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This report represents an extension of Mass Insightôs research on school turnaround. 

The findings in this presentation focus on the changes to the federal Title I School 

Improvement Grants (ñ1003gò) program and how states can best utilize them to turn 

around failing schools.

This report relies on Mass Insight analysis and information from the U.S. Department 

of Education website.

Mass Insight continues to lead research and development efforts in the turnaround 

sector both on a national level and for individual state partners. Our national 

Partnership Zone Initiative is funded by an initial grant from the Carnegie Corporation 

of New York, with a partial match from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation.
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Executive summary

Å¢ƘŜ ƴŜǿ ¢ƛǘƭŜ L {ŎƘƻƻƭ LƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ DǊŀƴǘ όάмллоƎέύ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀƴ 
unprecedented opportunity for State Educational Agencies (SEAs) and Local 
Educational Agencies (LEAs) to drive school change

ÅSEAs should treat 1003g LEA sub grants as a mini-Race to the Top competition:

1. Target funds at the needy schools that demonstrate a real commitment to 
change

2. Differentiate funding based on the intensity of the proposed intervention

3. Establish indicators to know what is working

ÅLƴ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ {9!ǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ άƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀέ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ Ƙƻǿ 
current results should inform future practice in dispersing these important 
federal funds
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ω Overview of Title I School Improvement Grants

ω The intervention options

ω The grant administration process

ω Allowable uses of state-level funds

ω Appendix: State-by-state breakdown of School 
Improvement Grant funds
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The American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) has 
afforded unprecedented funding to low performing schools

The stimulus package: Funding available for education

Title I School Improvement Grant 
Program (1003g) 

Å$4B in total federal funding (both ARRA 
and regular FY09 & FY10 1003g funds)

ÅGuaranteed to all states

Race to the Top Fund

Å$4.3B in total federal funding

ÅFunds may only go to 10 or 15 states
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{9!ǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ {LD ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ άƛƴǘǊŀǎǘŀǘŜ 
wŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǇΦέ
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While much attention has been paid to RTTT, 1003g 
provides a sustainable and substantial source of revenue

Unprecedented source of 
funds

Highlights of SIG funds 

In addition to $546M in regular FY09 1003g 
appropriations and another $546M in FY10 
appropriations, ARRA has allocated $3B in 
1003g funds to states

Formula, not competitive, 
grants to states

Unlike RTTT, 1003g funds are awarded to 
each state on a non-competitive basis, in a 
sum approximately proportionate to 
historical Title I allocations

Targeted at highest-need 
areas

Grants must be used exclusively for 
the improvement of our lowest 
performing schools
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Sustaining school improvement efforts after the ARRA 
1003g funds run out

ÅtǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ C¸мм ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ мллоƎ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ƛǎ Ϸфлл 
million, an increase of $354.4 million (or 65%) over FY10 appropriations 

Å¦{95 Ƙŀǎ ǊŜƴŀƳŜŘ ǘƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭ LƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ DǊŀƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƘŜ ά{ŎƘƻƻƭ 
¢ǳǊƴŀǊƻǳƴŘ DǊŀƴǘǎέ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ǊŜƛǘŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ 5ǳƴŎŀƴΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ǘƻ ǘǳǊƴ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 
рΣллл ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ-performing schools

ÅAlthough funding is likely to increase in FY11, the abundance and duration of 
current FY09 and FY10 SIG grants should allow schools and districts to develop 
the necessary knowledge and experience to continue their improvement plans

ÅIt is critical that states, districts and external partners establish an aligned system 
of support to leverage the current fiscal opportunity to fundamentally improve 
schools in need

Proposed 
continued 

1003g funding

¦{95Ωǎclear 
focus on 

turnarounds

Maximizing 
FY09 and FY10 
SIG funds now 

for self-
sustaining 
turnaround 

efforts
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The US Department of Education (USED) recently made a 
number of important changes to the 1003g program

CǳƴŘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ-achieving schools (as defined in the 
requirements)

States and districts must provide substantial resources over the course of several consecutive years 
to drive change (versus spreading the funds across schools and dampening the impact)

Districts can use 4 different types of interventions to improve schools

{9!ǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘέ όōƻǘƘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
ƳƻŘŜƭ ŎƘƻǎŜƴύ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ [9!ǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŀǿŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘǎΤ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ {9!ǎκ[9!ǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ 
fund projects that do not seem likely to succeed

