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Paperwork Burden Statement

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


SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS

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

Availability of Funds
The Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014, provided $506 million for School Improvement Grants in fiscal year (FY) 2014.  


State and LEA Allocations
Each State (including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico), the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying areas are eligible to apply to receive a SIG grant.  The Department will allocate FY 2014 SIG funds in proportion to the funds received in FY 2014 by the States, the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying areas under Parts A, C, and D of Title I of the ESEA. An SEA must allocate at least 95 percent of its SIG funds directly to LEAs in accordance with the final requirements.  The SEA may retain an amount not to exceed five percent of its allocation for State administration, evaluation, and technical assistance.



	SUBMISSION INFORMATION

	Electronic Submission:  
The Department strongly prefers to receive an SEA’s FY 2014 SIG application electronically. The application should be sent as a Microsoft Word document, not as a PDF.  

Each SEA should submit its FY 2014 application to its individual State mailbox address at: OSS.[State]@ed.gov 

In addition, the SEA must submit a paper copy of the cover page signed by the SEA’s authorized representative to the address listed below under “Paper Submission.”

	Paper Submission:  
If an SEA is not able to submit its application electronically, it may submit the original and two copies of its SIG application to the following address:

	Jim Butler, Group Leader
Office of State Support, OESE
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W246
Washington, DC 20202-6132 
Due to potential delays in government processing of mail sent through the U.S. Postal Service, SEAs are encouraged to use alternate carriers for paper submissions.

	Application Deadline
Applications are due no later than April 15, 2015.

	For Further Information
If you have any questions, please contact your OSS State contact or Jim Butler at (202) 260-9737 or by e-mail at james.butler@ed.gov.  Additional technical assistance, including webinars for State staff, will be provided after the SIG final requirements are published in the Federal Register
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	Legal Name of Applicant:  
South Dakota Department of Education

	Applicant’s Mailing Address: 
South Dakota Department of Education
800 Governors Drive
Pierre, SD  57501

	State Contact for the School Improvement Grant  

Name:  Shannon Malone

Position and Office: Title I Administrator, Office of Title I

Contact’s Mailing Address: 
800 Governors Drive
Pierre, SD  57501




Telephone: 605-773-6509

Fax: 605-773-3782

Email address: Shannon.Malone@state.sd.us

	Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): 
Dr. Melody Schopp
	Telephone: 
605-773-5669

	Signature of the Chief State School Officer: 

X   [image: cid:image001.jpg@01D0775A.B949D510]
	Date: 
04/15/2015

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









PART I:  SEA REQUIREMENTS

The directions below indicate information an SEA must provide in its application for a School Improvement Grant under section 1003(g).  Where relevant, these directions distinguish between the information that must be provided by SEAs that have approved requests for ESEA flexibility and those that do not. For any section that is not applicable to a particular SEA, the SEA should write “Not Applicable.”

	A. ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS

	For SEAs not approved for ESEA Flexibility: Definition of Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools and Eligible Schools: As part of its FY 2014 application, an SEA must provide a list, by LEA, of each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school in the State. In providing its list of schools, the SEA must indicate whether a school has been identified as a Tier I or Tier II school solely because it has had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.

Along with its list of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, the SEA must provide the definition that it used to develop this list of schools. If the SEA’s definition of persistently lowest-achieving schools that it makes publicly available on its Web site is identical to the definition that it used to develop its list of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools, it may provide a link to the page on its Web site where that definition is posted rather than providing the complete definition.  

Directions: SEAs that generate new lists should create this table in Excel using the format shown below and attach the list to this application.  An example of the table has been provided for guidance.

