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Important Note 

 
SLI asked the American Institutes for Research to validate the impact of the Focused 
Instruction Process (FIP). In their report, Steven Leinwand and Sarah Edwards 
summarized their analysis: 
 
“It is clear, on the basis of the ISAT Reading scores for the percent of students meeting or 
exceeding proficiency in ten Chicago elementary schools for the period 2001-2008, that the 
Focused Instruction Process intervention has had a positive and significant impact on 
student achievement in the cohort of ten schools that participated in the FIP model from 
2006 to 2008.  Whether compared to pre-intervention achievement, or to the entire set of 
Chicago elementary schools, or to a carefully selected set of matched schools, the data 
suggest that FIP has resulted in gains that are very unlikely to have occurred without the 
intervention.    
 
“The results that SLI has achieved, and that AIR has validated, are very impressive and 
suggest that well before decisions are made to reconstitute schools under the mandates of 
NCLB, school districts would be wise to consider far less drastic, but clearly powerful, 
interventions such as the Focused Instruction Process. 

 
The full report can be obtained at www.strategiclearning.org. 
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                                              Making a Difference 
Turning Around Under Performing Schools 

 
Executive Summary:  Results Show Strong Progress 
Since 2006 Strategic Learning Initiatives has worked with a network of ten low-income, low-
achieving Chicago schools to implement a four-year comprehensive school reform model, the 

Focused instruction Process (FIP).  FIP stresses 
shared leadership, professional development, parent 
engagement and applying continuous improvement 
strategies drawn from best practices identified by 
educational and management research. Results of 
the first two years show strong improvement, with 
the average annual increase in reading scores for the  
ten schools improving five times faster than 
previously.  (See chart on left.)  The results may 
offer promise for school improvement efforts 
nationally. In the third year, improvement was 
sustained. 
 
Background: Transforming Chicago Schools 
For the last two decades, Chicago has engaged 
in a sustained effort to improve its failing public 
schools.  The results are better than other large 
districts for elementary schools.  Educators, 
parents, civic and community leaders, 
researchers and advocates have put their ideas 
and energies behind accelerating student 
achievement. The research shows that the best 
results come from a systemic and 
comprehensive strategy for leading change, not 
a strategy that relies on a “silver bullet” or a 
handful of them. (See Bibliography p.9)   
 
One of the more successful partners in Chicago 
school reform has been Strategic Learning 
Initiatives (SLI).  SLI is a Chicago-based 

nonprofit that combines ten years of business consulting and fifteen years of experience as a 
partner with the Chicago Public Schools.  SLI aims to accelerate the rate of adult and student 
learning in a school and improve classroom practice in ways that deliver tangible, measurable 
results in student achievement.  The Chicago model of shared leadership among parents, teachers 
and principals at the school level usually creates a climate of cooperation and trust that SLI 
builds on to foster school improvement. 
 
In 2006, the Chief Education Officer of Chicago Public Schools asked SLI to apply its strategy 
for accelerating student and adult learning to a group of ten elementary schools in low-income 
neighborhoods. Nine of the ten schools were on the CEO’s list to be restructured or closed; 96 
percent of the students came from low-income families. Over ten years, many efforts had been 
made to improve these schools’ results. They had had new principals, new teachers, new 
curriculum, professional development, and more; but progress remained elusive. 
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The Strategy: Focused Instruction Process  
The CPS leadership invited these schools to join its partnership with SLI in the four-year 
Focused Instruction Process (FIP).  FIP is a research-based strategy designed by classroom 
teachers.  It is based on the highly successful strategies used by schools and businesses that 
integrate high performance and continuous improvement principles (Sebring, et.al. 2006; 
Simmons, 2006.)  SLI guaranteed improved ISAT results, if the schools and district leadership 
implemented the model. 

        
Focused Instruction Process 

For 
School & District Transformation 

 

 
   

FIP provides teachers, principals and Area Instruction Officers (Assistant Superintendents) a 
powerful framework of new structures and processes for integrating school improvement 
strategies which research shows consistently result in significantly improved student 
achievement.  Those strategies are:  
 
