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Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program and High Priority Schools Grant Program: Status Report on Participating Schools
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	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) accept this information and take action as deemed necessary and appropriate. 

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


Background

At the September 2005 SBE meeting additional information concerning Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP) and High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP) school performance was requested by the SBE members. This report describes the status of all schools that are participating, or have participated, in the II/USP or HPSGP or are state-monitored as part of the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA/1999). 

Both the II/USP and HPSGP provided additional resources for volunteer schools willing to be subject to greater accountability. Schools in the II/USP initiative worked with an external evaluator and then revised and implemented a new single school plan. Schools in the HPSGP also worked with an external entity but were more tightly constrained to specific academic features in the revision of their single school plan and district level support for the school was required. 

Schools in both the II/USP and the HPSGP that fail to make significant growth, based on criteria defined individually for each program, become state-monitored. To date, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) and the SBE have required state-monitored schools to work with a School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) and allowed the district of each school to retain its rights, duties, and responsibilities relative to each state-monitored school.

Beginning in fall 2003, the SAIT process has been organized around the assessment and support of nine Essential Program Components for Instructional Success. These components comprise a system of curriculum, instruction, assessment, professional 
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development and use of time and resources associated with improved academic achievement.

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


The SBE has requested information on the academic achievement of II/USP and HPSGP schools including those that have become state-monitored. Table 1 is an overview of all schools in both programs and summarizes those who have been funded, exited the program, entered state monitoring, exited state monitoring, or remain in state monitoring. Tables 2-5 are a status report on state-monitored schools. These tables summarize student achievement of each cohort of state-monitored schools. 

Table 1 summarizes program participation for both the II/USP and the HPSGP schools. Among the 1,289 II/USP schools, 704 have exited II/USP, 328 are “on watch,” 46 have closed, and 211 have become state-monitored. Of the state-monitored schools, 41 have exited state monitoring, leaving 170 in that status. In the HPSGP program, a total of 367 schools have been funded with $400 per pupil for 3 to 4 years. Four schools have closed and eight schools are state-monitored. Currently, there are no provisions in law for HPSGP schools to exit the program. However, the CDE is pursuing legislation to define HPSGP exit criteria as an urgency statute in January 2006. 

As of October 1, 2005, 211 schools have been state monitored (see Table 2). The data in Tables 3-5 document schools deemed state monitored prior to September 2005 and provide information on their current status, as well as performance data. Forty-one schools have exited state-monitored status. For each of the first two cohorts of state-monitored schools, 75 percent of the schools exited after the first two years.

The first cohort of 24 II/USP schools were state-monitored in 2002-03 (see Table 3). One school has closed. Seventeen schools made academic growth two years in a row and exited state monitoring in 2004. The 17 schools represent 74 percent of schools identified in the initial cohort. The remaining six schools continue to participate in state monitoring and are now subject to additional sanctions. It should be noted that within this group, four of the six schools made growth and three made growth targets. Nevertheless, the law requires a 36-month review of these schools to assess why they have failed to make consistent growth over the past six years and the SSPI will recommend additional sanctions in March 2006. This review process is in its initial stage of gathering data.

Thirty-one schools were state-monitored in 2003-04 as part of Cohort 2 (see Table 4). Twenty-four of these schools made growth in 2004 and 2005 and have exited state monitoring. These schools represent 77 percent of schools identified in the second cohort and they made an average of 71 points growth over 2 years. For state-monitored schools, this represents a high success rate for SAIT intervention strategies. Seven of the 24 schools will continue in the program and be funded for a third year. However, because each school must make growth in its second year of state monitoring, three 
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schools in this state-monitored group will ultimately be subject to additional sanctions, regardless of their performance in 2005-06. 

One hundred eight schools were state-monitored in 2004-05 in Cohort 3 (see Table 5). One school has closed. Of the 2004-05 cohort, 93 schools made growth in their first state-monitored year. They represent 86 percent of the schools identified in 2004-05; their average Academic Performance Index (API) growth was 35 points. The remaining 15 schools that did not make growth in 2005 will have the next 2 years to make growth and exit state monitoring and the II/USP program. 

Forty-nine II/USP schools were state-monitored in September 2005. One school will be removed as part of a November 2005 SBE item. Additionally, eight HPSGP schools were state-monitored in September 2005. This number will increase to 23 in November, as the alternative growth criteria are applied.

	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


None
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A last minute memorandum will add significant growth data to Attachments 3, 4, and 5.
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