EXAMPLE:
	SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE FOR FY 2014 SIG FUNDS

	LEA NAME
	LEA NCES ID #
	SCHOOL NAME
	SCHOOL NCES ID#
	TIER I
	TIER II
	TIER III
	GRAD RATE
	NEWLY ELIGIBLE[footnoteRef:1] [1:  “Newly Eligible” refers to a school that was made eligible to receive SIG funds by the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014.  A newly eligible school may be identified for Tier I or Tier II because it has not made adequate yearly progress for at least two consecutive years; is in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on State’s assessments; and is no higher achieving than the highest-achieving school identified by the SEA as a “persistently lowest-achieving school” or is a high school that has a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years.  
] 


	LEA 1
	##
	HARRISON ES
	##
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 

	LEA 1
	##
	MADISON ES
	##
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 

	LEA 2
	##
	TAYLOR MS
	##
	 
	 
	X
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	







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

https://doe.sd.gov/oess/fwi.aspx


	For all SEAs: Awards not renewed, or otherwise terminated:  All SEAs are required to list any LEAs with one or more schools for which funding under previously awarded SIG grants will not be renewed for the 2015-2016 school year. For each such school, note the date of nonrenewal or termination, reason for nonrenewal or termination, the amount of unused remaining funds, and explain how the SEA or LEA plans to use those funds. If all schools have been renewed, please indicate not applicable (“N/A”) in the chart: 
	LEA NAME
	SCHOOL NAME
	DATE OF NONRENEWAL OR TERMINATION
	REASON FOR NONRENEWAL OR TERMINATION
	DESCRIPTION OF HOW REMAINING FUNDS WERE OR WILL BE USED
	AMOUNT OF REMAINING FUNDS

	N/A
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	TOTAL AMOUNT OF REMAINING FUNDS:
	






	B. STATE-DETERMINED MODEL (OPTIONAL)

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

|_| SEA is submitting a State-determined model for review and approval. (Please attach to the application.)
[bookmark: Check62]|X| SEA is not submitting a State-determined model.
To be approved, a State-determined model must meet the definition of whole-school reform model:

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

(a) Improve student academic achievement or attainment;
(b) Be implemented for all students in a school; and 
(c) Address, at a minimum and in a comprehensive and coordinated manner, each of the following:
1. School leadership
2. Teaching and learning in at least one full academic content area (including professional learning for educators).
3. Student non-academic support.
4. Family and community engagement.





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

	The actions listed in this section are ones that an LEA must take to receive a School Improvement Grant.  Accordingly, the SEA must describe, with specificity, the criteria the SEA will use to evaluate an LEA’s application with respect to these criteria. 

If applicable, the SEA should attach an LEA application review rubric that it will use to evaluate each of the actions listed below. If a rubric is attached, provide relevant page numbers below and a description if needed. If a rubric is not attached, provide a description of the evaluation criteria to be used.

[bookmark: Check35]|X| Check here if an LEA application review rubric is attached.

(1) The LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II school, or each priority and focus school, as applicable, identified in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention for each school that is designed to meet the specific needs of the school, based on a needs analysis that, among other things, analyzes the school improvement needs identified by families and the community, and takes into consideration family and community input in selecting the intervention for each school. 

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 2

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(2) The LEA has designed and will implement interventions consistent with the SIG requirements.  

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 4

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(3) The LEA has demonstrated it will use the School Improvement Grants funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each school it commits to serve in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention on the first day of the first school year of full implementation.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 4

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:



(4) The LEA has demonstrated how it has, or will, recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality, and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 4

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(5) The LEA has demonstrated how it will align other resources with the selected intervention.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 4

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(6) The LEA has demonstrated how it will modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the selected intervention fully and effectively.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 4

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(7) The LEA has demonstrated how it will provide effective oversight and support for implementation of the selected intervention for each school that it proposes to serve, such as by creating an LEA turnaround office. 

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 5

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(8) The LEA has demonstrated how it will meaningfully engage families and the community in the implementation of the selected intervention on an ongoing basis.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 5

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(9) The LEA has described how it will sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 5

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(10) The LEA has demonstrated how, to the extent practicable, in accordance with its selected SIG intervention model(s), it will implement one or more evidence-based strategies.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number in rubric:    Page 5

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(11) The LEA has demonstrated that it has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school, or each priority and focus school, as applicable, identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected intervention in each of those schools.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 6

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(12) For an LEA eligible for services under subpart 1 or 2 of part B of Title VI of the ESEA (Rural Education Assistance Program) that proposes to modify one element of the turnaround or transformation model, the LEA has described how it will meet the intent and purpose of that element.

