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PART I: SEA REQUIREMENTS
As part of its application for a School Improvement Grant under section 1003(g) of the ESEA, an SEA
must provide the following information.
A. ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS: An SEA must provide a list, by LEA, of each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier
III school in the State. (A State’s Tier I and Tier II schools are its persistently lowestachieving schools and, if the SEA so chooses, certain additional Title I eligible schools that are
as low achieving as the State’s persistently lowest-achieving schools or that have had a
graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.) In providing its list of schools, the
SEA must indicate whether a school has been identified as a Tier I or Tier II school solely
because it has had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years. In addition, the
SEA must indicate whether it has exercised the option to identify as a Tier I, Tier II, or Tier
III school a school that was made newly eligible to receive SIG funds by the Consolidated
Appropriations Act, 2010.
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 lowestachieving 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.
The District of Columbia used the persistently lowest-achieving schools definition to develop its list of
Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools. Because the page on OSSE’s website is being updated to reflect recent
changes to the definition in response to feedback on the SFSF Phase II application from the U.S.
Department of Education, this definition is provided here as Attachment A.
OSSE does not intend to identify any newly eligible schools.
As shown in Attachment B, a list by LEA of all 1003(g)-eligible schools, DC has 10 Tier I schools and no
Tier II schools; 9 of the 10 Tier I schools are within one LEA – District of Columbia Public Schools. OSSE
anticipates that, once all (or most) of the District’s 10 Tier I schools are served, there will be no
additional funds available for LEAs to serve any Tier III schools. Therefore, OSSE will administer a twophase application process, as described in further detail in Section D below. In Phase I, applications will
be accepted only for plans to serve Tier I schools (meaning only from 2 LEAs). If funds are available after
Phase I awards, all LEAs with Tier III schools will be invited to apply for funds in Phase II. The LEA
application for Phase II will be mostly identical to that for Phase I, with references to “the selected
intervention” changed to “school improvement activities.”
LEA NAME, NCES ID #
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As noted above, an SEA must identify newly eligible schools on its list only if it chooses to take advantage of this
option.

1

B. EVALUATION CRITERIA: An SEA must provide the criteria it will use to evaluate the
information set forth below in an LEA’s application for a School Improvement Grant.
Part 1
The three actions listed in Part 1 are ones that an LEA must take prior to submitting its application
for a School Improvement Grant. Accordingly, the SEA must describe, with specificity, the criteria
the SEA will use to evaluate an LEA’s application with respect to each of the following actions:
(1) The LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s
application and has selected an intervention for each school.
OSSE will evaluate an LEA application with respect to the needs analysis and intervention
selection through three application requirements (see Part 1 of “A” tabs in Attachment C),
which the LEA will have to complete for each school it proposes to serve. For each Tier I
school the LEA proposes to serve, the LEA will be required to perform a standard needs
assessment and analysis. The tool, which all LEAs must use, is based on the “Nine
Characteristics of High Performing Schools,” first developed by the Washington State
Education Agency. Then, in the application, the LEA must, for each school:
• Indicate the dates during which this needs assessment and analysis took place,
• Complete a chart showing the results in the nine general categories of the needs
assessment, and
• Assure that a copy of the needs assessment and all related documentation will be
made available to OSSE for review upon request.
The LEA will also provide a narrative “Summary of Needs Identified Through LEA Analysis” and
indicate which of the four required interventions it proposes to implement in the school.
During OSSE review of the LEA’s application, OSSE staff will ensure that, for each Tier I school
the LEA proposes to serve:
1. The LEA provided dates for the needs assessment and analysis;
2. The LEA listed the general-category results of that analysis in the chart provided;
3. The LEA summarized the needs it identified;
4. The LEA indicated which intervention it proposes to implement; and
5. The selected intervention aligns with the results of the needs assessment and analysis, as
described through the chart and the narrative summary.
(2) The LEA has demonstrated that it has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide
adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s
application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention in each of those
schools.
For each Tier I school to be served, an LEA must provide a narrative response which describes
the elements of capacity it believes will make full and effective implementation of the
selected intervention possible (see Part 5.1 of “A” tabs in Attachment C). The LEA application
narrative will be guided by OSSE’s Review Rubric, which will be provided within the LEA
application (see Attachment D).
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Consistent with the U.S. Department of Education’s non-regulatory guidance, OSSE will also
direct LEAs to include in this statement, as applicable, such information as number and
credentials of staff dedicated to intervention implementation; amount of other funds to be
dedicated to implementing the intervention; ability to recruit new principals for the
turnaround and transformation models or the availability of EMOs to enlist for the restart
model; and lack of barriers and/or evidence of support from teachers, the board of education,
school staff, and/or parents. Based on the Review Rubric, OSSE reviewers will rate the
narrative response as “not acceptable,” “conditionally acceptable” (acceptable only after
necessary revisions), or “fully acceptable.”
Also, the LEA must provide an action plan for the proposed implementation (see Part 3 of “A”
tabs in Attachment C). This plan will list action steps containing specific dates and the
person/s responsible for each action step. OSSE reviewers will validate that all of the
timelines demonstrate that the LEA has the ability to get the basic elements of its selected
model/s up and running by the beginning of the 2010-2011 school year in every school in the
application.

(3) The LEA’s budget includes sufficient funds to implement the selected intervention fully and
effectively in each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application as well as to
support school improvement activities in Tier III schools throughout the period of availability of
those funds (taking into account any waiver extending that period received by either the SEA or
the LEA).
During both LEA application phases, each LEA applicant must provide a separate budget for
each of the three years of the period of availability (provided the waiver to extend the period
of availability is granted) for each of the Tier I schools (in Phase I) or Tier III schools (in Phase
II) it proposes to serve with school improvement funds (see “C” tabs in Attachment C). In its
descriptions of activities to be funded, the LEA will distinguish between activities to be
implemented by the school and services to be provided by the LEA.
Furthermore, the LEA will provide a narrative statement for each school to be served to
explain how the total amount of funds included in the budget will be sufficient to fully and
effectively implement the selected intervention/s in each Tier I school identified to be served
in Phase I and to support school improvement activities in each Tier III school in Phase II (see
Part 5.2 in “A” tabs in Attachment C). If the amount budgeted for one year in which the LEA
will implement the turnaround model, the restart model, or the transformation model in a
Tier I school is less than $500,000, OSSE reviewers will closely scrutinize the response to
ensure that a lesser amount will be sufficient to support full and effective implementation of
that intervention.
Finally, the LEA is also asked to provide details on total other funds expected to be dedicated
to supporting the intervention, including local funds, Title I funds, school improvement funds
reserved under Section 1003(a) of the ESEA, or funds from other sources (see Part 5.3 in “A”
tabs in Attachment C).
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During its review of the LEA’s application, OSSE must find that, taken as a whole, the budgets
and statements provided by the LEA support the LEA’s contention that the total budget
includes sufficient funds.

Part 2
The actions in Part 2 are ones that an LEA may have taken, in whole or in part, prior to submitting its
application for a School Improvement Grant but, most likely, will take after receiving a School
Improvement Grant. Accordingly, an SEA must describe how it will assess the LEA’s commitment
to do the following:
(1) Design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements.
(2) Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality.
(3) Align other resources with the interventions.
(4) Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the interventions fully and
effectively.
(5) Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.
To gather information to show an LEA’s commitment to complete each of these actions, OSSE
will require the LEA to provide five action plans in its application (see Part 2 of tab 6 of
Attachment C). For each of these five actions, regardless of whether the respective action is
begun prior to applying or will begin only after applying, the LEA must provide a list of action
steps. For each action step, the LEA will provide beginning and ending dates, a description,
and the name/s of the person/s responsible for completing the action step. To ensure the
LEA has the opportunity to fully demonstrate its commitment to take each action, the LEA will
also provide a narrative statement to demonstrate the commitment.
OSSE reviewers will rate the LEA’s combined action plan and narrative for each of these 5
actions as “not acceptable,” “conditionally acceptable,” or “fully acceptable.” In doing so for
Tier I schools (in Phase I), reviewers will consider whether the timelines allow the LEA to get
the basic elements of its selected model/s up and running by the beginning of the 2010-2011
school year in every school in the application.
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C. CAPACITY: The SEA must explain how it will evaluate whether an LEA lacks capacity to
implement a school intervention model in each Tier I school.
An LEA that applies for a School Improvement Grant must serve each of its Tier I schools using one
of the four school intervention models unless the LEA demonstrates that it lacks sufficient capacity to
do so. If an LEA claims it lacks sufficient capacity to serve each Tier I school, the SEA must
evaluate the sufficiency of the LEA’s claim. Claims of lack of capacity should be scrutinized
carefully to ensure that LEAs effectively intervene in as many of their Tier I schools as possible.
The SEA must explain how it will evaluate whether an LEA lacks capacity to implement a school
intervention model in each Tier I school. The SEA must also explain what it will do if it determines
that an LEA has more capacity than the LEA demonstrates.
First, again, there are two LEAs in the District with Tier I schools – 9 within the District of Columbia
Public Schools with the other being Options Public Charter School. In its Phase I application, if
either of the two LEAs with at least one Tier I school proposes to serve fewer than all of its Tier I
schools, using one of the four intervention models, the LEA must provide a statement describing
how it lacks sufficient capacity to do so (see Part 1 of tab 6 of Attachment C). The statement must
refer to specific elements of capacity the LEA believes make the LEA unable to fully and effectively
implement an intervention in all Tier I schools. Consistent with the U.S. Department of
Education’s non-regulatory guidance, OSSE will direct LEAs to include in this statement
information that relates to, among other things, the number and credentials of staff dedicated to
intervention implementation; amount of other funds to be dedicated to implementing the
intervention; in/ability to recruit new principals for the turnaround and transformation models or
the un/availability of EMOs to enlist for the restart model; and barriers and/or evidence of
support or lack of support from teachers, the board of education, school staff, and/or parents.
Additionally, in order to provide the required close scrutiny if either of these LEAs indicate a lack
of capacity, OSSE will require a personalized follow-up meeting between OSSE’s Title I director
and relevant LEA staff during which OSSE will gather additional information and detail. In this
meeting, OSSE will ensure that the LEA has considered all elements of capacity and each of the
four allowable interventions (including school closure) and also consider whether any claimed lack
of capacity could be resolved through technical assistance or other support provided by OSSE.
If OSSE determines that, despite its claim, the LEA does indeed have the capacity to implement an
intervention in every Tier I school, OSSE will require the LEA to serve all Tier I schools in order to
receive any 1003(g) funds and will require the LEA to amend its application to include plans for the
Tier I school/s it originally did not include. Additionally, OSSE will require the LEA to address how
it will ensure it leverages its full capacity in the statement it will then have to provide in the
application demonstrating that it does have the capacity to serve all Tier I schools (or at least all of
those that OSSE determines it has the capacity to serve, if it is not all Tier I schools).
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D. DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION: An SEA must include the information set forth below.
(1) Describe the SEA’s process and timeline for approving LEA applications.
As noted briefly in Section A above, OSSE anticipates that awards for its 10 Tier I schools,
presuming approval of the requested waiver extending the period of availability (see Section
H), will likely exhaust the full amount available in School Improvement Grants to LEAs. The
total amount available for subgrants to LEAs – 95% of the District of Columbia’s combined
allocation for School Improvement Grants – is approximately $11.9 million. With the waiver
mentioned above, awards will be required to be apportioned in a way to allow for two annual
award renewals, meaning annual awards for Tier I schools could average less than $500,000
per school. Given that an LEA can actually request up to $2 million per school, it is likely no
funds will be available to serve any Tier III schools.
Knowing this, and in order to avoid wasted time and effort by as many as 30 LEAs that have
only Tier III eligible schools, OSSE will implement a two-phase LEA application process. In
Phase I, only LEAs with Tier I schools will be invited to apply only for funds to implement
interventions in their Tier I or Tier I schools. If, after awarding funds to those LEAs based on
their Phase I applications, additional funds are available for serving additional schools this
year, OSSE will invite all 31 LEAs with Tier III schools to apply for awards to serve one or more
of their Tier III schools in a Phase II application process, using the same application as was
used for Phase I, except for changing all references to “the selection intervention” to “school
improvement activities.” To ensure maximum transparency for LEAs in a Phase II application
process, OSSE will announce the total amount of funds available and will require a “Notice of
Intent to Apply to Serve Tier III School/s” as the first step in the application process. The list
of LEAs intending to apply will be published on OSSE’s website.
The SIG timeline depends on when OSSE receives approval from ED. Phase I applications will
be released, depending on the date OSSE receives ED approval, between 03-01-10 and 03-1510. These applications will be due to OSSE approximately six weeks after they are released,
between 04-09-10 and 04-23-10. Grant Award Notifications (GANs) based on Phase I
applications for serving Tier I schools will be provided between 04-30-10 and 05-14-10. If
necessary, Phase II applications will be released the same day GANs for Phase I are provided.
Phase II applications will then be due to OSSE between 05-28-10 and 06-11-10 for a release
date for GANs for serving Tier III schools between 06-11-10 and 06-25-10.
Phase I applications (from two eligible LEAs) will be reviewed by the School Improvement
Grants coordinator, the director of the Title I program, and the most senior Title I program
analyst. OSSE’s Review Rubric defining “not acceptable,” “conditionally acceptable,” and
“fully acceptable” responses for each part of the application will be used by all reviewers. For
each school, the request will receive a rubric score between 0 and 100. For any score below
75, the application will be rejected as “not acceptable” overall. For any score between 76 and
99, the request will be deemed “conditionally acceptable” and the LEA will have two weeks to
refine those responses in order to make them “fully acceptable” during the review process. A
score of 100 is necessary to receive funding, as that score indicates fully acceptable responses
for all elements of the application (meeting all requirements).
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If it is necessary to implement Phase II, those applications (from up to 31 eligible LEAs) will be
reviewed by three Title I staff members. The same rubric with appropriate adjustments given
different requirements for Tier III schools will be used for their review of these applications.
Again, LEAs with “conditionally acceptable” responses will have an opportunity during the 2week review process to refine those responses in order to make them “fully acceptable.”

(2) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing an LEA’s annual goals for student achievement for its
Tier I and Tier II schools and 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 in the LEA that are not
meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators in section III of the final
requirements.
The LEA will be required to provide proposed annual goals for each school in its application
(see Part 2 of “A” tabs in Attachment C). OSSE will review the proposed annual goals to
ensure that the LEA established rigorous, yet obtainable goals. OSSE will determine whether
the goals align with the examples in Section H-25 of ED’s non-regulatory guidance.
Any LEA that receives a School Improvement Grant will be required to submit data on the
leading indicators listed in the Department’s final regulations and the LEA application to OSSE
for each school year during which it receives an initial or renewed School Improvement Grant.
Additionally, the LEA will be required to submit a report on the progress of the school
improvement intervention implementation.
OSSE’s determination of whether to renew an award for a school will take into consideration
the following three data sources:
• DC-CAS results (student assessment data),
• Data on the leading indicators, and
• The school-specific report on the progress of intervention implementation.
First, student assessment data (DC-CAS results) will be compared with the annual goals
provided in the LEA application. OSSE will determine whether a school “made significant
progress,” “made some progress,” or “made little or no progress.” For a school to have made
significant progress, annual goals in both reading/language arts and mathematics must be
met. Second, OSSE will determine whether, on the leading indicators, a school “made
significant progress,” “made some progress,” or “made little or no progress.” Finally, from
the implementation report and any data gathered through on-site and/or other monitoring,
OSSE will determine whether, toward full implementation of the intervention, a school
“made significant progress,” “made some progress,” or “made little or no progress.”
For an LEA to receive award renewal for a school, the school must have (1) made “significant “
progress in at least one area or (2) have made “some” progress in at least two areas.
Consistent with the final requirements, any school that met its annual achievement goals will
meet these criteria. For schools that did not make significant progress in any area and made
little or no progress in two or more areas, the LEA will not receive funds toward a renewal
award. LEAs will be required to consider and report on plans for adjustment to the original
plan for any school that did not meet annual goals.
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(3) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier III schools
(subject to approval by the SEA) and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s
School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier III schools in the LEA that are not
meeting those goals.
If there is a Phase II LEA application process for LEAs to apply to serve Tier III schools, LEAs will
establish, and OSSE will approve, these goals in the application. OSSE will approve goals in
mathematics and reading/language arts that either (1) are equal to the goals established by
OSSE for determining AYP or (2) decrease the non-proficient percentage of students by at
least 10 percent.
Tier III schools receiving funds or services through an LEA’s School Improvement Grant will be
required to report on the same leading indicators on which Tier I schools are required to
report. In determining whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to
one or more Tier III schools in the LEA, OSSE will determine whether a school “made
significant progress,” “made some progress,” or “made little or no progress” toward meeting
its achievement goals and on the leading indicators. The same criteria that apply to Tier I
schools for these ratings will apply to Tier III schools. For an LEA to receive renewal funds for
a Tier III school, the Tier III school must have either (1) made significant progress in one area
or (2) made some progress in both areas. For schools that did not make significant progress in
any area and made little or no progress in one or more areas, the LEA will not receive funds
toward a renewal award. LEAs will be required to consider and report on plans for
adjustment to the original plan for any school that did not meet annual goals.

