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	TO:
	Members, STATE BOARD of EDucation
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	William L. Padia, Deputy Superintendent

Assessment and Accountability Branch


	SUBJECT:
	Request For Proposals (RFP) for the Evaluation of the School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) Process 


The 2006 Budget Bill (AB 801, Chapter 47, item 6110-001-0890) appropriated $500,000 to evaluate the effectiveness of the SAIT process. The legislation requires that the Superintendent of Public Instruction develop, and the State Board of Education (SBE) approve, an RFP for an independent evaluation of the process by September 30, 2006. The results of the evaluation shall be disseminated to the Legislature, the Governor, and other interested parties no later than June 30, 2008 and shall include recommendations for necessary or desirable modifications to the program.
At the May 2006 meeting, the SBE approved a new policy for all future RFPs. The Board decided to review and approve only the research questions for the RFP. The approval of the RFP itself would be contingent on the final authorization by the SBE Executive Director in consultation with two board liaisons. Below are the recommended research questions to be addressed by the evaluation.  
Questions to be Addressed

1. What is the impact of the SAIT process on the improvement of student achievement in state-monitored schools?
a. To what extent has student achievement changed overall for the school since the inception of the SAIT process compared to student achievement levels for the 4 years prior to the SAIT process? To what extent has student achievement changed for numerically significant student groups (e.g. English Learners, etc.) within the same time period? 
b. Are there some SAIT areas of expertise, practices or approaches that appear to be particularly effective in moving schools forward more rapidly or comprehensively? 

c. Determine the extent to which schools are able to sustain the implementation of the nine Essential Program Components (EPCs) once they have exited the SAIT process and funding is discontinued. 
d. To the extent possible, identify any differentiating characteristics between schools that exited the SAIT process and schools that were not able to exit the SAIT process within three years. Are there specific barriers to achieving program goals in the schools who have not exited, when compared to those that have?

e. Identify, if possible, what the necessary pre-conditions and/or on-going conditions are for the SAIT process to successfully assist schools in improving their students’ academic achievement. Are there critical features or benchmarks that are associated with successful implementation of the SAIT process.
2. How effective are the nine EPCs in assisting school staff to improve classroom instruction and improve the academic achievement of students?
a. Which, if any, of the nine EPCs appear to be particularly critical to improving classroom instruction and/or student achievement?
b. Which, if any, of the nine EPCs appear to be less effective in improving classroom instruction and/or student achievement?
c. Are there any significant elements that are necessary to improving student achievement or classroom instruction that are not adequately addressed by the nine EPCs?
d. Identify which, if any, of the nine EPCs need specific criteria developed to more effectively indicate when the components have been fully implemented. 

e. Analyze and identify which of the nine EPCs, if any, are especially difficult to implement for English Learners and students with disabilities. What factors are impeding successful implementation of the nine EPCs for these student groups? 
f. Determine, to the extent possible, whether the expectations for state-monitored schools’ implementation of the EPCs and SAIT recommendations are feasible and reasonable, given the resources, time, and organizational capacity available. 

3. To what extent did SAIT providers’ activities impact schools’ capacities to implement the nine EPCs?
a. Analyze and identify SAIT provider characteristics, activities, practices, and strategies that assisted the state-monitored schools to effectively implement each of the nine EPCs. 
b. Analyze and identify any practices or characteristics of the SAIT providers that impeded or were ineffective in assisting the state-monitored schools to effectively implement each of the nine EPCs.
c. Identify any gaps or deficiencies in services and support available to state-monitored schools. 
d. Identify the level of consistency, to the extent possible, among SAIT providers in their determination of the level of implementation of each of the nine EPCs. Are there consistent and clear expectations about what evidence and activities constitute “full” or “substantial” implementation?
e. Identify which, if any, of the nine EPCs need specific criteria developed to more effectively indicate when the components have been fully implemented. 
4. How effectively did the state-monitored schools implement the nine EPCs?
a. Analyze and identify which of the nine EPCs are being implemented by schools at a “full” or “substantial” level by the end of Year 1, end of Year 2, and end of Year 3, as defined in the Academic Program Survey and reported in the monitoring of the Report of Findings and Corrective Actions. What factors contributed to their successful implementation?
b. Analyze and identify which of the nine EPCs are being implemented by schools at a “partial” or “minimal” level by the end of Year 1, end of Year 2, and end of Year 3, as defined in the Academic Program Survey and reported in the monitoring of the Report of Findings and Corrective Actions. What factors prevented their successful implementation? 
c. Identify any barriers to accurately assessing classroom practices and/or implementation of the EPCs at the classroom level.

d. Identify any barriers to the SAITs’ access to necessary information and/or data that is needed to inform their recommendations or monitoring activities.
5. To what extent did district support impact the school’s ability to effectively implement each of the nine EPCs?
a. Determine the extent of the district involvement in the SAIT process, including, but not limited to, their participation on the District and School Leadership Team (DSLT). What impact did the level of district involvement have on the schools’ abilities to effectively implement the nine EPCs?
b. Identify district activities, practices, and strategies that assisted the state-monitored schools to implement each of the nine EPCs at the “full” or “substantial” level. Which, if any, of the nine EPCs are districts effectively supporting?
c. Analyze and identify district barriers that impeded the successful implementation of one or more of the nine EPCs. Which, if any, of the nine EPCs are districts having difficulty supporting?
d. Identify, where possible, the most effective strategies employed by SAIT providers in facilitating and/or stimulating district involvement in the SAIT process.
e. Identify any necessary modifications to the selection of SAITs to ensure an appropriate school-SAIT match (e.g., state chooses SAIT team, guidelines that require districts to select local SAIT providers, etc.).
6. What, if any, unintended consequences have resulted from the implementation of the SAIT process?

