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At the March 2007 meeting, the State Board of Education (SBE) requested information regarding the progress of schools in Cohort 1 of the High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP).
Assembly Bill (AB) 961 (Chapter 747, Statutes of 2001) established the HPSGP for 
low-performing schools. The program was intended to assist these schools in improving pupil performance by offering additional targeted resources. All schools that ranked in decile 1 according to the statewide 2000 Academic Performance Index (API) and schools with asterisked API scores that would place them in decile 1 were invited to participate in this program. 
Beginning in the 2002-03 fiscal year, schools selected to participate in the HPSGP received $400 per student for up to four years with a $200 per student match requirement. 
HPSGP program requirements included an enhanced focus on SBE-adopted materials and training, and annual data submission. Schools initially had twenty-four months to meet their annual API growth targets. Failure to meet these targets resulted in a local public hearing and direction to administer the state’s Academic Program Survey and focus improvement on the nine Essential Program Components. Lack of significant progress after thirty-six months resulted in state intervention: assignment of a School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT). 

A total of 366 schools participated in Cohort 1 of the HPSGP. Of these, five schools closed over the same time period. The total number of HPSGP Cohort 1 schools that exited, are under watch, or that have become state monitored as of March 2007 are listed in Table 1. 

HPSGP Schools that Exited the Program
After the four years of funding, 203 schools successfully exited the program by meeting their API growth targets in two of three years and having positive growth in the other year. Of the 203 schools, 198 successfully exited the program in the first three implementation years. Growth point gain over the first four implementation years of the 203 schools was 118 points. 

	Table 1.

	Status of HPSGP Cohort 1 Schools

	Base 2005 Rank
	Number of Schools*
	Exited
	Under Watch
	State Monitored

	1
	174
	71
	71
	32

	2
	113
	75
	26
	12

	3
	41
	37
	3
	1

	4
	18
	14
	3
	1

	5
	5
	4
	1
	0

	6
	1
	1
	0
	0

	7
	1
	1
	0
	0

	B**
	5
	0
	1
	4

	C**
	1
	0
	0
	1

	No Rank
	2
	0
	1
	1

	Closed
	5
	 
	 
	 

	Totals
	366
	203
	106
	52

	* 17 CSR schools are now classified as HP but received funds from the     Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program.

	** “B” indicates Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM) schools.

	** “C” indicates special education schools.


HPSGP Schools on Watch

HPSGP schools that remained on watch achieved significant growth, but did not meet their specific API growth targets in two of three years. However, these schools did attain some positive API growth in at least two of three years. The actual API score gain for these schools was 96 points over four implementation years. 
HPSGP State Monitored Schools

	Table 2.

	State-Monitored Schools
 March 2007

	Year of SAIT
Assignment
	All HPSGP Schools
Identified for State Monitoring 
	Exited
	Other**
	State-Monitored
HPSGP Remaining

	2005-06
	22
	*
	1
	21

	2006-07
	32
	*
	1
	31

	Total
	54
	*
	2
	52

	 *Have not had sufficient time to exit.
**Includes closed, waiver, and data changes.

	


Only 14 percent of HPSGP schools entered state monitoring because they failed to achieve significant growth over the implementation period. Table 2 shows the number of HPSGP schools under state monitoring as of March 2007. For these schools that became state monitored, the API growth score gain in the implementation years was 70 API growth points. The schools that became state monitored are likely to have the same positive outcomes as those from the Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP). Of approximately 1290 II/USP schools; all but 8 have exited on their own or with the help of a SAIT.
High Priority Schools Office Cohort 1 Program Monitoring: Results and Changes for Cohort 2
The High Priority Schools Office (HPSO) closely monitors the annual progress of schools in the HPSGP program by reviewing API growth scores and growth targets, annual reports submitted by participating districts on behalf of their schools, and other data elements as specified in HPSGP legislation. 
In looking at these data, staff were encouraged to find that:

· Planning seemed to have a positive effect and schools that received planning funds outperformed schools that did not on API growth points, and met schoolwide and subgroup growth targets more consistently.

· Seventy percent of HPSGP schools employ a comparable or higher percentage of Highly Qualified Teachers than their overall district average. 
Staff also found that direct district involvement is a crucial factor in the success of the program. This is an important finding in the first preliminary report on the HPSGP by the American Institutes for Research (AIR) as well as in prior reports on the II/USP. 

Based upon these data, staff has already started to implement administratively some changes in Cohort 2. For example:

· Increased district involvement and support through the use of a District Assistance Survey for each school,

· A review of resources provided to participating schools to ensure necessary support for plan implementation, and

· A requirement for evidence of the formation of a District/School Liaison Team as part of the Cohort 2 application. 

The HPSO, as did AIR, found that predictable funding and clear funding timelines are necessary to allow for effective school planning and expectations for transitioning out of the HPSGP program. As a result, an adjusted funding cycle is now in place to provide funding at the beginning of the schools’ budget cycle. 

The changes described above and implemented by the HPSO for Cohort 2 were echoed in the September 2006 Year 1 Report of the HPSGP, prepared by AIR. Among the findings and recommendations from that report were the needs for increased district involvement, targeting early failure of schools, and long term involvement by the external entity as necessary components of a successful program. The achievement analyses of achievement to date show statistically significant but small additional improvement in HPSGP schools. There was difficulty, however, in identifying an appropriate comparison group of schools. The complete AIR report is located on the AIR Web site at http://www.air.org/publications/pubs_ehd_school_reform.aspx. 
The Year 2 and final evaluation report of the HPSGP from AIR is expected in September, 2007. 
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