·  A District vision for rapidly  closing the achievement gap that specifies a process for 
designing and implementing the support system needed by the schools, based on the Essential 
Supports for School Improvement. 
·  Shared leadership that empowers teachers and principals  to make decisions in the best 
interests of their students. This includes a collaborative approach to developing and sharing 
effective teaching strategies through a school-wide leadership team, grade-level teams within a 
school, and a network of  ten neighborhood schools that encourages peer learning and 
collaboration across schools. 
·  An eight-step instructional process that includes a common instructional calendar across 
classrooms and schools that keeps administrators, teachers, students and parents aligned, 
continually improving their strategies and tools, and moving toward the shared goal of 
accelerating student learning (Davenport & Anderson, 2003). This includes the Eight Steps 
process below and Teacher-selected formative assessments given to students every seven to eight 
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school days that enable teachers to determine who has mastered a skill from the Illinois 
Standards and who needs additional help.  
·  Professional development that includes coaching, modeling and support to help teachers 
and principals implement and continuously improve the instructional process. 
·  Engaged parents who help their children learn at home lessons that reinforce the literacy 
skills, as defined by the Illinois Standards, being taught as that week's focus. 
·  When schools in the same neighborhood voluntarily come together learn and share with 
each other, peer learning has a chance to take root. It is a powerful structure for identifying and 
scaling up best classroom practice. 
·  A cross-level support team representing district and area leaders, principals and 
classroom teachers that identifies and removes systemic barriers to improving and scaling up the 
FIP. 
·  The development of a school culture of trust and collaboration among the key  
stakeholders,  the teachers, parents and administrators is a powerful driver of student 
achievement (Bryk and Schneider, 2002; Sebring, 2006). When there is trust, people work more 
effectively together and accomplish more in the same amount of time.  
  

 
 
For the ten schools, joining the Focused Instruction Process required agreement by the principal, 
support from at least 80 percent of the teachers through a vote, plus approval by the Local School 
Council and the Area Instructional Officer.  The program began in the spring of 2006 with a 
four-day training for the principal and leadership team from each school. Implementation began 
in the summer with teachers determining the shared calendar for teaching literacy skills, based 
on the Illinois Standards, and selecting the assessments for each skill. 
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Initial Results: Significant Achievement Gains  
Results from the first two years of FIP (2006-08) indicate: 
  

·  For the ten schools, the average reading 
score on the Illinois Standards Achievement 
Test ( ISAT) improved five times faster than 
the annual improvement before the schools 
joined the program.  (See chart p 3) 

 
·  Two schools had the highest gains on the 

ISAT composite score (reading, math and 
science) out of 473 schools in the City, 
Cather in 2007 from 36.1 percentage points 
to 50.5, and Cardenas in 2008 from 48.8 
percentage points to 71.7 in 2008.  (See 
Appendix Table 1.) 

 
·  Five of the ten schools “turned around,”  

three of them in the first year.  Turnaround 
is defined to mean that ISAT scores are 
improving at least three times faster than 
previously and school stakeholders 
themselves consider the school as having 
“turned around”).  These turnarounds, which 
increased six times faster, came without the 
expense or disruption of removing staff or 
closing schools. (See chart on the right.) 

 
·  Four of the other five FIP schools had a gain 

in reading that was almost three to five times 
the average gain over the two years before FIP 
began. (See chart on the right.) 

 
·  Second year results showed faster progress 

than the first year. The average gain in reading 
for the ten FIP schools was 2.8 percentage 
points in the first year and 8.6 in the second 
year. (See Appendix Tables 3 and 5.) The 
citywide average increased 3.4 points in the 
second year. 

 
·  After two years all ten had made significant 

progress on the composite score (Reading, 
Math and Science), and nine of the ten had 
made significant progress in reading.  (See 
Appendix Tables 1-6.) 

 
·  The FIP schools’ scores in reading are 

improving up to 2.6 times faster than those of 
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neighboring schools in the same CPS Area that are not part of a Strategic Learning 
Initiatives network. SLI has a total of 18 schools in the two Areas.  (See chart on page7.) 

 
·  Workshops teaching parents to support classroom work linked to the Illinois Standards 

had triple the attendance of other parent workshops citywide. (See chart on page 7.) 
 

·  During the two years, five of the ten schools had leaders new to the principalship: 
Cardenas, Finkl, Gary, Morton and Tilton and three of these five turned around. 

 
·  Teacher and principal satisfaction with FIP, determined by confidential surveys twice a 

year, were high at the end of the first year and improved at the end of the second. 
 
As far as we can determine, the FIP Network may be the most improved network in the City as 
measured by ISAT scores for 2006-2008.  For a better understanding of what took place at one 
turnaround school, see the report on Willa Cather by Cindy Richards in the Bibliography. 
 

