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The Public Schools Accountability Act of 1999 requires each local Board of Education to hold a 
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to report on the progress of schools participating in 
certain state assistance programs, including the Immediate Intervention/ Underperforming Schools 
Program (II/USP) and the High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP).  The public hearing is to 
review each school’s progress toward meeting its state-established achievement targets and to initiate 
an intervention process for schools that have not met their targets.  The district is also required to file 
an annual report with the California Department of Education (CDE) about each school and its 
implementation of the grant requirements.  This report brings forward information about the progress 
of district schools participating in the II/USP and HPSGP. 
 
This report also presents evaluations for two district schools that participated in the federal 
Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program during the 2005-2006 school year.  CSR was 
initiated by the U.S. Department of Education in 1998 to provide districts and schools the 
opportunity and support to develop and implement schoolwide reform. 
 
Review and Reporting Requirements for II/USP, HPSGP, and CSR  
The Public Schools Accountability Act requires that the local Board of Education conduct a public 
hearing after 12 months, and again every 12 months, following the receipt of implementation funding 
to report each district school’s progress toward its growth targets.  Legislation requires discussion of 
the impact, benefits, and costs of implementing the program.  Additionally, strategies that helped 
schools to meet the established Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets or factors that 
may have kept them from meeting targets must be reported. 
 
To prepare for this year’s review, staff from the Planning and Accountability Department contacted 
the 16 schools still required to submit evaluations to gather information relative to: 
 

• Instructional Materials; 
• Parent Involvement; 
• After School, Tutoring, and Homework Assistance Programs; 
• Advanced Placement/UC/CSU Requirement Course Completion; 
• Teacher Training; 
• Principal Experience; and 
• Impact of Program Implementation. 

 
During 2005-06, all schools provided State Board adopted English language arts and mathematics 
materials to all students.  Schools continued to align instruction with content standards, collected and 
analyzed student achievement data, employed additional staff members, provided teacher training 
and increased time for collaboration, lowered class sizes, provided before- and after-school academic 
support programs for students, and initiated strategies to increase parental involvement.  The primary 
challenges to improving student achievement included high rates of student mobility, high 
percentages of English learners, and staff turnover. 
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Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP)  
Forty-four district schools were selected to participate in Cohorts I, II, and III of II/USP between 
1999 and 2001.  All schools in Cohorts I and II have exited II/USP except for Roosevelt Middle 
School.  In Cohort III, only two schools remained for 2005-06, and both were identified as State-
Monitored Schools, one in 2004 and one in 2005.  No new II/USP cohorts have been identified by 
the CDE since fall 2001. 
 
II/USP Requirements 
During the first year of each II/USP cohort cycle, participating district schools engaged in an external 
evaluation and action planning process under the auspices of a consultant, as required by state 
legislation.  The evaluation/planning process resulted in the development of an improvement plan, 
which was approved by the district Board of Education and the State Board of Education.  Site staff 
and the School Site Council (SSC) were responsible for monitoring implementation of the plan and, 
when necessary, making revisions to ensure the plan continued to support the improvement of 
student academic achievement. 
 
II/USP Timeline 
The following timeline applied to schools participating in the II/USP.   
• A school exits II/USP when it meets its Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets; 
• A school is a “watch school” as long as it makes progress, but does not meet its API targets; 
• A school that does not make progress is identified as a state-monitored school.  
 
Report of 2005-2006 II/USP School Progress 
Of the 44 schools selected to participate in II/USP between 1999 and 2001, 35 have exited the 
program and were not required to submit an evaluation for 2005-06. Six additional schools (Cadman, 
Rowan, Tubman, and Washington Elementary Schools, and Marston and Kroc Middle Schools) 
exited II/USP, but were required to submit evaluations for 2005-2006 because they received final 
funding during that school year.  Even though Roosevelt Middle School has not exited II/USP, it was 
not required to submit an evaluation because it did not receive funding during 2005-06.  Marshall 
Elementary School received funding during the 2005-06 school year and was required to submit an 
evaluation.  Progress reports for Euclid Elementary School are submitted quarterly to the California 
Department of Education by the School Assistance and Intervention Team.  Attachment A reports the 
progress of these schools. 
 
All except three district schools have satisfied the criteria for exiting II/USP.  The three remaining 
schools, shown in the table below, have been identified as state-monitored. 
 

 

II/USP Schools 

Cohort I Cohort II 

2005-
2006 

Growth 
API 

2005-
2006 

Growth 
(Points) 

 
Cohort III 

2005-
2006 

Growth 
API 

2005-
2006 

Growth 
(Points) 

State-Monitored 
 

  State-Monitored 
 

  

All schools have 
exited 

Roosevelt Jr. High 
(Newly Identified) 

 

638 
 

-1 Euclid Elementary 
(Identified in 2005-06) 

 
Marshall Elementary 

(Newly Identified) 
 

729 
 
 

622 

48 
 
 

-20 
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State-Monitored Schools 
Schools in II/USP Cohort II 
Roosevelt Middle did not meet the criteria for exiting II/USP and was under “watch” for 2005-06.  
The school did not make significant growth in 2005-06 and was identified as state monitored in 
November 2006.   
 
All other II/USP Cohort II schools have exited the program. 
 
Schools in II/USP Cohort III  
Horton Elementary was identified as state-monitored in September 2004.  Horton met all of its API 
targets for 2004-05 and 2005-06 and exited the II/USP program for 2006-07. 
 
Euclid Elementary School was identified as state-monitored in September 2005.  Euclid met all of its 
API targets for 2005-06, and if the school makes progress in 2006-07, Euclid will exit II/USP next 
year. 
 
