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Important Note

SLI asked the American Institutes for Research to alidate the impact of the Focused
Instruction Process (FIP). In their report, StevenLeinwand and Sarah Edwards
summarized their analysis:

“Itis clear, on the basis of the ISAT Reading scas for the percent of students meeting or
exceeding proficiency in ten Chicago elementary sobls for the period 2001-2008, that the
Focused Instruction Process intervention has had positive and significant impact on
student achievement in the cohort of ten schools dh participated in the FIP model from
2006 to 2008. Whether compared to pre-interventioachievement, or to the entire set of
Chicago elementary schools, or to a carefully seled set of matched schools, the data
suggest that FIP has resulted in gains that are vgmunlikely to have occurred without the
intervention.

“The results that SLI has achieved, and that AIR ha validated, are very impressive and
suggest that well before decisions are made to rewditute schools under the mandates of
NCLB, school districts would be wise to consider faess drastic, but clearly powerful,
interventions such as the Focused Instruction Pross

The full report can be obtained atwww.strategiclearning.org




Malkjra Difference
Turning Around Under Performing Schools

Executive Summary: Results Show Strong Progress

Since 2006 Strategic Learning Initiatives has wdnkéth a network of ten low-income, low-

achieving Chicago schools to implement a four-yeemprehensive 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 scorebdor t
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). SLIis a Chicago-based
nonprofit that combines ten years of business dingwand fifteen years of experience as a
partner with the Chicago Public Schools. SLI aimaccelerate the rate of adult and student
learning in a school and improve classroom practicgays that deliver tangible, measurable
results in student achievement. The Chicago mofdgthared leadership among parents, teachers
and principals at the school level usually createBmate of cooperation and trust that SLI
builds on to foster school improvement.

In 2006, the Chief Education Officer of Chicago RuBchools asked SLI to apply its strategy
for accelerating student and adult learning tocugrof ten elementary schools in low-income
neighborhoods. Nine of the ten schools were orC®'’s list to be restructured or closed; 96
percent of the students came from low-income fawmilOver ten years, many efforts had been
made to improve these schools’ results. They hddesav principals, new teachers, new
curriculum, professional development, and more;dsagress remained elusive.



The Strategy: Focused Instruction Process

The CPS leadership invited these schools to jeipartnership with SLI in the four-year
Focused Instruction Process (FIP). FIP is a rebdaased strategy designed by classroom
teachers. It is based on the highly successfalegjres used by schools and businesses that
integrate high performance and continuous improvermenciples (Sebring, et.al. 2006;
Simmons, 2006.) SLI guaranteed improved ISAT tssiflthe schools and district leadership
implemented the model.

Focused Instruction Process
For
School & District Transformation

FIP provides teachers, principals and Area InstvadDfficers (Assistant Superintendents) a
powerful framework of new structures and proce$semtegrating school improvement
strategies which research shows consistently rassignificantly improved student
achievement. Those strategies are:

A District vision for rapidly closing the achievement ghpt specifies a process for
designing and implementing the support system riebgehe schools, based on the Essential
Supports for School Improvement.

Shared leadership that empowers teachers and patito make decisions in the best
interests of their students. This includes a coltabve approach to developing and sharing
effective teaching strategies through a school-Weddership teangrade-level teams within a
school, and a network of ten neighborhood schibw@sencourages peer learning and
collaboration across schools.

An eight-step instructional proceisat includes a common instructional calendarssro
classrooms and schools that keeps administragasheérs, students and parents aligned,
continually improving their strategies and toolsd anoving toward the shared goal of
accelerating student learning (Davenport & Ander&@®3). This includes the Eight Steps
process below antieacher-selected formative assessmgiven to students every seven to eight
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school days that enable teachers to determine abonastered a skill from the lllinois
Standards and who needs additional help.

Professional development that includesiching, modeling and suppada help teachers
and principals implement and continuously imprdwe instructional process.

Engaged parents who help thelvildren learn at homé&essons that reinforce the literacy
skills, as defined by the lllinois Standards, beimgght as that week's focus.

When schools in the same neighborhood voluntadiye together learn and share with
each other, peer learning has a chance to takelto®t powerful structure for identifying and
scaling up best classroom practice.

A cross-levekupport teanrepresenting district and area leaders, princigats
classroom teachers that identifies and removesmystarriers to improving and scaling up the
FIP.

The development of a school culture of trust arlthboration among the key
stakeholders, the teachers, parents and admioistia a powerful driver of student
achievement (Bryk and Schneider, 2002; Sebring620&hen there is trust, people work more
effectively together and accomplish more in the s@mount of time.

