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Overview

This is an application by the Washington State Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) for funds provided under Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act used to assist schools identified for improvement.  The proposed activities will be implemented by the District and School Improvement and Accountability administrative unit of the OSPI. The Title I Committee of Practitioners Advisory Council has provided input on this application.

Measureable Outcomes
The OSPI will measure the following outcomes as a part of the Section 1003(g) process: 

1. The number and percentage of students who score proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics as measured by the state assessment test (Washington Assessment of Student Learning – WASL) given annually in grades 3-8 and once in high school (grade 10) in LEAs and schools receiving these funds.
2. The number and percentage of LEAs and schools receiving School Improvement Funds that make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and move out of improvement status.
3. The number and percentage of LEAs and schools receiving School Improvement Funds that make decisions regarding the use of these funds based on data and systems of continuous feedback and improvement.
School Improvement Strategies 

The OSPI will address all of the following five school improvement strategies from the state level.  In addition, the select LEAs or schools receiving sub-grants will focus on at least one or more of the following strategies.  Selection will be based on the performance reviews:

1. Provide customized technical assistance and/or professional development that is designed to build the capacity of LEA and school staff to improve schools and is informed by student achievement and other outcome-related measures.

2. Utilize research-based strategies or practices to change instructional practice to address the academic achievement problems that caused the school to be identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.

3. Create partnerships among the SEA, LEAs, and other entities for the purpose of delivering technical assistance, professional development, and management advice.

4. Provide professional development to enhance the capacity of school support team members and other technical assistance providers who are part of the statewide system of support and that is informed by student achievement and other outcome-related measures.

5. Implement other strategies determined by the SEA or LEA, as appropriate, for which data indicate the strategy is likely to result in improved teaching and learning in schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.

Other strategies will be to a) review and revision of teacher assignment and corresponding policies, b) resource allocation analysis, and c) review of the use of assessment data.

Reporting
The Washington State OSPI is committed to collecting and reporting the following information as required:
1. The total number and percentage of students who are proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics in schools that received technical assistance through the statewide system of support and whether that number and percentage increased from the prior year as measured by State assessments required under section 1111(b) (3) of the ESEA as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
2. The total number and percentage of students who are proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics in schools that received School Improvement Funds as a result of sub-grants to LEAs and whether that number and percentage increased from the prior year as measured by State assessments required under section 1111(b) (3) of the ESEA as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
3. The number of schools that received technical assistance through the statewide system of support that – 
a) Make adequate yearly progress;
b) Exit improvement status.
4. The number of schools that received School Improvement Funds that – 
a) Make adequate yearly progress;
b) Exit improvement status.
5. Evidence that SEAs, LEAs, and schools used data to make decisions about the use of School Improvement Funds and created a system of continuous feedback and improvement.
6. Evidence indicating those school improvement strategies that were effective in contributing increased student achievement and schools making adequate yearly progress and exiting improvement status.
7. The amount of funds allocated under section 1003(g) and 1003(a) to each LEA and school.
Part A – Funds Retained by the SEA

1. Amount of funds retained by the SEA:


1003(a)   


$7,311,805.
Total
$365,590 (5% admin.)


1003(g)


$1,883,922.
Total
$94,196 (5% admin.)

2a. Current Washington State School Improvement System
Under the Washington Accountability System and the No Child Left Behind law schools and school districts are expected to meet the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) performance targets.  Entities identified as “needing improvement” under NCLB Guidelines for two consecutive years are involved in the school improvement process.    The system is described on two levels.


School Level:

School leadership team develops a plan to identify needs;


School Improvement Performance Review takes place;


School Improvement Team is provided assistance, support and tools;


Funds for Collaboration are provided;


Performance Agreement is completed;


Implementation of plan takes place;


Training workshops are provided;


Professional development opportunities are provided;


Annual reviews of progress provide feedback on status.