Marshall Elementary showed growth for 2004-2005 but did not meet all of its growth targets and was 
under “watch” for 2005-06.  Marshall Elementary did not make significant growth in 2005-06 and 
was identified as state-monitored in November 2006.   
 
All other II/USP Cohort III schools have exited the program. 
 
High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP) Program 
Nine district schools were selected to implement Cohort I of the High Priority Schools Grant 
Program (HPSGP) during the 2002-03 academic year.  District schools selected to participate in 
HPSGP and their API progress for 2005-2006 are listed in the following table. 
 
 

 

HPSGP Schools 
2005-06 

Growth API 
2005-06 
Growth 
(Points) 

Holly Drive Academy 732 35 
Hoover High 569 -9 
Jackson Elementary 717 34 
King/Chavez Primary Academy (Formerly King Elementary) 675 * 
Mann School of Expedition (Formerly Mann Middle) 583 -1 
Memorial Academy 565 -12 
Wilson Middle ** ** 

CLOSED SCHOOLS 
Kwachiiyoa Charter 

MacDowell Elementary 

  

* The school had significant demographic changes and will not have any growth or target information. 
** Due to an adult irregularity in testing procedure, the school does not have a valid API for 2006. 

 
Program Requirements 
The HPSGP was established to provide assistance to the very lowest performing schools regardless 
of their relative progress.  The purpose of the program is to improve pupil performance in seven 
legislatively identified areas.  The nine district schools that were selected to participate in this 
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program began implementing their approved action plans in 2002-2003.  As part of the HPSGP, each 
participating school district must submit an annual report to the State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction that describes how its HPSGP-funded schools are progressing toward meeting the goals 
developed in their school action plans. 
 
Program Timeline 
The following timeline applies to schools participating in the HPSGP.  
• Twenty-four months after receiving implementation funding, a school that has not met its growth 

targets each year is subject to review by the state board. 
• A school that meets all Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets during each of the three 

implementation years receives a monetary or non-monetary award, under the Governor’s 
Performance Award Program. 

• Thirty-six months after receiving funding, a school that is not subject to state monitoring is eligible 
for a fourth year of funding. 

• Thirty-six months after receipt of funding, a school for which the most recent base Academic 
Performance Index (API) places the school in decile 6, 7, 8, 9, or 10 exits the program. 

• A school that achieves positive growth in each year of the last three years of program implementation 
and achieves growth targets in two of those years exits the program. 

• A school that does not make significant growth during the previous three years is identified as state-
monitored or becomes taken over by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

 
All schools continuing in HPSGP are expected to continue to implement their approved plans and revised 
strategies.  
 
Report of 2005-2006 HPSGP School Progress 
Attachment A reports the progress of the schools participating in HPSGP during 2005-06: 
 

• Two schools, MacDowell and Kwachiiyoa Elementary Schools, closed at the end of 2002-03.   
 
• Jackson Elementary School, Holly Drive Charter, Hoover High School, and Memorial 

Middle School Academy met all growth targets during the first three years of the program 
and exited HPSGP.  These schools received a fourth year of funding in 2005-06, and are 
required to submit an evaluation for this year. 

 
• Mann Middle School met all growth targets in 2003-2004, but did not show growth in 2004-

2005.  In 2005-06 Mann Middle School restructured into three separate schools, and Mann 
Expedition, under an agreement with the California Department of Education, maintained the 
County-District-School (CDS) Code from the original Mann Middle School.  Mann 
Expedition did not show growth on the API for 2005-06, and, therefore, was identified as 
state-monitored in November 2006. 

 
• Two HPSGP schools do not have 2006 API growth data:   

 
• In 2005-06 King Elementary School became King/Chavez Primary Academy, a charter 

school serving students in grades K-2.  Because of the significant demographic changes 
from a school serving students in K-6 to a school serving students in K-2, the school does 
not have any growth or target information.   
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• Wilson Middle School does not have a valid API for 2006 due to an adult irregularity in 

testing procedure. 
 
Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) Program 
The intent of the Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program is to stimulate schoolwide change 
through an integrated, coherent approach to reform using locally- or externally-developed research-
based models.  Schools selected through the competitive grant process receive funding for three years 
of implementation, contingent upon the availability of federal funding and continued school progress 
toward meeting achievement goals. 
 
Clark Middle School was selected to participate in Cohort 3 of CSR and began implementing its 
approved plan during the 2002-2003 school year.  Kennedy Elementary School and King/Chavez 
Academy of Excellence were selected to participate in Cohort 4 of CSR, beginning in the 2004-2005 
academic year. 
 
Program Requirements 
Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) grants were awarded to local educational agencies in an 
amount of $200 per student in each funded school, with a minimum allocation of $50,000 per school. 
Grants were renewable for two additional years, contingent on federal funding and substantial 
progress toward meeting the school's goals and benchmarks. 
 
Report of 2005-2006 School Progress 
Clark Middle School completed implementation of its CSR plan at the end of the 2004-2005 school 
year.  During 2005-06, Porter Elementary School continued to implement the Kennedy Elementary 
School CSR plan.  Porter and King/Chavez are continuing in the program for 2006-07.  Attachment 
A reports the progress of Porter Elementary School and King/Chavez Academy Charter School. 
 
Submission of Evaluations to the California Department of Education 
Pending Board acceptance of the 2005-2006 II/USP, HPSGP, and CSR End-of-Year Evaluations, the 
evaluations will be submitted to the California Department of Education.  Copies are available for 
review in the Board office. 
 
Attachments: 
 
A. API Growth Cycles for II/USP, HPSGP, and CSR Schools 
 
Report prepared by Linda Dusharme, Director, Planning and Accountability Department. 