             
 
While all of the schools faced difficult challenges over the two years, it is important to mention 
the Morton School. The new principal, who participated with the school leadership team in the 
training and planning for FIP, began the school year with 200 new students who were shifted 
into Morton from another school which was being closed for poor performance. The school 
struggled through the first year of FIP. In their second year, the school was notified several 
weeks before the ISAT testing began in March 2008 that they were to be taken over by an 
independent school contractor. This required that the teachers and principal would have to seek 
other employment. Despite this history, the school went from 0.6 percentage point gain on their 
composite score in 2007 to an 8.2 gain in 2008. This was almost four times the gain in the City 
wide average for 2008 of 2.3 percentage points. 
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Since we only have two years of ISAT data as part of a four-year demonstration (although year 
three is going well), FIP remains a work in progress. It will be important to assess the results of 
years three and four to determine if the scores continue to improve, and if the FIP strategy for 
school improvement has become part of each school’s culture.   
 
The results show significant variance in scores among different classrooms in a school.  One 
cohort of students moving through 4th and 5th grade increased their reading scores at the Cather 
School by 29.5 percentage points over the two years, almost double the 17.8 all-school gain for 
the same period.  The 5th grade score reached 52.6. Three more years at this rate of improvement, 
Cather 5th graders will be over 90 percent proficiency on ISAT reading, and will have closed the 
achievement gap. (See appendix Table 3.) 
 
Imagine how rapidly reading could improve, if the teachers with the highest gains began to share 
more effectively what they know about accelerating student learning with their peers.  This 
strategy, and other new quality improvement tools, are part of the plan for Year Four. 
 
Lessons: The Next Generation of School Transformation? 
In turning to SLI, the district leadership wanted a demonstration project to show what people 
could achieve using a state-of-the-art comprehensive school improvement model in schools that 
would otherwise be restructured or closed.  Neither they, nor SLI, expected the results that the 
FIP teachers, students and parents have achieved in just two years.  
 
Over two and a half years, the schools, area and district leadership have provided the 
commitment, daily support and resources essential for assuring strong results. In every school the 
teachers, students and parents felt empowered by the structure and the process to make the 
difference.  
 
While the results reveal many lessons, most important is the latent capacity of the staff, students 
and parents to quickly transform the way they think about themselves and improve their daily 
work when provided with an opportunity to continuously learn what they did not know.  
 
We believe the next several years will produce even stronger results as the process continually 
works to raise expectations, deepen respect for the results that school staff and parents can 
achieve, and motivate all the stakeholders to do even better. These schools are well on their way 
to becoming the first schools from low-income Chicago neighborhoods to close the achievement 
gap, and do it in less than six years from when they started FIP. (Closing the gap would mean 
that 90 percent of the students in a school would score at 90 percent meet or exceed proficiency 
on the ISAT, and come from 90 percent low income families.) 
 
The early results suggest that FIP may represent the next generation of comprehensive school 
improvement models that are able to get better results, faster and at a lower cost than the earlier 
models. (In April, 2008, the Chicago Board of Education approved the start up of a new cohort 
of ten FIP schools, but this was put on hold with the revenue uncertainties.)   
 
These early results suggest that the model is broadly applicable.  It works for schools that have 
previously made little or no progress, but it has also worked for Finkl, a school that had already 
made significant progress before FIP, and used the FIP to accelerate their gains.  It works for 
principals who have been in the position for a decade or more, but it also works for principals 
who are just starting out.  It works in the lowest-income neighborhoods, but it will probably 
work in middle-income schools as well where the pace of test scores improvement has been 
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slower than for the lowest income schools the past fifteen years in Chicago.  While two years 
offer only preliminary data, we believe that, with effective CPS leadership at the schools and 
central office, plus the FIP culture of no excuses, taking responsibility, and continuous 
improvement, the growth can be sustained and scaled up.  
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Focused Instruction Process 
 

ISAT Reading Results 
Before FIP (1999-2005) and During FIP (2006-8) 

Ten FIP Schools in CPS Areas 7 & 10 plus Non FIP Schools (Citywide Average) 
(The Mean Percent of Students by School which Meet or Exceed Proficiency) 

SCHOOLS N OF SCHOOLS 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

AREA 7 5 26.0 28.6 23.0 24.0 25.7 28.0 26.4 37.4 41.9 48.9 
AREA 10 5 31.7 31.6 28.4 31.1 32.0 35.8 43.0 52.7 53.8 64.0 
ALL FIP 10 28.9 30.1 25.7 27.5 28.9 31.9 34.7 45.1 47.9 56.5 
ALL NON-FIP 473-492 42.8 42.0 39.4 42.3 42.2 46.2 47.9 57.7 60.6 64.0 
CATHER  30.1 28.8 14.4 15.8 20.4 25.2 25.5 35.2 47.4 51.3 
CARDENAS  19.0 35.7 22.2 30.3 39.1 31.4 33.3 41.7 32.6 60.4 
 
 

ISAT Reading-Math Composite* Results 
Before FIP (1999-2005) and During FIP (2006-8) 

