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	Date:
	March 4, 2009


	TO:
	Members, STATE BOARD of EDucation


	FROM:
	Sue Stickel, Deputy Superintendent

Curriculum and Instruction Branch


	RE:
	Item No. 4


	SUBJECT:
	Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP) and High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP): Adopt New Title 5 Regulations: Definition of Significant Growth and Criteria to Demonstrate Significant Growth for II/USP and HPSGP Schools Without Valid APIs


	At the January 2005 State Board of Education (SBE) meeting, in response to public comment, the California Department of Education (CDE) presented several new options for defining significant growth for HPSGP schools. The SBE took no action on the significant growth definition and directed staff to prepare information on the numbers and performance of schools in the various underperforming schools initiatives and the capacity of the system to support these schools. Upon discussion with SBE staff, CDE is amending the March SBE Item to include two additional options defining significant growth for HPSGP schools. For schools participating in the HPSGP, significant growth is achieved when a school: 

Option 5. Has made a combined growth that is equal to or greater than three Academic Performance Index (API) points over the last three years it participates in the program, achieves positive API growth in two of the last three years, and meets its API growth targets in at least one of the last three years.

Option 6. Has made a combined growth that is equal to or greater than ten (API) points over the last three years it participates in the program and achieves positive growth in two of the last three years. 

Option 5 adds to the proposed Option 3 a criterion of meeting growth targets in at least one year during the three-year period. A two-year analysis of the funded implementation years predicts that approximately 20 percent of the 251 HPSGP schools with valid APIs would fail to meet the criteria of Option 5. This would potentially place 50 schools in sanctions in 2005-06. However, in future years this projection would increase as the 2002-03 year is factored out of the three-year calculation. The reason for this is that gains in performance were greater, on average, in 2002-03 than in any other year since Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) testing began. Finally, to the estimate of 50 schools, one would have to add the projected number of 103 schools without valid APIs that under the alternative criterion would fail to make significant growth. In all options, capacity to help these schools continues to be a concern. Option 5, however, adds the standard of making all growth targets for at least one year. This seems too high a standard to adopt as schools are completing their third year of program implementation. 

Option 6 also modifies Option 3 by increasing the standard of combined growth over three years from three to ten API points. Staff analyzed the API performance of HPSGP schools in the 2002-03 and 2003-04 years using the same approach described during the presentation of this item at the January 2005 SBE meeting. Staff projects that at least 24 schools would not achieve significant growth at the end of 2004-05 if Option 6 were adopted. To this number one would have to add the projected number of 103 schools without valid APIs that also fail to make significant growth. In future years this combined projection would increase as the 2002-03 year is factored out of the three-year calculation.

In considering the potential impact of each of the six options for defining significant growth, and in responding to concerns that requiring at least three API points growth over three years may not be a high enough standard, the CDE recommends that the SBE adopt Option 6. CDE also recommends the SBE approve an additional proposed amendment to Title 5, Section 1030.7, substituting the word “ten” for “three.”

Also attached is the revised fiscal analysis of the proposed regulations that demonstrates there is no fiscal impact due to the proposed regulations

Attachment 1:  Title 5. Education, Division 1. State Department of Education, Chapter 2. Pupils, Subchapter 4. Statewide Testing of Pupils and Evaluation Procedures, Article 1.6. Definition of Significant Growth (2 pages)

Attachment 2:  Economic and Fiscal Impact Statement (4 pages) (This attachment is not

                        available for viewing on the internet. A printed copy is available for    

                        viewing in the State Board of Education office.)
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