(4) Describe how the SEA will monitor each LEA that receives a School Improvement Grant to
ensure that it is implementing a school intervention model fully and effectively in the Tier I and
Tier II schools the LEA is approved to serve.
Regular On-site Monitoring
OSSE’s Office of Elementary and Secondary Education has initiated a new on-site monitoring
cycle for the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years, in which all LEAs will be monitored onsite at least once during these two years. LEAs monitored on-site as part of this coordinated
monitoring plan will be monitored for their implementation of their School Improvement
Grant program, among all other Elementary and Secondary Education programs for which the
LEA receives federal grant funds. OSSE’s Title I monitoring indicators, based on the
Department’s indicators for SEAs, include indicators related to school improvement.
While under the new policy each LEA will receive at least one on-site visit once every two
years, OSSE is also using a risk assessment tool to identify LEAs that may need additional
onsite monitoring. OSSE may consider the following and conduct additional on-site
monitoring:
•
•
•
•

A-133 Single audits results,
Consistent noncompliance relative to unresolved findings from previous monitoring reviews,
Individual complaints to the agency,
Higher grant award totals,
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Excess carryover or failure to liquidate funds,
Late reporting (e.g. expenditures, status reports, progress reports, equipment inventory),
Lack of alignment between expenditures and approved budget,
Percent of disallowed to allowed expenditures,
Excessive administrative costs,
Failure to adhere to terms and conditions set forth in the Grant Award Notice (GAN), and
Failure to make substantial progress toward grant goals and objectives.

The combined use of a two-year onsite monitoring schedule and risk based monitoring
strengthens OSSE’s general oversight of all LEAs.
Desktop Monitoring
Second, OSSE will perform desktop monitoring, led by an assigned SEA Title I staff member at
least bi-monthly, including but not limited to reviewing reimbursement requests for School
Improvement Grants and reviewing annual and other interim reports LEAs will provide as
required by OSSE describing the progress of the school improvement intervention
implementation in Tier I schools and reporting data on the leading indicators identified in the
final regulations and the LEA application. These reports and data will also be used to
determine whether renewal grants are awarded to each LEA.
Targeted Monitoring for School Improvement Funds
Third, based on reviews of data reports, other desktop monitoring activities, and findings and
observations from the regular LEA on-site monitoring cycle, OSSE will at least twice annually
perform additional focused on-site monitoring of the implementation of selected school
improvement interventions within all funded LEAs and provide additional technical assistance
and support to ensure that School Improvement funds are effectively used to implement
interventions consistent with the final requirements. This additional focused on-site
monitoring will review at least the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Progress toward achievement goals (both annual measurable objectives and annual goals set
in the School Improvement Grant application, where these are different),
Progress toward improvement on the leading indicators,
Fidelity to the approved school intervention model implementation plan and timelines,
The effectiveness of instruction and the quality of the learning environment, and
Other indicators that directly relate to the specific intervention model being implemented.

Again, only two LEAs are eligible to receive funds for serving Tier I schools. Therefore, OSSE
can focus a substantial portion of its School Improvement Grant monitoring activities within
these two LEAs.
Finally, OSSE is considering using a portion of the State-level funds it has reserved from its
School Improvement Grant to fund a third-party evaluation of the implementation and results
of school improvement interventions.
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(5) 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.
First, OSSE will prioritize serving all Tier I schools first. As described above, OSSE will first
collect applications only from LEAs with Tier I schools only for proposed plans to serve their
Tier I schools. This includes only two LEAs. Consistent with the Departments’ non-regulatory
Guidance, OSSE will make efforts to spread 1003(g) funds among different districts.
Secondary to that criterion, OSSE will prioritize the lowest of the persistently lowestachieving schools in the District. Therefore, if there are insufficient funds to serve all Tier I
schools, OSSE will award funds to schools within LEAs with multiple Tier I schools beginning
with the lowest performing school and continuing until there are insufficient funds to provide
for a full and effective intervention in any more schools.

(6) Describe the criteria, if any, that the SEA intends to use to prioritize among Tier III

schools.
Applications will be received in a Phase II application process only if there are sufficient funds
to serve more than just Tier I schools. In the two scenarios below, there will be additional
funds left to award for Tier III schools this year after Phase I of the LEA application process:
1. DCPS and Options Public Charter School submit fully acceptable plans to serve all Tier I schools
in the District for a total of less than $11.9 million over 3 years.
2. DCPS and Options Public Charter School submit fully acceptable plan to serve fewer than all 10
Tier I schools (due to a lack of capacity) for a total of less than approximately $8.9 million (the
maximum available for awards for 2010-2011 in this scenario, knowing that, if not all Tier I
schools will be served in 2010-2011, OSSE must reserve 25 percent of its SIG award to combine
it with the FY 2010 award to serve additional Tier I schools next year).

In reviewing Phase II applications, if necessary, OSSE will first prioritize funding Tier III schools
in which LEAs commit to fully implement one of the four school intervention models required
for Tier I and Tier II schools.
Second, OSSE will prioritize the lowest-ranked schools on the District’s list used to identify the
persistently lowest achieving schools. That is, the school ranked just above the 7th Tier I school
identified based on achievement data (and not graduation data alone) would be prioritized
above all others, then the school ranked above that, and so on. This priority will be assigned
both within Tier III schools in which LEAs commit to fully implement one of the four
intervention models and, if necessary, additional Tier III schools for which LEAs propose other
school improvement activities.
Any “conditionally approved” (after revisions) or “fully approved” application may be
awarded funds based on the needs of the school and the budget requested as a result of the
needs.
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(7) If the SEA intends to take over any Tier I or Tier II schools, identify those schools and indicate
the school intervention model the SEA will implement in each school.
OSSE does not intend to take over any Tier I or Tier II schools.

(8) If the SEA intends to provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover,
identify those schools and, for Tier I or Tier II schools, indicate the school intervention model the
SEA will implement in each school, and provide evidence of the LEA’s approval to have the
SEA provide the services directly. †
OSSE does not intend to provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover.

†

If, at the time an SEA submits its application, it has not yet determined whether it will provide services directly to
any schools in the absence of a takeover, it may omit this information from its application. However, if the SEA
later decides that it will provide such services, it must amend its application to provide the required information.
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E. ASSURANCES: The SEA must provide the assurances set forth below.
By submitting this application, the SEA assures that it will do the following:



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



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 that the SEA approves the LEA to
serve.



Apportion its school improvement funds in order to make grants to LEAs, as applicable, that are
renewable for the length of the period of availability, taking into account any waivers that may have
been requested and received by the SEA or an individual LEA to extend the period of availability.



Carry over 25 percent of its FY 2009 school improvement funds, combine those funds with FY 2010
school improvement funds, and award those funds to eligible LEAs consistent with the final
requirements if not every Tier I school in the State receives FY 2009 school improvement funds to
implement a school improvement model in the 2010-2011 school year (unless the SEA does not have
sufficient school improvement funds to serve every Tier I school in the State).



Ensure, if the SEA is participating in the Department’s differentiated accountability pilot, that its LEAs
will use school improvement funds consistent with the final requirements.



Monitor each LEA’s implementation of the interventions supported with school improvement funds.



To the extent a Tier I or Tier II 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.



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 the 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.



Report the specific school-level data required in section III of the final requirements.
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F. SEA RESERVATION: An 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 that the SEA plans to conduct with the State-level funds it has received from its School
Improvement Grant.
OSSE will use the State-level funds it has reserved from its School Improvement Grant in several
ways consistent with Sections 1003(g)(8), 1117(a)(4)(A), and 1117(c)(1)(A) of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.
First, OSSE will use a portion of the set-aside to fund part of a staff position devoted to building
upon and implementing OSSE’s statewide system of support to provide technical assistance to LEAs
with schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring and the schools themselves in order
to increase the opportunity for all students served by those agencies and schools to meet the State's
academic content standards and student academic achievement standards.
Second, OSSE intends to use these funds to provide funding for school support team staff. The first
priority for the District’s school support teams this year will be to provide support, consistent with
Section 1117 of the ESEA, to the persistently lowest achieving schools. Next, other schools in
restructuring will receive priority in the provision of resources and other support.
At this time, OSSE is separately working on more detailed plans to build on its statewide system of
support. Further details can be provided as those plans are finalized. OSSE is interested in using the
one-time State-level funds available under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 to
build additional capacity at the SEA to provide better ongoing support to LEAs through evaluation
and technical assistance.
Third, some funds will be used to purchase supplies and materials and to support attendance by
OSSE staff and/or other school support team staff at conferences related to school improvement
and turnaround research and practice.
Finally, a portion of the State-level funds it has reserved from its School Improvement Grant may be
used to fund a third-party evaluation of the implementation and results of school improvement
interventions.
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G. CONSULTATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS: An SEA must consult with its Committee of
Practitioners and is encouraged to consult with other stakeholders regarding its application
for a School Improvement Grant.
Before submitting its application for a School Improvement Grant to the Department, the SEA must
consult with its Committee of Practitioners established under section 1903(b) of the ESEA regarding
the rules and policies contained therein.



The SEA has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth
in its application.

The SEA may also consult with other stakeholders that have an interest in its application.
While OSSE had not consulted with any additional stakeholders prior to the initial submission of this
application, OSSE has since consulted with staff at both District of Columbia Public Schools and
Options Public Charter School, the two LEAs in the District of Columbia with Tier I schools.
Additionally, representatives from the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board have
participated in consultation sessions with Options Public Charter School.
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H. WAIVERS: The final requirements invite an SEA to request waivers of the requirements set
forth below. An SEA must list in its application those requirements for which it is seeking a
waiver.
The District of Columbia requests a waiver of the requirements it has listed below. These waivers
would allow any local educational agency (LEA) in the State that receives a School Improvement Grant
to use those funds in accordance with the final requirements for School Improvement Grants and the
LEA’s application for a grant.
The District believes that the requested waiver(s) will increase the quality of instruction for students
and improve the academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools by enabling an
LEA to use more effectively the school improvement funds to implement one of the four school
intervention models in its Tier I or Tier II schools and to carry out school improvement activities in its
Tier III schools. The four school intervention models are specifically designed to raise substantially the
achievement of students in the State’s Tier I and Tier II schools.



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



Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I and Tier II Title I
participating schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to “start over” in the
school improvement timeline.

The District assures that it will ensure that any LEA that chooses to implement one or more of these
waivers will comply with section II.A.8 of the final requirements.
The District assures that it will permit an LEA to implement the waiver(s) only if the LEA receives a
School Improvement Grant and requests to implement the waiver(s) in its application. As such, the LEA
may only implement the waiver(s) in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, as applicable, included in its
application.
The District assures that, prior to submitting this request in its School Improvement Grant application,
the State provided all LEAs in the State that are eligible to receive a School Improvement Grant with
notice and a reasonable opportunity to comment on this request and has attached a copy of that notice
as well as copies of any comments it received from LEAs. The State also assures that it provided notice
and information regarding this waiver request to the public in the manner in which the State
customarily provides such notice and information to the public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the
newspaper; by posting information on its Web site) and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice.
The District assures that, if it is granted one or more of the waivers requested above, 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, including which specific waivers each LEA is
implementing.
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I. Attachments

Attachment A is the District of Columbia’s definition of persistently lowest-achieving schools, which
was used to develop its list of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools (pdf).
Attachment B is a list of eligible schools by LEA. Within each LEA, Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools are
listed (xls).
Attachment C is a draft of the LEA Application for School Improvement Grants (xls).
Attachment D is a draft of the LEA Application Review Rubric (xls).
Attachment E is a copy of the notice of OSSE’s proposed request for waivers and invitation for
comments provided to LEAs through email (pdf).
Attachment F is a copy of the notice of the proposed request for waivers provided to LEAs and the
public on OSSE’s website (pdf).
Attachment G is a list of all comments received from LEAs regarding the requested waivers (pdf).
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March 3, 2010

Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools in the District of Columbia
The U.S. Department of Education issued guidance that all state education agencies must define the
“persistently lowest-achieving schools” using the following definition:
Persistently lowest-achieving schools means, as determined by the state:
(i) Any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that
(a) Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools in improvement, corrective action,
or restructuring or the lowest-achieving five Title I schools in improvement, corrective action,
or restructuring in the State, whichever number of schools is greater; or
(b) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than
60 percent over a number of years; and
(ii) Any secondary school that is eligible for, but does not receive, Title I funds that
(a) Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of secondary schools or the lowest-achieving five
secondary schools in the State that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I funds, whichever
number of schools is greater; or
(b) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than
60 percent over a number of years.
To identify the lowest-achieving schools, a state must take into account both
(i) The academic achievement of the “all students” group in a school in terms of proficiency on the
state’s assessments under section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA in reading/language arts and mathematics
combined; and
(ii) The school’s lack of progress on those assessments over a number of years in the “all students”
group.
For more information, see the U.S. Department of Education’s Guidance on School Improvement Grants Under
Section 1002(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(http://www.ed.gov/programs/sif/guidance-20091218.doc).
OSSE created a definition for the persistently-lowest achieving schools in the District of Columbia that assigns
points to every school in the District based on its standing with the following three elements: current year
improvement status; overall growth in the percentage of students scoring proficient or above in the school from
2007 to 2009 in both reading/language arts and mathematics; and whether the percentage of students overall in
the school scoring proficient or above is more than half the distance from the annual measurable objective
(AMO) over a two- or three-year period in both reading/language arts and mathematics. OSSE added the points
assigned to each school based on these data elements and ranked school based on total points. Per federal
requirements, OSSE defined a “Tier I” and “Tier II” based on the definition above.
Tier I Schools
In order to determine the number of schools that meet the definition of Tier I schools (as defined in (i) above),
OSSE used the following method:
 There are 131 schools receiving Title I funds in the District of Columbia that are identified for
improvement in the 2009-2010 school year.
 Five percent of that total is 7 schools. OSSE must identify the seven lowest-achieving Title I schools as
the persistently lowest achieving.
1



OSSE assigned points to every public school in the city based on the following three factors. Points are
awarded to all schools (a total of 90 point are available) and then schools are ranked based on total
points. In this definition, the worst-case scenario would mean a school has 90 points.