Ten FIP Schools in CPS Areas 7 & 10 plus Non FIP Schools (Citywide Average) 
            (The Mean Percent of Students by School which Meet or Exceed Proficiency) Student 

SCHOOLS N OF SCHOOLS 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

AREA 7 5 20.7 20.5 21.2 20.6 26.1 26.2 24.6 37.6 43.9 50.4 
AREA 10 5 26.3 26.6 28.7 32.3 36.4 41.7 43.7 58.4 60.9 67.8 
ALL FIP 10 23.5 23.5 24.9 26.5 31.3 34.0 34.1 48.0 52.4 59.1 
ALL NON-FIP 473-492 37.1 36.6 37.5 40.1 42.0 46.6 47.5 60.6 64.2 66.4 
CATHER  25.2 19.7 14.1 12.9 22.3 22.8 25.8 36.1 50.5 53.9 
CARDENAS  22.9 33.0 29.2 39.4 44.6 37.1 40.0 51.4 48.8 71.7 
 
Source:  CPS (REA)  isat_rmw.txt and ISAT 2001-2008 Alpha and grade level wout ELL isat_msexcel_sch_2008_all_Without ELL 10-21-08.xls. 
Data prepared by S. Lloyd, 3-1-09. 
Notes: All Non-FIP is the Citywide Average with the ten FIP schools removed. In the CPS, 1999 was the first year that the Illinois Standards 
Achievement Test  
(ISAT) was given. The Iowa Test of Basic Skills was discontinued in 2005. The State significantly modified the design of the ISAT in 2001 and 
2006.  For 1999-2005, 
the mean annual change in Non FIP (Citywide Average) Reading proficiency was 0.9 points. The decline in Reading proficiency between 2000 and 
2001 was a 
negative 2.6. The increase in Reading proficiency between 2005 and 2006 was positive 9.8.   These are anomalies in the trend data.  For the analysis 
of the FIP results, 2006 is the baseline year for the 2007 and 2008 FIP results. 
Because of school closings and openings and varying participation in ISAT testing, the number of schools with ISAT Reading and Math Proficiency 
data varied over 
the years from a low of 473 to a high of  492.  The individual Cather and Cardenas composite scores in this table include science.   
*See “Note on ISAT Composite Scores” in this Appendix. 
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Note on ISAT Composite Scores 
 
The ISAT Composite Proficiency Percentages are an average computed from the Proficiency 
Percentages for the ISAT Reading, Mathematics, and Science tests.  The ISAT Science test is 
typically administered to fewer students, only at some grade levels, and only in some years.   
 
In some cases the Science test is the only test administered at a particular school in a particular 
year and grade level, so that the science grade becomes the “Composite” test for that year and 
grade.  The net effect of this is that the Composite Proficiency Percentage is likely to be a less 
consistent year-to-year measure.    
 
In an effort to overcome this potential problem, we computed an RM-Composite score based 
on averaging Proficiency statistics for Reading and Mathematics.  In general, it has been found 
that for data averaged across groups, the “noise” introduced by the inconsistent inclusion of the 
ISAT Science test data in the Composite score “averages out” and produces results which 
differ by only a fraction of a percentage point from the RM-Composite results.  For example 
the following table exhibits the comparative results for the non-FIP Citywide average for the 
years 2001-2008: 
 
        ���������	
������
 

ISAT Composite Scores 
 

RM-Composite (Reading Math Composite) 
Composite (Reading, Math, Science) 

 
YEAR: 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
RM-Composite: 37.5 40.1 42 46.6 47.5 60.6 64.2 66.4 
Composite: 37.8 40.5 42.3 47 47.8 61.1 64.7 67 
 
For smaller samples such as individual schools or smaller groups of schools, the 
variations between Composite and RM-Composite scores may be larger. 
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 ISAT READING  SCORES IN TEN FOCUSED INSTRUCTION PROCESS SCHOOLS, 
2006, 2007 AND 2008 FIP NETWORK:  GARFIELD PARK  AREA 7 10/08/2008 
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENCY) 

     2006-7 2007-8 2006-8 
School Grade 2006 2007 2008 Gain/loss 

(Pts) 
Gain/loss 
(Pts) 

Gain/loss 
(Pts) 

