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Six state-monitored schools were the subject of a 36-month review earlier this year because they had failed to exit state-monitoring. These schools were part of Cohort 1 of the Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP). They received planning grants of $50,000 for use in the 1999-2000 school year. They received an additional $200 per student for the next two years to implement their plans and to meet Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets. Instead, each school made negative growth in each of those two years and thus became state-monitored. In March 2003, the State Board of Education (SBE) approved the State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s (SSPI) recommendation to assign a School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) to each of these schools. 

In September 2005, the SBE approved a work plan for the review by California Department of Education (CDE) staff of these six state-monitored schools that had failed to exit state-monitoring. The purpose of the review was to inform decisions about future sanctions for each school which are required under current state law.
According to Education Code Section 52055.55(b), 36 months after the assignment of a SAIT to a school site, if the management team, trustee, or SAIT failed to assist the school in making significant growth on the API (as defined in Attachment 1), the SSPI shall remove the SAIT from providing services at the school site. Additionally, the SSPI shall do at least one of the following: 

(1) Require the school district to ensure, using available federal funds, that 100 percent of the teachers at the school site are highly qualified, as defined by the state for the purposes of the federal No Child Left Behind Act.

(2) Require the school to contract, using available federal funds, with an outside entity to provide supplemental instruction to high-priority pupils and assign a management team, trustee or SAIT that has demonstrated success with other state-monitored schools.

(3) Allow parents of pupils enrolled at the school to apply directly to the SBE to establish a charter school at the existing school site. 

(4) Close the school.

Beginning in December 2005 and extending through January 2006, CDE staff led reviews of six schools that became state-monitored in 2003 and had failed to exit as of September 2005. Review teams included staff from the CDE and the Office of the Secretary of Education, County Office of Education personnel and recently retired district staff with experience in managing curriculum and instruction and categorical programs. Teams were trained on November 15, 2005. The training focused on developing a common understanding of the review process and on the use of interview protocols for various role groups. Interview questions solicited information about student achievement, barriers to student achievement and participant perceptions about school improvement strategies and associated progress before and during the state monitoring process.

As described in the September 2005 item, these reviews included an analysis of student achievement patterns in the school and the implementation of corrective actions and benchmarks identified in the initial Report of Findings and Recommended Corrective Actions completed by the school’s SAIT. The reviews also assessed the implementation of the nine Essential Program Components, though these components were not required in schools state-monitored in 2002-03.

Each team spent two days in each school/district studying documents, and conducting interviews with teachers, parents, administrators, district leaders, the School Site Council, the SAIT Provider, and school staff, as appropriate. Participants were advised that the team was not there to conduct another SAIT, but rather, to make a recommendation about what next steps would best serve the school.

Attachment 1 defines significant growth as adopted by the SBE for II/USP schools and codified in Title 5 regulations. 

Attachment 2 summarizes the major findings made by teams for each school. The local superintendent of each school district has been apprised of these findings.  

Attachment 1: Title 5. Education, Division 1. California Department of Education, Chapter 2. Pupils, Subchapter 4. Statewide Testing of Pupils and Evaluation Procedures, Article 1.6. Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP): Definition of Significant Growth and Criteria to Determine Academic Growth for II/USP Schools Without Valid APIs (1 Page)
Attachment 2: Findings for 6 Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Failing to Exit State Monitoring After 36 Months (6 Pages)
Title 5.  EDUCATION

Division 1.  California Department of Education

Chapter 2. Pupils

Subchapter 4. Statewide Testing of Pupils and Evaluation Procedures

Article 1.6. Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP): Definition of Significant Growth and Criteria to Determine Academic Growth for II/USP Schools Without Valid API’s

§ 1030.5. Definition of Significant Growth for II/USP Schools.


A school participating in the Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP) of Education Code sections 52053 through 52055.55 achieves “significant growth” as that term is used in Education Code sections 52055.5 and 52055.55 when its schoolwide Academic Performance Index (API) growth is greater than zero and the school does not achieve its API growth target pursuant to Education Code section 52052(c).

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 33031, Education Code. Reference: Sections 52052, 52053, 52054, 52055.5, and 52055.55, Education Code.
§ 1030.6. Criteria to Demonstrate Significant Growth for II/USP Schools Without Valid APIs.


