	Priority
	no

	Toledo City
	3904490
	Spring Elementary
	05548
	Priority
	no

	Toledo City
	3904490
	Woodward High School
	01844
	Priority
	No

	UBAH Math & Reading Academy
	3901447
	UBAH Math & Reading Academy
	05670
	Priority
	yes

	Youngstown Academy of Excellence
	3900580
	Youngstown Academy of Excellence
	05072
	Priority
	No

	Youngstown City
	3904516
	East High School
	02082
	Priority
	No

	Virtual Community School of Ohio 115
	3900180
	Virtual Community School of Ohio
	04741
	Priority
	no

	Virtual Schoolhouse, Inc.
	3900311
	Virtual Schoolhouse, Inc.
	04848
	Priority
	no

	Warrenville Heights City
	3904500
	Warrenville Heights High School
	01930
	Priority
	yes

	West Central Learning Academy II
	3900276
	West Central Learning Academy
	04816
	Priority
	no

	Woodland Academy
	3901441
	Woodland Academy
	05668
	Priority
	no

	Youngstown Academy of Excellence
	3900580
	Youngstown Academy of Excellence
	05072
	Priority
	no


Attachment B:
State Determined Model (Ohio Improvement Process [OIP])

School Improvement Grant funds issued for the State Determined Model will be used to support the school building and all of the student within the building for which the SIG grant has been awarded. The Ohio Department of Education in partnership with the Committee of Practitioners has designed a state model as part of our SEA application for approval by the US Department of Education.  The OIP is the state’s vehicle for school instructional leadership and improvement.  It is statewide in scope and systemic in nature.  The OIP is grounded in essential leadership practices as identified by the Ohio Leadership Advisory Council (OLAC).  The OIP is a systemic structure of intensive supports designed to increase student achievement and close achievement gaps.  Collaborative teams developed at the teacher, building and district levels are the catalyst of the OIP ensuring and supporting rigorous accountability measures, leveraging participation of all stakeholders thus increasing student achievement.  

School leadership is addressed through the tenets of shared leadership: 

· Shared leadership needs to be viewed as a set of essential practices directed toward the improvement of instruction with the ultimate goal of increasing students’ learning.   

· Shared leadership “does well when it relies on leadership provided by the team as a whole rather than looking to a single individual to lead it” (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone Academy of Management Journal 2007).

· District Leadership Teams (DLT), Building Level Teams (BLT), and Teacher Based Teams (TBT) will lead to better systemic results for all learners.  Sustainability and scalability of any practice requires its full implementation (Blasé, Fixen, & Duda, Presentation made to Institute of Education Sciences, 2011).

· DLT is made up of representatives of both district and building level administration, teacher leaders, representatives of not academic programs, local community and parent organizations and the collective bargaining units.

· BLTs are made up of building administration, teacher leaders representing all levels, representatives of not academic programs, local community and parent organizations, and collective bargaining units.

· TBT are made up of teachers of like subject areas across, multiple grade levels (vertical) and teams of all teachers serving one grade level, all subject areas (horizontal).

· Local Education Agencies (LEA) address the development of highly effective leadership teams focused on implementation of essential instructional practices.

· Schools will establish a BLT which defines the support and oversight of the following:


a. School Budget (Ensuring that all funds are used in alignment with the building focus);

b. Staffing (Selecting and placing highly qualified and effective staff into positions throughout the building);

c. Curriculum and Instruction (Ensuring implementation of a high quality, instruction based one a comprehensive, aligned curriculum.);

d. Professional Development (Locate and provide needed professional development aligned to building focus.); and

e. Specific research based intervention (Determine and ensure implementation fidelity of interventions aligned to the building focus). 

· Shared leadership will enable the Local Education Agency (LEA) to continually review the principal’s performance using the Ohio Principal Evaluation System (OPES) tool which is rigorous, high-quality, and multiple-measured. 

· Principals’ shared leadership performance will be reviewed alignment with the School Improvement Grant (SIG) plan will be reviewed.  

