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	Date:
	May 2, 2012


	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


	FROM:
	TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction


	SUBJECT:
	Program Improvement Year 3 Corrective Action: Review of Revised Local Educational Agency Plans for Cohort 5.


Summary of Key Issues

At its November 2011 meeting, the State Board of Education (SBE) assigned Corrective Action 6 to 55 local educational agencies (LEAs) in Cohort 5 of Program Improvement (PI), Year 3, as required by Elementary and Secondary Education Act Section 1116(c)(10)(C) and California Education Code (EC) 52055.57(c). Mountain View Whisman School District subsequently informed the California Department of Education (CDE) that it would no longer accept Title I funds as of July 1, 2011. The CDE confirmed this fact via the 2011–12 Consolidated Application, bringing the number of LEAs in Cohort 5 to 54. Attachment 1 identifies the LEAs in Cohort 5 that were assigned Corrective Action 6 and includes their differentiated level of technical assistance.
Additionally, at its November 2011 meeting, the SBE approved a revised definition of Corrective Action 6 that allows for LEAs in Cohort 5 to provide professional development related to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), as materials are available, such as LEA-wide professional development to increase awareness and understanding of the main concepts of the SBE-adopted CCSS, potential areas of integration of CCSS concepts and skills with current curriculum materials, and implications for improved rigor in effective instruction, student engagement, and depth of knowledge.
Corrective Action 6 also requires the LEAs in Cohort 5 to institute and fully implement a new curriculum that is based on state academic content and achievement standards, including providing appropriate professional development, based on scientifically-based research for all relevant staff that offers substantial promise of improving educational achievement for high-priority pupils.

The LEAs in Cohort 5 were required by the SBE to revise their LEA Plan to document the steps the LEA is taking to fully implement Corrective Action 6, as well as steps to support any advancing PI schools to restructure and implement school-level corrective action activities.
Based upon the application of a set of objective criteria required by California EC Section 52055.57(d), the SBE assigned technical assistance requirements to the LEAs in Cohort 5 as follows:
· 38 LEAs (moderate category of pervasiveness and severity) in Cohort 5 were required to contract with a technical assistance provider of their choice (either a state-approved District Assistance and Intervention Team [DAIT] or other technical assistance provider) to assist with the implementation of Corrective Action 6.
DAITs or other technical assistance providers are required per California EC Section 52059(e) to complete a needs assessment and written report with recommendations for improving the areas that are found to be in need of improvement. The DAIT or other technical assistance provider recommendations are to be incorporated into the revised LEA Plan.
The governing board of each LEA in Cohort 5 is required to adopt these recommendations unless a successful appeal is made to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the SBE to be exempted from implementing one or more of the recommendations outlined within the report. None of the LEAs in Cohort 5 appealed recommendations from their chosen DAIT or other technical assistance providers.
· 16 LEAs (light category of pervasiveness and severity) were required to “access technical assistance” to assist with the implementation of Corrective Action 6.
The 54 revised LEA Plans from LEAs in Cohort 5 were reviewed by a team of trained readers from the CDE and the California Comprehensive Center using an SBE-approved rubric. The superintendent of each LEA in Cohort 5 was provided with written feedback on the reviewed elements of the LEA’s revised Plan. Attachment 2 summarizes the key comments identified by the readers.
The superintendent of each LEA in Cohort 5 was requested to revise the LEA Plan to incorporate the feedback comments, post the local board-approved revised Plan on their Web site, and send a link to the posted LEA Plan to the CDE. Revised LEA Plan links are posted on the CDE LEA Plans for LEAs in PI Year 3 LEA Web page at [Note: Invalid link removed.].

Fiscal Analysis (As Appropriate)

The California State Budget for 2011, Senate Bill 87, Item 6110-134-0890, Schedule (2), appropriated $33,800,000 for LEAs in Corrective Action. California EC Section 52055.57(d)(3) provides a formula to allocate $100,000 per PI school for LEAs with moderate performance problems and $50,000 per PI school for LEAs with minor or isolated (light) performance problems. No fiscal resources are identified for LEAs in PI Corrective Action that do not have any schools in PI. Based on the formula, a total of $30,950,000 was distributed to LEAs in Cohort 5. Grant award notices were sent to 52 of the 54 LEAs in Cohort 5. The 52 LEAs that received a grant award notice have at least one PI school. Funds are used by the LEAs to support the implementation of Corrective Action 6 and associated technical assistance requirements.
Attachment(s)