SEAs and LEAs are allowed - and encouraged - to target SIG funds at Title I eligible schools that do not 
receive Title I funds, including persistently lowest-achieving secondary schools (based on recognition 
that lowest performing schools are disproportionately secondary schools)

States are encouraged to seek waivers from NCLB requirements in order to facilitate proper and 
aggressive use of these new funds (due to some inconsistency between requirements)

Schools that receive funds must be held to accountability benchmarks, including both end-of-year 
student achievement outcomes and leading indicators as collected through formative assessment 
methods, both quantitative and qualitative

Significant changes in the new requirements for 1003g grants
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These changes include several notable improvements over 
the previous requirements

ÅPreviously, 1003g funds 
had to address all Title I 
schools

ÅUnder new regulations, 
larger sums can be 
targeted at a smaller 
number of schools 
because of 2 changes:

ÅSub grants to LEAs are 
now competitive

ÅMaximum SIG allocation 
for an individual school 
has been raised from 
$500K to $2M over 3 
years (evidence suggests 
this method will have a 
greater impact on low-
performing schools by 
providing greater 
sustainability, scalability, 
and customizability)

Focused impact
Discretion over 

recipients 

Recognition of 
underperforming school 

needs
No safetyvalve

ÅPreviously, not required 
ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ 
commitment to an 
intervention and 
districts unable to put 
funds to good use

ÅSEAs can now be 
selective about how 
and who they fund, 
thus increasing the 
likelihood the funds will 
have greater impact

ÅPreviously NCLB 
allowed schools to 
progress through 
various levels of light-
touch sanctions prior to 
dramatic intervention 

ÅThe new (interim*) 
requirements allow 
LEAs to implement 
comprehensive reforms 
in eligible schools when 
they  miss AYP for at 
least 2 consecutive 
years OR fall in the 
ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōƻǘǘƻƳ нл҈ ƻŦ 
performance

ÅUSED eliminated the 
somewhat nebulous ς
and widely selected ς
άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ 
option for low 
performing schools

ÅThis change forces SEAs 
and LEAs to undertake 
the kind of dramatic, 
fundamental reforms 
necessary to improve 
their persistently 
lowest-achieving 
schools

ϝ¸ƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ {LD ƛƴǘŜǊƛƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ  ƻƴ ¦{95Ωǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƘŜǊŜΥ ƘǘǘǇΥκκǿǿǿнΦŜŘΦƎƻǾκǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎκǎƛŦκŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΦƘǘƳƭ
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Each SEA identified 3 tiers of schools eligible to receive 1003g funds, including an 
optional group of schools per updated regulations set forth through the FY2010 

Consolidated Appropriations Act

Tier I Tier II Tier III

SEAmust 
identify

όмύ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ 
achieving 5% of Title I schools ςor 
the 5 lowest achieving Title I schools 
(whichever is larger) ςin 
improvement, corrective action, or 
restructuring, based on extremely low 
overall student achievement and little 
or no progress;and,(2) Title I high 
schools in improvement, corrective 
action, or restructuring with a 
graduation rate below 60% for a 
number of years.

Persistently low achieving middle and 
high schools eligible for, but not 
receiving, Title I funds and high 
schools eligible for, but not receiving, 
Title I funds that have a graduation 
rate below 60% for a number of 
years. 

The remaining Title I schools in school 
improvement, corrective action, or 
restructuring. 

SEA may 
choose to 
identify

Anyelementary schooleligible for 
Title I, Part A funds AND (1)has not 
made AYP for at least 2 consecutive 
yrs; ORiǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ нл҈ ƻŦ 
performance based on proficiency 
ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎκƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 
arts and math assessments 
combined; AND (2) is no higher 
ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘπŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ 
school identified by the SEA as a 
ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǎǘπŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ 
in Tier I.

Anysecondary school eligible for Title 
I, Part A funds AND (1) has not made 
AYP for at least 2 consecutive years; 
ORisƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ нл҈ ƻŦ 
performance based on proficiency 
ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎκƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 
arts and math assessments 
combined; AND (2)is no higher 
ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘπŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ 
school identified by the SEA as a 
ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǎǘπ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ 
in Tier II; ORis a high school that has 
had a graduation rate below 60% over 
a number of years.

