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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. 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-27313.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-27313.pdf
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STATE OF UTAH SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANT FY 2014 

LEA APPLICATION 

 

LEA APPLICATION: REQUIREMENTS 
 

The LEA application must contain, at a minimum, the information set forth below. An LEA may include other 
information that it deems necessary; however, an LEA is required to respond to each of the following items and 
bullet points in the exact order in which they appear in this application. 

 
As part of the application process, the LEA is required to present their school improvement (SIG) plan in person. 
The presenters should include, at a minimum, the LEA Superintendent/Charter School Director or designee, the 
LEA Title I Director, and the principal(s) of the school(s) included in the application. The school improvement 
(SIG) plan will be presented to the application reviewers in order to highlight specific aspects of the application, 
demonstrate the LEA’s capacity and commitment to fully and effectively implement all requirements of the 
specific SIG model(s) selected, and to clarify questions that the reviewers may have regarding the LEA’s SIG 
plan. 
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Scoring 
Rubric – B (14) 
The LEA has designed approvable planning and pre-implementation activities to assist the school(s) in preparing for 
full implementation when the 2016-2017 school year begins. The focus of the activity must be its direct relationship 
to the needs of the school and the selected intervention model. 
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Addendum A 
Questions to Assist LEAs in Selecting an Appropriate SIG Intervention Model 
The purpose of the School Improvement Grant (SIG) is to ensure the success of students in 
under-performing schools. The underlying process for determining which model would work 
best for any given student population is best decided when the LEA personnel work closely 
together to determine and meet the needs and demands in instruction and school culture in 
conjunction with the school site administration and staff. We encourage this to be an open 
conversation and discussion in order to involve all stakeholders in meeting the needs of their 
students. To this end, the following is meant to assist LEAs in determining which model may 
work best for a particular school’s situation. The purpose is to identify the model that will best 
support systemic and sustainable change needed to turn the school around for students’ success. 
6 Intervention Models 

1. Turnaround Model – replacement of the principal and 50% of staff and other 
requirements 

a. How will the LEA select a new leader for the school, and what experience, 
training, and skills will the new leader be expected to possess? 

b. How will the LEA assign effective teachers and leaders to the lowest achieving 
schools? 

c. How will the LEA begin to develop a pipeline of effective teachers and leaders to 
work in turnaround schools? 

d. How will staff replacement be executed – what is the process for determining 
which staff remains in the school and for selecting replacements? 

e. How will the language in collective bargaining agreements be negotiated to 
ensure the most talented teachers and leaders remain in the school? 

f. What supports will be provided to the staff being assigned to other schools? 
g. What are the budgetary implications of retaining a surplus staff within the LEA if 

that is necessary? 
h. What is the LEAs own intervention and implementation capacity to execute and 

support turnaround? What organizations can assist with the implementation of the 
turnaround model? 

i. What changes in decision making policies and mechanisms (including greater 
school-activity flexibility in budgeting, staffing, and scheduling) must accompany 
the infusion of human capital? 

j. What changes in operational practice must accompany the infusion of human 
capital, and how will these changes be brought about and sustained? 

 
2. Restart Model – Close the school and reopen it as a charter school or school administered 

by an Education Management Organization (EMO) or Charter Management Organization 
(CMO) 

a. Are there qualified charter management organizations (CMOs) or education 
management organizations (EMOs) willing to partner with the LEA to start a new 
school (or convert an existing school to a charter school) in this location? 

b. Will qualified community groups initiate a home-grown charter school? The LEA 
is best served by developing relationships with community groups to prepare 
them for operating charter schools. 



93  

c. Based on supply and capacity, which option is most likely to result in acceptable 
student growth for the student population to be served – home grown charter, 
CMO, or EMO? 

d. How can statutory, policy and collective bargaining language relevant to the 
school be negotiated to allow for closure of the school and restart? 

e. How will support be provided to staff that are reassigned to other schools as a 
result of the restart? 

f. What are the budgetary implications of retaining surplus staff within the LEA if 
that is necessary? 

g. What is the LEA’s own capacity to support the charter school with access to 
contractually specified district services and access to available funding? 

h. How will the SEA assist with the restart? 
i. What performance expectations will be contractually specified for the charter 

school, CMO or EMO? 
j. Is the LEA (or other authorizer) prepared to terminate the contract if performance 

expectations are not met? 
 