For the ten schools, joining the Focused InstrmcBoocess required agreement by the principal,
support from at least 80 percent of the teacheoutih a vote, plus approval by the Local School
Council and the Area Instructional Officer. Thegram began in the spring of 2006 with a
four-day training for the principal and leaderstepm from each school. Implementation began
in the summer with teachers determining the sheaéehdar for teaching literacy skills, based

on the lllinois Standards, and selecting the assexsts for each skill.
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Initial Results: Significant Achievement Gains
Results from the first two years of FIP (2006-08)icate:

For the ten schools, the average reading
score on the lllinois 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@rpart of a Strategic Learning
Initiatives network. SLI has a total of 18 schoolshe two Areas. (See chart on page7.)

Workshops teaching parents to support classroork livdeed to the lllinois Standards
had triple the attendance of other parent worksledgwide. (See chart on page 7.)

During the two years, five of the ten schools reatlers new to the principalship:
Cardenas, Finkl, Gary, Morton and Tilton and thoé#hese five turned around.

Teacher and principal satisfaction with FIP, deiaad by confidential surveys twice a
year, were high at the end of the first year angroved at the end of the second.

As far as we can determine, the FIP Network maghbemost improved network in the City as
measured by ISAT scores for 2006-2008. For a beftéderstanding of what took place at one
turnaround school, see the report on Willa CatlyeCindy Richards in the Bibliography.

While all of the schools faced difficult challengmger the two years, it is important to mention
the Morton School. The new principal, who parti¢gzhwith the school leadership team in the
training and planning for FIP, began the school yath 200 new students who were shifted
into Morton from another school which was beingseld for poor performance. The school
struggled through the first year of FIP. In thescend year, the school was notified several
weeks before the ISAT testing began in March 20@8 they were to be taken over by an
independent school contractor. This required thatéachers and principal would have to seek
other employment. Despite this history, the scheaht from 0.6 percentage point gain on their
composite score in 2007 to an 8.2 gain in 2008s 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 platfour-year demonstration (although year
three is going well), FIP remains a work in progrdswill be important to assess the results of
years three and four to determine if the scoresimoa to improve, and if the FIP strategy for
school improvement has become part of each schoadltsre.

The results show significant variance in scoresragrifferent classrooms in a school. One
cohort of students moving through and %" grade increased their reading scores at the Cather
School by 29.5 percentage points over the two yaérsost double the 17.8 all-school gain for
the same period. Thé'§rade score reached 52.6. Three more years atthisf improvement,
Cather 8 graders will be over 90 percent proficiency on TS#&ading, and will have closed the
achievement gap. (See appendix Table 3.)

Imagine how rapidly reading could improve, if teatchers with the highest gains began to share
more effectively what they know about accelerashglent learning with their peers. This
strategy, and other new quality improvement toate,part of the plan for Year Four.

Lessons: The Next Generation of School Transformain?

In turning to SLI, the district leadership wantedeanonstration project to show what people
could achieve using a state-of-the-art comprehersifool improvement model in schools that
would otherwise be restructured or closed. Neithey, nor SLI, expected the results that the
FIP teachers, students and parents have achieyest itwo years.

Over two and a half years, the schools, area astddileadership have provided the
commitment, daily support and resources essemtiadsuring strong results. In every school the
teachers, students and parents felt empoweredebstitincture and the process to make the
difference.

While the results reveal many lessons, most imporsathe latent capacity of the staff, students
and parents to quickly transform the way they trabkut themselves and improve their daily
work when provided with an opportunity to contingtyulearn what they did not know.

We believe the next several years will produce esteanger results as the process continually
works to raise expectations, deepen respect farethdts that school staff and parents can
achieve, and motivate all the stakeholders to ém éetter. These schools are well on their way
to becoming the first schools from low-income Chi@ganeighborhoods to close the achievement
gap, and do it in less than six years from whew gtarted FIP. (Closing the gap would mean
that 90 percent of the students in a school wottdesat 90 percent meet or exceed proficiency
on the ISAT, and come from 90 percent low inconmilias.)

The early results suggest that FIP may represemelt generation of comprehensive school
improvement models that are able to get bettedtsggaster and at a lower cost than the earlier
models. (In April, 2008, the Chicago Board of Edumaapproved the start up of a new cohort
of ten FIP schools, but this was put on hold witi tevenue uncertainties.)