A school that is eligible for Title I, Part 
A funds AND (1)has not made AYP for 
at least two years; ORiǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
lowest 20% of performance based on 
ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
reading/language arts and math 
assessments combined; AND (2)does 
not meet the requirements to be a 
Tier I or Tier II school.
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ω Overview of Title I School Improvement Grants

ω The intervention options

ω The grant administration process

ω Allowable uses of state-level funds

ω Appendix: State-by-state breakdown of School 
Improvement Grant funds
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Å Too few positive incentives to change the status quo

Å Negative incentives, such as restructuring, occurred after 
several years of consistent failure

Å ²ƘŜƴ ǘƛƳŜ ŎŀƳŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊ 
NCLB allowed schools to avoid intensive changes

Å Lack of aggressive, clear performance targets 

Å Revolving door of intermittent, light-touch school 
improvement efforts

Å Rare incidences of schools adopting multiple, simultaneous 
reforms, such as high quality data, effective teaching AND 
improved staffing procedures

Å Limited partner support

Å Lack of high-visibility public and private sector commitment 

Å Lack of sufficient SEA flexibility, authority, resources

Insufficient incentives 
for educators to 

choose major change 

Insufficient 
comprehensiveness, 

intensity, and 
sustainability

Insufficient 
commitment from the 

state

Many past 1003g school improvement strategies have been 
insufficient to meet the magnitude of the problem

12
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Several isolated, light-touch school improvement efforts 
consistently result in marginal change

1. Layeringmultiple, overlappingschoolpartnerorganizations

2. Requiringadditionalimprovementplans

3. Externalimprovementteams

4. Additionalcategoricalfunding

5. Coachingfrom retirees

6. Creatinglargeά{ŎƘƻƻƭLƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘέoffices

7. SchoolChoiceor SESfor schoolsnot meetingAYP

13

To make a difference in schools States need to adopt more 
comprehensive approaches

Past failed strategies
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States and districts have the opportunity to dramatically 
turn around their lowest-performing schools

14

a dramatic and comprehensive intervention in a low-performing 
school that:

a) produces significant gains in achievement within two years;  

and 

b) readies the school for the longer process of transformation 
into a high-performance organization

Turnaround is
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An effective school turnaround strategy requires the 
Ψ¢ƘǊŜŜ /ǎΩ

²ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜschools and districts to address the challenges of chronically 
underperforming schools? 

Conditions
Change the rules and incentives governing 
people, time, money, & program

ZONES

Capacity
Build turnaround resources and human 
capacity in schoolswithin the zone through 
Lead Partnersand sufficient funding

PARTNERSHIPS

Clustering
Toget to scale, organize clustersof schools 
within the zone intentionally and 
systematically

CLUSTERS OF
SCHOOLS

15
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Under the new 1003g requirements, states must use one of four 
intervention models in their lowest-performing schools

Model Description

School closure Close a school and enroll the students who attended that school in higher achievingschoolsthat 
should be within reasonable proximity to the closed school.

Restart Convert a school or close and reopen it under a charter school operator, a charter management 
organization, or an education management organization that has been selected through a rigorous 
review process.

Turnaround Replace the principal and rehire no more than 50% of the staff; grant the principal sufficient 
operational flexibility (including staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a 
comprehensive approach to substantially improve student outcomes.

Theturnaround model may involve creating a new school and may include any of the activities 
required or permissible under the Transformation model. 

Transformation* Implement each of the following strategies:
1. Replace the principal and take steps to increase teacher and school leader effectiveness;
2. Institute comprehensive instructional reforms;
3. Increase learning time and create community-oriented schools; and
4. Provide operational flexibility and sustained support.

*NB: If an LEA has 9 or more Tier I and Tier II schools, the LEA may not implement the transformation model in more than 

50% of those schools. 
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Model Strengths Weaknesses

School closure The school closure approach can be most 
effective in districts with a number of high-
performing schools and/or new schools 
operated by EMOswith a successful school 
improvement record.

Closinga school is not necessarily a changestrategy and should be used with discretion.

LEAs that leverage the closure model must articulate how students will be given a 
better educational option (which will often mean applying one of the other SIG options 
in those receiving schools).

Restart The restart model addresses whatMass 
Insight believes to be the critical levers to 
school change:human capital and 
organizational strategy.

LEAs that adopt the restart option should explain how they identified the new 
management organization and why that particular organization is well-suited to filling 
the identified needs of the schools that will be placed under management. 

Turnaround Like the restart model, the turnaround model
addressesthe keylevers to school change: 
human capital and organizational strategy.