1. Improvement status. Schools were assigned points based on the current year’s improvement status,
which is an indicator that factors in persistence: schools in restructuring have missed AYP for six years.
o 10 points if they are in improvement year 1;
o 20 points if they are in improvement year 2;
o 30 points if they are corrective action;
o 40 points if they are in restructuring planning; or
o 50 points if they are in restructuring implementation.
2. Overall growth. Schools were assigned points if the aggregate percentage of students scoring proficient
or above did not increase over a period of years, in both reading and mathematics (i.e., lack of growth).
This indicator is intended to give credit for schools that may be identified for improvement, not making
adequate yearly progress, but that are improving student achievement.
o 10 points if there was a decrease in reading from 2007 to 2009; and
o 10 points if there was a decrease in mathematics from 2007 to 2009.
3. Distance from the annual measurable objective (AMO). This measure combines a school’s overall
proficiency rate with a persistence factor. Schools were assigned points based on whether the school has
repeatedly had an overall percentage of students scoring proficient or above in reading or mathematics
that is less than half the state’s AMO for that year. The AMO is the target a school needs to reach in
order to make adequate yearly progress.
o 5 points if the percentage proficient or above in reading is less than half the AMO for 2008 and
2009;
o 5 points if the percentage proficient or above in reading is less than half the AMO for 2007,
2008, and 2009;
o 5 points if the percentage proficient or above in mathematics is less than half the AMO for 2008
and 2009; and
o 5 points if the percentage proficient or above in mathematics is less than half the AMO for
2007, 2008, and 2009.


OSSE also identified any high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent in the two most recent
years.

The following ten schools in the District of Columbia meet the definition of Tier I “persistently lowestachieving” for the 2009-2010 school year, either for being one of the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I
schools identified for improvement or for having a graduation rate below 60 percent in each of the two previous
years:
Lowest achieving 5 percent
Browne JHS
Dunbar SHS
Hamilton Center
Kenilworth ES
Options Public Charter School
Prospect LC
Spingarn SHS

Low graduation rate
Anacostia SHS
Eastern SHS
Luke C. Moore Academy

2

Tier II Schools
Each state is also required to define its Tier II schools that meet the definition outlined above in (ii). Currently,
there are no secondary schools in the District of Columbia that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I funds.
All secondary schools are currently receiving Title I funds. As a result, there are no Tier II schools, as defined
by the U.S. Department of Education.

Questions may be addressed to Donna Sabis-Burns, Deputy Assistant Superintendent of Elementary and
Secondary Education (Donna.Sabis-Burns@dc.gov).
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LEA Name
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)

LEA NCES ID#
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030

Tier
Tier I
Tier I
Tier I
Tier I
Tier I
Tier I
Tier I
Tier I
Tier I
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III

School Name
Anacos=a SHS
Browne JHS
Dunbar SHS
Eastern SHS
Hamilton Center
Kenilworth ES
Luke C. Moore Academy
Prospect LC
Spingarn SHS
Aiton ES
Amidon ES
Ballou SHS
BancroT ES
Beers ES
Birney ES
Brent ES
Brightwood ES
Brookland ES
Bruce‐Monroe ES
Burroughs ES
Burrville ES
Cardozo SHS
Cooke HD ES
Coolidge SHS
Davis ES
Drew ES
Eliot JHS
Ellington SHS
Emery ES
Ferebee‐Hope ES
Francis JHS
Garﬁeld ES
Garrison ES
Harris, C.W. ES
Hart MS
Hendley ES
Houston ES
Jeﬀerson JHS
Johnson JHS
Kelly Miller MS
Ketcham ES
Kimball ES
King M L ES
Kramer MS
LaSalle ES
Ludlow‐Taylor ES
Macfarland MS
Malcolm X ES
Mamie D. Lee School
Maury ES

School NCES ID#
00085
00021
00079
00078
00261
00177
00198
00092
00130
00122
00121
00084
00120
00118
00116
00113
00112
00111
00110
00107
00106
00082
00100
00081
00099
00097
00151
00016
00094
00069
00149
00165
00171
00185
00135
00182
00181
00145
00144
00272
00176
00173
00102
00143
00042
00037
00141
00036
00090
00034

GradRate
X

X

X

Newly Eligible
NONE

District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
Academy for Learning Through the Arts (ALTA) Public Charter School
Booker T. Washington Public Charter School
Capital City Public Charter School
Cesar Chavez Public Charter School
Cesar Chavez Public Charter School
Cesar Chavez Public Charter School
Children's Studio Public Charter School
City Collegiate Public Charter School
Community Academy Public Charter School
Community Academy Public Charter School
Community Academy Public Charter School
DC Bilingual Public Charter School
DC Preparatory Academy Public Charter School

1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100030
1100050
1100003
1100035
1100005
1100005
1100005
1100006
1100061
1100007
1100007
1100007
1100042
1100048

Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III

Miner ES
Montgomery ES
Moten ES
Nalle ES
Orr ES
Pa`erson ES
Plummer ES
Powell ES
Randle‐Highlands ES
Raymond ES
Reed LC
River Terrace ES
Ronald H. Brown MS
Roosevelt SHS
Savoy ES
Seaton ES
Shaed ES
Shaw JHS
Simon ES
Smothers ES
Sousa MS
Stanton ES
Stuart‐Hobson MS
Takoma ES
Terrell MC ES
Thomas ES
Thomson ES
Thurgood Marshall ES
Truesdell ES
Tubman ES
Turner ES
Walker‐Jones ES
Webb ES
West ES
Whiber ES
Wilson SHS
Winston EC
Woodson SHS
Academy for Learning Through the Arts (ALTA) Public Charter School
Booker T. Washington Public Charter School
Capital City Public Charter School
Cesar Chavez Bruce Prep Campus
Cesar Chavez Capitol Hill Campus
Cesar Chavez Parkside Campus
Children's Studio Public Charter School
City Collegiate Public Charter School
Community Academy AMOS 1 Campus
Community Academy Online Campus
Community Academy Rand‐El Campus
DC Bilingual Public Charter School
DC Preparatory Academy EC Campus

00004
00003
00002
00163
00161
00158
00126
00125
00029
00033
00032
00028
00021
00008
00025
00024
00022
00020
00054
00064
00019
00013
00191
00011
00070
00049
00046
00188
00075
00074
00073
00070
00068
00067
00065
00133
00061
00055
00300
00217
00253
00377
00219
00328
00220
00346
00221
00380
00361
00273
00388

DC Preparatory Academy Public Charter School
Elsie Whitlow Stokes Public Charter School
E.L. Haynes Public Charter School
Friendship Public Charter School
Friendship Public Charter School
Friendship Public Charter School
Friendship Public Charter School
Hope Community Public Charter School
Hospitality Public Charter School
Howard Road Academy Public Charter School
Hyde Leadership Academy Public Charter School
Hyde Leadership Academy Public Charter School
Integrated Design & Electronics Academy (IDEA) Public Charter School
Ideal Academy Public Charter School
Kamit Ins=tute for Magniﬁcent Achievers Public Charter School
KIPP DC Public Charter School
Mary McLeod Bethune Public Charter School
Maya Angelou Public Charter School
Maya Angelou Public Charter School
Maya Angelou Public Charter School
Meridian Public Charter School
Nia Community Public Charter School
Op=ons Public Charter School
Paul Public Charter School
School for the Arts in Learning (SAIL) Public Charter School
Tree of Life Public Charter School
Two Rivers Public Charter School
William E. Doar Public Charter School
Young America Works Public Charter School

1100048
1100009
1100043
1100008
1100008
1100008
1100008
1100051
1100010
1100029
1100011
1100011
1100013
1100012
1100037
1100031
1100044
1100014
1100014
1100014
1100015
1100070
1100018
1100039
1100021
1100040
1100045
1100053
1100046

Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier I
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III
Tier III

DC Preparatory Academy MC Campus
Elsie Whitlow Stokes Public Charter School
E.L. Haynes Public Charter School
Friendship Blow Campus
Friendship Chamberlain Campus
Friendship Woodridge Campus
Friendship Woodson Campus
Hope Community Tolson Campus
Hospitality Public Charter School
Howard Road Academy Public Charter School
Hyde Leadership ES
Hyde Leadership HS
Integrated Design & Electronics Academy (IDEA) Public Charter School
IDEAL Academy Peabody Campus
Kamit Ins=tute for Magniﬁcent Achievers Public Charter School
KIPP DC AIM Academy
Mary Mcleod Bethune Slowe Campus
Maya Angelou Evans Campus
Maya Angelou Middle Campus
Maya Angelou Shaw Campus
Meridian Public Charter School
Nia Community Public Charter School
Op=ons Public Charter School
Paul Public Charter School
SAIL Lower School
Tree of Life Public Charter School
Two Rivers Public Charter School
William E. Doar Public Charter School
Young America Works Public Charter School

00277
00223
00274
00323
00222
00341
00338
00386
00224
00245
00225
00225
00227
00226
00255
00381
00275
00391
00392
00228
00229
00332
00232
00257
00235
00258
00279
00303
00280

Local Educa6onal Agency Applica6on for School Improvement Grants
Provided Under Sec6on 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Educa6on Act of 1965, as amended
(Including Funds Provided by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA))
The Oﬃce of the State Superintendent of Educa4on (OSSE)

Submit BOTH the completed Excel workbook AND a signed, scanned copy of the
Applicant Informa6on and Cer6ﬁca6on worksheet (tab i) to
SIG.App@dc.gov by 5:00 P.M. EST on Friday, April 16, 2010.
Early submissions are encouraged. Late submissions will not be considered.

Tab Title
i
ii
iii
iv
v
vi
"A" tabs
"B" tabs
"C" tabs
Ref1
Ref2
Ref3
Valida6on

Applicant Informa6on and Cer6ﬁca6on
Assurances: Sec6on 1003(g) School Improvement Funds
Assurances: General Educa6on Provisions Act
Assurances: ARRA Repor6ng Schedule
En6re LEA: Consulta6on, Waivers, and Leading Indicators
En6re LEA: Capacity to Serve
Per School: Proposed Plan for School Improvement
Per School: Explana6ons for Proposed Budget Items
Per School: Proposed Annual Budgets
Reference: School Improvement Grant Applica6on Instruc6ons
Reference: Budget Category Deﬁni6ons and Examples
Reference: School Improvement Grant Guidance & Resources
Valida6on of Applica6on's Readiness for Submission

You can navigate through this
application workbook by
selecting the desired
worksheets at the left, except
for "A," "B," and "C"
worksheets. Navigate to
those worksheets through the
tabs at the bottom to provide
the school plan/s. See
Instructions for more
information.

Tab i: Page 1 of 1

Applicant Informa0on and Cer0ﬁca0on
Applicant Informa0on
Legal Name of Local Educa<onal Agency

Name and Title of Sec<on 1003(g) School Improvement Funds Coordinator

Mailing Address of Local Educa<onal Agency

Email Address of 1003(g) School Improvement Funds Coordinator

Main Telephone Number of Local Educa<onal Agency

Telephone Number of 1003(g) School Improvement Funds Coordinator

DUNS Number of Local Educa<onal Agency (required for receipt of ARRA funds)

Has the Local Educa<onal Agency Completed CCR Registra<on? (required for receipt of ARRA funds)

Amount Requested
Total Amount Requested for School Improvement Grants Under ESEA Sec<on 1003(g)

LEA Cer0ﬁca0on

I cer0fy that all of the informa0on contained in this applica0on is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge.
Addi0onally, I cer0fy that the LEA agrees to all assurances included in the applica0on.
I have been authorized to ﬁle this applica0on on behalf of the agency named above.
Name and Title of Board Member/Chancellor or Designee Cer<fying Applica<on

Signature of Board Member/Chancellor or Designee Cer<fying Applica<on and Date of Cer<ﬁca<on

DC Public Charter School Board Authoriza0on (for Charter LEAs Only)
Name and Title of PCSB Representa<ve Authorizing Applica<on

Signature of PCSB Representa<ve Authorizing Applica<on and Date of Cer<ﬁca<on
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Assurances: ESEA Sec-on 1003(g) School Improvement Funds
For each of the assurances listed below, check the gray box to indicate that, as the authorized representa-ve of the agency receiving these funds, you have read and agree with the assurance.

The Local Educa-onal Agency (LEA) hereby assures the State Educa-on Agency (SEA) that for the ESEA Sec-on 1003(g) School
Improvement program described in this applica-on:
Assurance #1

The LEA will use its School Improvement Grant to implement fully and eﬀecEvely an intervenEon in each Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve
consistent with the ﬁnal requirements.

Assurance #2

The LEA will establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both reading/language arts and mathemaEcs and measure progress
on the leading indicators in secEon III of the ﬁnal requirements in order to monitor each Tier I and Tier II school that it serves with school improvement funds.
Assurance #3

If it implements a restart model in a Tier I or Tier II school, the LEA will include in its contract or agreement terms and provisions to hold the charter operator,
charter management organizaEon, or educaEon management organizaEon accountable for complying with the ﬁnal requirements.
Assurance #4

The LEA will report to OSSE the school‐level data required under secEon III of the ﬁnal requirements.

Assurance #5

The LEA will track and account for each source of School Improvement funds ‐‐ including awards funded by ARRA funds ‐‐ separately from each other and from
all other funding sources.

Assurance #6

The LEA will retain all records of the ﬁnancial transacEons and accounts relaEng to the proposed project for a period of ﬁve years aSer the terminaEon of the
grant agreement and shall make such records available for inspecEon and audit as necessary.
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Assurance #7

The LEA acknowledges and agrees that the compleEon of this applicaEon, or the approval to fund an applicaEon, will not be deemed to be a binding obligaEon
of the OSSE unEl such Eme as the Grant Award NoEﬁcaEon (GAN) is delivered to the applicant.

Assurance #8

The LEA must receive prior wricen approval of a revised LEA applicaEon from the Oﬃce of the State Superintendent of EducaEon (OSSE) before implemenEng
any project changes with respect to the purposes for which the proposed funds are awarded.

Assurance #9

The LEA will comply with Oﬃce of Management and Budget (OMB) Circulars, including, but not limited to: OMB Circular A‐87, Cost Principles for State, Local,
and Indian Tribal Governments; OMB Circular A‐102, Grants and CooperaEve Agreements with State and Local Governments; and OMB Circular A‐133, Audits of
States, Local Governments, and Non‐Proﬁt OrganizaEons.

Assurance #10

The LEA will have ﬁnancial management systems, procurement systems, and equipment and inventory management systems that enable the LEA to
demonstrate compliance with federal grants management requirements, including the requirement that all expenditures made with federal funds are necessary,
reasonable, allocable, and legal.

Assurance #11

No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for inﬂuencing or acempEng to inﬂuence an oﬃcer or employee of any agency, a
Member of Congress, an oﬃcer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in
connecEon with the making or
renewal of Federal grants under this program.

Assurance #12

The LEA will comply with civil rights laws that prohibit discriminaEon based on race, color, naEonal origin, religion, sex, disability, and age (available at
hcp://www.ed.gov/policy/gen/leg/recovery/noEces/civil‐rights.html).
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Assurances: General Educa#on Provisions Act
For each of the assurances listed below, check the gray box to indicate that, as the authorized representa#ve of the agency receiving these funds, you have read and agree with the assurance.

The Local Educa#on Agency (LEA) hereby assures the State Educa#on Agency (SEA) that:
Assurance #1

The LEA will administer each program covered by the applicaJon in accordance with all applicable statutes, regulaJons, program plans, and applicaJons.
Assurance #2

The control of funds provided under each program, and Jtle to property acquired with those funds, will be in a public agency and that a public agency will
administer those funds and property.

Assurance #3

The LEA will use ﬁscal control and fund accounJng procedures that will ensure proper disbursement of, and accounJng for, federal funds paid to the LEA under
each program.

Assurance #4

The LEA will make reports to the OSSE and to the U.S. Secretary of EducaJon as may reasonably be necessary to enable the OSSE and the Secretary to perform
their duJes and that it will maintain such records, including the records required under secJon 1232F of the General EducaJon Provisions Act, and provide
access to those records, as OSSE or the Secretary deem necessary to perform their duJes.

Assurance #5

The LEA will provide reasonable opportuniJes for the parJcipaJon by teachers, parents, and other interested agencies, organizaJons, and individuals in the
planning for and operaJon of each program.

Assurance #6

Any applicaJon, evaluaJon, periodic program plan or report relaJng to each program will be made readily available to parents and other members of the
general public.