These early results suggest that the model is byragglicable. It works for schools that have
previously made little or no progress, but it his® avorked for Finkl, a school that had already
made significant progress before FIP, and use&lfRd¢o accelerate their gains. It works for
principals who have been in the position for a decar more, but it also works for principals
who are just starting out. It works in the lowesteme neighborhoods, but it will probably
work in middle-income schools as well where thegpafctest scores improvement has been
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slower than for the lowest income schools the pfisen years in Chicago. While two years
offer only preliminary data, we believe that, witfiective CPS leadership at the schools and
central office, plus the FIP culture of no excusaking responsibility, and continuous
improvement, the growth can be sustained and scagled
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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 FIRoSIs (Citywide Average)
(The Mean Percent of Students by School which Meé&xceed Proficiency)

SCHOOLS | N OF SCHOOLS 1999 2000| 2001} 200 200 2004 2005 2006 2007 < 2p08
AREA 7 5 26.0 28.6 23.0 24.0 25.7 28.0 26}4 37.4 941 489
AREA 10 5 31.7 31.6 28.4 31.% 32.0 35.8 43]0 54.7 3.85| 64.0
ALL FIP 10 28.9 30.1 25.7 27.5 28.4 31.p 347 45.147.9 56.5
ALL NON-FIP 473-492 42.8 42.0 39.4 42.3 42.p 462 47.9 57.7 66D.64.0
CATHER 30.1 28.8 14.4 15.8 20.4 25.p 25|5 35.2 447. 513
CARDENAS 19.0 35.7 22.2 30.3 39.1 314 33|13 41.7 2.63] 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 FIRoSIs (Citywide Average)
(The Mean Percent of Students by Schwath Meet or Exceed Proficiency)

SCHOOLS N OF SCHOOLS 1999 2000 2001 2002 200 200 2005 2006 2do7 2008
AREA 7 5 20.7 20.5 21.2 20.6 26.] 26.2 2416 376 .943 504
AREA 10 5 26.3 26.6 28.7 32.3 36.4 41.¥ 43]7 584 0.96| 67.8
ALL FIP 10 23.5 23.5 24.9 26.5 31.3 34.0 34.11 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 60.6 264. 66.4
CATHER 25.2 19.7 14.1 12.9 22.3 22.8 258 36{1 550. 53.9
CARDENAS 229 33.0 29.2 39.4 44.6 37.1 4040 514 8.84| 71.7

Source: CPS (REA) isat_rmw.txt and ISAT 2001-280%ha and grade level wout ELL isat_msexcel_scl®82@ll_Without ELL 10-21-08.xIs.
Data prepared by S. Lloyd, 3-1-09.

Notes: All Non-FIP is the Citywide Average with tten FIP schools removed. In the CPS, 1999 wafrig/ear that the lllinois Standards
Achievement Test

(ISAT) was given. The lowa Test of Basic Skills veiscontinued in 2005. The State significantly niiedi the design of the ISAT in 2001 and
2006. For 1999-2005,

the mean annual change in Non FIP (Citywide Aver&mading proficiency was 0.9 points. The declm&eading proficiency between 2000 and
2001 was a

negative 2.6. The increase in Reading proficieretyvben 2005 and 2006 was positive 9.8. Thesarammalies in the trend data. For the analysis
of the FIP results, 2006 is the baseline yeartfer2007 and 2008 FIP results.

Because of school closings and openings and vapanticipation in ISAT testing, the number of sclsowith ISAT Reading and Math Proficiency
data varied over

the years from a low of 473 to a high of 492. Tdvidual Cather and Cardenas composite scordssrtable include science.

*See “Note on ISAT Composite Scores” in this Appiend
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Note on ISAT Composite Scores

The ISAT Composite Proficiency Percentages arevarage computed from the Proficiency
Percentages for the ISAT Reading, Mathematics Saehce tests. The ISAT Science test is
typically administered to fewer students, only@nge grade levels, and only in some years.

In some cases the Science test is the only teshelered at a particular school in a particular
year and grade level, so that the science gnrademeshe “Composite” test for that year and
grade. The net effect of this is that the ComjgoBibficiency Percentage is likely to be a less
consistent year-to-year measure.

In an effort to overcome this potential problem,seeputed an RM-Composite score based
on averaging Proficiency statistics for Reading Btadhematics. In general, it has been found
that for data averaged across groups, the “norgedduced by the inconsistent inclusion of the
ISAT Science test data in the Composite score ‘@yes out” and produces results which
differ by only a fraction of a percentage pointfrthe RM-Composite results. For example
the following table exhibits the comparative restiir 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 20043 2004 2004 2006 2007 2004
RM-Composite: 37.5 40.1 42 46.6 47 .5 60.6 64.2 66.4
Composite: 37.9 40.5 42.3 47 47.§ 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 NETWORKGARFIELD PARK AREA 7 10/08/2008
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENCY)