· TBT and BLT and the DLT and BLT have two-way communication.  Central to the call for reframing leadership is the recognition that district culture must require and support the use of collaborative structures at the district, building and classroom levels to facilitate communication, build trust and credibility, and stay focused on the collective and shared responsibility for improving student achievement.  

· Improvement of relationships and the development of a collaborative culture become part of a system-wide focus on improvement. Building a culture means creating pervasive norms from the district all the way to the classroom.  

· Collaborative structures for the OIP are called District/Community School Leadership Team, Building Leadership Team(s) and Teacher Based Teams. 

· The essential reasons that OIP collaborative leadership teams work is because they do the following:

· Shift focus from single individuals to teams that can function as purposeful communities

· Distribute key leadership functions

· Align work system-wide while focusing on a limited number of data-based district goals

· Ensure effective leadership is exercised at all levels of the system

· Engage in all four stages of the OIP for the long-term

Teaching and Learning:

· State-wide or regional teaching and learning professional development will be provided by support of the State Education Agency (SEA), LEA, OLAC, and the State System of Support (SSoS).  Allowing for regional, building, job embedded and coaching professional development aligned to the district and building focus. 

· LEA will employ an Internal Facilitator(s) to assist the district and building principal with OIP system structures, instructional leadership duties; teacher professional development and support; as well as teacher induction, mentoring, and coaching.   

· LEA will use the SEA Decision Framework Tool to provide a data driven focused needs assessment to assist in closing student group achievement gaps.

· LEA will narrow its focus on only Reading/language art or mathematics based on significant achievement gaps  through multi-tiered systems of support for students that are

a. Research-based (ie. Kati Novak Universal Design for Learning with a focus on early literacy and John Hattie work and formative Instructional Practices (FIP);

b. Vertically aligned from one grade to the next (ensuring content of curriculum is aligned to standards and this is vertically aligned supports students in the acquisition of the content through multiple means supports. ;

c. Aligned with academic standards; and

d. Selected based on evidence that indicates it will be effective in accelerating student achievement for underperforming student groups.

· LEA will involve the OIP teams to develop targeted professional development for 40 additional hours per school year that will show the alignment or realignment of resources to address identified weaknesses. (academic and non-academic).

· LEA will implement TBTs common planning time for at least 40 minutes per week, BLTs meeting at least 120 minutes per month, and DLT meeting once a month.

· LEA will use the School Improvement Diagnostic Review (as directed by the SEA) to inform the School Improvement Plan. 

· LEA will use frequent formative and quarterly assessments to inform instructional practices and to monitor the impact of the School Improvement Plan.

· LEA with be required to assign staff to serve as internal facilitators who work with Transformation Specialists to implement with fidelity the state determined OIP intervention model.  

· LEA will increase learning time expectations through the use of a longer school day, week, or year for instruction in core academic subjects, other subjects, and provision of enrichment activities that contribute to a well-rounded education.

· LEA will review teaching and learning to ensure high quality instruction includes student enrichment and intervention.

· Table below is a component of our TBT training  (expectations for teaching and learning within the OIP) Stage 3 after leadership training and curriculum alignment:

	Instruction training manual
	Content
	Format

	Tab 4.5 Effective Instructional Practices

(Tab 4.4 for TBT Module) for all students
	Intro

- Instructional Framework

- References to Stage 2

- References to SPDG training ppts (by section)

- Refer to “look fors” in instructional framework, Tab 4.6 Adult Practices, etc. 
	-Text

-Use slides from TBT training on Steps 1-3 Going Deeper

	
	Formative Instructional Practices:

· Refer to Stage 2
· Hyperlink to FIP Modules

· Hattie’s findings:

· Check to see if connection to Hattie in FIP

· Text

Link to Lead and Learn
	

	
	Differentiated Instruction:

· Definition of Differentiated Instruction

· Strive for “prevention” to avoid deficits-based instruction

· Core instruction and individualized intervention occurring within Core

· Links to following:

· OEC’s Website:

· http://www.edresourcesohio.org/ 

· UDL:

 www.ocali.org 

http://www.udlcenter.org/ 

http://www.cast.org/udl/
www.rti4success.org
Online interactive UDL Guidelines wheel: http://udlwheel.mdonlinegrants.org/
· RTI:

· Overview text of connections to OIP/TBT
· www.ncld.org (National Center for Learning Disabilities)
· www.rtinetwork.org 
	Text

Links

Chart/s

	
	Co –teaching model
	

	Tab 4.5.b   Intensive Intervention
	Intensive Intervention and Progress Monitoring Tools 

National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII) from AIR. Link is www.Intensiveintervention.org
	Text

Links

	Tab 4.6     Student Performance

(Tab 4.5 in TBT Module)
	-Definitions and uses of Summative and Formative Assessment
​- Assessment with feedback in both directions: student to teacher and teacher to student

· DLT must develop and oversee district student assessment system. Ensure student assessments align to OIP Goals and that adult data is directly linked to student performance
- Overview text w/research references (Hattie, Nancy Gray, Dillon William “Black Box” article, etc.)

- Overview of student assessment and feedback: Hattie’s work: use slides from SPDG –TBT Steps 1-3 

- Use following links:

· Ohio's Transition Overview
http://www.ohiodocs.org
	Cone reference

Text

	Tab 4.6.b   Annual Assessment: Implementing and Monitoring
	· State-level Tests for All Students:

· OAA/OGT data

· Link to ODE Assessments and AIR assessment
http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Data/Report-Card-Resources 

· Alternate Assessment: identify for what students, adult training required to give and coordinate

· Refer to Andrew’s links and info on alternate assessment

· Link to ODE for extended standards and alternate assessment

· www.ocali.org\a_oacse\ Go to ”Browse Modules” not “Take the Course”

Link to OCALI for Alternate Assessments 
	charts

	Tab 4.6.c   Benchmark Common Assessment: Implementing and Monitoring
	DLT will not be looking at Formative Assessment  – instead will review quarterly common assessments based on formative assessments reviewed by BLT/TBTs

Keep showing Assessment Cone with highlighted sections being referred to

Handouts:

      Assessment triangle (link all assessment info to levels of assessments on triangle)

      Front/back assessment charts

· Reference “Assessment with Feedback in Both Directions”
	charts


Student non-academic support:

· LEA working with community stakeholders to determine academic and non-academic focused and together they work to meet the needs of students and being able to support improvement of intellectual development (ie. medical, dental, focused tutoring, etc.)

· LEA will implement Positive Behavioral Interventions and Services (PBIS) or a similar researched based framework in all buildings as a decision making tool that guides selection, integration, and implementation of the best evidence-based academic and behavioral practices for improving important academic and behavior practices for all students. 

· LEA will address school safety, discipline, and non-academic barriers to learning in its School Improvement Plan.

Family and community engagement:

· LEA will appoint a Family/Community Liaison for the SIG buildings to lead an action team to create and implement a plan using strategies to support the needs of all students, families, and the community while fostering a positive learning culture that would provide both family and community engagement.  “The more the relationship between families and the school is a real partnership, the more student achievement increases” (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, Davies - Beyond the Bake Sale: The Essential Guide to Family-School Partnerships, 2007). Implementation plan will be created around the SIG building students’ families’ and community needs ensuring leverage of existing and new partnerships to better serve the child and family as a whole.

· LEA will create and implement a plan to assess the effectiveness of the services provided by community partners, strengthen partnerships with organizations providing effective services, and modify or terminate partnerships with ineffective partners.  

· Provide supports such as resources and related information geared toward helping districts and buildings begin to build community learning center approach, involvement of various supports across the community such as health and safety supports for families. Involve local social work and community mental health partners and build parent liaison and or parent mentors. Services are determined by the needs of the local SIG building’ student, family and community.

Attachment C:  Ohio LEA Application Scoring Rubric  (document attached via e-mail)

Attachment D:  Ohio LEA Application/ LEA SIG Cohort 4 New Competition Application  (document attached via e-mail)
Attachment E
Committee of Practitioners Agenda

Ohio Department of Education

May 16, 2016

	Time
	Issue
	Notes

	1:30-1:45
	Call meeting to order; approve notes and review agenda
	

	1:45-2:15 
	ESSA Implementation Update

· Review meetings and stakeholder engagement

· Decision points and feedback thus far
	Colleen Grady (Senior Policy Advisor) provides update on ODE ESSA implementation and feedback received from stakeholders.  

