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Since March 2003, the State Board of Education (SBE) has required that school districts with state-monitored schools contract with an approved School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) provider. The Budget Bill of 2006 (Assembly Bill 1801) appropriated funds to evaluate the effectiveness of the SAIT process through an independent evaluator. In September 2006, the SBE approved the research questions for the SAIT evaluation (below) and in March 2007, the CDE awarded the evaluation contract to Hatchuel Tabernik and Associates (HTA). 

Evaluation questions:

1. What is the impact of the SAIT process on the improvement of student achievement in state-monitored schools?

2. How effective are the nine essential program components (EPCs) in assisting school staff to improve classroom instruction and improve the academic achievement of students?

3. To what extent did SAIT providers’ activities impact schools’ capacities to implement the nine EPCs?

4. How effectively did the state-monitored schools implement the nine EPCs?

5. To what extent did district support impact the schools’ ability to effectively implement the nine EPCs?

6. What, if any, unintended consequences have resulted from the implementation of the SAIT process?

HTA completed its evaluation in November 2008, which will be posted on the CDE Web site in the near future. The Executive Summary of the evaluation that provides HTA’s conclusions and recommendations for the SAIT process is attached. 
The cost of the contract with HTA was $407,121 and was provided by the state Budget Bill of 2006 (Assembly Bill 1801). The costs of posting the evaluation on the CDE Web site will be minimal. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

What is SAIT?

California's School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) program is a structured support and monitoring process for schools in state monitoring. In California, schools are placed in state monitoring status when, after participating in one of two state intervention programs (II/USP and HPSGP), they do not make significant yearly growth on California’s Academic Performance Index (API). The API is the cornerstone of California's Public Schools Accountability Act of 1999
 and is a measure of schools' academic performance and growth. 

Once a school is placed under state monitoring, a number of interventions are possible, including, but not limited to, closing or reorganizing the school or allowing parents to apply to the State Board of Education (SBE) to become a charter school. Instead of these actions, however, the California Education Code
 allows the Superintendent of Public Instruction, in consultation with the SBE, to require the district to enter into a contract with a School Assistance Intervention Team (SAIT) on behalf of the school. To date, all state-monitored schools have been required to obtain the services of a SAIT provider. The SAIT provider is responsible for assessing the degree to which the school is implementing the nine Essential Program Components (EPCs, explained below). The SAIT provider then assists the district and school with implementing a corrective action plan and monitors the school’s progress three times each year. The school continues under state monitoring until it meets the exit criteria for SAIT, which vary depending on whether it is an II/USP or HPSGP school.

The SAIT Process

The SAIT process begins with the district selecting a state-approved SAIT provider and the identification of a District/School Liaison Team (DSLT) to work with the SAIT provider to help the school move forward with EPC implementation. The DSLT is comprised of district personnel, school administrators, teachers, and other stakeholders. The SAIT provider is expected to develop an understanding with the district and DSLT regarding each entity's role. The DSLT and SAIT provider communicate with school and district staff and the community about the status of the state-monitored school and the purpose of the SAIT process. 
Working with the DSLT and school staff, the SAIT provider completes an Academic Program Survey (APS) to determine the school’s existing level of implementation of the nine EPCs. Based on the information collected during this assessment, the SAIT provider produces the Report of Findings and Corrective Actions (ROF) and works collaboratively with district and school staff to establish benchmarks for each corrective action. The ROF becomes the basis for revising and aligning the school plan to better implement all of the EPCs.

The SAIT provider monitors progress toward each corrective action and benchmark in the ROF to ensure that the school fully implements all of the essential components. The SAIT is required to assess the school's progress on the EPCs three times per year, and to produce three monitoring reports annually that inform the local board, district, school, community, and CDE of the school’s progress toward implementing each of the nine EPCs.
The SAIT provider is also responsible, along with the district and DSLT, to provide or broker the necessary support the school needs in order to fully implement all of the EPCs. It is expected that the SAIT provider, the district, and the DSLT will work collaboratively with each external support provider to ensure that services are provided in a timely manner and that the focus of support remains on implementing the corrective actions established in the Report of Findings, with the overall goal being the implementation of all nine EPCs. There is some variability in the role SAIT providers play. While some restrict their activities to initial planning, brokering, monitoring, and reporting, others also provide direct support to schools throughout the SAIT process.
Essential Program Components