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 6

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:

(13) An LEA that proposes to use SIG funds to implement, in partnership with a whole school reform model developer, an evidence-based, whole-school reform model in a school, must demonstrate that (a) the evidence supporting the model includes a sample population or setting similar to that of the school to be served; and (b) it has partnered with a whole school reform model developer that meets the definition of “whole school reform model developer” in the SIG requirements. 

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    Page 7

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:


(14) For an LEA that proposes to use SIG funds to implement the restart model in one or more eligible schools, the LEA has demonstrated that it will conduct a rigorous review process, as described in the final requirements, of the charter school operator, charter management organization (CMO), or education management organization (EMO) that it has selected to operate or manage the school or schools. 

|_| The evaluation criteria for this action are included in the LEA application rubric. 
        Provide page number(s) in rubric:    

|X| The evaluation criteria for this action are not included in the LEA application rubric.   
Provide description of evaluation criteria:  This is not an option for South Dakota LEAs as South Dakota is a state that does not have Charter School Laws.  


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

	The SEA must describe how it will review each LEA’s budget, including a description of the processes the SEA will use to determine if it is appropriate to award an amount different than that requested in the LEA’s budget request.

The panel reviewing the application will pay close attention to the school level budget throughout the requested grant period including any pre-implementation strategies chosen by the LEA to ascertain if sufficient funds are necessary and allowable, if the activities align with the chosen model, and if the activities are part of the first year budget.  The SEA will factor in the number of students enrolled at the school, relative school size compared to other applicants.  The LEA must describe the pre-implementation activities and the costs associated with the activities.  The SEA will factor in the cost/benefit analysis of the proposed activity along with the amount of SIG funds available.

*Please note that an SEA may make a SIG award to an LEA for up to five years for a particular school, of which the LEA may use one school year for planning and other pre-implementation activities, must use at least three school years for full implementation of the selected intervention, and may use up to two school years for activities related to sustaining reforms following at least three years of full intervention implementation. The LEA budget should address the entire grant period.  An LEA may not receive more than five years of SIG funding for a particular school.


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

	LEA applications will undergo review by a panel with facilitation.  Panel members will be recruited with expertise in curriculum, administration, and teacher evaluation.  A rubric will be used to determine if LEA applications meet the requirements of the grant and warrants approval.  Each element will be scored based on the following scoring rubric:

Strong: Responses were thorough with sufficient detail
Moderate:  Responses were satisfactory needing minor clarifications

Limited:  Responses were attempted but lacking specificity 
Not Evident:  No response was given or response was unclear and lacked many details and evidence

The department will notify the LEAs of the day their application will be reviewed and will be asked to be available for a conference call if the panel has questions about their application.  This will be an opportunity for districts to clarify the intent of their applications.  Final scoring of the rubric and recommendations to the department will conclude the panel review process. LEAs with applications that are promising but do not fully meet each requirement will be contacted by the department for technical assistance in bringing the application into full compliance.  LEA applications will not be approved unless all requirements are fully met.

Timeline:
Upon approval of the state application, the department will notify LEAs about the SIG competition. 
The LEAs will be given a copy of the application package and a Live Meeting will be held to go over the application and grant requirements. Technical assistance will be provided by department staff at the request of the district.  LEA applications must be submitted by July 1, 2015.  Multi-year awards will be announced no later than July 24, 2015.  Districts receiving FY 2014 grant awards may begin pre-implementation immediately, but no later than August 1, 2015.


	[bookmark: SectionD1Abridged]F. DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION: An SEA must include the information below.

	(1) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing an LEA’s annual goals for student achievement to ensure they are rigorous, relevant, and attainable for its Tier I and Tier II schools, or for its priority and focus schools, as applicable, and describe how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier I or Tier II schools, or one or more priority or focus schools, in an LEA that is not meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators in section III of the final requirements. 