2006-7 2007-8 2006-8
School | Grade 2006 2007 2004Gain/loss |Gain/loss |Gain/loss
(Pts) (Pts) (Pts)

Cather | All 352 471 51.3 12.9 3.9 16.1

3 231 304 484 7.1 17.6 25.3

4 370 474 33.3 10.4 -14.3 -3.7

5 7.0 4784 52.6 40.7 4.8 45 5

g 48.4 29.4 55.7 -19.7 25.6 6.4

71 424 68.4 57.1 26.4 -11.71 14.71

g 444 5774 51.5 13.9 -6.2 7.1

Faraday | All 34pb 425 48.1 8.0 6.2 14.3

3 173 384 36.1 21.4 -2.6 18.9

4 344 314 47.1 -2.8 15.7 12.9

5 144 289 394 14.1 10.5 24.4

g 549 284 60.G -25.9 31.4 5.5

71 404 553 39.0 14.9 -16.3 -1.4

g 474 743 70.0 26.9 -4.3 22.5

Goldblatt | All 40.7 434 51.5 3.1 7.7 10.9

3 304 314 39.7 1.2 7.4 8.6

4 20.q 25.q 519 5.0 26.9 31.9

5 294 234 37.9 -5.9 14.4 8.5

g 519 48.4 46.5 -2.9 -2.1 -5.0

71 409 533 62.9 12.4 9.4 22.0

g 674 721 714 4.7 -0.7 4.0

Morton |[All 37.4 36.4 39.9 -1.3 3.4 2.1

3 383 273 17.7 -11.7 -10.1 -21.3

4 184 223 3749 4. 15.7 19.7

5 389 15.4 5.9 -23.3 -9.7 -33.0

g 444 36.1 459 -8.7 9.7 1.0

71 29.4 38.4 56.7 9.4 18.1 27.1

g 450 704 56.4 25.9 -14.1 11.4

Tilton All 39.0 39.4 53.7 0.9 13.4 14.3

3 36.4 340 44.7 -2.8 10. 7.4

4 314 339 37.4 2.5 3.9 6.4

5 203 213 444 1.0 22.7 23.7

g 349 404 58.5 5.9 17.9 23.6

71 591 444 75.7 -14.4 31.0 16.4

g 559 70.0 625 14.1 -7.9 6.6

FIP Area 7 AVG 374 419 48.9 4.9 7.0 11.5
FIP Areas 7&10

AVG 451 479 56.5 2.9 8.9 11.4

Citywide Average| 57.1 60.4 64.G 2.9 3.4 6.3

Note: For Source and Notes, see bottom of Appehable 6.
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ISAT COMPOSITE SCORES IN TEN FOCUSED INSTRUCTION PROCESS SCHOOLS,
2006,2007 AND 2008 FIP NETWORKSARFIELD PARK AREA 7 10/31/2008
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENCY)

2006-7 2007-8 2006-8
School Grade 2006 2001 2004 Gain/los{Gain/loss |Gain/loss
(Pts)(Pts) (Pts)
Cather All 36.1 50.4 53.9 14.4 3.4 17.8
3 364 404 56.4 3.9 16.1 20.0
4 354 56.1 43.1 20.9 -13.0 7.3
5 234 543 574 31.1 3.6 34.7
68 439 424 449 -1.3 2.2 0.9
7 394 553 597 15.8 4.7 19.9
g§ 314 50.q 654 18.5 15.6 34.1
Faraday All 38.3 45.4 499 7.3 4.3 11.49
3 314 38.] 54.7 7.0 15.5 22.5
4 38.4 37.1 440 -1.5 6.9 5.4
5 213 354 4349 14.2 8.4 22.6
g 544 34.9 58.9 -19.6 23.4 3.8
7 354 58.4 36.4 23.3 -22.2 1.1
g 5040 67.1 68.9 17.1 1.7 18.8
Goldblatt | All 424 479 54.4 5.1 6.1 11.2
3 404 39.4 50. -0.8 10.2 9.4
4 284 374 51.3 9.2 13.7 22.9
5 37.9 324 444 -5.5 12.4 6.9
g 519 5041 494 -1.2 -1.3 -2.5
71 404 55.3 584 15.1 3.1 18.2
g 604 659 67.] 5.4 1.2 6.6
Morton All 324 324 410 0.6 8.2 8.8
3 344 37. 33.4 2.9 -4.2 -1.3
4 224 234 4215 1.6 18.7 20.3
5 343 174 17.4 -17.1 0.4 -16.7
g 431 30 354 -12.6 4.9 -7.7
7 234 324 47.7 8.7 15.5 24,2
g 39.4 534 51.4 14.2 -2.1 12.1
Tilton All 38.§ 424 53.0 4.3 10.2 14.5
3 444 38. 56.7 -5.9 18.2 12.3
4 3241 39.4 48.1] 6.5 8.9 15.4
5 2341 26.9 43 3.2 16.1 19.3
g 314 44.1 574 13.1 13.4 26.5
71 523 46.4 60.( -5.5 13.2 7.7
g 46.4 65.0 53.1 18.4 -11.9 6.5
FIP Area 7 Average | 37.4 43.9 50.4 6.3 6.9 12.9
i'\/ig;ejs 7810 1 48d 524 60.6 4.4 84 126
Citywide Average 61J]1 64.7 67.G 3.6 2.3 5.9