3. Closure Model – close the school and assign students to other, higher-performing schools 
a. What are the metrics to identify schools to be closed? 
b. What steps are in place to make certain closure decisions are based on tangible 

data and are readily transparent to the local community? 
c. How will the students and their families be supported by the LEA through the re- 

enrollment process? 
d. Which higher-achieving schools have the capacity to receive the students from the 

schools being considered for closure? 
e. How will the receiving schools be staffed with quality staff to accommodate the 

increase in students? 
f. How will current staff be reassigned? What is the process for determining which 

staff members are dismissed and which staff members are reassigned? 
g. Does the statutory, policy and collective bargaining context relevant to the school 

allow for removal of current staff? 
h. What supports will be provided to recipient schools if current staff are reassigned? 
i. What safety and security considerations might be anticipated for students of the 

school to be closed and the receiving school(s)? 
j. What are the budgetary implications of retaining surplus staff within the LEA if 

that is necessary? 
k. How will the LEA track student progress in the recipient schools? 
l. What is the impact of school closure to the school’s neighborhood, enrollment 

area, or community? 
m. How does school closure fit within the LEA’s overall reform efforts? 

 
4. Transformation Model - replace the principal and implement turnaround 

principles. Align the teacher and leader evaluation system with the criteria in the ESEA 
flexibility guidance 

a. How will the LEA select a new leader for the schools, and what experience, 
training, and skills will the new leader be expected to possess? 
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b. How will the LEA enable the new leader to make strategic staff replacements? 
c. What is the LEA’s own capacity to support the transformation, including the 

implementation required, recommended, and diagnostically determined 
strategies? 

d. What changes in decision-making policies and mechanisms (including grater 
school –level flexibility in budgeting, staffing and scheduling) must accompany 
the transformation? 

e. What changes in operational practice must accompany the transformation, and 
how will these changes be brought and sustained? 

 
5. New to this application – Evidence-Based, Whole-School Reform Strategy – 

Implemented by the LEA in partnership with a strategy developer) 
a. What are the conditions of the contractual arrangement between the LEA and the 

strategy developer? 
b. Is that strategy developer also the Lead Partner, or does a third-party serve in that 

capacity? 
c. How will the LEA select a new leader for the school, and what experience, 

training, and skills will the new leader be expected to possess? 
d. How will the LEA enable the new leader to make strategic staff replacements? 
e. What is the LEA’s own capacity to support the implementation of required, 

recommended, and diagnostically determined strategies? 
f. What changes in decision-making policies and mechanisms (including grater 

school –level flexibility in budgeting, staffing and scheduling) must accompany 
the transformation? 

g. What changes in operational practice must accompany the transformation, and 
how will these changes be brought and sustained? 

 
6. New to this application – Early Learning Model – requires full-day kindergarten, creation 

or expansion of a high-quality preschool program, cross-grade instructional planning time 
that includes preschool teachers, replacement of the principal, and implementation of 
practices school-wide 

a. Is full-day kindergarten already in place, and if not will the LEA be able to sustain 
the cost of full-day kindergarten beyond the SIG funding? 

b. Is a preschool program in place or will it be newly created? If it will be newly 
created, what structure will best fit the community needs? 

c. What is required to bring the preschool program to the status of a high-quality 
program? 

d. How will the cross-grade, joint planning time be organized and scheduled? 
e. Will the LEA be able to sustain the cost (if any) of the planning time beyond the 

SIG funding? 
f. What are the expectations, including work products, of teachers from their joint 

planning time? 
g. How will the LEA select a new leader for the school, and what experience, 

training, and skills will the new leader be expected to possess? 
h. How will the LEA enable the new leader to make strategic staff replacements? 
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i. What is the LEA’s own capacity to support the implementation of required, 
recommended, and diagnostically determined strategies? 

j. What changes in decision-making policies and mechanisms (including grater 
school –level flexibility in budgeting, staffing and scheduling) must accompany 
the transformation? 

k. What changes in operational practice must accompany the transformation, and 
how will these changes be brought and sustained? 
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Addendum B 
Definition of High-quality Preschool Program 
What is the definition of “high-quality preschool program” as that term is used in the 
discussion of an early learning model? 