The EPCs are based on research and are considered key to an effective instructional program. All aspects of SAIT revolve around them. While the end outcome of the SAIT process is measured by improvement in student achievement, an intermediate outcome is measured by the school’s progress in implementing the EPCs. The nine EPCs are:
1. Use of State Board of Education (SBE)-adopted (K-8) or standards-aligned (9-12) English/reading/language arts and mathematics instructional materials, including intervention materials
2. Instructional time – adherence to prescribed instructional minutes for English/reading/language arts and mathematics (K-8) or access to standards-aligned core courses (9-12)
3. Participation of principals in School Administrator Training Program – Assembly Bill (AB) 430 (Chapter 364, Statutes 2005) – on SBE-adopted instructional materials
4. Engagement of fully credentialed, highly qualified teachers and universal participation of English language arts and mathematics teachers in the Senate Bill (SB) 472 Professional Development Program on SBE-adopted instructional materials

5. Implementation of a student achievement monitoring system which uses data to monitor student progress on curriculum-embedded assessments and to modify instruction

6. Ongoing instructional assistance and support for teachers (use of content experts and instructional coaches)

7. Monthly teacher collaboration by grade level (K-8) and department (9-12) facilitated by the principal

8. Use of lesson and course pacing schedule (K-8) and master schedule flexibility for sufficient numbers of intervention courses (9-12)

9. District alignment of fiscal support
To rate schools' degree of implementation on each of the EPCs, SAIT teams use an instrument called the Academic Program Survey (APS – see Appendix E). The APS and its accompanying rubric allow SAIT participants to rate their school on how fully it is implementing the EPCs. 

Conceptual Framework of the SAIT Process

The underlying conceptual framework of SAIT implies that, with the support of the district and the SAIT provider, state-monitored schools will fully implement each of the nine Essential Program Components. Growth in implementation of the EPCs will, in turn, lead to improved instruction at SAIT schools. Improved instruction will lead to gains in student achievement. This conceptual framework is represented in the figure below.
Conceptual Framework of the SAIT Process
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Evaluating the Impact of SAIT

To evaluate SAIT, the evaluators addressed each aspect of the program’s conceptual framework. This included SAIT characteristics and practices (especially the role of the SAIT provider), district involvement, EPC implementation, and the impacts on classroom instruction and student academic achievement. Evaluators also analyzed characteristics of the individual schools (e.g., urban vs. rural, socioeconomic status of students, and English Learners as percentage of enrollment). 

The SAIT evaluation has four overarching goals. The evaluation aims to determine:
1. The effectiveness of the SAIT process in improving the academic performance of state-monitored schools

2. The impact of district support and the SAIT providers on the schools' capacity to implement the nine EPCs

3. The progress of state-monitored schools in implementing the nine EPCs
4. The impact and effectiveness of implementing the nine EPCs on classroom instruction and student achievement 
The six evaluation questions are:
1. What is the impact of the SAIT process on the improvement of student achievement in state-monitored schools? 
2. How effective is the use of the nine EPCs in assisting school staff to improve classroom instruction and/or student achievement?
3. To what extent did SAIT providers’ activities impact schools’ capacities to implement the nine EPCs?
4. How effectively did the state-monitored schools implement the nine EPCs?
5. To what extent did district support impact the schools’ ability to effectively implement each of the nine EPCs?
6. What, if any, unintended consequences have resulted from the implementation of the SAIT process?

Data Sources for the Evaluation

Addressing the main evaluation questions required a "mixed methods" research design. Mixed methods connotes that different data types (e.g., numeric test or survey data along with text-based interview data) are used to answer research questions. For this evaluation, a combination of quantitative data (student achievement data and surveys) and qualitative data (interviews, focus groups, and written responses to survey items) were utilized for this purpose. Methodological approaches included analysis of school achievement data and schools' progress in implementing the EPCs; on-line surveys of SAIT providers, district personnel, principals, and teachers; and visits to SAIT schools.
Analysis and Findings

Quantitative and qualitative data analyses produced a number of findings for each evaluation question. Findings are presented in the following areas: academic achievement and SAIT, the role of the essential program components, how SAIT is implemented at the school level, and SAIT provider and district support.