	2:15-2:45
	COP Input on Specific Decision Points
	Jeremy Marks (Director Office of Federal Programs) recaps feedback received from COP on issues below from previous meeting.  Seeks consensus from COP on decision points

	
	#1:  Title I:  Optional Direct Student Services


	Feb 2016 COP:  Optional 3% would come from LEA allocations.  Appears to be consensus to not do the state option and to leave funding decisions to the LEAs (which could include many of the allowable uses of the direct student services, i.e. tutoring providers, etc.)  May 2016:  

	
	#2:  Title I: Schoolwide Threshold


	Feb 2016 COP:  Appears to be consensus to allow the state to lower threshold for SW but the lowering threshold should be more than %.  There should be commitment to serve the most at risk students.  Some type of conditional acceptance if it is below 40%.             May 2016:  

	
	#3:  Title II: Optional Principal and Leaders portion


	Feb 2016 COP:  Optional 3% would come from LEA allocations.  Appear to be consensus to not do the state option and to leave funding decisions to the LEAs.  Principals and other school leaders can take part in PD currently—why should it be state driven?   May 2016:

	2:45-3:15
	Review SIG Application Proposal and ESSA School Improvement Decision Point

#4:   Title I:  School Improvement funding
	Jeremy Marks, Jo Hannah Ward (Director Office of Innovation and Improvement) Ray Draghi (OII/SIG Consultant) to provide update on FY15/16 SIG application proposal and for the COP members to give feedback on the 7% school improvement plan (formula) for SY17-18 and beyond.

	3:15-3:25
	HQT Update and Miscellaneous Issues

· HQT letters and equity
· CCIP e-planning rewrite update
· Reallocation process
	Jeremy and Jill Grubb (or Cheryl Krohn) provide update on HQT decision points.  Jeremy and Karl provide updates on other federal program initiatives.  



	3:30
	Adjourn Meeting
	


Attachment F:  

Re: Request for Comments: School Improvement Grant (SIG) Application

Date: May 12, 2016

To: Superintendents, Treasurers, Title I Directors/Coordinators and Consolidated Application Contacts

The Ohio Department of Education is seeking public input for its School Improvement Grant (SIG) application to the U.S. Department of Education.

Background

The Ohio Department of Education will be applying for Fiscal Years 2015 and 2016 SIG awards, as authorized under section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. These funds will be used to support the academic improvement reforms for eligible priority schools. Ohio plans to begin a SIG competition in October 2016 and provide awards to eligible schools starting in January 2017. Upon U.S. Department of Education approval, Ohio plans to make three- to five-year awards to eligible priority schools.

As part of this application, Ohio has the opportunity to apply for various waivers. The department believes the waiver options below are important to the overall success of the SIG program and to improve the performance of the eligible schools. Specifically, we are seeking comments on the following waivers:

1) Period of availability of FY15 funds: Extend the availability of the FY15 funds beyond Sept. 30, 2017, until Sept. 30, 2021.

2) Period of availability of FY16 funds: Extend the availability of the FY16 funds beyond Sept. 30, 2018, until Sept. 30, 2021.

3) Eligibility to operate a schoolwide program: Permit SIG-funded priority schools to operate schoolwide programming if their student enrollment is below the 40 percent poverty threshold.

Application and wavier materials

For more information about the SIG application and waiver opportunities, click here.

Submitting comments

Comments are due by June 1, 2016. Submit comments to Ohio_SIG@education.ohio.gov

CCIP Note # 360

Attachment G:
Comments received:
-----Original Message-----

From: Greg.Barlow [mailto:greg.barlow@fp.k12.oh.us] 

Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2016 3:01 PM

To: ODE Ohio_SIG <Ohio_SIG@education.ohio.gov>

Subject: SIG Grant Application 

Hello. My name is Greg Barlow, and I am currently the federal programs consultant for the Fayetteville-Perry LSD.  Beginning in August of this year, I will also serve as a School Improvement Consultant for Region 14.