The LEA will describe the process for reviewing the schools goals for student achievement for each of its priority and focus schools. Each school in the school application will state the reading and math annual goals, which must be measurable and specify the indicator (district assessment for 2014-15, Smarter Balanced Assessment for 2015-16 through 2019-20) that will be used during each of the grant years.  The application review panel will determine if the goals are challenging and reasonable.
LEAs will submit data annually for each priority and focus school.  SD DOE staff will be convened to assess each school’s progress towards meeting their goals.  If one or more of the district’s priority and focus schools did not meet the annual goal, the panel will take into consideration LEA and SEA implementation reports and the evaluation of the school’s improvement plan.  Applications for LEAs that have not ensured fidelity of implementation for the interventions chosen may not be renewed if goals are not met.  SD DOE staff will make a recommendation as to continue the grant or not.  The district would be notified that concern has been raised and given opportunity to explain the situation.  An SEA committee, including the Secretary of Education, would make the final decision about grant fund renewal.
The SEA will monitor data relating to the achievement indicators and leading indicators (examples include school year minutes, teacher attendance rate, increased learning time, etc.). Some of this data can be found within our longitudinal data system and through ED Facts. Remaining data not found in these systems will be collected by contacting the schools individually.  All data will be reported to US Department of Education.  The SD DOE will analyze the data as part of the review process (both in January and May) to determine if goals are met and progress is being made


(2) Describe the SEA’s process for renewing the SIG award of an LEA that received SIG funds for a school year of planning and other pre-implementation activities for a school, including the SEA’s process for reviewing the performance of the school against the LEA’s approved application to determine whether the LEA will be able to fully implement its chosen intervention for the school beginning the first day of the following school year.   

SD DOE staff will make a recommendation to continue the grant or not based on the LEAs provided timeline and description of pre-implementation activities.  SD DOE and School Support Team (SST) member will monitor the LEA three times a year looking at the school’s Turnaround Plan as well as their Goals and Objectives to determine if the LEA will be able to fully implement its chosen intervention for the beginning of the following school year.

(3) Describe how the SEA will monitor, including the frequency and type of monitoring (e.g., on-site, desk, self-reported) each LEA that receives a School Improvement Grant to ensure that it is implementing a school intervention model fully and effectively in the Tier I and Tier II schools, or priority and focus schools, as applicable, the LEA is approved to serve. 

The Title I team within the SEA will provide oversight and monitor LEAs that receive SIG funding.  A Title I staff member will be assigned to each district as the SEA contact.  Concerns will be addressed in a timely manner in order to keep implementation on track and address issues that might arise.  Periodic on-site visits will take place as needed, but at least once each year. During these on-site visits, DOE staff will visit with the principal and leadership team and review the grant requirements and the strategies implemented as indicated in the school’s application. This visit is an informal visit and a chance for the DOE and school administration to discuss the schools’ interventions, progress, and any questions/concerns that the school or DOE may have. 
School Support Team (SST) members are assigned to all our priority and focus schools and will provide technical assistance and support. The SST members will be the main point of contact for the school throughout the year and are required to meet with their assigned school monthly. The SSTs attend DOE data analysis sessions to review data and SD LEAP information for the schools.  
DOE Title I staff will formally assess implementation and effectiveness of the grant three times a year. At the mid-year review, DOE will review the Goals and Objectives the school has created and monitor the progress (See Appendix A).  The federal requirements of the intervention model the school chose to implement will be reviewed within SD LEAP (Indistar) through the indicators of effective practice (examples include indicators regarding increased learning time, strong leadership, family and community engagement, curriculum, instruction, and assessment, and teacher effectiveness). At the end of the school year, DOE will send out a survey to be completed by the principal (See Appendix B). This survey will be reviewed by DOE staff and feedback will be provided as needed to the schools. Additional content and issue experts will be summoned as needed and appropriate department staff will be asked to participate.

(4) Describe how the SEA will prioritize School Improvement Grants to LEAs if the SEA does not have sufficient school improvement funds to serve all eligible schools for which each LEA applies. 

The SEA panel reviewing the applications will review all answers and record a score based on a rubric. LEA applications with the highest initial rubric score will be considered first.  Priority schools will receive awards prior to Focus schools unless LEAs demonstrate that they do not have the capacity to serve all Priority schools. The SEA would work with those districts to ensure that all requirements are met in the application before giving final approval.