Findings Regarding Academic Achievement and SAIT

· Piecewise growth mixture modeling was used with API and STAR data to determine whether SAIT is positively correlated with students' increased academic achievement for the 200 sample schools. SAIT intervention was positively related to academic achievement in English language arts (ELA) and mathematics. Results indicate that ELA and mathematics growth rates for the overall group of SAIT schools exceed the average growth rates for California decile 1-5 schools and for all California schools. 

· Results also suggest that growth rates for most significant subgroups mirror those of the entire sample. Statistically significant subgroups that exceeded the average growth rates statewide and in deciles 1-5 to a statistically significant degree included: socioeconomically disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, Hispanics or Latinos, and English Learners. Only the African American subgroup consistently failed to achieve statistically significant increases in ELA and math performance.

Findings Regarding the Role of the Essential Program Components in SAIT

· Implementation of the EPCs in the study's state-monitored schools was positively related to improved instruction and increased student learning. 
· Results suggest that the nine EPCs work together as a unit. The effect of each component is strengthened when all components are addressed in combination.

· Specific EPCs should be fine-tuned to better address the needs of English Learners, namely, EPC1 (instructional materials), EPC 4 (teacher professional development), and EPC 6 (ongoing instructional support).
· Schools that targeted the English Learner and students with disabilities subgroups in their school action plan were able to implement the EPCs for these groups and, according to respondents, made gains in academic achievement and classroom instruction for these groups. 

· Easy access to EPC4 (teacher professional development) was instrumental in helping schools implement the EPCs in schools with high teacher turnover (approximately one third of schools in the study had teacher turnover rates of over 25% during their tenure in SAIT).
· Schools exiting from SAIT would like a "soft landing," that is, ongoing support for those EPCs most difficult to continue without additional funding. Exiting schools perceive instructional time for intervention classes (EPC2) and teacher collaboration (EPC7) to be strategies that require additional resources. Many participants mentioned they would also like support for ongoing instructional assistance (EPC6), if not already provided by the district. Finally, some respondents requested continued alignment of district fiscal support (EPC9) to protect funds for EPC implementation from other district priorities.

Findings Regarding How SAIT is Implemented at the School Level

· The majority of site visit participants felt SAIT had improved their school. 

· Hands-on leadership by the principal was related to successful implementation of the SAIT program.

· Assessing students, identifying students' needs, and placing students in appropriate classes early in the school year were associated with success.
· Having all teachers trained in SB 472 professional development was associated with implementation of the EPCs.
· Having an easily accessible computer system to help teachers monitor student achievement moved schools forward toward successful implementation of the EPCs.

· One key strategy for success was for the DSLT, SAIT provider, and school staff to align their school plan to take into account all state and federal accountability requirements.

· Those schools that continued to implement all of the EPCs after exiting SAIT had strong district support specifically around EPC implementation.
Findings Regarding the SAIT Provider and District Support for SAIT

· SAIT providers had a positive impact not only on the implementation of the EPCs, but on other aspects of school improvement, including principal capacity and district support.

· Schools were able to implement the EPCs more effectively when SAIT providers provided instructional leadership support (support specifically targeted to improving classroom instruction) to principals and teachers.

· Creating and monitoring a plan to implement the EPCs, in collaboration with the SAIT provider, was a useful strategy for success at SAIT schools.

· SAIT provider monitoring was very important in maintaining schools' focus on EPC implementation. However, monitoring plus instructional support was more productive.

· Principals reported that a factor contributing to school success was having a SAIT provider who spent time building trust at the beginning of the process, explained SAIT to participants, and was frequently available to them.

· Schools were able to implement the EPCs more effectively when SAIT providers stepped in to help perform necessary tasks that the school administration did not have the capacity to perform. Some of these tasks included: changing the bell schedule so that schools could implement EPC2 (instructional time in ELA and math), working with the district to obtain coaches and staff to teach intervention classes, and facilitating staff meetings to introduce staff to SAIT and create buy-in.

· Principal coaching by the SAIT provider (and in some instances by a district administrator or coach) was a key factor in building the capacity for instructional leadership among principals.

· Frequent SAIT provider contact with the district (once a month or more) is a key factor in successful implementation of the EPCs at SAIT schools.

· Early DSLT support for creating a school action plan based on the Academic Program Survey (APS) was associated with moving schools forward.

· Ongoing direct district and DSLT support for site schools was associated with increased EPC implementation. 