My intent for writing is to let your office know that I am strongly in favor of all three waivers for the FY15 and FY16 SIG funds. To extend the availability of funds for FY15 until September of 2021, along with the same situation for FY16, would be of a significant benefit for the participating schools.

As a district that wished to implement a Schoolwide program for a number of years, but barely missed the 40% standard until relatively recently; I am also highly in favor of permitting SIG funded schools to operate Schoolwide programs even if their enrollment is below the minimum threshold.

Thanks for your consideration.

Greg Barlow

Federal Programs Consultant

Fayetteville-Perry LSD

601 S. Apple Street

Fayettville, OH 45118

From:
Rodney T Harrelson <rharrelson2932@columbus.k12.oh.us>

Sent:
Tuesday, May 31, 2016 6:54 PM

To:
ODE Ohio_SIG

Cc:
Andrea J Richardson; Lisa P Stotz

Subject:
School Improvement Grant (SIG) Application Comments

Follow Up Flag:
Follow up

Flag Status:
Flagged

Good Evening-

Please see below School Improvement Grant (SIG) Application Comments:

The Columbus City School District (IRN: 043802) supports The Ohio Department of Education's request with respect to its School Improvement Grant (SIG) application in the following areas:

1.      Period of availability of FY15 funds: Extend the availability of the FY15 funds beyond Sept. 30, 2017, until Sept. 30, 2021;

2.      Period of availability of FY16 funds: Extend the availability of the FY16 funds beyond Sept. 30, 2018, until Sept. 30, 2021; 


and 

3.      Eligibility to operate a schoolwide program: Permit SIG-funded priority schools to operate schoolwide programming if their student enrollment is less than the

         40 percent poverty threshold.

These school improvement funds are critical in supporting the Transformation and Turnaround efforts in our district's Priority Schools.  In addition, providing a longer period of availability will have an impact on sustaining these reform efforts and allow schools to take full advantage of ensuring long term success in academic achievement. 

Please let us know if you have any further questions with respect to these comments.

Sincerely,

Rodney

Rodney Harrelson, Ed.D

Innovation and Improvement 

Columbus City Schools
From:                        Maria Cougras Pappas
To:                             ODE Ohio_SIG
Cc:                             ODE Superintendent
Subject:                    Request for Comments - SIG

Date:                         Wednesday, June 01, 2016 3:20:02 PM

Dear Sir or Madam,

I would like to offer the following input relative to the Ohio SIG in order to not compromise the ethics or quality of the revised proposal:

1.)   My expressed agreement that more schools should be given access to apply for designation as Title 1 schoolwide projects with building teams being given the latitude to determine what is best use of the resources for their schools, via The Ohio Improvement Process;

2.)   A recommendation that only charter schools with 3 years or more of positive results or indicators of success be eligible for such funding and that it be a competitive grant process within the state so that all schools showing gains within the state may fairly have their efforts supported so that they are sustained over time;

3.)   The need to establish pipelines to the Principalship in urban centers in some way as new research on student achievement does show that leadership matters;

4.)   The need to affirm “turn around” Principals and leaders by developing a statewide clearinghouse of winning strategies that have been sustained over time in order that they can be replicated as best practices; and

5.)   That specific language be added to provide additional support and resources to The Youngstown City Schools as they implement The Youngstown Plan to ensure its success, specifically monetary incentives that would attract highly qualified teachers and administrators who would choose to work in the beleaguered school district (especially in hard to find certification areas like secondary Math and Science, Special Education and Administration).
Thank you kindly for your consideration,
Maria C. Pappas, Former Principal and Superintendent

Youngstown, Ohio
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� “Newly Eligible” refers to a school that was made eligible to receive SIG funds by the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2015 and the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2016.  A newly eligible school may be identified for Tier I or Tier II because it has not made adequate yearly progress for at least two consecutive years; is in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on State’s assessments; and is no higher achieving than the highest-achieving school identified by the SEA as a “persistently lowest-achieving school” or is a high school that has a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years.  





�


� 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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