Cather All 35.2 47.7 51.3 12.5 3.6 16.1 
  3 23.1 30.8 48.4 7.7 17.6 25.3 
   4 37.0 47.6 33.3 10.6 -14.3 -3.7 
  5 7.1 47.8 52.6 40.7 4.8 45.5 
  6 48.8 29.6 55.2 -19.2 25.6 6.4 
  7 42.4 68.8 57.1 26.4 -11.7 14.7 
  8 44.4 57.7 51.5 13.3 -6.2 7.1 
Faraday All 34.5 42.5 48.7 8.0 6.2 14.2 
  3 17.3 38.7 36.1 21.4 -2.6 18.8 
  4 34.2 31.4 47.1 -2.8 15.7 12.9 
  5 14.8 28.9 39.4 14.1 10.5 24.6 
  6 54.5 28.6 60.0 -25.9 31.4 5.5 
  7 40.4 55.3 39.0 14.9 -16.3 -1.4 
  8 47.5 74.3 70.0 26.8 -4.3 22.5 
Goldblatt All 40.7 43.8 51.5 3.1 7.7 10.8 
  3 30.6 31.8 39.2 1.2 7.4 8.6 
  4 20.0 25.0 51.9 5.0 26.9 31.9 
  5 29.4 23.5 37.9 -5.9 14.4 8.5 
  6 51.5 48.6 46.5 -2.9 -2.1 -5.0 
  7 40.9 53.3 62.9 12.4 9.6 22.0 
  8 67.4 72.1 71.4 4.7 -0.7 4.0 
Morton All 37.8 36.5 39.9 -1.3 3.4 2.1 
  3 38.5 27.3 17.2 -11.2 -10.1 -21.3 
  4 18.2 22.2 37.9 4.0 15.7 19.7 
  5 38.9 15.6 5.9 -23.3 -9.7 -33.0 
  6 44.8 36.1 45.8 -8.7 9.7 1.0 
  7 29.6 38.6 56.7 9.0 18.1 27.1 
  8 45.0 70.5 56.4 25.5 -14.1 11.4 
Tilton All 39.0 39.8 53.2 0.8 13.4 14.2 
  3 36.8 34.0 44.2 -2.8 10.2 7.4 
  4 31.4 33.9 37.8 2.5 3.9 6.4 
  5 20.3 21.3 44.0 1.0 22.7 23.7 
  6 34.9 40.7 58.5 5.8 17.8 23.6 
  7 59.1 44.7 75.7 -14.4 31.0 16.6 
  8 55.9 70.0 62.5 14.1 -7.5 6.6 
FIP Area 7 AVG 37.4 41.9 48.9 4.5 7.0 11.5 
FIP Areas 7&10 
AVG  

45.1 47.9 56.5 2.8 8.6 11.4 

Citywide Average 57.7 60.6 64.0 2.9 3.4 6.3 
Note:  For Source and Notes, see bottom of Appendix Table 6. 
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ISAT COMPOSITE  SCORES IN TEN FOCUSED INSTRUCTION PROCESS SCHOOLS,  
2006,2007 AND 2008 FIP NETWORK: GARFIELD PARK  AREA 7 10/31/2008 
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENCY) 

          2006-7 2007-8 2006-8 
School Grade 2006 2007 2008 Gain/loss 

(Pts) 
Gain/loss 
(Pts) 

Gain/loss 
(Pts) 

Cather All 36.1 50.5 53.9 14.4 3.4 17.8 

  3 36.5 40.4 56.5 3.9 16.1 20.0 

  4 35.8 56.1 43.1 20.3 -13.0 7.3 

  5 23.2 54.3 57.9 31.1 3.6 34.7 

  6 43.9 42.6 44.8 -1.3 2.2 0.9 

  7 39.4 55.2 59.3 15.8 4.1 19.9 

  8 31.5 50.0 65.6 18.5 15.6 34.1 

Faraday All 38.3 45.6 49.9 7.3 4.3 11.6 
  3 31.7 38.7 54.2 7.0 15.5 22.5 
  4 38.6 37.1 44.0 -1.5 6.9 5.4 
  5 21.3 35.5 43.9 14.2 8.4 22.6 
  6 54.5 34.9 58.3 -19.6 23.4 3.8 
  7 35.5 58.8 36.6 23.3 -22.2 1.1 
  8 50.0 67.1 68.8 17.1 1.7 18.8 
Goldblatt All 42.8 47.9 54.0 5.1 6.1 11.2 
  3 40.6 39.8 50.0 -0.8 10.2 9.4 
  4 28.4 37.6 51.3 9.2 13.7 22.9 
  5 37.9 32.4 44.8 -5.5 12.4 6.9 
  6 51.9 50.7 49.4 -1.2 -1.3 -2.5 
  7 40.2 55.3 58.4 15.1 3.1 18.2 
  8 60.5 65.9 67.1 5.4 1.2 6.6 
Morton All 32.2 32.8 41.0 0.6 8.2 8.8 
  3 34.6 37.5 33.3 2.9 -4.2 -1.3 
  4 22.2 23.8 42.5 1.6 18.7 20.3 
  5 34.3 17.2 17.6 -17.1 0.4 -16.7 
  6 43.1 30.5 35.4 -12.6 4.9 -7.7 
  7 23.5 32.2 47.7 8.7 15.5 24.2 
  8 39.2 53.4 51.3 14.2 -2.1 12.1 
Tilton All 38.5 42.8 53.0 4.3 10.2 14.5 
  3 44.4 38.5 56.7 -5.9 18.2 12.3 
  4 32.7 39.2 48.1 6.5 8.9 15.4 
  5 23.7 26.9 43.0 3.2 16.1 19.3 
  6 31.0 44.1 57.5 13.1 13.4 26.5 
  7 52.3 46.8 60.0 -5.5 13.2 7.7 
  8 46.6 65.0 53.1 18.4 -11.9 6.5 
FIP Area 7 Average 37.6 43.9 50.4 6.3 6.5 12.8 
FIP Areas 7 & 10 
Average 