(5) For SEAs not approved for ESEA flexibility, describe the criteria, if any, which the SEA intends to use to prioritize among Tier III schools.   
South Dakota is approved for ESEA flexibility.

(6)  For SEAs not approved for ESEA flexibility, describe the SEA’s process for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier III schools (subject to approval by the SEA) to ensure they are rigorous, relevant, and attainable and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier III schools in the LEA that are not meeting those goals.   
South Dakota is approved for ESEA flexibility.

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

	By submitting this application for new awards, the SEA assures that it will do or has done the following (check each box):

|X| Comply with the final requirements and ensure that each LEA carries out its responsibilities outlined in the final requirements.
[bookmark: Check36]|X| Consult with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in this application. 
|X| Award each approved LEA a School Improvement Grant in an amount that is of sufficient size and scope to implement the selected intervention in each Tier I and Tier II school, or each priority or focus school, as applicable, that the SEA approves the LEA to serve.
|X| Award each School Improvement Grant to an LEA based on an individual review of each application and a case-by-case determination of the amount needed to plan for implementation, as applicable, to fully implement a model for three years, and sustain the model, as applicable, rather than make grant awards based on a formula.
[bookmark: Check38]|X| Monitor and evaluate the actions an LEA has taken, as outlined in its approved SIG application, to recruit, select and provide oversight to external providers, including charter school operators and CMOs, to ensure their quality and regularly review and hold accountable such providers for their performance.
|X| Monitor and evaluate the actions the LEA has taken, as outlined in its approved SIG application, to sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

[bookmark: Check39]|X| If a school implementing the restart model becomes a charter school LEA, hold the charter school operator or CMO accountable, or ensure that the charter school authorizer holds the respective entity accountable, for meeting the final requirements.
[bookmark: Check40]|X| Post on its Web site, within 30 days of awarding School Improvement Grants, all final LEA applications and a summary of the grants that includes the following information: name and NCES identification number of each LEA awarded a grant; amount of each LEA’s grant; name and NCES identification number of each school to be served; and type of intervention to be implemented in each Tier I and Tier II school or priority and focus school, as applicable. An SEA must post all LEA applications, including those of applicants that did not receive awards, as well as applications to serve Tier III schools.  Additionally, if an LEA amends an application, the SEA will post the amended application.
[bookmark: Check41]|X| Report the specific school-level data required in section III of the final SIG requirements, including baseline data for the year prior to SIG implementation.
|X| If the SEA intends to provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover, seek and obtain approval from the LEA to have the SEA provide the services directly prior to providing services.
[bookmark: Check55]|X| Prior to submitting its School Improvement Grant application, provide all LEAs in the State that are eligible to receive School Improvement Grants with notice and a reasonable opportunity to comment on its waiver request(s) and attach a copy of that notice as well as copies of any comments received from LEAs to this application.  The SEA also assures that it has provided notice and information regarding the waiver request(s) described below, if applicable, to the public in the manner in which the SEA customarily provides such notice and information to the public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its Web site) and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice.

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

	The SEA must briefly describe the activities related to administration, evaluation, and technical assistance (e.g. funding staff positions, supporting statewide support, etc.) that the SEA plans to conduct with any State-level funds it chooses to reserve from its School Improvement Grants allocation. 

The SEA will reserve five percent of its SIG funds for administration, evaluation, and technical assistance.   These activities will include providing information on grant requirements to eligible LEAs, reviewing applications, selecting successful grant applicants, monitoring the implementation of approved grant projects, evaluating project outcomes, providing additional assistance as needed, and distributing funds to approved projects.


	I. WAIVERS:  SEAs are invited to request waivers of the requirements set forth below.  An SEA must check the corresponding box(es) to indicate which waiver(s) it is requesting.

	South Dakota requests a waiver of the requirements it has indicated below.  The SEA believes that the requested waiver(s) will increase its ability to implement the SIG program effectively in eligible schools in the State in order to improve the quality of instruction and raise the academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools or in its priority and focus schools, as applicable, or will allow any LEA in the State that receives a School Improvement Grant to use those funds in accordance with the final requirements for School Improvement Grants and the LEA’s application for a grant.