· District support for certain EPCs – including instructional materials, scheduling, professional development in ELA and math, coaching, a computerized monitoring system for frequent assessment, and pacing guides – was a key strategy for success.
Conclusions

From these findings, a number of conclusions can be made.

The SAIT Program is effective in helping low-performing schools improve classroom instruction and student achievement

Longitudinal analysis of API and STAR data over a seven-year period showed that student achievement in SAIT schools improved. All schools in the sample were experiencing downward trends in achievement when they entered SAIT. For most schools in the sample, this trend was reversed and the schools began to show improvement after entering the program. 

The data (presented in Chapter 3) suggest that some of this improvement may have been due to improved instruction at the schools. Under SAIT, teachers reported that they used standards-based curricula and they received training in its use. Students were assessed and placed in appropriate classrooms where instruction was better targeted to their needs. Students were frequently assessed, and teachers collaboratively used the results of these assessments to more effectively tailor and deliver instruction. Student monitoring data systems allowed teachers to gather useful assessment data that informed their instruction. Often teachers worked with a coach to make better use of instructional materials and further improve their instruction.

The EPCs are an effective model of school improvement for low-performing schools
Evaluation analyses produced findings that suggest the EPCs are, in combination, effective strategies to impact instruction at low-performing schools. These findings are similar to other research on the EPCs. The California Comprehensive Center and American Institutes of Research, 2006, and Wells, Pearson & Sousa, 2008, have shown that each of the nine EPCs has been shown to be an important factor in school improvement. Additionally, the EPCs, and combinations of various EPCs, have proven to be powerful tools for change when implemented together (Bitter, Perez, Parrish, Gonzalez, Socias & Salzfrass, 2005; Levin, Haertel, Kirst, Williams, & Perry, 2006; Oberman, Arbeit, Praglin, & Goldstein, 2005). Though a majority of participants in the study felt the EPCs were very useful as they are currently defined, almost half of participants felt that some adjustment could be made to some EPCs to help teachers better serve English Learners. These include EPC1 (instructional materials), EPC4 (teacher professional development), and EPC6 (ongoing instructional support). 

The nine EPCs work together as a unit. The effect of each component is strengthened when all components are addressed in combination
There was strong evidence that the nine EPCs work somewhat synergistically, with each one complementing the others in moving schools towards improvement. Quantitative and qualitative data analyses both indicated that the nine EPCs are related and work together. Participants indicated that when one EPC was being implemented, others usually were as well. For instance, when EPC 7 was being fully implemented (teacher collaboration), there was a good likelihood that teachers were using data garnered from the student achievement monitoring system (EPC5) and referencing a pacing guide (EPC8). It was also likely that they collaborated around SBE-adopted or standards-based instructional materials (EPC1).

Principal leadership is associated with success
Findings suggest that principals who were motivational, instructional, and decision-making leaders were likely to be successful in moving their school towards implementation of the EPCs. Principals who were strong leaders worked with others to create a school plan, explain expectations to staff, hold teachers accountable, and provide support to staff as an instructional expert. Principals with strong leadership skills reported being more involved with SAIT efforts than those principals with fewer leadership skills. They were hands-on in each aspect of the EPC implementation, including performing classroom walkthroughs to observe the use of adopted curricular materials and to check for effective instruction, and participating in teacher collaboration meetings.

District participation and support were associated with successful EPC implementation
Another evaluation finding is that districts play a key role in the success of SAIT schools. Districts are in the unique position of being able to provide resources and services that the school is unable to obtain on its own. A majority of schools reporting that their school improved under SAIT mentioned that district administrators were involved at their school early in the SAIT process. They said that district administrators participated in the DSLT and helped create the school's plan for EPC implementation. Throughout the SAIT process, district administrators visited the school and monitored progress on the implementation of the EPCs. Participants reported that district participation led to greater accountability at the schools, as well as the district providing appropriate resources and support which helped the schools to better implement the EPCs.

The SAIT provider plays a key role in the SAIT process
For the majority of schools in the study, the SAIT provider played a highly significant role in implementing the EPCs and improving instruction. Effective SAIT providers helped create the school's implementation plan and brokered resources as a member of the DSLT early in the SAIT process. During SAIT, the vast majority of providers not only monitored the school's progress on the EPCs, they also provided direct support to the school. This support included coaching the principal and working with teachers and coaches vis-à-vis assessment, instructional materials, pacing guides, and how to effectively collaborate. Some SAIT providers even performed more "nuts and bolts" tasks such as scheduling intervention classes and analyzing student data to create class lists. Most participants mentioned that the SAIT provider was a crucial factor in their success during SAIT.