 
A “high-quality preschool program” means an early learning program that includes structural 
elements that are evidence-based and nationally recognized as important for ensuring program 
quality, including at a minimum: 

(1) High staff qualifications, including a teacher with a bachelor’s degree in early childhood 
education or a bachelor’s degree in any field with a State-approved alternate pathway, 
which may include coursework, clinical practice, and evidence of knowledge of content 
and pedagogy relating to early childhood, and teaching assistants with appropriate 
credentials; 

(2) High-quality professional development for all staff; 
(3) A child-to-instructional staff ratio of no more than 10 to 1; 
(4) A class size of no more than 20 with, at a minimum, one teacher with high staff 

qualifications; 
(5) A full-day program; 
(6) Inclusion of children with disabilities to ensure access to and full participation in all 

opportunities; 
(7) Developmentally appropriate, culturally and linguistically responsive instruction and 

evidence-based curricula, and learning environments that are aligned with the State early 
learning and development standards, for at least the year prior to kindergarten entry; 

(8) Individualized accommodations and supports so that all children can access and 
participate fully in learning activities; 

(9) Instructional staff salaries that are comparable to the salaries of local K-12 instructional 
staff; 

(10) Program evaluation to ensure continuous improvement; 
(11) On-site or accessible comprehensive services for children and community partnerships 

that promote families’ access to services that support their children’s learning and 
development; and 

(12) Evidence-based health and safety standards. 
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Addendum C 
What are the leading indicators that will be used to hold schools receiving SIG funds 
accountable? 

 
The following metrics constitute the leading indicators for the SIG program: 

(1) Number of minutes within the school year; 
(2) Student participation rate on State assessments in reading/language arts and in 

mathematics, by student subgroup; 
(3) Dropout rate; 
(4) Student attendance rate; 
(5) Number and percentage of students completing advanced coursework (e.g., AP/IB), 

early-college high school, or dual enrollment classes; 
(6) Discipline incidents; 
(7) Chronic absenteeism rates; 
(8) Distribution of teachers by performance level on an LEA’s teacher evaluation and 

support system; and 
(9) Teacher attendance rate. 



 

ATTACHMENT 1 
 

LISA YOUNG 
PO Box 2038 

Saint George, UT 84771 
435-313-5608 (cell) 
Iiwayo@gmail.com 

 

EDUCATION  
SOUTHERN UTAH UNIVERSITY 
Administrative Licensure Program (Complete End of Spring Semester 2013) 

 
NOVA SOUTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY 
Master of Science in Elementary Education 
Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) Certification 

 
WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Bachelor of Science in Psychology 

 
Cedar City, UT 

 
 

Las Vegas, NV 

St. Louis, MO 

 
 

EXPERIENCE 
 

2013-present 

 
 

SAN JUAN SCHOOL DISTRICT Monument Valley, UT 
Principal, Tse'bii'nidzisgai Elementary School 
• Establish high expectations and a culture of learning in a historically  underperforming school 
• Provide professional development (daily TLCs and weekly PLCs), coaching, mentoring, and support 

for teachers and staff 
• Develop, implement, and monitor school-wide structures and systems (ex. schedules, school-wide 

behavior plan, instructional model, data systems, parent communication, professional development) 
• Actively participate in staffing and recruiting (including building relationships with universities) 
• Build partnerships with community partners and other service providers 
• Participate in the University of Virginia School Turnaround Program 

 

 
2010-2014 

WASHINGTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Staff Developer, Bloomington Hills Elementary School 
Staff Development 

St. George, UT 

• Provided staff development, coaching, mentoring, and support for teachers, specialists, and support 
staff in areas including planning and preparation, curriculum and instruction, and assessment and data 
analysis 

• Developed staff development activities and structures to advance board, district, school, teacher, and 
student goals 

• Regularly sought out professional development resources and opportunities 
 

Collaboration 
• Built meaningful relationships with all members of the school and district communities based on 

respect, trust, collaboration, and shared values 
• Actively participated in district, school, and grade level professional learning communities 
• Served as a liaison between the district and my school 

 
School Leadership 
• Created, implemented, and monitored systems to improve school level effectiveness including 

scheduling, testing, school committees, communication, staff development, balanced assessment, and 
CSIP 

• Designed data analysis tools that enable the principal, teachers, and students to use data in meaningful 
ways 

• Coordinated school efforts to differentiate instruction within regular education classes and through 
pull-out programs 

 

2009-2010 Second Grade Teacher, Bloomington Hills Elementary School 
• Instructed second grade students 
• Supervised student teacher 

mailto:Iiwayo@gmail.com
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Survey Overview 
The Utah Education Policy Center (UEPC) developed the Stakeholder Surveys to collect and report input about 
schools and educators for the purposes of improvement. Stakeholder Surveys are available for administration to 
students, parents, and teachers. 