Attachment 1:
Local Educational Agencies in Cohort 5 Assigned Corrective Action 6 and Level of Differentiated Technical Assistance (2 Pages)

Attachment 2:
Key Feedback Identified in the Review of the 54 Revised Local Educational Agency Plans from Local Educational Agencies in Cohort 5 of Program Improvement, Year 3 (2 Pages)

Local Educational Agencies in Cohort 5 Assigned Corrective Action 6 and
Level of Differentiated Technical Assistance

	Count
	CDS Code
	Differentiated

Technical

Assistance
	County
	District Name
	Amounts

	1
	19642120000000
	Light
	Los Angeles
	ABC Unified School District
	$450,000

	2
	19757130000000
	Light
	Los Angeles
	Alhambra Unified School District
	$350,000

	3
	09618530000000
	Light
	El Dorado
	El Dorado Union High School District
	$50,000

	4
	12755150000000
	Light
	Humboldt
	Eureka City Schools
	$150,000

	*5
	12628100000000
	Light
	Humboldt
	Fortuna Union High School District
	*

	6
	34673480000000
	Light
	Sacramento
	Galt Joint Union Elementary School District
	$200,000

	7
	22655320000000
	Light
	Mariposa
	Mariposa County Unified School District
	$200,000

	*8
	43695750000000
	Light
	Santa Clara
	Moreland Elementary School District
	*

	9
	30666130000000
	Light
	Orange
	Ocean View School District
	$200,000

	10
	30666210000000
	Light
	Orange
	Orange Unified School District
	$700,000

	11
	33103300000000
	Light
	Riverside
	Riverside County Office of Education
	$150,000

	12
	15637500000000
	Light
	Kern
	Rosedale Union Elementary School District
	$50,000

	13
	36103630000000
	Light
	San Bernardino
	San Bernardino County Office of Education
	$300,000

	14
	41690470000000
	Light
	San Mateo
	San Mateo Union High School District
	$150,000

	15
	21654580000000
	Light
	Marin
	San Rafael City Elementary School District
	$50,000

	16
	51105120000000
	Light
	Sutter
	Sutter County Office of Education
	$50,000

	17
	19642790000000
	Moderate
	Los Angeles
	Azusa Unified School District
	$800,000

	18
	30664560000000
	Moderate
	Orange
	Buena Park Elementary School District
	$600,000

	19
	43693930000000
	Moderate
	Santa Clara
	Campbell Union School District
	$300,000

	20
	36676780000000
	Moderate
	San Bernardino
	Chino Valley Unified School District
	$900,000

	21
	52715060000000
	Moderate
	Tehama
	Corning Union High School District
	$100,000

	22
	36676940000000
	Moderate
	San Bernardino
	Cucamonga Elementary School District
	$200,000

	23
	19644510000000
	Moderate
	Los Angeles
	Downey Unified School District
	$900,000

	24
	34673140000000
	Moderate
	Sacramento
	Elk Grove Unified School District
	$1,200,000

	25
	50710760000000
	Moderate
	Stanislaus
	Empire Union Elementary School District
	$500,000

	26
	42692030000000
	Moderate
	Santa Barbara
	Guadalupe Union Elementary School District
	$200,000

	27
	16639250000000
	Moderate
	Kings
	Hanford Joint Union High School District
	$300,000


*Fortuna High and Moreland Elementary School Districts received no funding because there are no PI Schools in either LEA.
	Count
	CDS Code
	Differentiated

Technical

Assistance
	County
	District Name
	Amounts

	28
	41689160000000
	Moderate
	San Mateo
	Jefferson Elementary School District
	$700,000

	29
	24657300000000
	Moderate
	Merced
	Le Grand Union High School District
	$100,000

	30
	16639740000000
	Moderate
	Kings
	Lemoore Union Elementary School District
	$500,000

	31
	16639820000000
	Moderate
	Kings
	Lemoore Union High School District
	$100,000

	32
	39685690000000
	Moderate
	San Joaquin
	Lincoln Unified School District
	$900,000

	33
	43695830000000
	Moderate
	Santa Clara
	Morgan Hill Unified School District
	$600,000

	34
	37682130000000
	Moderate
	San Diego
	Mountain Empire Unified School District
	$300,000