District Level:


Step 1. A District improvement plan is developed which addresses:



 Teaching and Learning needs;



 Specific measureable objectives;



 Scientifically-based research;



 Appropriate student-level activities before and after school;



 High quality professional development;



 Effective parent involvement;



 Analysis of past improvement plans.


Step 2. Districts are required to implement the plan developed under Step 1.

The OSPI provides an extensive and comprehensive set of technical assistance measures, resources and expert staff support.  The four major program support components for all improvement districts include: 

· A District Improvement Facilitator: The selection of the facilitator is a collaborative effort between OSPI and each district. The District Improvement Facilitators are experienced educators who have been successful in improving student performance. The facilitator works up to 62 days in the district annually.  Their expertise helps build the district’s capacity to support high quality, data driven, research based district improvement efforts. Another 18 days of targeted in-service is required of the facilitator in their first year. The facilitator training is being developed and delivered in collaboration with The Washington Association of School Administrators (WASA). 

· Professional Development: Additional resources are provided to meet the needs of the selected districts. Funds are provided for the District Improvement Team to participate in both the Fall WASA and OSPI Winter and Summer Conferences. For example, Dr. Michael Fullan has worked with our district teams on system change. 

· A District Educational On-Site Review: An Educational On-Site Review is conducted by a team of peer educators and experts. The review focuses on the implementation of the district improvement plan. The district’s strengths and challenges are identified and recommendations for improvement are developed and provided to the district. The assessment/review includes the administration of survey instruments and an on-site visit by these trained professionals. 

· Identified Expertise: The resources and expertise needed is determined on a case-by-case basis for each district.  This may include such support as expertise in working with targeted subject areas (e.g. reading and math) and diverse student populations (e.g., special education, English language learners), funding and expertise to implement research-based practices and programs, and funding for team collaboration time. Districts are expected to ensure that existing funds are used effectively and to dedicate district resources to this effort. It is the intent of OSPI that these differentiated services will add value to the district improvement efforts through an extended level of support that addresses each unique situation. 

Expected Outcomes: School districts strongly influence the strategic choices that schools make to improve teaching and learning. With the additional support each district receives through this effort, we expect these districts to more quickly put in place system changes to support school improvement and, as important, sustain these efforts over time.
2b. Proposed Washington State Use of 1003(g) Funds for State-level Activity
As noted in the statement of proposed School Improvement Strategies, the Washington State OSPI will implement a program which includes all five of the listed strategies: 1) capacity building, 2) research-based practices, 3) creation of partnerships, 4) professional development opportunities, and 5) other strategies as described.  The 1003(g) funds will be directed to three to five school districts deemed to have the “greatest need” and with the “strongest commitment” to change. (Definitions provided in Part B.) The plan process is delineated below:

· Selection Criteria will be provided.

· Participant districts (three to five) will be selected to receive an allocation.

· Selected applicants will complete District Performance Review which is based on  four key elements of research:


Effective Leadership;

Quality teaching and learning;

Support for system wide improvement;

Clear and collaborative relationships.
· The allocation to participants will be at least $50,000 and adjusted upward for issues related to local demographics; size, poverty-levels and existing local capacity.

· Selected LEAs will devise and revise plans based on the five strategies.

· State-level technical assistance will be provided and projects will be monitored.

· Annual reviews will measure change and report outcomes.

· SEA reports of progress will be made, as required.

Rational for the Selection of all Five Strategies: 
Thirty-six percent (36%) of the schools and fifty-two percent (52%) of the districts in Washington State did not make adequate yearly progress (AYP) in 2007.  A data review shows that schools and districts are not making AYP requirements for multiple reasons, and therefore, the selection of only one strategy would limit school improvement options.  The five strategies are closely aligned with the comprehensive plan that the state is already implementing, as described briefly in the response to Part A, 2, above. 
PART B – FUNDS AWARDED TO LEAs 
1. Statutory Provisions:

Criteria used to prioritize lowest achieving schools:
The criteria Washington will use to identify greatest need shall include the following: a) LEA may currently be in improvement status and b) LEA must have one or more Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.