Exited schools would like to continue implementing the EPCs, but often do not feel they have the support or resources to do so
A majority of schools in the study that had exited SAIT said they felt strongly that implementing the EPCs was a major factor in their success, and they had hoped to continue implementing all of the EPCs after exiting. However, approximately half of these schools were not able to continue implementing all nine of the EPCs with fidelity. The most likely EPCs to be dropped were intervention classes (EPC2) and collaboration time for teachers (EPC7). Both of these EPCs are expensive for districts since they typically require additional staff time. As a result, they are most likely to be eliminated when the SAIT financial support is removed. Some EPCs do remain available to schools, even if funding is cut or reduced. Curricular materials (EPC1) and student monitoring systems (EPC5) are usually not affected by fluctuations in funding once they are in place. Even coaching and other ongoing instructional assistance has some stability, since this EPC is often provided by the district both during and after the SAIT process.

Recommendations

Based on the study's findings, we have concluded that the SAIT program, focused on implementing the nine EPCs, is an effective approach to reform for California's state-monitored schools. The following section reviews key program recommendations that are derived from the study's findings and conclusions.
Note: The SAIT provider survey specifically asked how SAIT could be improved. The SAIT provider comments are included here along with recommendations derived from the study's conclusions. 

Continue to use the nine EPCs with some minor changes
The current structure for using the nine EPCs as a tool for change is very powerful. Respondents said they valued all of the EPCs and would not remove or change any of them significantly. However, groups of participants did make some suggestions for change with enough frequency that they should be considered. About one fourth of SAIT providers in the survey suggested that a broader range of strategies for teaching English Learners should be included in SB 472 professional development (EPC4). Providers also mentioned that the criteria, clarifications, and citations section of the APS might include suggestions for English Learner curricula (EPC1) and ongoing instructional support (EPC6) to better help teachers serve English Learners. 
Another suggestion that was made with enough frequency (by about one-fifth of SAIT providers) to be worthy of note was related to the 80-hour practicum necessary for teachers to fulfill EPC4. Based on study findings, there were several different ways to implement the 80-hour practicum. Some districts had structured programs while in other districts teachers worked individually with coaches at their school. Several large districts had standardized the 80-hour practicum so that teachers had a clear path to follow to fulfill the requirement. This standardized practicum was specifically tied to the SB 472 professional development, and participants who used this model for their practicum indicated it was useful and practical. It is, therefore, recommended that criteria for the EPC4 be adjusted to create more guidance and accountability regarding the 80-hour practicum.
One conclusion from the findings is that placing students in the proper class (e.g., intervention, strategic, core) at the beginning of the school year contributes to a more effective learning environment for students. SAIT providers, district administrators, principals, and teachers mentioned the value of identifying students' needs, then placing them in appropriate classes where instruction will be targeted to those needs. Although less than half of the participants at site visit schools mentioned the benefits of early assessment and accurate placement, those sites that did identify students early said they were successful in increasing student learning. It is recommended that the criteria, clarifications, and citations section of the APS for EPC2 mention that students should be identified as early as possible for interventions.

Throughout, providers did not mention changing the wording of the EPCs. Rather, they had suggestions for how the EPCs should be supported in APS criteria, clarifications, and citations. 

Increase the accessibility of SB 472 training for teachers

SAIT providers, principals, and teachers praised the SB 472 training and said it was instrumental in helping them implement the EPCs. Familiarity with the standards-based instructional materials allowed teachers to more easily use pacing guides, embedded assessments, and to collaborate with grade level and subject level colleagues.
However, many schools experienced barriers to sending their teachers to SB 472 professional development due to the inaccessibility of the required trainings and lack of access to substitute teachers. Rural schools experienced difficulties getting teachers to trainings during the school year because they were often at a distance and were spread out over a number of weeks. Many schools complained that they did not have adequate substitutes available to release teachers for training during the school year. Summer trainings were the norm because experienced teacher trainers were available during the summer months. However, some teachers are not available for training during the summer. Moreover, many schools in the study had high teacher turnover from year to year. Incoming teachers often did not have SB 472 training, causing the principal to scramble to find training for new hires. Principals, district administrators, and SAIT providers expressed significant frustration about the lack of accessibility of the SB 472 trainings. Due to the importance of SB 472 training in building teachers' capacity to implement the EPCs, it is recommended that the state investigate ways to make SB 472 training more accessible to SAIT teachers.