Schools participating in the II/USP without a valid API score pursuant to Education Code section 52052(f) demonstrate academic growth equivalent to significant growth for purposes of Education Code sections 52055.5 and 52055.55 when the weighted average percent proficient across all California Standards Tests in (a) English/language arts and (b) mathematics increased by at least one percentage point from the prior year to the year in which they have an invalid score. For purposes of this calculation, there shall be no rounding (e.g., 0.99 does not round up to 1.00).

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 33031, Education Code. Reference: Sections 52052, 52053, 52054, 52055.5, and 52055.55, Education Code.

Findings for 6 Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools 
Failing to Exit State Monitoring After 36 Months

Alicante Avenue Elementary School, Lamont Elementary School District

Alicante Avenue Elementary School, a decile two school in Lamont, has made inconsistent Academic Performance Index (API) growth over the past five years, with schoolwide API declines in 2001 (-3), 2002 (-26), and 2004 (-22), and increases in 2003 (+84), and 2005 (+4). One hundred percent of the school’s 991 enrolled students are on free and reduced lunch, but the Title I school is currently not in Program Improvement (PI). Eighty percent of the students are English learners. The school’s current API score is 636.
The school has adopted Houghton-Mifflin as its reading program, and has been recently implementing a Reading First program. However, the reading curriculum has not been consistently implemented across all grade levels. Almost all teachers are highly qualified. All teachers participated in Assembly Bill (AB) 466 training, although the follow-up was self-directed and inconsistent. The school recently instituted regular grade-level meetings, using data, to guide curriculum planning and modify instruction. The use of data is still in its early stages. The district has committed substantial resources to provide a cadre of instructional coaches. The School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) provided support for these various components.
Contrary to the SAIT recommendation, the district added one grade level per school year at Alicante for each of the last three years. Further, the review team observed several other factors limiting potential improvement in student academic performance, including an excessive number of intervention programs without sufficient coordination, ineffective communication between grade levels and with parents, and inefficient use of administrative and professional development resources. For example, faculty interviews revealed that the quantity of coaching that teachers receive is less than expected given the sizable funding the district commits to this activity. 

The review team noted that reports describing the school’s activities over the past five years indicate that district and site administration struggled in their initial reform efforts. The team found that many of the school’s instructional improvements have been instituted only in the last year. Limited communication with parents has negatively affected community support for the school, and in a meeting with the review team, parents expressed a variety of concerns about conditions at the school. The district’s decisions to make frequent changes in site leadership and to assign inexperienced site administrators to lead the school during the current SAIT process appear to have contributed to difficulties in instituting school improvement measures. Despite clear and appropriate corrective actions identified by the SAIT, the district diverged from some of the recommendations and failed to fully implement others. 

Eastin-Arcola Elementary, Madera Unified School District
Eastin-Arcola Elementary School, a decile one school in Madera, has made inconsistent API growth as a state-monitored school. The initial schoolwide API growth of 45 points in 2003 was followed by negative growth in 2004 (-9). In 2005, the school made positive growth (+18). Ninety-seven percent of the school’s 762 students are on free and reduced lunch. The school is PI Year 3 and by this year should have offered choice to parents as space is available at other schools, provided supplemental educational services (see discussion below), and implemented local corrective action. The school’s current API score is 610 and the school has an English learner population of 61 percent. 
Eastin-Arcola is implementing Houghton-Mifflin and has targeted interventions for all students. Teachers have participated in AB 466 training and administrators have participated in AB 75 training. Out of non-SAIT funds, the district supports four coaches in reading/language arts, mathematics, and teaching English learners. The staff is fully credentialed and actively participates in the Academic Improvement Model (AIM) training, which helps teachers deconstruct standards, identify enroute skills to standards attainment and then help students master them. The school has a young, enthusiastic, knowledgeable administrative team. The principal was formerly the vice principal and the district supports a bilingual vice principal at the school.