48.0 52.4 60.6 4.4 8.2 12.6 

Citywide Average 61.1 64.7 67.0 3.6 2.3 5.9 
Note:  For Source and Notes, see bottom of Appendix Table 6. 
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Appendix Table 5 

ISAT READING  SCORES IN TEN FOCUSED INSTRUCTION PROCESS SCHOOLS, 
2006, 2007 & 2008 FIP NETWORK: LITTLE VILLAGE (AREA 10)   10/31/2008                                           
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENCY) 

     2006-7 2007-8 2006-8 

School Grade 2006 2007 2008 Gain/loss 
(Pts) 

Gain/loss 
(Pts) 

Gain/loss 
(Pts) 

Cardenas * All/3 41.7 32.6 60.4 -9.1 27.8 18.7 

Castellanos* All 52.2 56.2 58.1 4.0 1.9 5.9 
  3 X X X X X X 

  4 48.1 48.5 56.6 0.4 8.1 8.5 

  5 59.1 61.8 55.4 2.7 -6.4 -3.7 

  6 43.8 37.8 56.4 -6.0 18.6 12.6 

  7 53.1 58.9 53.2 5.8 -5.7 0.1 

  8 59.8 71.1 67.2 11.3 -3.9 7.4 

Finkl All 64.7 71.4 79.0 6.7 7.6 14.3 

  3 54.2 65.0 73.1 10.8 8.1 18.9 

  4 50.0 73.1 80.6 23.1 7.5 30.6 

  5 60.0 56.5 64.5 -3.5 8.0 4.5 

  6 67.6 57.1 82.4 -10.5 25.3 14.8 

  7 69.4 82.8 65.8 13.4 -17.0 -3.6 

  8 68.5 84.8 93.4 16.3 8.6 24.9 

Gary  All 56.2 61.1 64.5 4.9 3.4 8.3 

  3 37.7 56.9 56.7 19.2 -0.2 19.0 

  4 63.0 55.6 70.7 -7.4 15.1 7.7 

  5 50.4 57.4 61.1 7.0 3.7 10.7 

  6 51.5 51.4 58.4 -0.1 7.0 6.9 

  7 54.5 63.3 58.9 8.8 -4.4 4.4 

  8 72.8 76.6 78.3 3.8 1.7 5.5 

Kanoon All 50.3 47.9 58.2 -2.4 10.3 7.9 

  3 30.4 45.0 50.0 14.6 5.0 19.6 

  4 55.0 55.6 70.4 0.6 14.8 15.4 

  5 55.8 38.5 71.4 -17.3 32.9 15.6 

  6 39.1 44.9 44.3 5.8 -0.6 5.2 

  7 49.3 41.6 57.6 -7.7 16.0 8.3 

  8 70.6 61.5 63.4 -9.1 1.9 -7.2 

FIP Area 10 AVG 52.7 53.8 64.0 1.1 10.2 11.3 

FIP Areas 7 & 10 AVG 45.1 47.9 56.5 2.8 8.6 11.4 

Citywide Average  57.7 60.6 64.0 2.9 3.4 6.3 
Note:  For Source and Notes, see bottom of Appendix Table 6. 
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                                                                      Appendix Table 6  
ISAT COMPOSITE  SCORES IN TEN FOCUSED INSTRUCTION PROCESS SCHOOLS, 
2006, 2007 & 2008 FIP NETWORK: LITTLE VILLAGE (AREA 10)  10/31/2008                                     
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENCY) 

      2006-7 2007-8 2006-8 

School Grade 2006 2007 2008 Gain/loss 
(Pts)  