	Part 1: Waivers Available to All States

Waiver 1: Period of availability of FY 2014 funds waiver
Note: This waiver only applies to FY 2014 funds for the purpose of making five-year awards to eligible LEAs.  
[bookmark: Check53]|X| In order to extend the period of availability beyond September 30, 2016, waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of FY 2014 school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2020.

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

Waiver 1: Tier II waiver 
|_|In order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools for its FY 2014 competition, waive paragraph (a)(2) of the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section I.A.3 of the SIG final requirements and incorporation of that definition in identifying Tier II schools under Section I.A.1(b) of those requirements to permit the State to include, in the pool of secondary schools from which it determines those that are the persistently lowest-achieving schools in the State, secondary schools participating under Title I, Part A of the ESEA that have not made adequate yearly progress (AYP) for at least two consecutive years or are in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics combined.  

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

Waiver 2: n-size waiver
|_|In order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools for its FY 2014 competition, waive the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section I.A.3 of the SIG final requirements and the use of that definition in Section I.A.1(a) and (b) of those requirements to permit the State to exclude, from the pool of schools from which it identifies the persistently lowest-achieving schools for Tier I and Tier II, any school in which the total number of students in the “all students” group in the grades assessed is less than [Please indicate number].

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

Waiver 3: School improvement timeline waiver 
Note: An SEA that requested and received the school improvement timeline waiver for the FY 2013 competition and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2014 competition must request the waiver again in this application.

Schools that started implementation of a SIG model in the 2011-2012, 2012-2013, 2013-2014 school years cannot request this waiver to “start over” their school improvement timeline again.

[bookmark: Check56]|_|Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I or Tier II title I participating schools that will fully implement a SIG model beginning in the 2015–2016 school year to “start over” in the school improvement timeline. 

Assurances
[bookmark: Check60]|_|The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement this waiver only if the LEA receives a School Improvement Grant and requests the waiver in its application as part of a plan to implement a SIG model beginning in the 2015–2016 school year in a school that the SEA has approved it to serve.  As such, the LEA may only implement the waiver in Tier I and Tier II schools, as applicable, included in its application. 

[bookmark: Check61]|_|The State assures that, if it is granted this waiver, it will submit to the U.S. Department of Education a report that sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver.

Waiver 4: Schoolwide program waiver 
Note: An SEA that requested and received the schoolwide program waiver for the FY 2013 competition and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2014 competition must request the waiver again in this application.

[bookmark: Check57]|_|Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114(a)(1) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I or Tier II Title I participating school that does not meet the poverty threshold and is fully implementing one of the seven school intervention models.

Assurances
|_|The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement this waiver only if the LEA receives a School Improvement Grant and requests to implement the waiver in its application.  As such, the LEA may only implement the waiver in Tier I and Tier II schools, as applicable, included in its application.
 
|_|The State assures that, if it is granted this waiver, it will submit to the U.S. Department of Education a report that sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver.



	Continuation Awards Application for Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 School Improvement Grants (SIG) Program



In the table below, list the schools that will receive continuation awards using FY 2014 SIG funds.  If no continuation awards will be made with FY 14 funds, indicate not applicable (“N/A”) in the chart:

	LEA NAME
	SCHOOL NAME
	 YEAR SCHOOL BEGAN SIG IMPLEMENTATION
	PROJECTED AMOUNT OF FY 14 ALLOCATION

	

	
	(e.g. 2013-14 school year)
	

	
Smee School District
	Wakpala Elementary
	2014-15 school year
	$50,000

	
Smee School District
	Wakpala Middle School
	2014-15 school year
	$50,000

	
Oelrichs School District
	Oelrichs Elementary
	2014-15 school year
	$100,000

	
Oelrichs School District
	Oelrichs Junior High
	2014-15 school year
	
$75,000

	
Oelrichs School District
	Oelrichs High School

	2014-15 school year
	$100,000

	TOTAL AMOUNT OF CONTINUATION FUNDS PROJECTED FOR ALLOCATION IN FY 14:
	
$375,000







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

	LEA NAME
	SCHOOL NAME
	DATE OF NONRENEWAL OR TERMINATION
	DESCRIPTION OF REASON FOR NONRENEWAL OR  TERMINATION
	DESCRIPTION OF HOW REMAINING FUNDS WERE OR WILL BE USED
	AMOUNT OF REMAINING FUNDS

	N/A

	
	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	TOTAL AMOUNT OF REMAINING FUNDS:
	







Appendix A: Goals and Objectives Form (Submitted through SDLEAP)
While there are minimum requirements below, goals should reflect the needs identified through data analysis.