This report only includes results about any entity (school, administrator, teachers) if 10 or more respondents 
completes survey questions about that entity. 

 
 

 
 

Description of Scoring 
The purpose of scoring these surveys was to reduce the data to manageable, meaningful information that can 
be used to identify areas of strength as well as areas in need of attention. Two types of scores are given: 
agreement percentages and topic scores. 

Agreement Percentages (Agreement): Respondents could agree or disagree with any item on a four point scale. 
Agreement for each Item was reported as the percent of respondents who selected "Agree" or "Somewhat agree." 
Average agreement at the school -level is reported in Tables 3, 4, and 5. 

Topic Score: Each topic listed in the survey design (i.e. school climate, principal, or teacher emotional support, 
etc.) was measured using multiple items. We used agreement with all of the items within each topic to assign a 
topic score (see Tables 2 and 6) according to the following rubric: 

Level 4: Average agreement of at least 90 percent across items 
Level 3: Average agreement between 80 percent and 89 percent across items 
Level 2: Average agreement between 70 percent and 79 percent across items 
Level 1: Average agreement of 69 percent or less across items 
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Parent Comments about School: 

• You always welcome everybody. 
• It would be nice if they held summer school programs, or after school programs and some more sports 

activities. 

Parent Comments about Leadership: 

• you are very nice person 
• I personally think you are doing a great job, I have not heard anyone say bad things about the school or 

the principle. Keep up the hard work. 
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Teacher Comments about Schools: 
 

• There have been times when we have been working 12-15 hour days trying to prepare and grade lessons. 
We have had other things piled on top of that and expected to have it all done within a short amount of time. 
When the concern was expressed, we were told, "You have nights and weekends to get that all done. Take 
it home." We feel our personal time is not being respected. 

• The school climate is very positive and warm. I feel safe and secure knowing I can share and ask for 
assistance when I need it among any teacher or the principal. 

• The Climate is safe and the kids feel safe and comfortable and enjoy learning in a fun environment 
• Our principal makes definite and successful communications to the students so they know everything 

that happens at this school is for them and that they are important. It is very clear to the students that 
she cares about them. 

• I really enjoy that most teachers are happy to do the work although it can start to pile up most teachers 
are up it in order to help impact the community in a positive way. 

• generally  positive environment 

Teacher Comments about Principal: 

• Lisa is very positive and is always willing to listen to problems and concerns. She always follows up on any 
concerns and gives you positive feedback. I really enjoy having her as our leader/administrator. 

• Lisa has worked so hard to raise the level of work that we do as teachers, which in turn raises the level of 
the students' work. She has given us excellent materials to learn from and use. She is very supportive of 
the new teachers at the school and is readily available when a problem arises. 

• Lisa goes above and beyond every aspect of her responsibilities as principal. She communicates well and 
in every conversation we know she cares deeply about the students and about us as educators. She still 
has the heart of a teacher. Lisa requires high standards of her teachers and provides the support, 
expertise, and collaboration necessary to meet our goals. She is also willing to put in as many hours as it 
takes to get the work done. She is very open to teacher input. She is extremely skilled at organizing, 
seeing the big picture, while being available to  us in the trenches. Thank you! 

• It is very obvious to many at our school that the principal has "favorites", and whatever they need comes 
first. other teachers will need to with her about an important issue only to find her visiting with one of 
the favorites, so she has no time for anyone else. 

• I am so glad to be working with an effective principal that shares similar goals on how to impact the 
community. I value your experience in the classroom and the way you advocate for the teachers and 
students at our school. I also appreciate your understanding when the workload gets too ambitious and 
you help us dial it back. Thank you so much for being at our school! 
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Teacher-Level Item Agreement 
The following pages include item agreement percentages for teachers at your school who had at least 10 responses 
from students or from parents. Please provide each teacher with a copy of his/her results page. Each page may be 
shared only with the teacher whose Cactus ID is on the page. 
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