SEAsshould require LEAs utilizingthis model to articulatethe educational theory of 
change that will accompany these organizational changes.  SEAs shouldalso drive the 
necessary conditions changes, capacity-ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ά[ŜŀŘ 
tŀǊǘƴŜǊέ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǳǊƴŀǊƻǳƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ

Transformation Thismodel is useful for small districts that 
lack access to a pool of high-quality school 
leaders and teachers needed for the other 
three intervention options.

Dueto the nebulousnature of thisoption, use discretion in electing it for intervention.

If used, LEAsshould be careful to articulate a very clear, coherent, and strategic
approach to implementation(e.g.,replacing principals alone is not enough to drive
change).

SEAs should require the following of LEAs that opt to use the transformation option:
1. Detailed plan for driving and measuring teacher effectiveness
2. School-ǿƛŘŜ άƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪέ ǿƘƻǎŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ 

qualitatively through the teacher evaluation process and is based on 
agreed-upon practices that lead to quality teaching

3. Plan for providing intensive interventions for students that are multiple 
grade levels behind;showevidence that sufficient resources have been 
dedicated to implementing interventions systemically

4. ! άǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 
strategy will work together to drive change.

Each intervention option has different strengths and 
weaknesses
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USED is operating a short-term 1003g timeline for 
awarding sub grants to LEAs

ÅFinal 
Requirements

ÅApplication 
Package

ÅInterim Final 
Requirements

ÅRevised 
Application 
Package

ÅState 1003g 
Application 
due (Feb 8, 
2010)

ÅAward grants 
to states

ÅLEA 
Application 
Process

ÅSEA awards 
grants to LEAs

ÅLEAs begin 
implementation

Å1003g 
schools 
open/ 
reopen

Dec
Ψлф

Jan
Ωмл

Feb
Ψмл

Mar/
Apr
Ωмл

May
Ωмл 

Fall
Ωмл        

If an SEA applies for and receives a waiver, state-level 1003g funds for FY09 and FY10 are available for 
use through September 30, 2013
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1003g funds should be allocated to eligible LEAs through a 
rigorous and competitive process

Disburse
funds

Establisha 
competitive

process

Communicate
eligible 

schools to LEAs

Calculate 
disbursement

to LEAs
Identify schools

ÅUsing the statewide 
accountability system, 
create a framework for 
identifying the 
persistently lowest-
achieving schools

ÅSEA establishes a 
formula to determine 
what portion of 
statewide SIG funds 
should go to each LEA 
with eligible schools

ÅMaximum sub grant 
should be established 
as [$2M x #of eligible 
schools], then adjust 
actual disbursement if 
necessary to ensure 
each district receives 
funds to cover at least 
some of its persistently 
lowest-performing 
schools

ÅSEA staff should 
communicate critical 
information to local 
superintendents and 
deputies, e.g., identify 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ [9!Ωǎ 
schools are eligible for 
SIG funds, in each of 
the 3 Tiers

ÅSEA communicates its 
intention to be 
aggressive with the 
distribution of funds 
and that funds will only 
be available for 
dramatic and 
thoughtful 
interventions

ÅSEA establishes a 
transparent process for 
distributing funds to 
eligible LEAs (could 
include an intrastate 
application process); 
ideallySIG serves as a 
intrastate Race to the 
Top

ÅLEAs should be 
encouraged to be 
creative about how 
they disburse funds 
among the different 
Tiers of schools (e.g., 
LEAs might  fund a Tier 
II school in a feeder 
pattern that includes 
multiple Tier I schools)

ÅCompetitively disburse 
funds according to the 
established criteria

ÅIf some eligible LEAs 
do not submit plans 
that are sufficiently 
aggressive, the SEA 
should not fund those 
plans

ÅIn lieu of funding such 
weak interventions, 
the SEA should 
increase funding to 
LEAs with more 
promising plans

While it may seem unjust to not fund certain low-performing schools, increasing funding to interventions that are more likely 
to succeed is a far superior strategy to providing token amounts across the board.
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SEAs should award 1003g sub grants to LEAs based on their eligibility, 
commitment to the proposed interventions, and capacity

ÅAn application must identify each Tier I, Tier II, and 
Tier III school to be served and the intervention to 
be used in each served school

ÅLEA must demonstrate its capacity and timeline to 
implement each identified intervention

ÅLEA must have a sufficient budget to implement 
prescribed interventions in selected Tier I and Tier 
II schools, as well as providing services to 
participating Tier III schools

ÅApplication must establish annual goals for 
student achievement and leading indicators for 
each Tier I and Tier II school to be served and 
include information on SEA waiver requests it 
intends to implement

ÅSEAs may require additional information in the 
application

ÅIn making awards, an SEA must take into account 
LEA capacity to implement selected school 
interventions. 