Assurance #7

The LEA has adopted eﬀecJve procedures for acquiring and disseminaJng to teachers and administrators parJcipaJng in each program signiﬁcant informaJon
from educaJonal research, demonstraJons, and similar projects, and for adopJng, where appropriate, promising educaJonal pracJces developed through such
projects.

Assurance #8

None of the funds expended under any applicable program will be used to acquire equipment (including computer soHware) in any instance in which such
acquisiJon results in a direct ﬁnancial beneﬁt to any organizaJon represenJng the interests of the purchasing enJty or its employees or any aﬃliate of such an
organizaJon.

Assurance #9

The LEA will include in its applicaJon (below) a descripJon of the steps the subgrantee proposes to take to ensure equitable access to, and parJcipaJon in, its
Federally‐assisted program for students, teachers, and other program beneﬁciaries with special needs, as required by SecJon 427 of the General EducaJon
Provisions Act (GEPA). The statute highlights six types of barriers that can impede equitable access or parJcipaJon: gender, race, naJonal origin, color,
disability, and age.

Mee#ng the Requirement of the General Educa#on Provisions Act, Sec#on 427
If not embedded in the narra#ve por#ons of this applica#on (tabs 6 and 9), provide a descrip#on of how the LEA will comply with the requirements of Sec#on 427 of GEPA.
addi#onal guidance, see hLp://www.ed.gov/fund/grant/apply/appforms/gepa427.doc.)

(For
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Assurances: ARRA Repor.ng Requirements and Schedule
For each of the assurances listed below, check the gray box to indicate that, as the authorized representaEve of the agency receiving these funds, you have read and agree with the assurance.

The Local Educa.on Agency (LEA) hereby assures the State Educa.on Agency (SEA) that, with respect to ARRA‐funded FFY 2009
ESEA Sec.on 1003(g) funds, it will:
Assurance #1

Take adequate and appropriate steps to ensure that it has the capacity to comply with the strict ARRA expenditure tracking and reporEng requirements,
considering the increased transparency and accountability associated with ARRA funds as well as the large increase in the total amount of federal funds
allocated to the LEA.

Assurance #2

Maintain accurate, complete, and reliable ﬁnancial and programmaEc documentaEon for all ARRA‐funded ESEA SecEon 1003(g) expenditures, tracked
separately from each other and from expenditures from all other funding sources including other ARRA funding sources.

Assurance #3

Report at least quarterly on how all ARRA funds, including ESEA SecEon 1003(g) school improvement funds, are used by the LEA, along with measures of impact
of the funds, in accordance with speciﬁc requirements set forth by the Oﬃce of Management and Budget, the U.S. Department of EducaEon, and/or the Oﬃce
of the State Superintendent of EducaEon, as required by SecEon 1512 of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

In order to meet the quarterly reporEng requirements associated with the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, as well as to assist the OSSE in maintaining a regular schedule of drawdowns of federal funds, every local
educaEonal agency that was allocated ARRA funds from any source must complete and submit the OSSE’s “ARRA Reimbursement and ReporEng Workbook” on a quarterly basis according to speciﬁc deadlines. This workbook
incorporates required reporEng elements with the OSSE’s typical reimbursement workbook to minimize the need for supplemental submissions by subgrantees to fulﬁll their reporEng responsibiliEes. MeeEng these requirements
is a condiEon of receiving these federal funds.
Please note that, unlike the case for many annual formula grants and compeEEve grants, subgrantees must follow a speciﬁc schedule for submibng reports on ARRA expenditures. All subgrantees are encouraged to complete and
submit the ARRA Reimbursement and ReporEng Workbook monthly, but must, at a minimum, submit the workbook quarterly according to the schedule below. LEAs must submit quarterly reports even if no funds have been
obligated during the repor9ng period.
LEAs must complete and submit ARRA Reimbursement and Repor.ng Workbooks to OSSE.Reimbursement@dc.gov on the following dates.
Please check each box to conﬁrm your understanding of the submission requirements.
March 22, 2010: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaEons made through March 15, 2010 (required).
June 21, 2010: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaEons made between March 16, 2010 and June 14, 2010 (required).
September 21, 2010: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaEons made between June 15, 2010 and September 15, 2010 (required).
December 22, 2010: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaEons made between September 16, 2010 and December 15, 2010 (required).
March 21, 2011: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaEons made between December 16, 2010 and March 15, 2011 (required).
June 22, 2011: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaEons made between March 16, 2011 and June 15, 2011 (required).
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September 22, 2011: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaEons made between June 16, 2011 and September 15, 2011 (required).
The subgrantee assures the OSSE that it will parEcipate in all mandatory technical assistance sessions regarding ARRA reporEng requirements and/or the ARRA
Reimbursement and ReporEng Workbook (required).
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En-re LEA: Required Responses Regarding Consulta-on, Waivers, and Leading Indicators
Part 1: Consulta-on
As appropriate, the LEA is required to consult with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s applica-on and implementa-on of school improvement models in its Tier I and Tier II schools.
The LEA must check the gray box below to indicate agreement with the statement below and then list stakeholders the LEA consulted and the dates on/during which consulta-on occurred.
The Local Educa5onal Agency has consulted with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s applica5on and implementa5on of school improvement interven5on
models in its Tier I and Tier II schools. (List below the stakeholders the LEA consulted.)
Individuals/Groups Consulted
Date/s of Consulta-on

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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Part 2: Waiver
LEAs have the op-on to implement the waiver listed below.
the gray box, if applicable, to indicate intent to implement the waiver and then list the schools/campuses for which the LEA requests to implement the waiver.

The LEA must check

The Local Educa5onal Agency requests to implement the waiver allowing for “star5ng over” in the school improvement 5meline for Tier I and Tier II schools
implemen5ng a turnaround or restart model. (List below each school for which you request to implement this waiver.)
Name of School/Campus for which the LEA Requests to Implement this Waiver

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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Part 3: Leading Indicators
To inform and evaluate the eﬀec-veness of the interven-ons iden-ﬁed in the ﬁnal requirements for School Improvement Grants, OSSE and the U.S. Secretary of Educa-on will collect data on several metrics. While some data
is already provided in another way, several new metrics are listed below. For each, indicate whether the LEA already has a system for tracking this data. Then, either describe the system that is already in place or describe the
system the LEA will put in place within 30 days of receiving a School Improvement Grant based on this applica-on.

Metric

Number of minutes
within the school year

Number and percentage of
students comple5ng
advanced coursework (e.g.,
AP/IB), early‐college high
schools, or dual enrollment
classes

College enrollment
rate
Distribu5on of
teachers by
performance level on
LEA’s teacher
evalua5on system

Teacher AQendance Rate

Do you currently
collect/ maintain
data on this metric?

Describe your current or future system of data collec-on for this metric.
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EnDre LEA: Required Responses Regarding LEA Capacity and Plans for ImplementaDon
Part 1: Capacity
Under the ﬁnal requirements for School Improvement Grants, an LEA must serve all Tier I schools unless it lacks suﬃcient capacity to do so.
Meanwhile, an LEA must also demonstrate that it has the capacity to serve all of the schools it does include in its applicaDon for funds.

The LEA must respond to Part 5.1 on the "A" worksheet for each Tier I or Tier II school in this applicaDon.
Through these school‐speciﬁc responses, the LEA will demonstrate that it has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and/or Tier II school idenDﬁed in
this applicaDon in order to implement fully and eﬀecDvely the selected intervenDon in each of those schools.

If the LEA is NOT applying to serve each Tier I school, the LEA must explain below why it lacks suﬃcient capacity to serve each Tier I school. OSSE will evaluate the suﬃciency of the LEA’s claim, which will be scruDnized
carefully to ensure that LEAs eﬀecDvely intervene in as many of their Tier I schools as possible. Below, the LEA must demonstrate this by describing elements of capacity that are lacking.
Number and CredenDals of Staﬀ Dedicated
to ImplementaDon

DedicaDon of Other Funds to Directly
Support ImplemnetaDon
Ability to Recruit New Principals for the
Turnaround and TransformaDon Models or
the Availability of EMOs to Enlist for the
Restart Model
Barriers and/or Evidence of Support from
Teachers, the Board of EducaDon, School
Staﬀ, and/or Parents

Other Elements of Capacity

Part 2: Plans for ImplementaDon
Each LEA is required to provide informaDon in the LEA applicaDon describing acDons it has taken, or will take, to do each of the following: (1) design and implement intervenDons consistent with the ﬁnal requirements; (2)
recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality; (3) align other resources with the intervenDons; (4) modify its pracDces or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the
intervenDons fully and eﬀecDvely; and (5) sustain the reforms a]er the funding period ends.
OSSE will evaluate the LEA's commitment to take these
acDons based on acDon plans the LEA must provide below. Include dates the acDon did or will take place and names of responsible staﬀ.
Then, the LEA must also include a narraDve
descripDon of the acDon steps it has taken or will take, which must align with the detailed acDon plan.
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Part 2.1.1: Provide a detailed acDon plan for designing and implemenDng intervenDons consistent with the ﬁnal requirements.
Begin Date

End Date

Short DescripDon of AcDon Step (with addiDonal detail provided in the narraDve descripDon below)

Person/s Responsible

Part 2.1.2: Provide a narraDve descripDon, with addiDonal detail where appropriate, of the acDons listed above.

Part 2.2.1: Provide a detailed acDon plan for recruiDng, screening, and selecDng external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality.
Begin Date

End Date

Short DescripDon of AcDon Step (with addiDonal detail provided in the narraDve descripDon below)

Person/s Responsible
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Part 2.2.2: Provide a narraDve descripDon, with addiDonal detail where appropriate, of the acDons listed above.

Part 2.3.1: Provide a detailed acDon plan for aligning other resources with the intervenDons.
Begin Date

End Date

Short DescripDon of AcDon Step (with addiDonal detail provided in the narraDve descripDon below)

Person/s Responsible
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Part 2.3.2: Provide a narraDve descripDon, with addiDonal detail where appropriate, of the acDons listed above.

Part 2.4.1: Provide a detailed acDon plan for modifying the LEA's pracDces or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the intervenDons fully and eﬀecDvely.
Begin Date

End Date

Short DescripDon of AcDon Step (with addiDonal detail provided in the narraDve descripDon below)

Part 2.4.2: Provide a narraDve descripDon, with addiDonal detail where appropriate, of the acDons listed above.

Person/s Responsible
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Part 2.5.1: Provide a detailed acDon plan for sustaining the reforms a]er the funding period ends.
Begin Date

End Date

Short DescripDon of AcDon Step (with addiDonal detail provided in the narraDve descripDon below)

Part 2.5.2: Provide a narraDve descripDon, with addiDonal detail where appropriate, of the acDons listed above.

Person/s Responsible
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School 1: Proposed Plan for School Improvement
Below, name one school/campus that the LEA proposes to serve with 1003(g) funds and provide all requested informa?on, including the school interven?on model selected.
Use this worksheet to provide all required informa?on regarding the needs of this school/campus and the plan for a school improvement interven?on.

Name of School/Campus

NCES ID Number for
School/Campus

Tier

School Interven?on
Model Selected

Total Amount of Funds Requested to
Implement Chosen Interven?on (from
$50,000 to $2,000,000, mul9plied by three
years of the period of availability)

Of Total Amount,
Amount of Funds to
be Allocated to This
School/Campus

Of Total Amount,
Amount of Funds to
be Used at the LEA
Level to Provide
Services to This
School/Campus

Tab 1A: Page 2 of 8

Part 1: School Needs Assessment and Analysis
Part 1.1: Results from Standard Needs Assessment and Analysis
Based on the needs assessment and analysis for this school/campus, indicate the overall results for each of the Nine Characteris?cs of High Performing Schools below.
Dates During Which the Needs Assessment and Analysis Were Performed:
Nine Characteris?cs of High Performing Schools

Not At All
Evident

Slightly
Evident

Moderately Evident

Mostly
Evident

Completely Evident

A Clear and Shared Focus
High Standards and Expecta?ons for all Students
Eﬀec?ve School Leadership
High Levels of Collabora?on and Communica?on
Curriculum, Instruc?on, and Assessments Aligned with State Standards
Frequent Monitoring of Teaching and Learning
Focused Professional Development
A Suppor?ve Learning Environment
High Levels of Family and Community Involvement
Part 1.2: Assurance to Retain Records from Needs Assessment and Analysis
Check the gray box below to indicate that, as the authorized representa?ve of the agency receiving these funds, you have read and agree with the assurance.
The LEA hereby assures OSSE that the LEA will retain all records related to the needs assessment and analysis for this school and will provide copies of those
records to OSSE upon request.

Part 1.3: Summary of Needs Iden?ﬁed Through LEA Analysis
Provide a thorough descrip?on of the results of the needs assessment and analysis for this school/campus and link these results to the interven?on selected for this school/campus.

Part 2: Annual Student Achivement Goals
Provide data from the most recent DC‐CAS results for this school/campus and set goals for each of the three school years of the period of availability for School Improvement Grants.
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Reading/Math

Percent Proﬁcient in Percent Advanced in
2009
2009

Prof./Advanced in
2009

Reading

0.0%

Mathema9cs

0.0%

2010‐2011 GOAL

2011‐2012 GOAL

2012‐2013 GOAL

Part 3: Ac?on Plan for Implementa?on at this School
Provide a detailed ac?on plan for implemen?ng the selected interven?on for the school/campus.
This ?meline must cover the full period of implementa?on and must show that the basic elements of the selected interven?on will be up and running by the opening of the 2010‐2011 school year.
Begin Date

End Date

Short Descrip?on of Ac?on Step (with addi?onal detail provided in the narra?ve descrip?on below)

Person/s Responsible
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Part 4: Narra?ve Descrip?on of School Ac?vi?es and LEA Services Proposed to be Funded by School Improvement Grant
Part 4.1: Describe in detail the ac?vi?es the school/campus will implement as part of the selected interven?on.
(to be funded from the amount listed in Cell I14)

Part 4.2: Describe in detail the services this school/campus will receive from the LEA, if any.
(to be funded from the amount listed in Cell J14)
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Part 5: Capacity of LEA and School/Campus and Suﬃciency of Funds to Implement Interven?on
Part 5.1: Capacity to Fully and Eﬀec?vely Implement the Selected Interven?on
The LEA must demonstrate that it has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I school iden?ﬁed in this applica?on in order to implement fully and
eﬀec?vely the selected interven?on in each of those schools. Below, the LEA must demonstrate this by describing elements of capacity suppor?ng this ﬁnding.

Number and Creden?als of Staﬀ Dedicated
to Implementa?on
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Number and Creden?als of Staﬀ Dedicated
to Implementa?on

Dedica?on of Other Funds to Directly
Support Implemneta?on

Ability to Recruit New Principals for the
Turnaround and Transforma?on Models or
the Availability of EMOs to Enlist for the
Restart Model

Lack of Barriers and/or Evidence of Support
from Teachers, the Board of Educa?on,
School Staﬀ, and/or Parents

Other Elements of Capacity

Part 5.2: Suﬃciency of Funds to Fully and Eﬀec?vely Implement the Selected Interven?on
The LEA must provide a separate narra?ve statement demonstra?ng that the amount of funds requested for this school/campus is suﬃcient to fully and eﬀec?vely implement the selected interven?on. If the amount
requested is less than $500,000 for implemen?ng either the turnaround, restart, or transforma?on model, this response will receive addi?onal scru?ny.
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Part 5.3: Other Funds Dedicated to Implementa?on
Below, provide a detailed descrip?on, with expected amounts, of any other sources of funds that will be dedicated to suppor?ng implementa?on of the selected interven?on.
This could include Title I, Part A funds; school improvement funds provided under Sec?on 1003(a); local funds; or other funds.
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School 1: ExplanaFons for Proposed Budget Items
Please provide a link between the proposed plan for the use of 1003(g) school improvement funds (worksheet 1A) and the budget for the use of these funds (worksheet 1C) by giving explanaEons below for all
informaEon included in the budget for each respecEve budget category.