Priority Schools and SIG Schools - At minimum, complete academic goals for both reading and math, for all students, focused on improving achievement. (Goals for subgroups are optional).

Focus Schools- At minimum, complete a goal for each GAP subgroup contributing to Focus School status. (Math, Reading, Graduation, Attendance, Other)

To complete this form: 
1. Enter the information for each goal. 
2. Select “Repeat” to add additional goals (scroll down to the empty fields to add information regarding the additional goals for all students or subgroups)
3. Click “Save” at the bottom of the form to save responses. 
4. To submit the report, return to the dashboard, go to the Required Reports Tab and click the “submit” button next to the Goals and Objectives Form.

Please answer the following questions for each goal:

1. Which area is the goal for: 

Math			Reading			Attendance		Graduation		Other

2. Which student group does the goal focus on: (Check all that apply to this specific goal)
All Students	Economic Disadvantaged	Hispanic		Native American

White		Two or more races		Hawaiian Pacific	Asian

Black	      	Limited English Proficient	Special Education


3. Which Grade Level(s)? (Check all that apply to this specific goal)

K	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	High School

4. What is your Goal?  See SMART Goal Planning Guide and Quality Checklist 

SMART—Specific, Measureable, Appropriate and Achievable, Realistic and Rigorous, Time Bound and Timely (Separate Document)







5.  How will the school determine or evaluate whether progress has been made or the goal has been met?
	Specific measurable objectives needed to reach your goal
	

	Targeted grade levels
	

	Name of the assessment or measurement tool 
	

	Major strategies to be used to accomplish this goal
	

	Benchmark Data Reporting:  Please report data in a clear, consistent format each reporting period to ensure data can be compared easily each time.

	Fall Benchmark Data 

	Enter student or school data


	Winter Benchmark Data/Results

	Enter student or school data


	Progress Update: Explain whether you are or are not on track toward meeting the goal.
	Narrative/Explanation 

	Strategy Modification: Explain whether this data suggests a need to adjust strategies within the school to meet the goal.
	Narrative/Explanation 

	Goal Adjustment: Are there circumstances to indicate that the goal needs to be revised? If yes, please explain. 
	Narrative/Explanation 

	Spring Benchmark Data/Results

	Enter student or school data


	Goal Completion: Was the goal met? Summarize the results from fall to spring.  
	Narrative/Explanation

	Sustainability/Adjustment: If goal was met, how will the efforts be sustained? If goal was not met, what adjustments need to be made?
	Narrative/Explanation






 
	Name of District
	

	Name of School
	

	Name of Principal
	

	What gains in reading has the school shown over the course of this grant year? Please explain measurement tool and the results. *

	

	What gains in math has the school shown over the course of this grant year? Please explain measurement tool and the results. *

	

	What strategies or interventions were implemented during this school year to help increase academic achievement? *

	

	Were there any activities that were budgeted in your SIG grant that were not implemented this year? 
If yes, please explain. If no, skip to next question.

	

	Do you anticipate using all of your 2015-16 grant allocation by June 30, 2016? 
If you check no, understand that the funds do not automatically carry over to the next grant year. A Carry-Over Request Form must be completed and approved by SDDOE to carry over requested amounts. The carry-over is not guaranteed and must align with the current SIG program if you choose to apply for carry-over. The form will be emailed to schools.

	

	Please add any information on how the School Improvement Grant has impacted your school. 
Explain any significant gains or accomplishments throughout the school, whether it is reading, math, climate, parent engagement, etc.

	


Appendix B- End of Year Report- Submitted at the end of the school year
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