Support efforts to increase principals’ capacity for leadership
Another conclusion from the findings is that leadership by the principal is associated with success. Principals with strong leadership and instructional leadership skills were successful in moving their schools forward. SAIT provider coaching of the principal in leadership and instructional leadership was a strategy that was productive in about half of the schools in the study. Several providers suggested that AB 75 include more information on leadership, decision-making, and facilitation. It is recommended that the state explore ways to build principal capacity for leadership during their school's tenure in SAIT. Possible avenues for building principal capacity are AB 75 training and expansion of the SAIT provider role to include coaching principals in leadership (instructional, organizational, and motivational). 

Create guidelines for district best practices 

Findings from Chapter 5 indicate that districts play a key role in the success of SAIT schools. One conclusion from the study was that districts are in the unique position of being able to provide resources and services that schools are unable to obtain on their own. In addition, findings from Chapter 4 suggest that district support affects schools' ability to continue implementing the EPCs after exiting SAIT. The study found that while most districts were supportive of SAIT schools, others were not. SAIT providers were asked via survey to suggest ways SAIT could be improved. Nearly half of the providers responding mentioned that districts needed more guidance on how to support their SAIT school(s). Providers indicated that districts needed specific guidelines for this purpose. Their recommendations included: greater specificity about the district role in supporting SAIT schools; clarification of the matching requirements; engagement of districts in more upfront planning; greater accountability at the district level; and better definition of the role, function, and accountability of the DSLT. One provider made this recommendation on the SAIT provider survey: "Make it more specific as to how the district needs to support the process."
It is recommended that the state create guidelines for districts with newly identified SAIT schools. These guidelines should clearly explain SAIT and what is expected of the district while the school is in SAIT. They should include information about choosing a SAIT provider that is right for the school as well as recommendations for building sustainability to help the school continue the EPCs after exiting.

Provide limited support for exited schools

Many schools exiting from SAIT reported they would like a "soft landing," that is, additional support for those EPCs most difficult to continue without additional funding (EPC2, instructional time for intervention classes, and EPC7, teacher collaboration). Also, many participants mentioned they would also like some type of support for EPC6 (ongoing instructional assistance), if not already provided by the district, and some version of EPC9 (alignment of fiscal support), which participants said protected funds for EPC implementation from other district priorities. In conjunction with working with SAIT schools and districts to foster sustainability for the EPCs, the state should consider providing some limited support for exited schools to help them continue gains made while in SAIT. This continued support could be coupled with a district requirement to maintain its focus on and fiscal realignment in support of exited sites. 

Continue research on the Essential Program Components
This evaluation found strong support for the EPCs as a tool to help improve low-performing schools. Several topics emerged in the data analysis that merit further research. 

The first topic involves academic achievement in the African American subgroup. The African American subgroup was the only group in the study that did not improve significantly on measures of academic achievement. Surprisingly few participants mentioned this subgroup during data collection. It is recommended that future research on the EPCs include specific research questions addressing this subgroup. 

Sustainability is another topic that emerged in the data analysis and that merits future research. This concerns factors that help schools to continue implementing the EPCs after exiting SAIT. Since continuing the EPCs is considered important in maintaining gains made during SAIT, it would be useful to gather more specific information regarding factors and strategies that support continued implementation. 

Finally, further research around how implementing the EPCs affects classroom instruction is recommended. About one third of SAIT providers mentioned that improving instruction was one key to success at low-performing schools. Further research is needed to understand how the EPCs contribute to improved instruction and whether the EPC model can be adjusted or enhanced to augment gains in this area. 

� http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ap/apidescription.asp


� Section 52055.51


� II/USP and HPSGP schools also have different criteria for exiting from SAIT. For SAIT II/USP schools to exit, they must meet the II/USP “significant growth” requirements for two consecutive years or be in decile rank 6 or above. HPSGP schools must meet the HPSGP “significant growth” requirements or be in decile rank 6 or higher. For II/USP schools significant growth is defined as making 1 point growth on the schoolwide API. For HPSG schools the requirement is to achieve at least 10 points growth on the schoolwide API over three  years and to make positive growth two out of three years. 
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