The adults in the school care for the well-being of the students and have worked closely with the SAIT. While the school faculty, staff, and administration struggled with implementing the new adoptions in 2004, they are now implementing the materials with fidelity and are participating in professional development. However, there are some problems. School buses routinely arrive late which causes students to miss breakfast and their intervention period. Supplemental support services are provided only for English learner students, although there are categorical resources to expand the after-school program. District attention is needed to mitigate the changing enrollment at Eastin-Arcola and to support the school’s new administrative team. More information for parents in multiple languages would be helpful. 
Lexington Elementary School, Cajon Valley Union Elementary School District
Lexington Elementary School, a decile two school in Cajon Valley, has made inconsistent API growth while a state-monitored school. While it did make growth in 2003 (+60) and 2005 (+31), it declined in 2004 (-23). Eighty-five percent of the school’s 737 students are on free and reduced lunch. The school is in its first year of PI and the district should have noticed parents about the opportunity for students to attend other district schools not identified for improvement. Forty-seven percent of the student population are English learners and the school’s current year API is 669. 
The school has adopted Houghton Mifflin materials for kindergarten through fifth grade reading/language arts and has implemented the Reading First program with fidelity over the past three years. All teachers have now successfully completed AB 466 training for the materials in use in their classrooms and pacing guides have been implemented. Teachers and staff are supported by strong district and site administrative instructional leadership, including literacy support teachers and coaches. High Point, an intervention program for English learners, is implemented on a rotation for students at the two lowest levels as indicated by the California English Language Development Test (CELDT). The Cajon Valley district staff has recruited highly qualified teachers for Lexington employed coaches and has expanded its support for literacy development. Much of this progress can be attributed to the assignment of a knowledgeable, highly motivated, dynamic, experienced principal with previous success improving similar schools to Lexington. The team also observed high-quality teaching during classroom visits. In sum, the school has substantially implemented all nine Essential Program Components (EPCs), though not fully in all cases. 
The review team generally felt that Lexington was going in the right direction and found the district to be supportive and involved in the improvement of the school. The district and school attribute the one-year decline to a major shift in both curriculum and teaching strategies at the school. That being said, the team is concerned about the ability of the school and district to sustain current improvement strategies in the absence of SAIT and Reading First funds.
Wilsona Elementary School, Wilsona Elementary School District
Wilsona Elementary School, a decile five school in Palmdale, made schoolwide API growth in 2003 (+36) but made negative growth in 2004 (-9) and 2005 (-4). All 641 students in the school are on free and reduced lunch and the school is in Year 4 of PI. As a Title I school in PI Year 4, Wilsona is in the process of planning for restructuring. In prior years, in fulfillment of No Child Left Behind requirements, they were to have revised their school plan, provided choice where possible, provided supplemental educational services, and implemented local corrective action. The school’s current API score is 704 and 42 percent of the student population are English learners. 
Wilsona is an active Reading First school and has adopted Houghton-Mifflin. 

All teachers have taken AB 466 training on the school’s reading program and the principal has completed the AB 75 training. With this background, support by the principal, and ongoing professional development and coaching provided by the Reading First coach and EL coach, the teachers at Wilsona demonstrate effective teaching and collaboration across subject areas. Teachers within each grade level have synchronized their instructional day. The teaching staff is a group of dedicated, highly committed individuals.
District support from the superintendent for the school and for the principal is substantial. Several teachers reported that the superintendent’s feedback from periodic walk-throughs is far and above what they had experienced in other districts. 
Parent interest in the school is high and their commitment to their students’ education is substantial. Nevertheless, significant barriers exist, especially for parents whose native language is not English. 
As the school is now effectively implementing its reading program, teachers need to participate in the AB 466 training on their adopted mathematics program to make the curriculum come alive. In addition, there does not appear to be a coordinated system for intervention for students reading below grade level and the additional instruction for EL students is a “work in progress.” To date, the English learner coach has been funded in part by state monitoring funds; after this year, the concern is whether the position can be maintained. 
The team left Wilson concerned about the lack of professional development in mathematics, the need for more coordinated, targeted intervention for English learner and special education students and the need for a parent education program. 
Compton Junior High School, Bakersfield City Elementary School District
Compton Junior High School, a decile two school in Bakersfield, has made inconsistent API growth while in state monitoring. The school’s growth was positive in 2003 (+54) and 2005 (+18), however it had negative growth in 2004 (-27). Seventy-four percent of Compton’s 714 students are on free and reduced lunch. The school has an English learner population of 26 percent and a current API score of 614. The school does not currently receive Title I funding. 
Compton has adopted Holt and High Point in English/language arts and McDougall/Littell in mathematics. The English/language arts and mathematics departments regularly review student achievement data and discuss curricular and instructional issues at department meetings. Both departments have participated in AB 466 training and the principal has participated in AB 75 training. 

The team review at Compton yielded evidence of a strong school principal, personally supported by the district, parents, and the school’s teachers and staff. The principal is an instructional leader and has supported the school in using State Board of Education (SBE)-adopted materials, training all English/language arts and mathematics teachers in AB 466, and making effective use of data on student performance to guide classroom instruction.