	**35
	43695910000000
	Moderate
	Santa Clara
	Mountain View Whisman School District
	**

	36
	01612340000000
	Moderate
	Alameda
	Newark Unified School District
	$400,000

	37
	27738250000000
	Moderate
	Monterey
	North Monterey County Unified School District
	$500,000

	38
	19648400000000
	Moderate
	Los Angeles
	Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District
	$1,100,000

	39
	21654170000000
	Moderate
	Marin
	Novato Unified School District
	$300,000

	40
	49708470000000
	Moderate
	Sonoma
	Old Adobe Union School District
	$200,000

	41
	11754810000000
	Moderate
	Glenn
	Orland Joint Unified School District
	$400,000

	42
	54720410000000
	Moderate
	Tulare
	Pixley Union Elementary School District
	$200,000

	43
	52716390000000
	Moderate
	Tehama
	Red Bluff Joint Union High School District
	$200,000

	44
	36678680000000
	Moderate
	San Bernardino
	Rim of the World Unified School District
	$300,000

	45
	19734520000000
	Moderate
	Los Angeles
	Rowland Unified School District
	$1,000,000

	46
	35675380000000
	Moderate
	San Benito
	San Benito High School District
	$200,000

	47
	37683380000000
	Moderate
	San Diego
	San Diego Unified School District
	$9,700,000

	48
	43696660000000
	Moderate
	Santa Clara
	San Jose Unified School District
	$1,500,000

	49
	01612910000000
	Moderate
	Alameda
	San Leandro Unified School District
	$700,000

	50
	41690390000000
	Moderate
	San Mateo
	San Mateo-Foster City School District
	$600,000

	51
	21654660000000
	Moderate
	Marin
	San Rafael City High School District
	$400,000

	52
	18641960000000
	Moderate
	Lassen
	Susanville Elementary School District
	$300,000

	53
	17640630000000
	Moderate
	Lake
	Upper Lake Union Elementary School District
	$100,000

	54
	23656230000000
	Moderate
	Mendocino
	Willits Unified School District
	$300,000

	55
	11626610000000
	Moderate
	Glenn
	Willows Unified School District
	$300,000

	
	
	
	
	Total 
	$30,950,000


**Mountain View Whisman School District subsequently informed the California Department of Education that it would no longer accept Title I funds as of July 1, 2011.

Key Feedback Identified in the Review of the 54 Revised

Local Educational Agency Plans from Local Educational Agencies in Cohort 5 of Program Improvement, Year 3
The following is a list of common key feedback provided to the Cohort 5 local educational agency (LEA) after review of the revised LEA plans.
General:
· Strategies: Readers informed LEAs when it was unclear whether the revised LEA Plan included recommendations from the technical assistance provider.

· Timelines: Readers advised LEAs to be more specific in timelines and benchmarks to effectively track their progress in implementing and monitoring their revised plan.
· Full Implementation of Corrective Action 6: Readers informed LEAs when their plans addressed all aspects of Corrective Action 6.
Use of SBE-adopted or aligned curriculum and intervention materials: Readers advised LEAs to clearly identify State Board of Education-adopted (SBE) or standards-aligned core materials and SBE-adopted or locally-adopted intervention materials in reading/English-language arts and mathematics currently in use by grade span.

English learners: LEAs were advised by readers to clarify the policies, practices and procedures for entry into and exit out of English Language Development programs.

Students with Disabilities: Readers advised LEAs to clearly describe actions taken to provide support and create collaborative opportunities for general education and special education teachers for providing specialized instruction to students with disabilities.
Other High-Priority Students: Readers advised LEAs to document the presence of, or plans to provide, intensive and strategic intervention programs for high-priority students.

Professional Development: Readers advised LEAs to clearly describe the professional development opportunities for teachers and administrators focused on the effective implementation of the reading/English-language arts and mathematics core and intervention programs. LEAs were also advised to clearly describe the professional development opportunities for teachers and administrators focused on the effective implementation of instructional strategies for English Learners and students with disabilities. Some LEAs were advised to more clearly describe their professional development opportunities for administrators and teachers in the Common Core State Standards.
Schools in Program Improvement: LEAs were advised by readers to specifically identify schools in Program Improvement (PI) Year 3 and beyond in the plan, describe the level of technical assistance that the LEA is providing to the school and, where applicable, the type and level of implementation of the restructuring/alternative governance plan for schools in PI Years 4 and 5.
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