Category 1: Salaries and Beneﬁts

Name of Individual
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
(one individual per line)

PosiFon Title

Program Category
(listed on budget)

Total Dollar Amount
Total Dollar Amount
of this Individual's
of 1003(g) Funds to
Salary During the 3‐
be Paid to this
Year Period of
Individual
Availability

Brief DescripFon of Job ResponsibiliFes
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
(up to 100 characters suﬃcient to demonstrate that the responsibiliFes align with
allowable school improvement acFviFes described in the LEA's narraFve)
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Total EsFmated FTEs to be Funded with Annual 1003(g) Funds

0.0 Total Amount of Annual 1003(g) Funds to be Paid for Salaries and Beneﬁts

Category 2: Supplies and Materials
Explain in detail which strategies or iniFaFves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.

$

‐
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Category 3: Fixed Costs
Explain in detail which strategies or iniFaFves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.

Category 4: Contractual Services
Explain in detail which strategies or iniFaFves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.

Category 5: Equipment, deﬁned as
"tangible personal property having a useful life of more than one year, not considered a supply, with an acquisiFon cost of $5,000 or more per unit"
Explain in detail which strategies or iniFaFves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.
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Category 6: Other
Explain in detail which strategies or iniFaFves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.

Tab 1C: Page 1 of 7

School 1: Proposed Annual School Improvement Fund Budgets
Below, provide a full proposed budget to be funded from a 1003(g) School Improvement Grant for each of the next three school years. For performance years 2 and 3, if the school has made progress toward meeEng annual
goals, on the leading indicators, and/or toward full implementaEon of the selected intervenEon, a renewal award will be made to the LEA for the school.
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Part 1a: Proposed Budget for School Expenditures for Performance Year #1 (from Date of Grant Award through September 30, 2011)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UEliEes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucEon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraEve Costs

OperaEons and
Maintenance

TransportaEon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐
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Part 1b: Proposed Budget for LEA Services to School for Performance Year #1 (from Date of Grant Award through September 30, 2011)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UEliEes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucEon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraEve Costs

OperaEons and
Maintenance

TransportaEon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐
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Part 2a: Proposed Budget for School Expenditures for Performance Year #2 (from October 1, 2011 through September 30, 2012)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UEliEes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucEon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraEve Costs

OperaEons and
Maintenance

TransportaEon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐
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Part 2b: Proposed Budget for LEA Services to School for Performance Year #2 (from October 1, 2011 through September 30, 2012)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UEliEes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucEon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraEve Costs

OperaEons and
Maintenance

TransportaEon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Part 3a: Proposed Budget for School Expenditures for Performance Year #3 (from October 1, 2012 through September 30, 2013)
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Part 3a: Proposed Budget for School Expenditures for Performance Year #3 (from October 1, 2012 through September 30, 2013)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UEliEes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucEon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraEve Costs

OperaEons and
Maintenance

TransportaEon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Part 3b: Proposed Budget for LEA Services to School for Performance Year #3 (from October 1, 2012 through September 30, 2013)
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Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UEliEes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucEon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraEve Costs

OperaEons and
Maintenance

TransportaEon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐
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School 2: Proposed Plan for School Improvement
Below, name one school/campus that the LEA proposes to serve with 1003(g) funds and provide all requested informaFon, including the school intervenFon model selected.
Use this worksheet to provide all required informaFon regarding the needs of this school/campus and the plan for a school improvement intervenFon.

Name of School/Campus

NCES ID Number for
School/Campus

Tier

School IntervenFon
Model Selected

Total Amount of Funds Requested to
Implement Chosen IntervenFon (from
$50,000 to $2,000,000, mul9plied by three
years of the period of availability)

Of Total Amount,
Amount of Funds to
be Allocated to This
School/Campus

Of Total Amount,
Amount of Funds to
be Used at the LEA
Level to Provide
Services to This
School/Campus
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Part 1: School Needs Assessment and Analysis
Part 1.1: Results from Standard Needs Assessment and Analysis
Based on the needs assessment and analysis for this school/campus, indicate the overall results for each of the Nine CharacterisFcs of High Performing Schools below.
Dates During Which the Needs Assessment and Analysis Were Performed:
Nine CharacterisFcs of High Performing Schools

Not At All
Evident

Slightly
Evident

Moderately Evident

Mostly
Evident

Completely Evident

A Clear and Shared Focus
High Standards and ExpectaFons for all Students
EﬀecFve School Leadership
High Levels of CollaboraFon and CommunicaFon
Curriculum, InstrucFon, and Assessments Aligned with State Standards
Frequent Monitoring of Teaching and Learning
Focused Professional Development
A SupporFve Learning Environment
High Levels of Family and Community Involvement
Part 1.2: Assurance to Retain Records from Needs Assessment and Analysis
Check the gray box below to indicate that, as the authorized representaFve of the agency receiving these funds, you have read and agree with the assurance.
The LEA hereby assures OSSE that the LEA will retain all records related to the needs assessment and analysis for this school and will provide copies of those
records to OSSE upon request.

Part 1.3: Summary of Needs IdenFﬁed Through LEA Analysis
Provide a thorough descripFon of the results of the needs assessment and analysis for this school/campus and link these results to the intervenFon selected for this school/campus.

Part 2: Annual Goals for Student Achievement
Provide data from the most recent DC‐CAS results for this school/campus and set goals for each of the three school years of the period of availability for School Improvement Grants.
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Reading/Math

Percent Proﬁcient in Percent Advanced in
2009
2009

Prof./Advanced in
2009

Reading

0.0%

Mathema9cs

0.0%

2010‐2011 GOAL

2011‐2012 GOAL

2012‐2013 GOAL

Part 3: AcFon Plan for ImplementaFon at this School
Provide a detailed acFon plan for implemenFng the selected intervenFon for the school/campus.
This Fmeline cover the full period of implementaFon and must show that the basic elements of the selected intervenFon will be up and running by the opening of the 2010‐2011 school year.
Begin Date

End Date

Short DescripFon of AcFon Step (with addiFonal detail provided in the narraFve descripFon below)

Person/s Responsible

Part 4: NarraFve DescripFon of School AcFviFes and LEA Services Proposed to be Funded by School Improvement Grant
Part 4.1: Describe in detail the acFviFes the school/campus will implement as part of the selected intervenFon.
(to be funded from the amount listed in Cell I14)
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Part 4.2: Describe in detail the services this school/campus will receive from the LEA, if any.
(to be funded from the amount listed in Cell J14)
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Part 5: Capacity of LEA and School/Campus and Suﬃciency of Funds to Implement IntervenFon
Part 5.1: Capacity to Fully and EﬀecFvely Implement the Selected IntervenFon
The LEA must demonstrate that it has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I school idenFﬁed in this applicaFon in order to implement fully and
eﬀecFvely the selected intervenFon in each of those schools. Below, the LEA must demonstrate this by describing elements of capacity supporFng this ﬁnding.

Number and CredenFals of Staﬀ Dedicated
to ImplementaFon
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Number and CredenFals of Staﬀ Dedicated
to ImplementaFon

DedicaFon of Other Funds to Directly
Support ImplemnetaFon

Ability to Recruit New Principals for the
Turnaround and TransformaFon Models or
the Availability of EMOs to Enlist for the
Restart Model

Lack of Barriers and/or Evidence of Support
from Teachers, the Board of EducaFon,
School Staﬀ, and/or Parents

Other Elements of Capacity

Part 5.2: Suﬃciency of Funds to Fully and EﬀecFvely Implement the Selected IntervenFon
The LEA must provide a separate narraFve statement demonstraFng that the amount of funds requested for this school/campus is suﬃcient to fully and eﬀecFvely implement the selected intervenFon. If the amount
requested is less than $500,000 for implemenFng either the turnaround, restart, or transformaFon model, this response will receive addiFonal scruFny.
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Part 5.3: Other Funds Dedicated to ImplementaFon
Below, provide a detailed descripFon, with expected amounts, of any other sources of funds that will be dedicated to supporFng implementaFon of the selected intervenFon.
This could include Title I, Part A funds; school improvement funds provided under SecFon 1003(a); local funds; or other funds.
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School 2: Explana.ons for Proposed Budget Items
Please provide a link between the proposed plan for the use of 1003(g) school improvement funds (worksheet 1A) and the budget for the use of these funds (worksheet 1C) by giving explanaFons below for all
informaFon included in the budget for each respecFve budget category.

Category 1: Salaries and Beneﬁts

Name of Individual
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
(one individual per line)

Posi.on Title

Program Category
(listed on budget)

Total Dollar Amount
Total Dollar Amount
of this Individual's
of 1003(g) Funds to
Salary During the 3‐
be Paid to this
Year Period of
Individual
Availability

Brief Descrip.on of Job Responsibili.es
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
(up to 100 characters suﬃcient to demonstrate that the responsibili.es align with
allowable school improvement ac.vi.es described in the LEA's narra.ve)
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Total Es.mated FTEs to be Funded with Annual 1003(g) Funds

0.0 Total Amount of Annual 1003(g) Funds to be Paid for Salaries and Beneﬁts

Category 2: Supplies and Materials
Explain in detail which strategies or ini.a.ves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.

$

‐
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Category 3: Fixed Costs
Explain in detail which strategies or ini.a.ves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.

Category 4: Contractual Services
Explain in detail which strategies or ini.a.ves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.

Category 5: Equipment, deﬁned as
"tangible personal property having a useful life of more than one year, not considered a supply, with an acquisi.on cost of $5,000 or more per unit"
Explain in detail which strategies or ini.a.ves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.
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Category 6: Other
Explain in detail which strategies or ini.a.ves described in the plan for this school/campus are addressed by speciﬁc costs listed under this category in the budget.
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School 2: Proposed Annual School Improvement Fund Budgets
Below, provide a full proposed budget to be funded from a 1003(g) School Improvement Grant for each of the next three school years. For performance years 2 and 3, if the school has made progress toward meeHng annual
goals, on the leading indicators, and/or toward full implementaHon of the selected intervenHon, a renewal award will be made to the LEA for the school.
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Part 1a: Proposed Budget for School Expenditures for Performance Year #1 (from Date of Grant Award through September 30, 2011)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UHliHes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucHon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraHve Costs

OperaHons and
Maintenance

TransportaHon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐
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Part 1b: Proposed Budget for LEA Services to School for Performance Year #1 (from Date of Grant Award through September 30, 2011)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UHliHes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucHon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraHve Costs

OperaHons and
Maintenance

TransportaHon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐
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Part 2a: Proposed Budget for School Expenditures for Performance Year #2 (from October 1, 2011 through September 30, 2012)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UHliHes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucHon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraHve Costs

OperaHons and
Maintenance

TransportaHon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐
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Part 2b: Proposed Budget for LEA Services to School for Performance Year #2 (from October 1, 2011 through September 30, 2012)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UHliHes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucHon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraHve Costs

OperaHons and
Maintenance

TransportaHon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Part 3a: Proposed Budget for School Expenditures for Performance Year #3 (from October 1, 2012 through September 30, 2013)
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Part 3a: Proposed Budget for School Expenditures for Performance Year #3 (from October 1, 2012 through September 30, 2013)
Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UHliHes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucHon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraHve Costs

OperaHons and
Maintenance

TransportaHon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Part 3b: Proposed Budget for LEA Services to School for Performance Year #3 (from October 1, 2012 through September 30, 2013)
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Budget Categories
Supplies and
Materials

Salaries and Beneﬁts

Program Grand Totals

Fixed Property Costs
Contracted
(Rents & UHliHes) Professional Services

Equipment

Other

InstrucHon
$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

Program Categories

Support Services

AdministraHve Costs

OperaHons and
Maintenance

TransportaHon

Other

Budget Grand Totals

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐

$

‐
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Instruc(ons for Comple(ng the 1003(g) Applica(on
Tab i: Provide all of the informa7on requested on this tab. Then, a board member/the chancellor or a designee of a board member/the chancellor must sign a?er reading the cer7ﬁca7on
statement. Addi7onally, charter LEAs must receive signed authoriza7on from the DC Public Charter School Board prior to submission to OSSE.
Tabs ii ‐ iv: Read each assurance carefully and select the "X" in the gray box to indicate that the LEA agrees to abide by the assurance. Tab iii also requires a statement from the LEA to meet the
requirements of Sec7on 427 of the General Educa7on Provisions Act (GEPA).
Tabs v ‐vi: Provide all required responses regarding "en7re LEA" requirements and op7ons of the ﬁnal requirements for School Improvement Grants. This includes speciﬁc ac7on plans for
taking 5 required ac7ons to ensure that school improvement interven7ons are up and running prior to the start of the 2010‐2011 school year.
Tabs A, B, and C: For EACH school the LEA proposes to serve, complete these tabs. For the ﬁrst such school, complete tabs 1A, 1B, and 1C. For the second school, if applicable, complete tabs
2A, 2B, and 2C; and so on.
"A" tabs: Complete the A tab in conjunc7on with the B and C tabs to ensure the narra7ve and budget are aligned. Use this tab to assess the needs each school and describe the strategies or
ini7a7ves the LEA proposes to fund with ESEA Sec7on 1003(g) school improvement funds. A narra7ve response to each of the guiding ques7ons is required.

"B" tabs: Complete the B tab in conjunc7on with the A and C tabs to ensure the narra7ve and budget are aligned. Use this tab to provide an explana7on of the amounts listed in each category
of the budget (C tab), making direct links between those amounts and the strategies or ini7a7ves described in the narra7ve (A tab) for the LEA's planned uses of the funds.

"C" tabs: Complete the C tab in conjunc7on with the A and B tabs to ensure the narra7ve and budget are aligned. Use this tab to provide the comprehensive budget for the use of ESEA Sec7on
1003(g) school improvement funds. This should be directly linked to the narra7ve responses provided in the A tab. Addi7onally, for each budget category for which funds are budgeted, an
explana7on of the speciﬁc costs must be provided on the B tab. Finally, please refer to the Ref2 tab for budget category deﬁni7ons to ensure you accurately complete the budget.
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Ref tabs: These tabs are for reference; they do not require any LEA input but will support successful comple7on of the applica7on.
Valida7on Tab: A?er comple7ng all worksheets, the LEA must click the Valida7on Tab to determine whether the applica7on is complete and ready to submit to the OSSE (a?er the PCSB in the
case of charters). Part 1, the Valida7on Summary, shows whether the applica7on is ready for submission. If the applica7on is not ready for submission, the Valida7on tab will give speciﬁc
informa7on about what must be added or revised prior to submission (see "Steps Required for Applica7on to be Validated"). If an applica7on is submibed that has not been succesfully
validated, the OSSE will not accept the applica7on.

Submit BOTH the completed Excel workbook AND a signed, scanned copy of the "Applicant Informa(on and
Cer(ﬁca(on" tab to SIG.App@dc.gov by 5:00 P.M. EST on Friday, April 16, 2010.
Applica(ons will be reviewed using the OSSE Review Rubric linked on the Ref3 tab. For any school for which the Review Rubric score is less than 75, the request for funding for that school
will be rejected as "not acceptable." For scores between 76 and 99, that school's request for funds will be deemed "condi(onally acceptable" and the LEA will be required to amend the
applica(on to make it "fully acceptable."
Late submissions (received on or aQer 5:01 P.M. EST
of Friday, April 16) will not be considered.
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Deﬁni8ons and Examples for Each Program Category and Budget Category
IMPORTANT NOTE: This table is provided as a guide of the general scope of poten;al expenditures only. As this represents an a[empt to categorize a broad scope of costs, it does not imply
that all listed examples are allowable expenditures for any par;cular grant program. OSSE's approval of a budget does not indicate that par;cular expenditures contained in the budget are
allowable. Allowability is a fact speciﬁc analysis, and it is the responsibility of the LEA to ensure its costs are allowable. OSSE will monitor costs charged to federal programs through a
variety of mechanisms, and costs found to be unallowable will be disallowed and may be required to be repaid.