The decline in the API score of 2004 can be attributed in large part to the district’s fiscal climate in 2003-04, which eliminated teacher preparation periods, expanded the number of classes taught by each teacher and reduced instructional time in each class. Although the original schedule has now been restored, and the school is making some progress, there continues to be a need for a coordinated, focused program for English learner students, sustained professional development in the content areas, articulation with feeder schools, and assignment of a math coach and a second English coach. (At the conclusion of the SAIT funding the district withdrew support for all coaches and the school has only been able to support the costs of one English coach.)  More accelerated English/language arts intervention classes are needed and a more sustained instructional focus is needed for English learners. This would include regularly scheduled, structured support from district curriculum and English learner program specialists.
The school is making progress; instructional minutes have been restored, a common teacher preparation period has been established under the leadership of the principal, the school has schoolwide instructional emphases (for example, summarizing) and increased cross-curricular efforts between the mathematics and science departments, and the English/language arts and social studies departments. Currently, 20 of the school’s 24 teachers are highly qualified and the 4 teachers needing additional qualifications are working on their authorizations. 
It is unclear what influence the SAIT had at Compton. Until recently, the district did not perceive state-monitoring as a very serious issue and the district has a large number of underperforming schools and a student poverty rate of over 85 percent districtwide. The SAIT was not a priority to the district. However, as other district schools have become state-monitored, the district has become more serious about the need to provide extra support for these schools. It has added to its administrative team new leadership for curriculum and instruction, Program Improvement, and human resources. While the leadership is now there, the district needs to recommit to Compton. In particular, this includes assignment of well-qualified classroom coaches in English/language arts,

mathematics, and support for English learner students. Many teachers need help in learning how to differentiate instruction for students not meeting standards. 
Antelope Valley High School, Antelope Valley Union High School District
Antelope Valley High School, a decile three school in Lancaster, has not made API growth in four of the past five years: 2001 (-5), 2002 (-25), 2003 (-3), 2004 (+50), and 2005 (-19). Almost half (47 percent) of the school’s 2,843 students are on free and reduced lunch. Nineteen percent of the students are English learners and the school’s current API score is 582. This school is also a PI Year 4 school, but an alternative governance option has not yet been selected and planning has not yet been initiated. 
Antelope Valley is the oldest school in the Antelope Valley Union High School District and community passion for the school is apparent. The current site administrative team appears cohesive and focused on school safety and climate. School site staff, students, and parents commented during meetings and interviews on the decrease in violence on the campus.
The school has a significant number of English learners and yet there is no apparent coordinated, effective strategy for enhancing academic support for the English learner population. The Read 180 intervention program preliminary data showed good results, but the future of the program is in question.

Initial AB 75 and AB 466 training was provided during the past two years for the administrative team and all teachers. During the site visit, the team found the school has experienced high teacher turnover rates in recent years. With the high teacher turnover rate, many of the current teachers have not had the training and the follow-up training is not consistent. There is also no evidence of the implementation of the AB 466 training or a long term professional development plan.
There are currently three full-time curriculum coaches in math, English and special education and the district provides a part-time literacy and math coach. There is discussion to alter that model and instead have general education coaches in some areas in the future. The teachers expressed concerns about these and other possible changes that will impact the school day at Antelope Valley High School. Two and a half years ago, a new administrative team was assigned and since then, there have been three new assistant principals, which has had a negative impact on the school’s leadership.
The visiting team identified various areas of concern. Classroom observations found students not engaged and instruction neither purposeful nor effective.  A large number of parents attended the parent meeting and expressed their distress in trying to access the campus and communicate with the teachers. The School Site Council and the English Learner Advisory Committee (ELAC) were not sure of their responsibilities and did not appear to have established members and regularly scheduled meetings. District office and the school administrative team together have exerted time and resources to implement a 50-minute weekly student Advisory period. The local bargaining association has communicated its disagreement regarding this and other changes and, consequently, some bargaining issues have resulted in arbitration.
Above all, a significant issue for the review team is that the district office and the school site staff gave no indication of plans to further the SAIT corrective actions that address the lack of effective instructional capacity. Although the district appeared to play a significant role in the school’s improvement efforts early in the SAIT process, now that the funding has expired, several staff members shared that they feel the district is no longer fully engaged in this effort. 
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