Gain/loss 
(Pts)  

Gain/loss 
(Pts)  

Cardenas 3 51.4 48.8 71.7 -2.6 22.9 20.3 

Castellanos All 55.0 59.1 61.7 4.1 2.6 6.7 
  3 X X X X X X 

  4 56.1 52.5 58.3 -3.6 5.8 2.2 

  5 63.6 68.8 61.1 5.2 -7.7 -2.5 

  6 52.3 49.0 59.4 -3.3 10.4 7.1 

  7 54.2 58.4 56.8 4.2 -1.6 2.6 

  8 55.1 68.8 62.9 13.7 -5.9 7.8 

Finkl All  68.8 79.5 79.1 10.7 -0.4 10.3 

  3 69.2 77.5 78.8 8.3 1.3 9.6 

  4 62.7 82.1 76.3 19.4 -5.8 13.6 

  5 62.5 69.6 72.6 7.1 3.0 10.1 

  6 69.5 72.9 87.3 3.4 14.4 17.8 

  7 71.6 83.3 66.7 11.7 -16.6 -4.9 

  8 72.9 85.9 89.3 13.0 3.4 16.4 

Gary  All 61.4 63.1 67.5 1.7 4.4 6.1 

  3 49.2 67.7 65.7 18.5 -2.0 16.5 

  4 68.2 64.6 78.6 -3.6 14.0 10.4 

  5 58.6 63.9 64.9 5.3 1.0 6.3 

  6 53.1 59.1 67.3 6.0 8.2 14.2 

  7 61.7 57.0 58.6 -4.7 1.6 -3.1 

  8 72.3 73.7 73.9 1.4 0.2 1.6 

Kanoon All 55.5 53.8 61.2 -1.7 7.4 5.7 

  3 39.1 45.0 57.5 5.9 12.5 18.4 

  4 61.7 59.3 66.7 -2.4 7.4 5.0 

  5 61.6 44.4 71.4 -17.2 27.0 9.8 

  6 47.3 57.7 54.1 10.4 -3.6 6.8 

  7 54.5 50.2 58.7 -4.3 8.5 4.2 

  8 70.6 60.0 65.5 -10.6 5.5 -5.1 

FIP Area 10 Average   58.4 60.9 68.2 2.5 7.3 9.8 

FIP Areas 7 & 10 Ave 48.0 52.4 60.6 4.4 8.2 12.6 

Citywide Average 61.1 64.7 67.0 3.6 2.3 5.9 
 
Source:  CPS (REA)  ISAT 2001-2008 Alpha and grade level wout ELL isat_msexcel_sch_2008_all_Without ELL 10 
21-08.xls.  Created by S. Lloyd, 3-2-09. 
Note:  The Composite proficiency percentages shown in these tables are computed by CPS (REA) using the ISAT  
Reading, Mathematics, and Science proficiency percentages.  It is not the Reading-Math-Composite used in some 
other tables in this report.  See the discussion of “Composite Scores” in Appendix Table 2 above. 
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   Three Year Results 
 
�  Over 3 years eight SLI schools improved 4 times 

faster than they did before joining the SLI network. 
(Two of the original 10 schools left the network 
after two years.) 

 
�  All 8 schools “turned around.” 3 turned around in 

the 1st year, 3 more in the 2nd, and 2 in the 3rd year.  
 
�  6 of the 8 sustained their turnaround over 3 years. 
 
�  Turnaround Definition: More than 3x increase in 

ISAT score compared to the average increase of the 
eight schools before FIP, and a major change in the 
school culture so that people work and learn 
together much more effectively. 

 
�  2 of the 8 were the most improved school in the 

ISAT Composite in the city in ‘07 and ’08: Cather 
and Cardenas.  

 
�  Teacher and principal satisfaction with the model 

was high at the end of the 1st year. It improved 
further at the end of the 2nd and 3rd years.  

 
�  Cost per school is about 15% of some turnaround 

models and doesn’t disrupt the community as much. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Focused Instruction Process with Eight K8 Schools 

ISAT Reading Results Before and During FIP 1999-200 9 
(Average Annual Increase in Percent of Students 
Meeting or Exceeding ISAT Reading Proficiency) 
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 Six Schools Sustain Their Turnaround Gains 
 in ISAT Reading 2006-2009 

Scores Up From 3 to 9 Times the 
Average 3-Year Gain for the 6 Schools (2.5 percent) Prior to FIP 