ÅTo determine capacity, an SEA may take into 
account such factors as:

ÅNumber of Tier I and II schools 

ÅAvailability and quality of CMOs and EMOs

ÅHuman capital and talent

ÅAccess and proximity to higher performing 
schools (for the closure model)

ÅPrior success in implementing dramatic 
reforms

LEA eligibility

LEA commitment

An LEA must have one or more Tier I or Tier II schools

LEA capacity
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Transformation School Closure Restart Turnaround

Sample Differentiated Funding Model for 
1003g School Interventions

.ȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ {9! Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ōƛƎƎŜǊ άŎŀǊǊƻǘέ ŦƻǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘ ǘƻ 
the turnaround or restart models.  This funding method will also help cash-strapped states put pressure on unions 
to agree to these interventions.

In awarding competitive sub grants, SEAs can incent districts to 
implement the most dramatic interventions

($ in millions)
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The impact of the 1003g grants must be closely monitored 
and measured

Whereas NCLB mandates the establishment of firm annual targets (AYP), the new SIG requirements allow 
states to establish both leading indicators of school change and year to year performance targets.

ÅSEA should establish both quantitative and qualitative annual 
performance targets for schools

ÅTargets should be informed by 3 critical factors:

1.9ŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
the intervention (to take into account year over year 
growth)

2.Type of intervention chosen (different inputs lead to 
different outputs therefore some interventions should be 
held accountable for greater results)

3.Amount of funds allocated (expect relative increases in 
disbursement to individual schools to have an 
incremental positive effect)

ÅOnce the inputs have been considered, targets should be 
primarily focused on student outcomes, particularly measurable 
and positive student achievement

ÅTime should be given to achieve test score impacts (2nd year of 
dramatic intervention); interim outcomes should also be 
measured such as:

ÅIncreases in teacher effectiveness
ÅPositive changes in school climate/culture
ÅIncreases in graduation rates
ÅDecreases in dropouts

ÅSEAs should mandate qualitative data collection at low 
performing schools receiving SIG; data should be aligned to a 
school effectiveness framework and be consistent across LEAs

ÅSEA must also establish norms around the leading indicators of 
school change for 2 purposes:

1. At any point in time, the SEA must be able to 
determine whether an adopted intervention is having 
the desired transformative effect

2. School change is a highly politicized exercise, and 
supporters will need data to communicate progress 
and defend against opponents (particularly as many 
leading indicators are counterintuitive)

ÅFor example, SEAs should evaluate the following leading 
indicators:

Å Formative assessments ςMeasure continuous 
improvement of student achievement on an 
individualized basis

Å Student behavior ςWhile climate and culture will 
improve, incidences of poor student behavior may 
spike in the first year (mainly because discipline codes 
are being enforced and more incidences are being 
reported than before)

Å Truancy/attendance ςOften truancy will increase and 
attendance will decrease (mostly due to more accurate 
measurements)

Yearly performance targets Leading indicators of change
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ω Overview of Title I School Improvement Grants

ω The intervention options

ω The grant administration process

ω Allowable uses of state-level funds

ω Appendix: State-by-state breakdown of School 
Improvement Grant funds
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1. Buck-Stopping Role: Identify schools that are undeniably in need of the 
strongest possible intervention, as part of a larger, comprehensive system of 
state analysis, accountability, and support

2. Table-Setting Role: Break up inertia, interrupting complacency, declaring a 
ƳƻǊŀǘƻǊƛǳƳ ƻƴ ǘǳǊŦ ōŀǘǘƭŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ άŀƛǊ ŎƻǾŜǊέ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅκǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ 
support for districts and partners to operate within sufficiently flexible 
operating conditions

3. Incentivizing Role: Move incentives and sanctions away from motivating 
marginal change, towards more dramatic change, and catalyzing voluntary 
opting-in as the route most likely to result in success

4. Partner-Building Role: Encourage the development of strategic, managing, 
lead, and supporting partners to coordinate turnarounds with district and 
school leaders

5. Investing Role: Provide adequate resources, sufficiently targeted to 
comprehensive turnaround initiatives and to related state-wide efforts to build 
leadership and teaching capacity

State role in turnaround

States should take the lead in building the conditions and capacity 
needed for an effective turnaround strategy