Budget Categories
DIRECT COSTS
Salaries and Beneﬁts

Categories

INSTRUCTION
The direct instruc;onal interac;on between
teachers and students. This instruc;on may
be provided to students in a school
classroom, in an alternate loca;on (ie: home
or hospital), or in other learning situa;ons,
including those involving co‐curricular
ac;vi;es. The ac;vi;es of teacher aides or
classroom assistants of any type (ie: clerks,
graders, teaching machines) who assist in
the instruc;onal process are also in this
category.

Teachers, Project
Directors, Coaches,
Subs;tute Teachers,
Teacher's Aides,
Reading Specialists,
Classroom
Paraprofessionals

Supplies and
Materials

General Supplies,
Textbooks,
Instruc;onal Aids,
Instruc;onal
SoGware, Internet
Fees ‐ Site License

Fixed Property Costs

Contracted
Professional Services

Contracted Teachers
Rental of Instruc;on or Subs;tute Teachers
Equipment
(those that are not an
oﬃcial employee)

Equipment

Other

Machinery, Furniture,
Fixtures, Technology‐
related Hardware
over $5,000 per unit
(see OSSE equipment
policy)

Dues and Fees,
Reimbursement of
Tui;on, Teacher Aide
Educa;on, Travel
Costs, Non‐Payroll
Taxes, Miscellaneous
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Program Categories

SUPPORT SERVICES
The technical and logis;cal support to
facilitate and enhance instruc;on. These are
services within programs that aid in fulﬁlling
that program's instruc;onal objec;ves or
community service goals, rather than being
full‐service en;;es. Such services include
ac;vi;es or s;pends associated with
providing professional development to the
instruc;onal staﬀ, assessing and improving
the well‐being of students, and
supplemen;ng the teaching process.

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS
The ac;vi;es concerned with establishing
and administering policy for opera;ng the
LEA or with handling the overall
administra;ve responsibili;es for a school
and program.

Tutors, Librarians,
Counselors,
Audiovisual,
Curriculum
Consultants, Program
Evaluators,
Psychologists, Social
Workers, Nurses,
A[endance
Personnel, Record
Clerks, Instruc;onal
Staﬀ Trainers, Chief
Academic Oﬃcer,
Dean of Students

Oﬃce assistants,
Clerks, Researchers,
Public Rela;ons,
Project Directors,
Purchasers,
Accoun;ng, Human
Resources, Printers,
Publishers, Data
Processing

General Supplies,
Energy, Books, Library Rental of Support
Books, Perodicals,
Services Equipment
Tes;ng Materials

General Supplies,
Books, Periodicals

Rental of
Administra;ve
Equipment

Contracted
Consultants,
Counselors,
Therapists, Doctors
or Instruc;onal Staﬀ
Trainers.
Fees for Professional
Development, In‐
service Training, or
Conference
Registra;on

Machinery, Furniture,
Fixtures, Technology‐
related Hardware
over $5,000 per unit
(see OSSE equipment
policy)

Dues and Fees,
Reimbursement of
Tui;on, Teacher Aide
Educa;on, Travel
Costs, Non‐Payroll
Taxes, Miscellaneous

Auditors, Lawyers,
Accountants, Admin
Staﬀ Trainers

Machinery, Furniture,
Fixtures, Technology‐
related Hardware
over $5,000 per unit
(see OSSE equipment
policy)

Dues and Fees,
Reimbursement of
Tui;on, Teacher Aide
Educa;on, Travel
Costs, Non‐Payroll
Taxes, Miscellaneous

P
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OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
The ac;vi;es concerned with keeping the
physical plant open and comfortable;
maintaining safety in buildings, grounds, and Maintenance,
the vicinity of schools; and keeping the
Security, Cooks
grounds, buildings, and equipment in
eﬀec;ve working condi;on and state of
repair.

STUDENT TRANSPORTATION
Those ac;vi;es concerned with conveying
students to and from school as part of the
School Choice requirements for schools in
School Improvement.

OTHER

Bus drivers

Salaries

General Supplies

General Supplies

Supplies and
Materials

U;lity Services,
Cleaning Services,
Repair and
Maintenance
Services, Rentals,
Other Property
Services

Other Contracted
Services

Machinery, Furniture,
Fixtures, Technology‐
related Hardware
over $5,000 per unit
(see OSSE equipment
policy)

Dues and Fees,
Reimbursement of
Tui;on, Teacher Aide
Educa;on, Travel
Costs, Non‐Payroll
Taxes, Miscellaneous

Rental of Equipment Other Contracted
and Vehicles
Services

Machinery, Furniture,
Fixtures, Technology‐
related Hardware
over $5,000 per unit
(see OSSE equipment
policy)

Dues and Fees,
Reimbursement of
Tui;on, Teacher Aide
Educa;on, Travel
Costs, Non‐Payroll
Taxes, Miscellaneous

Rents and U;li;es

Machinery, Furniture,
Fixtures, Technology‐
related Hardware
over $5,000 per unit
(see OSSE equipment
policy)

Dues and Fees,
Reimbursement of
Tui;on, Teacher Aide
Educa;on, Travel
Costs, Non‐Payroll
Taxes, Miscellaneous

Contracts
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Guidance/Resources for ESEA Sec3on 1003(g) School Improvement Funds, Including Those Made Available Under the ARRA
OSSE Guidance
OSSE Review Rubric
OSSE Contacts
SIG Final Requirements
ED Non‐Regulatory Guidance
Statute: 1003(g), 1116
Approved SEA Applica7on
Resource List
Needs Assessment Tool
List of Tiers I, II, and III Schools
Sample Complete Applica7on

OSSE School Improvement Grants: LEA Applica8on Review Rubric
Not
Acceptable (0)
Item to be Completed

Condi8onally Acceptable (1)

The applica8on is not at all or only slightly responsive The applica8on is moderately or mostly responsive to
to this requirement. The response to this component this requirement. The response to this component s8ll The applica8on is fully responsive to this requirement.
of the applica8on cannot be approved without
does not meet requirements, so the applica8on cannot
This component of the applica8on is approvable.
signiﬁcant revisions.
be approved without revisions.

Applicant Informa8on and Cer8ﬁca8on (Tab i)
Legal name of LEA provided
Mailing address of LEA provided
Main telephone number of LEA provided
DUNS number provided, matching DUNS number on ﬁle
Name of 1003(g) coordinator provided
Title of 1003(g) coordinator provided
Email address of 1003(g) coordinator provided
Telephone number of 1003(g) coordinator provided
CCR registraGon conﬁrmed by answering "Yes"
Total amount requested is no more than $6M Gmes the number of schools
Name of board member or designee provided
Title of board member or designee provided
CerGfying signature provided in scanned copy of applicaGon
Name of PCS board member or designee provided
Title of PCS board member or designee provided
CerGfying signature provided in scanned copy of applicaGon

Assurances (Tabs ii, iii, iv)
All 1003(g) assurances checked
All GEPA assurances checked
Completed narraGve porGon for GEPA SecGon 427 requirement
All ARRA reporGng assurances checked

En8re LEA: Consulta8on, Waiver, and Leading Indicators (Tab v)
ConsultaGon assurance is checked
Details are provided for stakeholders who were consulted
If waiver selected, schools are listed
LEA answered yes/no for all 5 metrics
Detailed descripGons of current or future systems are provided

Fully
Acceptable (2)

En8re LEA: Capacity to Serve (Tab vi)
If not all Tier I schools to be served, Title I Director must meet with LEA staﬀ
If applicable, lack of capacity suﬃciently demonstrated (or give 2 by default)
AcGon plan for AcGon 2.1 is complete, allows intervenGon by August 2010
NarraGve for AcGon 2.1 is complete and provides suﬃcient detail
AcGon plan for AcGon 2.2 is complete, allows intervenGon by August 2010
NarraGve for AcGon 2.2 is complete and provides suﬃcient detail
AcGon plan for AcGon 2.3 is complete, allows intervenGon by August 2010
NarraGve for AcGon 2.3 is complete and provides suﬃcient detail
AcGon plan for AcGon 2.4 is complete, allows intervenGon by August 2010
NarraGve for AcGon 2.4 is complete and provides suﬃcient detail
AcGon plan for AcGon 2.5 is complete, allows intervenGon by August 2010
NarraGve for AcGon 2.5 is complete and provides suﬃcient detail

School 1: Proposed Plan for School Improvement (Tab 1A)
All required informaGon provided for the school at the top
Recent dates of needs assessment and analysis provided
RaGngs given for all 9 characterisGcs
Assurance for maintaining needs documentaGon is checked
NarraGve summary of needs is comprehensive and clear
Selected intervenGon is reasonable given the idenGﬁed needs
Annual student achievement goals provided for reading
Annual student achievement goals provided for math
Goals for reading are appropriate
Goals for math are appropriate
AcGon plan for implementaGon covers full intervenGon period
AcGon plan for implementaGon is complete with all required elements
AcGon plan for implementaGon meets all requirements of the model
AcGon plan for implementaGon starts by August 2010
NarraGve of school acGviGes is clear and comprehensive
NarraGve of LEA services is clear and comprehensive
NarraGves together meet all requirements of the intervenGon model
LEA demonstrates capacity to fully and eﬀecGvely implement intervenGon
LEA demonstrates suﬃciency of amount of funds to fully implement
NarraGve of other sources of funds is provided or NA

School 1: Explana8ons for Proposed Budget Items (Tab 1B)

Part 1: All columns are complete for each individual listed
Part 1: FTE % correlates with total amount listed
Part 1: DescripGon of responsibiliGes is clear
Part 1: Personnel represent allowable uses of funds
Part 2: DescripGon of supplies and materials is thorough
Part 2: Supplies and materials represent allowable use of funds
Part 3: DescripGon of ﬁxed costs is thorough
Part 3: Fixed costs represent allowable use of funds
Part 4: DescripGon of contractual services is thorough
Part 4: Contractual services represent allowable use of funds
Part 5: DescripGon of equpiment costs is thorough
Part 5 Equipment costs represent allowable use of funds
Part 6: DescripGon of other costs is thorough
Part 6: Other costs represent allowable use of funds

School 1: Proposed Annual Budgets (Tab 1C)
The grand total matches what is requested on Tab i
Total amount budgeted for salaries and beneﬁts matches narraGve
Salaries and beneﬁts are included in appropriate program categories
All budget categories Ge back to speciﬁc narraGve descripGons
The amounts for each of the 3 years are relaGvely consistent
For LEA services, the amount is reasonable for services described in narraGve
The amount requested is appropriate for the intervenGon selected

School 2: Proposed Plan for School Improvement (Tab 2A)
All required informaGon provided for the school at the top
Recent dates of needs assessment and analysis provided
RaGngs given for all 9 characterisGcs
Assurance for maintaining needs documentaGon is checked
NarraGve summary of needs is comprehensive and clear
Selected intervenGon is reasonable given the idenGﬁed needs
Annual student achievement goals provided for reading
Annual student achievement goals provided for math
Goals for reading are appropriate
Goals for math are appropriate
AcGon plan for implementaGon covers full intervenGon period
AcGon plan for implementaGon is complete with all required elements
AcGon plan for implementaGon meets all requirements of the model
AcGon plan for implementaGon starts by August 2010
NarraGve of school acGviGes is clear and comprehensive
NarraGve of LEA services is clear and comprehensive
NarraGves together meet all requirements of the intervenGon model
LEA demonstrates capacity to fully and eﬀecGvely implement intervenGon
LEA demonstrates suﬃciency of amount of funds to fully implement
NarraGve of other sources of funds is provided or NA

School 2: Explana8ons for Proposed Budget Items (Tab 2B)
Part 1: All columns are complete for each individual listed

Part 1: FTE % correlates with total amount listed
Part 1: DescripGon of responsibiliGes is clear
Part 1: Personnel represent allowable uses of funds
Part 2: DescripGon of supplies and materials is thorough
Part 2: Supplies and materials represent allowable use of funds
Part 3: DescripGon of ﬁxed costs is thorough
Part 3: Fixed costs represent allowable use of funds
Part 4: DescripGon of contractual services is thorough
Part 4: Contractual services represent allowable use of funds
Part 5: DescripGon of equpiment costs is thorough
Part 5 Equipment costs represent allowable use of funds
Part 6: DescripGon of other costs is thorough
Part 6: Other costs represent allowable use of funds

School 2: Proposed Annual Budgets (Tab 2C)
The grand total matches what is requested on Tab i
Total amount budgeted for salaries and beneﬁts matches narraGve
Salaries and beneﬁts are included in appropriate program categories
All budget categories Ge back to speciﬁc narraGve descripGons
The amounts for each of the 3 years are relaGvely consistent
For LEA services, the amount is reasonable for services described in narraGve
The amount requested is appropriate for the intervenGon selected
Total of Scores
Total Applicable Rows mulGplied by 2
Final Rubric Review Score

TOTAL SUM
2x NUMBER OF APPLICABLE ROWS
B136/B137

Sum of Column C scores

Sum of Column D scores
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Notice of Proposed 1003(g) Waiver Request; Invitation for LEA
Comments
Skinner, Jeremy (OSSE)
Sent:

Tuesday, February 02, 2010 4:50 PM

To:

Skinner, Jeremy (OSSE)

Cc:

OSSE Comments (OSSE)

Attachments: 1003(g)_Proposed.Waiver.Re~1.pdf (68 KB) ; 1003(g)_Notice.of.Proposed~1.pdf (26 KB)

Dear LEA Representatives,
As OSSE prepares an application for School Improvement Grants to the U.S. Department of Education, OSSE
proposes to request two waivers of statutory requirements that the Department has invited. Please see the
attached “Notice of Proposed Waiver Requests,” along with a copy of the “Proposed Waiver Request.” If you
would like more information about these proposed waiver requests, please join us for a 30-minute conference call
on Thursday at 2:00 P.M. (see attachment for more information).
OSSE invites comments from LEAs on these two proposed waiver requests. We will accept comments until noon
on Monday, February 8.
All my best,
Jeremy
Jeremy E. Skinner, J.D., Director
Teaching and Learning Division
(Title I, Part A; Title II, Part A; Title III, Part A; and SFSF)
Elementary and Secondary Education
Office of the State Superintendent of Education
51 N Street NE, 3rd Floor
Washington, DC 20002
202.724.2343 (o)
202.368.3128 (c)
Jeremy.Skinner@dc.gov
www.osse.dc.gov

Let us know how we're doing!
Please take a few minutes to tell us about the quality of service you received from the OSSE Teaching and
Learning team during your recent experience with us.

https://mail.dc.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAEJaiOGwMRS5qGXiqJC... 2/11/2010

OSSE Plans to Request Waivers Related to 1003(g) School
Improvement Grants; Invites Comments from LEAs by February 8th
In its upcoming School Improvement Grant application to the U.S. Department of Education, the
Office of the State Superintendent of Education proposes to request waivers of two statutory
requirements. These waivers will affect LEAs that apply for and receive Section 1003(g) School
Improvement Grants for Federal Fiscal Year 2009, along with the schools/campuses the LEAs
serve with those funds. The OSSE plans to apply for these waivers on behalf of all such LEAs
in the District. If the OSSE receives approval from the Department, LEAs will need to indicate
their intention to implement one or both of the waivers as part of the LEA application for these
funds, which will be released after OSSE receives approval of its SEA application.
The requests are to:
 Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to
extend the period of availability of school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its
LEAs to September 30, 2013.



Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I and Tier II
Title I participating schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to “start
over” in the school improvement timeline.