FIP Schools 96% Low Income 
Citywide 85% Low Income 

Source:   CPS/REA 
public_isat_by_schools_2001_2009_mexc_yracross_allunits_Without_ELL20090702.xls 
  and isat_rmw.xls.  Downloaded 7-13-09.  Data prepared by S. Lloyd PhD 10-19-09. 
Note:   For important notes on the data, see following table. 
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CPS Elementary Schools Garfield Park (Area 7) and Little Village (Area 10) 
ISAT Reading Scores 1999-2009 

Strategic Learning Initiatives Focused Instruction Process 
(Percent of Students at or above Proficiency) 

  

 PERCENT        
3YR 

GAINS     
3YR 

GAINS 
SCHOOL (Area) LOW INCOME 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 1999-2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2006-2009 
CATHER (7) 98.3 29.6 28.3 14.4 15.8 20.4 25.2 25.5 -2.1 35.2 47.4 51.3 56.6 21.4 
FARADAY (7) 97.6 19.0 25.7 18.8 23.3 22.2 19.9 23.8 2.4 34.5 42.3 48.7 44.8 10.3 
GOLDBLATT (7) 84.8 32.6 41.9 36.4 33.3 32.6 38.2 35.9 1.7 40.7 43.8 51.5 53.9 13.2 
TILTON (7) 88.1 29.6 31.6 24.9 21.3 26.9 29.7 25.7 -2.0 39.0 39.6 53.2 54.7 15.7 
CARDENAS (10) 100.0 18.4 35.3 22.2 30.3 39.1 31.4 33.3 7.5 41.7 32.6 60.4 60.7 19.0 
CASTELLANOS (10) 97.8 35.3 31.8 23.5 25.6 27.6 37.5 52.7 8.7 52.1 56.0 58.1 60.2 8.1 
FINKL (10) 99.3 24.7 25.7 32.3 38.0 31.4 35.4 44.9 10.1 63.7 71.4 79.0 63.1 -0.6 
KANOON (10) 96.3 36.6 33.3 30.8 23.9 24.3 30.6 39.1 1.3 49.7 48.1 58.2 58.7 9.0 
FIP Averages (Area 7) 92.2 27.7 31.9 23.6 23.4 25.5 28.3 27.7 0.0 37.4 43.3 51.2 52.5 15.2 
FIP Averages (Area10) 98.4 28.8 31.5 27.2 29.5 30.6 33.7 42.5 6.9 51.8 52.0 63.9 60.7 8.9 
All FIP Averages 95.3 28.2 31.7 25.4 26.4 28.1 31.0 35.1 3.4 44.6 47.7 57.6 56.6 12.0 
Citywide Averages 85.0 NA NA NA 41.5 41.5 46.3 47.7 6.2 59.1 60.9 66.7 67.8 8.7 
Source:  CPS/REA public_isat_by_schools_2001_2009_mexc_yracross_allunits_Without_ELL20090702.xls, 
  isat_msexcel_cps_categories_2009_mexc_Without_ELL_prelim.xls, 
  And isat_rmw.xls.  Downloaded 7-13-09.  Data prepared by S. Lloyd PhD 10-19-09. 
 
Notes:  The Illinois Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) was first given in 1999.  The “3 Year Gain” for 1999-2005 is a 3-year average of 6 years with 
1999 as the baseline.   
In 2000 Cardenas doubled its reading score and then plateaued, significantly increasing the average three year gains prior to FIP. 
In 2006, the year that the State redesigned the test and the district average went from 47.7 to 59.1, is the baseline for the March, 2007-2009 tests, the 
first three years of SLI's Focused Instruction Process (FIP). Therefore, the redesigned 2006 test score does not affect the FIP results. 
"All FIP averages" is 3.4 points for the 3 year Prior gain; thus it is 1.1 for the annual gain and 12 points for three year gain After FIP, or 4 points per 
year.  For the six Turnaround Schools that sustained their gains, the three-year average increase before FIP was 2.5. 
In 2004 and 2005, Castellanos and Kanoon (Area 10) participated in a prior SLI network (CDKSS) and their reading score increased significantly 
over the two years, 25 points for Castellanos and 15 points for Kanoon. This helped raise the schools “Before FIP average.”  
In June 2008, Morton (Area 7) became a contract school with the Academy for Urban School Leadership and is not included in the 2009 list of Area 7 
FIP schools.  It made significant improvement in the two years it was with FIP:  8.8 points on ISAT Composite compared to the District’s  5.9 
increase.   
By June 2008, Gary (Area 10) had made significant improvement during the first two years of FIP and discontinued participation in the SLI FIP 
program.  
In 2009, two schools did not sustain their scores. Finkl’s scores fell as over 220 new students transferred in to the school in Sept 2008 with very low 
scores.  Faraday’s scores also declined due to one classroom.   
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