Definition of Greatest Need:


“Greatest need is the cumulative effect of four weighted variables, a) student 
achievement by student subgroup, b) poverty level, c) student demographics 
and d) existing local capacity.”

Definition of Strongest Commitment:

“Strongest commitment is the cumulative effect of three weighted variables, a) 
voluntary participation, b) past engagement in a school improvement process, 
and c) evidence of local time and resources for a school improvement process.”

Size and Scope:

The size and scope of the LEA grant will be determined by the extent to which the school improvement plan addresses the factors established in the school performance review.  It will be at least $50,000 and not more than $500,000 for each participating school, and will be adjusted to reflect district/school demographics and existing local capacity.

Integration with Other ESEA programs:

There are 14 ESEA programs funded by the Washington State Consolidated Federal Programs Application.  The 1003(g) funds will be coordinated and integrated with the components of each of these programs that address school improvement.  The coordination will take place at the regularly scheduled federal programs meeting, within the agency.  For example, the professional development strategies funded under 1003(g) will be aligned with the professional development activities funded under Title II, as they relate to schools in various stages of improvement.

Renewal of funding:

Assuming section 1003(g) funds are appropriated in subsequent years, the Washington OSPI will renew LEA grants for up to two one-year periods, if schools in the LEA are meeting the goals for improvement under section 116.

2. Local application provisions:

a) Washington State LEA sub-grant recipients will be required to use section 1003(g) and 1003(a) funds to implement one or more of the school improvement strategies listed in the earlier section of this state application based on achievement and other relevant data and current information.

b) Washington State LEA sub-grant recipients will develop plans and concentrate funds to achieve the annual measureable objectives in their school improvement plans to achieve the goals necessary to exit corrective action and restructuring status as appropriate.

3. SEA Assessment of Effectiveness:
The OSPI will assess the effectiveness of the 1003(g) process with the following design.

After selection and funding in September 2008, baseline data will be collected from the funded LEAs.  The pre project data will be drawn at three levels:

Student level:  Student achievement scores by subgroup over time;

Teacher level: Instructional practices;

School level and district level: Stakeholder practices including:


Policies;


Programs;


Partnerships.

In the spring of 2009, these same three levels of data and information will be reviewed for change as a post assessment.

The evaluation will be conducted by third party evaluators because the effect of state-level technical assistance will also be reviewed.

Dissemination of process:

Information resulting from external reviews of the work will be disseminated to other LEAs using multiple methods which will include:
· Final evaluation report availability;
· District Performance Review Rubric availability;
· Providing the training materials to support use of the District Performance Review Rubric;
· Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction website posting of materials and event;
· Presentations at statewide conferences of stakeholder groups; 

· Effective practices could become a part of district/school improvement video series.

Part C - Monitoring

The improvement strategies selected and implemented with funds from section 1003(g) and (a) will be identified following a comprehensive District/School Performance Review. Data from the Performance Reviews will be used to inform the commitments made by the SEA, LEA, and school(s) in Performance Agreements and the specific improvement strategies to be implemented at the LEA and school(s). Independent evaluators will assess progress in improving student achievement, instructional practice, and stakeholder perspectives. Based upon the findings of the independent reviews, representatives from SEA, LEA, and school(s) will meet to determine if changes to the Performance Agreements and improvement strategies are warranted or adjustments in funding allocations are necessary.  
Oversight for the administration of the 1003(g) funds will be the responsibility of the SEA Leadership Team.  There will regularly scheduled site visits where the strategies, barriers, challenges facing the recipient are reviewed.  The core reviews will center on the analysis of student achievement data and the measurement of the stated outcomes.

Recommendations will be made if additional support is needed, requested, or warranted.

Technical assistance will be provided on a regular basis and/or as requested.

End of Year reports will document program and process impact.

In addition, the state Consolidated Program Review process will look at coordination with other ESEA programs and effective use of resources.  Furthermore, budget guidelines, and financial requirement information will be provided and grant recipients will be informed of the allowable program revisions and process.
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