More Information about School Improvement Grants
School Improvement Grants made available under Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act will be used primarily to fund interventions in the District’s persistently
lowest achieving schools. While LEAs with other schools identified for improvement, corrective
action, or restructuring may later apply for awards if sufficient funds are available, only LEAs
with one or more persistently lowest achieving schools will be eligible to apply in Phase I. Click
here for a preliminary list of the District’s persistently lowest achieving schools. Additional
information regarding School Improvement Grants made available under Section 1003(g) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act can be found at
http://www.ed.gov/programs/sif/index.html.
Webinar
OSSE will host a 30-minute webinar/conference call on Thursday, February 4, 2010, at 2:00
P.M. to discuss these waivers and the District’s School Improvement Grant application
generally. Click here to register. The conference call number is 1-800-516-9896; the participant
code is 1191151793.
Comments
LEAs wishing to comment on these proposed waiver requests should submit their comments in
writing to osse.comments@dc.gov by noon on Monday, February 8, 2010. Any comments
submitted will be included, without identifying information, in the District’s School Improvement
Grant application to the U.S. Department of Education. Comments submitted at or after 12:01
P.M. on Monday, February 8th will not be considered or included.
For additional information on these planned waiver requests, please contact Jeremy Skinner at
(202) 724-2343 or via email at jeremy.skinner@dc.gov.

TEXT OF PROPOSED REQUEST TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANT-RELATED WAIVERS

H. WAIVERS: The final requirements invite an SEA to request waivers of the requirements
set forth below. An SEA must list in its application those requirements for which it is seeking a
waiver.
The District of Columbia requests a waiver of the requirements it has listed below. These waivers would allow
any local educational agency (LEA) in the State that receives a School Improvement Grant to use those funds in
accordance with the final requirements for School Improvement Grants and the LEA’s application for a grant.
The District believes that the requested waiver(s) will increase the quality of instruction for students and improve the
academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools by enabling an LEA to use more effectively
the school improvement funds to implement one of the four school intervention models in its Tier I or Tier II
schools and to carry out school improvement activities in its Tier III schools. The four school intervention models
are specifically designed to raise substantially the achievement of students in the State’s Tier I and Tier II schools.




Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period
of availability of school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2013.
Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I and Tier II Title I participating
schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to “start over” in the school improvement
timeline.

The District assures that it will ensure that any LEA that chooses to implement one or more of these waivers will
comply with section II.A.8 of the final requirements.
The District assures that it will permit an LEA to implement the waiver(s) only if the LEA receives a School
Improvement Grant and requests to implement the waiver(s) in its application. As such, the LEA may only
implement the waiver(s) in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, as applicable, included in its application.
The District assures that, prior to submitting this request in its School Improvement Grant application, the State
provided all LEAs in the State that are eligible to receive a School Improvement Grant with notice and a reasonable
opportunity to comment on this request and has attached a copy of that notice as well as copies of any comments it
received from LEAs. The State also assures that it provided notice and information regarding this waiver request to
the public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to the public (e.g., by
publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its Web site) and has attached a copy of, or link to,
that notice.
The District assures that, if it is granted one or more of the waivers requested above, 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, including which specific waivers each LEA is implementing.

January 22, 2010

Attendee Report

GoToWebinar

Generated
Feb 11, 2010 03:52 PM PST

General Information
Webinar Name
School Improvement Grant Application for DC

Webinar ID
531749947

Actual Start Date/Time
Feb 04, 2010 02:03 PM EST

Actual Duration (minutes)
22

Clicked Registration Link
16

Opened Invitation
0

Total Attended
7

Session Details
Hill,Kyle
Attended

khill@hydedc.org
Yes

Registration Date

Feb 04, 2010 10:56 AM EST

Organization

Hyde Leadership Public Charter School

Unsubscribed

No

Phone

202-551-0807

Job Title

Assistant Head of School

In Session
Join Time

Leave Time

In Session Duration (minutes)

Feb 04, 2010 02:03 PM EST

Feb 04, 2010 02:24 PM EST

21.48

Interest Rating
Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:

303

Registration Q & A

Questions Asked by Attendee

Poll Questions

Post Session Survey Questions

Goodall,Ashaki
Attended
Yes

ashakigoodall@capcs.org

Registration Date

Feb 03, 2010 08:17 PM EST

Organization
Unsubscribed

Dorothy I Height Community Academy Public Charter
Schools
No

Phone

(202) 234-2122, ext. 5205

Job Title

Director of Development and External Affairs

In Session
Join Time

Leave Time

In Session Duration (minutes)

Feb 04, 2010 02:05 PM EST

Feb 04, 2010 02:24 PM EST

19.13

Interest Rating
Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:
Registration Q & A

Questions Asked by Attendee

Poll Questions

Post Session Survey Questions

106

Kantasingh,Kisha
Attended
Yes

kisha.kantasingh@dc.gov

Registration Date

Feb 03, 2010 09:25 AM EST

Organization

DCPS

Unsubscribed

No

Phone

2026403700

Job Title

Grant Writer

In Session
Join Time

Leave Time

In Session Duration (minutes)

Feb 04, 2010 02:03 PM EST

Feb 04, 2010 02:24 PM EST

21.62

Interest Rating
Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:

104

Registration Q & A

Questions Asked by Attendee

Poll Questions

Post Session Survey Questions

Johnson,Sandra
Attended
Yes

kimapcsdc@yahoo.com

Registration Date

Feb 03, 2010 03:36 PM EST

Organization

Kamit Institute for Magnificent Achievers

Unsubscribed

No

Phone

202-723-7886 ext 227

Job Title

Business Manager

In Session
Join Time

Leave Time

In Session Duration (minutes)

Feb 04, 2010 02:11 PM EST

Feb 04, 2010 02:24 PM EST

13.65

Interest Rating
Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:
Registration Q & A

Questions Asked by Attendee

Poll Questions

Post Session Survey Questions

225

Bartley,Christian
Attended
Yes

cbartley@nia-cpcs.org

Registration Date

Feb 03, 2010 11:58 AM EST

Organization

Nia Community Public Charter School

Unsubscribed

No

Phone

202-562-5440

Job Title

Executive Assistant

In Session
Join Time

Leave Time

In Session Duration (minutes)

Feb 04, 2010 02:03 PM EST

Feb 04, 2010 02:24 PM EST

21.62

Interest Rating
Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:

309

Registration Q & A

Questions Asked by Attendee

Poll Questions

Post Session Survey Questions

Cox,Katie
Attended

kcox@tmapchs.org
Yes

Registration Date

Feb 04, 2010 02:04 PM EST

Organization

Thurgood Marshall Academy

Unsubscribed

No

Phone

202-563-6862 ext. 146

Job Title

Assistant Grants Manager

In Session
Join Time

Leave Time

In Session Duration (minutes)

Feb 04, 2010 02:04 PM EST

Feb 04, 2010 02:24 PM EST

20.02

Interest Rating
Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:
Registration Q & A

Questions Asked by Attendee

Poll Questions

Post Session Survey Questions

144

black,clairdean
Attended
Yes

clairdean.black@iapcs.com

Registration Date

Feb 03, 2010 11:42 AM EST

Organization

Ideal Academy PCS

Unsubscribed

No

Phone

202-729-6660

Job Title

Federal Grants Program Manager

In Session
Join Time

Leave Time

In Session Duration (minutes)

Feb 04, 2010 02:03 PM EST

Feb 04, 2010 02:24 PM EST

21.55

Interest Rating
Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:

306

Registration Q & A

Questions Asked by Attendee

Poll Questions

Post Session Survey Questions

Upson,Gayle
Attended
No

gayleupson@capcs.org

Registration Date

Feb 03, 2010 10:43 AM EST

Organization

Community Academy Public Charter School

Unsubscribed

No

Phone

202-368-3618

Job Title

Director of Curriculum

In Session
Join Time

Leave Time

Interest Rating
Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:
Registration Q & A

Questions Asked by Attendee

Poll Questions

Post Session Survey Questions

In Session Duration (minutes)
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OSSE Plans to Request Waivers Related to 1003 (g) School
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In its upcoming School Improvement Grant application to the US Department of
Education, the Office of the State Superintendent of Education proposes to request
waivers of two statutory requirements. These waivers will affect LEAs that apply for and
receive Section 1003 (g) School Improvement Grants for Federal Fiscal Year 2009,
along with the schools/campuses the LEAs serve with those funds. The OSSE plans to
apply for these waivers on behalf of all such LEAs in the District. If the OSSE receives
approval from the Department, LEAs will need to indicate their intention to implement
one or both of the waivers as part of the LEA application for these funds, which will be
released after OSSE receives approval of its SEA application.

<< previous

The requests are to:
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Jan Feb Mar Apr
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Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225
(b)) to extend the period of availability of school improvement funds for the SEA
and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2013.
Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I and
Tier II Title I participating schools that will implement a turnaround or restart
model to “start over” in the school improvement timeline.

View* the text of the full proposed waiver request.
More Information about School Improvement Grants
School Improvement Grants made available under Section 1003 (g) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act will be used primarily to fund interventions in the District’s
persistently lowest achieving schools. While LEAs with other schools identified for
improvement, corrective action, or restructuring may later apply for awards if sufficient
funds are available, only LEAs with one or more persistently lowest achieving schools
will be eligible to apply in Phase I. View* a preliminary list of the District’s persistently
lowest achieving schools. Additional information regarding School Improvement Grants
made available under Section 1003 (g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
can be found here.
Webinar
OSSE will host a 30-minute webinar/conference call on Thursday, February 4, 2010, at
2 pm. to discuss these waivers and the District’s School Improvement Grant application
generally. Register here. The conference call number is 1-800-516-9896; the participant
code is 1191151793.
Comments
LEAs wishing to comment on these proposed waiver requests should submit their
comments in writing to osse.comments@dc.gov by noon on Monday, February 8,
2010. Any comments submitted will be included, without identifying information, in the
District’s School Improvement Grant application to the US Department of Education.
Comments submitted at or after 12:01 pm on Monday, February 8 will not be considered
or included.
For additional information on these planned waiver requests, please contact Jeremy

http://newsroom.dc.gov/show.aspx/agency/seo/section/2/release/19157/year/2010

2/4/2010
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Skinner at (202) 724-2343 or via email at jeremy.skinner@dc.gov.

* This document is presented in Portable Document Format (PDF). A PDF reader
is required for viewing. Download a PDF Reader or Learn More About PDFs.
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COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES ON THE DISTRICT’S REQUEST TO WAIVE SECTION 421(B) OF
THE GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT (20 U.S.C. § 1225(B)) TO EXTEND THE PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SCHOOL
IMPROVEMENT FUNDS FOR THE SEA AND ALL OF ITS LEAS TO SEPTEMBER 30, 2013:
No comments regarding this waiver were received.

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES ON THE DISTRICT’S REQUEST TO WAIVE SECTION 1116(B)(12)
OF THE ESEA TO PERMIT LEAS TO ALLOW THEIR TIER I AND TIER II TITLE I PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS THAT WILL IMPLEMENT
A TURNAROUND OR RESTART MODEL TO “START OVER” IN THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT TIMELINE:
COMMENT 1:
[The LEA] no problems with the proposed waiver requests for the School Improvement Grants. Thank you for the
opportunity to review the proposed waiver requests and comment.
COMMENT 2:
We are concerned with the impact that letting turnaround and restart schools “start over” in the school improvement
timeline would have on those schools which are in the improvement process though not at the turnaround or restart
stage. In particular, there are several schools that would be able to exit their advanced negative status in this
manner, while other schools that are in Corrective Action or Restructuring (for example) would remain further along
in the improvement process and would look comparatively (and inaccurately) worse as a result… in essence
penalizing those schools.
It seems more appropriate, and more accurate, to keep these schools in their current improvement status (thus
increasing the pressure on the new leadership at these schools to use these significant funds in the most effective
and time-sensitive manner to bring about true improvement) even while implementing these turnaround or restart
models. If there is a need for more time for these schools to put such plans in place, a better solution would then
be to request that these schools be able to “freeze” their current statuses for 1 or 2 years while putting the new
initiatives in place, rather than allowing them to quickly and easily “restart” their improvement statuses and in
essence reward their history of negative results.
COMMENT 3:
We have serious concerns over the second waiver request and urge OSSE to omit that waiver request in its
application to the Department of Education. By way of reference, that second waiver request is as follows: "Waive
section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I and Tier II Title I participating schools that will
implement a turnaround or restart model to “start over” in the school improvement timeline." In short, this waiver
would lead to a number of unintended negative consequences that would vastly outweigh any benefits of allowing
such a waiver.
1. This waiver would create a disincentive for urgent reform and runs counter to the stated purposes of
improvement funds.
OSSE has presented that allowing turnaround or restart schools to reset their school improvement status would be
necessary for 1003g funds to be effective. However, such a waiver in fact would create a perverse disincentive for
immediate reform by allowing those schools that are in the bottom 5% of schools in DC to fully reset their school
improvement status and in effect grant them another five to seven years before serious consequences could be
meted out (all the while providing them up to $2 million EACH for their efforts). In the meantime, those schools that
are also legitimately struggling, but perhaps not "persistently" enough by definition to fall into the bottom 5% (a

