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	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
NOVEMBER 2008 AGENDA

	SUBJECT

High Priority Schools Grant Program: Proposed Intervention for High Priority Schools Grant Program Schools that Failed to Show Significant Growth.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) take the following action: 

1. Determine those High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP) schools that will be deemed state-monitored. 

2. Assign a School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) to each of these state‑monitored schools and allow the local governing board to retain its legal rights, duties, and responsibilities with respect to each school.
3. Provide other interventions that may be imposed, after two data points, for those schools that are not demonstrating progress towards exiting HPSGP state-monitoring.
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


At SBE meetings in 2007-08, the SBE approved the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) recommendation that districts whose HPSGP schools failed to show significant growth contract for the services of an approved SAIT Provider.

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


Pursuant to California Education Code (EC) Section 52055.650, HPSGP schools failing to demonstrate significant growth are subject to state monitoring. 

As defined by the SBE, a school participating in the HPSGP achieves significant growth when its combined growth is equal to or greater than ten Academic Performance Index (API) points over the last three years it participated in the program and also achieves positive API growth in two of the last three years. 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


EC Section 52055.650 directs the SBE to deem HPSGP schools not showing significant growth as state-monitored. The SSPI, with the approval of the SBE, is required to invoke sanctions from one of two groups: 

1. According to the provisions of EC Section 52055.650, the SSPI shall:

· Assume all the legal rights, duties, and powers of the governing board, unless the SSPI and the SBE allow the local governing board to retain these rights.

· Reassign the principal of that school, subject to a hearing.

· Do one or more of the following with respect to a state-monitored school:

· Revise attendance options.

· Allow parents to apply directly to the SBE to establish a charter school.

· Assign the management of the school to a school management organization.

· Reassign certificated employees of the school.

· Renegotiate a new collective bargaining agreement at the expiration of the existing one.

· Reorganize the school.

· Close the school.

· Place a trustee at the school for no more than three years. 

2. As an alternative to the above, the SSPI, with the approval of the SBE, may require districts to contract with a SAIT in lieu of other interventions and sanctions. If the SBE approves this alternative, then the governing board of the school district may retain its legal rights, duties, and responsibilities with respect to that school. [EC Section 52055.650]

The September 4, 2008, schoolwide API results yielded eight HPSGP schools that failed to make significant growth this past year (see Attachment 1). The CDE
recommends that the SBE deem these schools as state-monitored and assign a SAIT to
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


each school, allowing the local governing board to retain its legal rights, duties, and responsibilities with respect to each school.
All HPSGP schools that have been in state monitoring for the past two years will be assessed for progress made during the first two years of state monitoring. An agenda item describing their performance and any recommendations for intervention will be brought to the January 2009 meeting.
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


An expenditure plan for allocation of funding for state-monitored HPSGP schools is estimated at $2,757,250 and is a November 2008 SBE action item entitled: “High Priority Schools Grant Program School Assistance and Intervention Team: Approval of Expenditure Plan to Support School Assistance and Intervention Team Activities and Corrective Actions in State-Monitored Schools.”
	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1: 2008-09 High Priority Schools Grant Program Cohort 1 Schools that Did Not Make Significant Growth (1 Page)
	2008-09 High Priority Schools Grant Program
Cohort 1 Schools that Did Not Make Significant Growth

	County
	District
	School
	2007 Statewide Rank 
	2005 Base 
	2006 Growth 
	Met 2006 Schoolwide Growth Target
	Met 2006 Comparable Improvement 
	2006 Base 
	2007 Growth
	Met 2007 Schoolwide Growth Target
	Met 2007 Comparable Improvement
	2007 Base
	2008 Growth 
	Met 2008 Schoolwide Target
	Met 2008 Comparable Improvement
	Combined Growth for Three Years
	Met Positive Growth in 2 of 3 Years

	Fresno         
	Fresno Unified
	Roosevelt High
	1
	571
	6
	No
	No
	568
	6
	No
	No
	574
	-7
	No
	No
	5
	Yes

	Fresno         
	Fresno Unified
	Carver Academy
	1
	546
	-1
	No
	No
	542
	18
	Yes
	No
	565
	-5
	No
	No
	12
	No

	Los Angeles    
	Los Angeles Unified
	James Monroe High
	2
	619
	-11
	No
	No
	607
	3
	No
	No
	610
	8
	No
	No
	0
	Yes

	Los Angeles    
	Los Angeles Unified
	Audubon Middle
	1
	578
	-11
	No
	No
	566
	2
	No
	No
	568
	10
	No
	No
	1
	Yes

	Orange         
	Santa Ana Unified
	Century High
	1
	586
	1
	No
	No
	578
	6
	No
	No
	584
	-5
	No
	No
	2
	Yes

	San Bernardino 
	Fontana Unified
	Redwood Elementary
	5
	743
	10
	Yes
	Yes
	752
	0
	No
	No
	757
	-18
	No
	No
	-8
	No

	San Bernardino 
	San Bernardino City Unified
	San Bernardino High
	1
	588
	-33
	No
	No
	546
	42
	Yes
	No
	588
	-5
	No
	No
	4
	No

	San Joaquin    
	Stockton Unified
	Taylor Skills Elementary
	1
	630
	-25
	No
	No
	603
	35
	Yes
	No
	636
	-4
	No
	No
	6
	No
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