810 First Street NE, Washington, DC 20002
Phone: 202-727-2824  www.osse.dc.gov

somewhat arbitrary distinction when it comes to the quality of education actually being provided to the students),
have to implement similar measures as part of their "Restructuring" status, but without the funds and without the
benefit of exiting the school improvement calendar. By allowing the turnaround schools to reset their school
improvement status, we would be removing a strong incentive to put in place immediate improvements, with
urgency and critical attention, at those schools. Instead, we will have given those schools the benefit of having
"turned themselves around" with actually requiring them to have shown any longstanding, reliable results or
accountability. The threat would therefore be real that significant amounts of federal funds would be thrown at an
ineffective solution, a problem that would be paid for through ineffective education for another seven years. These
1003g funds are significant and should be tied to some high stakes and a requirement for immediate improvements
- we should not be granting these schools an additional period of time to potentially struggle and provide poor
education at additional cost.
This situation is complicated further due to certain realities here in DC. Although these funds are available for all
LEAs in DC (DCPS and Charters), in reality, because of the number of schools DCPS encompasses (and therefore
the fact that the majority of the bottom 5% schools would be DCPS schools) and because of the realities of per
pupil funding and charter authorizing in DC (charter LEAs that would be persistently struggling enough to become
Tier I or II schools would likely not be able to keep their enrollment up and would have lost their charters before
ever being eligible for these 1003g funds), it would be very unlikely that a significant number of charter LEAS would
receive these funds. We are therefore talking for all intents and purposes about a $12 million dollar pot of funds
that will mostly if not nearly entirely be going to DCPS schools - which in and of itself is absolutely fine. However, in
DCPS, we have a number of union/teacher contract issues that would have an impact on what measures a school
could actually implement as part of its turnaround model. The turnaround model requires a new principal and
turnover of at least 50% of its teaching staff, among others. Without clear definition of what this actually means,
however, we could see a situation where principals and teachers are merely shifted from one DCPS school to
another (due to union and teacher contract limitations on who could be fired and hired) - technically fulfilling the
definition of this model but in reality not improving the circumstances in those schools. By then granting those
schools an ability to reset their improvement statuses, we are in effect using $12 million dollars to potentially fund
not only restructuring measures that would already be part of DCPS's plans but also stop gap measures that do not
actually lead to a true "turnaround" of that school.
2. The waiver would create unjustifiable contradictions with other grant programs.
These funds are FFY 2009 1003(g) funds. At the same time, we also have FFY 2009 1003(a) school improvement
funds, available for all schools in improvement, including those eligible for 1003(g) funds. By allowing schools that
implement the turnaround model to reset their calendar for 1003(g) funds, this waiver would create an unjustifiable
situation where these schools would first receive 1003(a) funds - and prevent other schools in improvement from
receiving those funds - and then later, starting with the 2010-11 school year, implement a turnaround model and
fully exiting its improvement status. This is at best a waste of 1003(a) funds (funds which would no longer be a part
of long-term improvement innovations since those schools would have exited improvement through a loophole) and
at worst a double rewarding of poorly functioning schools... again, schools that will most likely be DCPS schools.
Without any viable way of ensuring that 1003(a) funds are not given to the schools ultimately incorporating a
turnaround model or restart model, the best way to avoid this situation is to not allow such schools to reset their
improvement statuses. They SHOULD be receiving 1003(a) funds for as long as they are in improvement status -it is the giving of such funds to schools that will ultimately be able to exit those statuses through a process other
than actual improvement that is unacceptable.
3. This waiver would create an inequitable situation for other LEAs in improvement status.
An additional consideration is that by allowing schools to reset their improvement status with this turnaround model,
those other schools that are in corrective action or restructuring (but not eligible for 1003(g) funds) will be perceived
as that much worse through no fault of their own. Particularly schools that are in restructuring - just because they
were not "persistently failing" enough to be in the bottom 5%, they are not eligible for these funds and will have to
remain in restructuring status while implementing somewhat similar restructuring actions. As these Tier I and II
schools exit their improvement status immediately (and with the benefit of receiving 1003(g) funding as well), these
other restructuring schools will be singled out that much more as schools in restructuring. This does not accurately
reflect these schools' conditions within the DC context, and when therefore looking at DC as a whole with all of its
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LEAs, this waiver would have disproportionately damaging effects on these schools (both DCPS and charter
schools), negating any gains received by the Tier I and II schools.
4. OSSE's justification for the waiver does not outweigh these potential costs.
OSSE has presented that one reason for this waiver is to allow turnaround schools to implement their improvement
strategies without the "stigma" of being a school in improvement status. This reasoning, however, potentially does
not hold water and does not in any case outweigh the problems detailed above, particularly because it will be
mostly, if not nearly all, DCPS schools that receive these funds. Although students in DC can choose to attend a
charter school, in reality, DCPS schools are often the single viable choice for those students -- a truly high
performing charter may not be located close enough for that student to be able to travel to it on a daily basis,
particularly when you consider that most charters serve only a short range of grades (5-8, 1-4, 9-11, etc) because
they are either still growing or have only chosen to serve those grades. For a full K-12 education then, often times
the "default" solution of a DCPS school is the only realistic choice for a student. All this is to say that the "stigma" of
being a school in improvement status will likely NOT keep significant numbers of students or teachers or principals
away from a DCPS school, either for its education, job prospects, or in this case, efforts to implement real change
(such a stigma would in fact affect charters much more). In fact, the fact that a school is receiving these funds (up
to $2 million) and is the target of such drastic change measures and innovative improvement efforts will likely
ATTRACT teachers and principals - if properly advertised - or at least those who would be the ones schools would
want in their schools during this improvement effort. And again, by resetting the improvement calendar for that
school, OSSE would be removing a strong lever for urgent reform, allowing the status quo at that school,
squandering this wonderful opportunity and source of funds.
To be clear, this is NOT an argument that schools that are persistently failing and in that bottom 5% should not
receive these funds exclusively! Despite the fact that the funds will mostly go to DCPS schools and despite our
affiliation with a charter LEA, we believe strongly that such funds should in fact be funneled towards those schools
that are persistently failing, to give them the strongest chance of improving and turning around their schools and
improving education here in DC overall. However, the waiver being proposed undermines both the improvement
efforts and the situation for all other LEAs (particularly charters, who will not see a significant amount of these
1003g funds). These 1003(g) funds are significant and present an exciting opportunity to truly bring about great
change in those schools receiving those funds. At the same time, the ability to receive up to $2 million dollars
SHOULD carry with it some high stakes and some urgent timelines for actual improvements. By allowing them to
reset their improvement calendars, this waiver to negate both the high stakes AND the urgency that should go with
these funds. There would be very little accountability with how those schools would be run - the unfortunate truth is
that without such a strong stick/lever, there is a good chance that these significant funds would instead continue to
fund the status quo and would simply be more money for DCPS schools to access that charters cannot. If schools
that receive 1003(g) funds cannot bring about immediate change and improvement, there should be consequences
for those schools - and those consequences would be removed by this waiver. Given the other contradictions and
complications detailed above, we would urge OSSE to omit this waiver from its application.
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Local Educa6onal Agency Applica6on for School Improvement Grants
Provided Under Sec6on 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Educa6on Act of 1965, as amended
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worksheets at the left, except
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provide the school plan/s.
See Instructions for more
information.
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Applicant Informa.on and Cer.ﬁca.on
Applicant Informa.on
Legal Name of Local Educa<onal Agency

Name and Title of Sec<on 1003(g) School Improvement Funds Coordinator

Mailing Address of Local Educa<onal Agency

Email Address of 1003(g) School Improvement Funds Coordinator

Main Telephone Number of Local Educa<onal Agency

Telephone Number of 1003(g) School Improvement Funds Coordinator

DUNS Number of Local Educa<onal Agency (required for receipt of ARRA funds)

Has the Local Educa<onal Agency Completed CCR Registra<on? (required for receipt of ARRA funds)

Amount Requested
Total Amount Requested for School Improvement Grants Under ESEA Sec<on 1003(g)

LEA Cer.ﬁca.on

I cer.fy that all of the informa.on contained in this applica.on is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge.
Addi.onally, I cer.fy that the LEA agrees to all assurances included in the applica.on.
I have been authorized to ﬁle this applica.on on behalf of the agency named above.
Name and Title of Board Member/Chancellor or Designee Cer<fying Applica<on

Signature of Board Member/Chancellor or Designee Cer<fying Applica<on and Date of Cer<ﬁca<on

DC Public Charter School Board Authoriza.on (for Charter LEAs Only)
Name and Title of PCSB Representa<ve Authorizing Applica<on

Signature of PCSB Representa<ve Authorizing Applica<on and Date of Cer<ﬁca<on
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Assurances: ESEA Sec-on 1003(g) School Improvement Funds
For each of the assurances listed below, check the gray box to indicate that, as the authorized representa-ve of the agency receiving these funds, you have read and agree with the assurance.

The Local Educa-onal Agency (LEA) hereby assures the State Educa-on Agency (SEA) that for the ESEA Sec-on 1003(g) School
Improvement program described in this applica-on:
Assurance #1

The LEA will use its School Improvement Grant to implement fully and eﬀecAvely an intervenAon in each Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve
consistent with the ﬁnal requirements.

Assurance #2

The LEA will establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both reading/language arts and mathemaAcs and measure progress
on the leading indicators in secAon III of the ﬁnal requirements in order to monitor each Tier I and Tier II school that it serves with school improvement funds.
Assurance #3

If it implements a restart model in a Tier I or Tier II school, the LEA will include in its contract or agreement terms and provisions to hold the charter operator,
charter management organizaAon, or educaAon management organizaAon accountable for complying with the ﬁnal requirements.
Assurance #4

The LEA will report to OSSE the school‐level data required under secAon III of the ﬁnal requirements.

Assurance #5

The LEA will track and account for each source of School Improvement funds ‐‐ including awards funded by ARRA funds ‐‐ separately from each other and from
all other funding sources.

Assurance #6

The LEA will retain all records of the ﬁnancial transacAons and accounts relaAng to the proposed project for a period of ﬁve years aFer the terminaAon of the
grant agreement and shall make such records available for inspecAon and audit as necessary.
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Assurance #7

The LEA acknowledges and agrees that the compleAon of this applicaAon, or the approval to fund an applicaAon, will not be deemed to be a binding obligaAon
of the OSSE unAl such Ame as the Grant Award NoAﬁcaAon (GAN) is delivered to the applicant.

Assurance #8

The LEA must receive prior wri\en approval of a revised LEA applicaAon from the Oﬃce of the State Superintendent of EducaAon (OSSE) before implemenAng
any project changes with respect to the purposes for which the proposed funds are awarded.

Assurance #9

The LEA will comply with Oﬃce of Management and Budget (OMB) Circulars, including, but not limited to: OMB Circular A‐87, Cost Principles for State, Local,
and Indian Tribal Governments; OMB Circular A‐102, Grants and CooperaAve Agreements with State and Local Governments; and OMB Circular A‐133, Audits of
States, Local Governments, and Non‐Proﬁt OrganizaAons.

Assurance #10

The LEA will have ﬁnancial management systems, procurement systems, and equipment and inventory management systems that enable the LEA to
demonstrate compliance with federal grants management requirements, including the requirement that all expenditures made with federal funds are necessary,
reasonable, allocable, and legal.

Assurance #11

No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for inﬂuencing or a\empAng to inﬂuence an oﬃcer or employee of any agency, a
Member of Congress, an oﬃcer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in
connecAon with the making or
renewal of Federal grants under this program.

Assurance #12

The LEA will comply with civil rights laws that prohibit discriminaAon based on race, color, naAonal origin, religion, sex, disability, and age (available at
h\p://www.ed.gov/policy/gen/leg/recovery/noAces/civil‐rights.html).
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Assurances: General Educa#on Provisions Act
For each of the assurances listed below, check the gray box to indicate that, as the authorized representa#ve of the agency receiving these funds, you have read and agree with the assurance.

The Local Educa#on Agency (LEA) hereby assures the State Educa#on Agency (SEA) that:
Assurance #1

The LEA will administer each program covered by the applicaJon in accordance with all applicable statutes, regulaJons, program plans, and applicaJons.
Assurance #2

The control of funds provided under each program, and Jtle to property acquired with those funds, will be in a public agency and that a public agency will
administer those funds and property.

Assurance #3

The LEA will use ﬁscal control and fund accounJng procedures that will ensure proper disbursement of, and accounJng for, federal funds paid to the LEA under
each program.

Assurance #4

The LEA will make reports to the OSSE and to the U.S. Secretary of EducaJon as may reasonably be necessary to enable the OSSE and the Secretary to perform
their duJes and that it will maintain such records, including the records required under secJon 1232F of the General EducaJon Provisions Act, and provide
access to those records, as OSSE or the Secretary deem necessary to perform their duJes.

Assurance #5

The LEA will provide reasonable opportuniJes for the parJcipaJon by teachers, parents, and other interested agencies, organizaJons, and individuals in the
planning for and operaJon of each program.

Assurance #6

Any applicaJon, evaluaJon, periodic program plan or report relaJng to each program will be made readily available to parents and other members of the
general public.

Assurance #7

The LEA has adopted eﬀecJve procedures for acquiring and disseminaJng to teachers and administrators parJcipaJng in each program signiﬁcant informaJon
from educaJonal research, demonstraJons, and similar projects, and for adopJng, where appropriate, promising educaJonal pracJces developed through such
projects.

Assurance #8

None of the funds expended under any applicable program will be used to acquire equipment (including computer soHware) in any instance in which such
acquisiJon results in a direct ﬁnancial beneﬁt to any organizaJon represenJng the interests of the purchasing enJty or its employees or any aﬃliate of such an
organizaJon.

Assurance #9

The LEA will include in its applicaJon (below) a descripJon of the steps the subgrantee proposes to take to ensure equitable access to, and parJcipaJon in, its
Federally‐assisted program for students, teachers, and other program beneﬁciaries with special needs, as required by SecJon 427 of the General EducaJon
Provisions Act (GEPA). The statute highlights six types of barriers that can impede equitable access or parJcipaJon: gender, race, naJonal origin, color,
disability, and age.

Mee#ng the Requirement of the General Educa#on Provisions Act, Sec#on 427
If not embedded in the narra#ve por#ons of this applica#on (tabs 6 and 9), provide a descrip#on of how the LEA will comply with the requirements of Sec#on 427 of GEPA.
addi#onal guidance, see hLp://www.ed.gov/fund/grant/apply/appforms/gepa427.doc.)

(For
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Assurances: ARRA Repor.ng Requirements and Schedule
For each of the assurances listed below, check the gray box to indicate that, as the authorized representaCve of the agency receiving these funds, you have read and agree with the assurance.

The Local Educa.on Agency (LEA) hereby assures the State Educa.on Agency (SEA) that, with respect to ARRA‐funded FFY 2009
ESEA Sec.on 1003(g) funds, it will:
Assurance #1

Take adequate and appropriate steps to ensure that it has the capacity to comply with the strict ARRA expenditure tracking and reporCng requirements,
considering the increased transparency and accountability associated with ARRA funds as well as the large increase in the total amount of federal funds
allocated to the LEA.

Assurance #2

Maintain accurate, complete, and reliable ﬁnancial and programmaCc documentaCon for all ARRA‐funded ESEA SecCon 1003(g) expenditures, tracked
separately from each other and from expenditures from all other funding sources including other ARRA funding sources.

Assurance #3

Report at least quarterly on how all ARRA funds, including ESEA SecCon 1003(g) school improvement funds, are used by the LEA, along with measures of impact
of the funds, in accordance with speciﬁc requirements set forth by the Oﬃce of Management and Budget, the U.S. Department of EducaCon, and/or the Oﬃce
of the State Superintendent of EducaCon, as required by SecCon 1512 of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

In order to meet the quarterly reporCng requirements associated with the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, as well as to assist the OSSE in maintaining a regular schedule of drawdowns of federal funds, every local
educaConal agency that was allocated ARRA funds from any source must complete and submit the OSSE’s “ARRA Reimbursement and ReporCng Workbook” on a quarterly basis according to speciﬁc deadlines. This workbook
incorporates required reporCng elements with the OSSE’s typical reimbursement workbook to minimize the need for supplemental submissions by subgrantees to fulﬁll their reporCng responsibiliCes. MeeCng these requirements
is a condiCon of receiving these federal funds.
Please note that, unlike the case for many annual formula grants and compeCCve grants, subgrantees must follow a speciﬁc schedule for submiang reports on ARRA expenditures. All subgrantees are encouraged to complete and
submit the ARRA Reimbursement and ReporCng Workbook monthly, but must, at a minimum, submit the workbook quarterly according to the schedule below. LEAs must submit quarterly reports even if no funds have been
obligated during the repor9ng period.
LEAs must complete and submit ARRA Reimbursement and Repor.ng Workbooks to OSSE.Reimbursement@dc.gov on the following dates.
Please check each box to conﬁrm your understanding of the submission requirements.
March 22, 2010: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaCons made through March 15, 2010 (required).
June 21, 2010: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaCons made between March 16, 2010 and June 14, 2010 (required).
September 21, 2010: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaCons made between June 15, 2010 and September 15, 2010 (required).
December 22, 2010: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaCons made between September 16, 2010 and December 15, 2010 (required).
March 21, 2011: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaCons made between December 16, 2010 and March 15, 2011 (required).
June 22, 2011: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaCons made between March 16, 2011 and June 15, 2011 (required).
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September 22, 2011: Include all ARRA‐funded School Improvement Grant obligaCons made between June 16, 2011 and September 15, 2011 (required).
The subgrantee assures the OSSE that it will parCcipate in all mandatory technical assistance sessions regarding ARRA reporCng requirements and/or the ARRA
Reimbursement and ReporCng Workbook (required).
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En-re LEA: Required Responses Regarding Consulta-on, Waivers, and Leading Indicators
Part 1: Consulta-on
As appropriate, the LEA is required to consult with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s applica-on and implementa-on of school improvement ac-vi-es in its Tier III schools.
The LEA must check the gray box below to indicate agreement with the statement below and then list stakeholders the LEA consulted and the dates on/during which consulta-on occurred.
The Local Educa5onal Agency has consulted with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s applica5on and implementa5on of school improvement ac5vi5es in
its Tier III schools. (List below the stakeholders the LEA consulted.)
Individuals/Groups Consulted
Date/s of Consulta-on

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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Part 2: Not Applicable for Tier III Schools
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Part 3: Leading Indicators
To inform and evaluate the eﬀec-veness of the interven-ons iden-ﬁed in the ﬁnal requirements for School Improvement Grants, OSSE and the U.S. Secretary of Educa-on will collect data on several metrics. While some data
is already provided in another way, several new metrics are listed below. For each, indicate whether the LEA already has a system for tracking this data. Then, either describe the system that is already in place or describe the
system the LEA will put in place within 30 days of receiving a School Improvement Grant based on this applica-on.

Metric

Number of minutes
within the school year

Number and percentage of
students comple5ng
advanced coursework (e.g.,
AP/IB), early‐college high
schools, or dual enrollment
classes

College enrollment
rate
Distribu5on of
teachers by
performance level on
LEA’s teacher
evalua5on system

Teacher ANendance Rate

Do you currently
collect/ maintain
data on this metric?

Describe your current or future system of data collec-on for this metric.