Note: For Source and Notes, see bottom of Appehable 6.
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Appendix Table 5
ISAT READING SCORES IN TEN FOCUSED INSTRUCTION PROCESS SCHOOLS,
2006, 2007 & 2008 FIP NETWORKITTLE VILLAGE (AREA 10) 10/31/2008
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENCY)

2006-7 2007-8 2006-8
School Grade 2006 2001 2004Gain/loss [Gain/loss [Gain/loss
(Pts) (Pts) (Pts)

Cardenas * All/3 414 324 60.4 -9.1 27.9 18.7

Castellanos* | All 524 56.4 58.] 4.0 1.9 5.9
3 X X X X X X

4 48.1 4875 56.6 04 8.1 8.5

§ 59.1 614 55.4 2.7 -6.4 -3.7

§ 434 37.9 56.4 -6.0 18.6 12.6

7 53.1 584 53. 5.8 -5.7 0.1

8 594 711 67.4 11.3 -3.9 7.4

Finkl All 64.71 71.4 79.0G 6.7 7.6 14.3

3 543 654 73.1 10.8 8.1 18.9

4 504 73.1 80.4 23.1 7.9 30.6

5 60.Q 56.5 64.5 -3.9 8.0 4.5

8 67.4 57.1 82.4 -10.5 25.3 14.9

71 69.4 824 65.8 13.4 -17.0 -3.6

§ 684 84.8 934 16.3 8.6 24.9

Gary All 56.4 61.1 64.5 4.9 34 8.3

3 371 56.9 56.7 19.4 -0.2 19.G

4 63.q 55.6 70.7 -7.4 15.1 7.7

§ 504 574 61.1 7.0 3.7 10.7

g 51.8 514 58.4 -0.1 7.0 6.9

71 549 6393 58.9 8.8 -4.4 4.4

8§ 724 76.4 78.3 3.8 1.7 5.5

Kanoon All 50.4 47.9 58.7 -2.4 10.3 7.9

3 304 454 50.0 14.4 5.0 19.6

4 554 55.6 70.4 0.6 14.8 154

9 554 384 71.4 -17.3 32.9 15.6

q 390 449 44.3 5.8 -0.4 5.2

1 49.3 41.6 57.6 -7.7 16.( 8.3

8§ 70.4 614 63.4 -9.1 1.9 -7.2

FIP Area 10 AVG 52.1 53.§ 64.( 1.3 10.2 11.3

FIP Areas 7 & 10 AVG 451 479 56.5 2.8 8.6 11.4

Citywide Average 571 60.4 64.0 2.9 34 6.3

Note: For Source and Notes, see bottom of Appehable 6.
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Appendix Table 6
ISAT COMPOSITE SCORES IN TEN FOCUSED INSTRUCTION PROCESS SCHOOLS,
2006, 2007 & 2008 FIP NETWORKITTLE VILLAGE (AREA 10) 10/31/2008
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENCY)

2006-7| 2007-8| 2006-9
School Grade 200§ 2007 2008Gain/losgGain/loss [Gain/loss
(Pts) (Pts) (Pts)

Cardenas 3 514 48.8 71.7 -2.6 22.9 20.9

Castellanos All 55.0 59.1 61.7 4.7 2.6 6.7
3 X X X X X X

4 56.1 525 58.3 -3.6 5.8 2.2

3 634 68.8 61.1 5.2 -7.7 -2.9

g 523 490 59.4 -3.3 10.4 7.1

1 543 58.4 56.9 4.2 -1.6 2.6

g 551 68.9 62.9 13.7 -5.9 7.8

Finkl All 68.4 79.5 79.1 10.7 -0.4 10.3

3 694 777 78.9 8.3 1.3 9.6

4 6271 821 76.3 19.4 -5.8 13.6

q 624 69.4 72.6 7.1 3.0 10.1

g 699 729 87.3 3.4 14.4 17.9

1 714 83.3 66.7 11.7 -16.6 -4.9

g 729 85.9 89.3 13.0 3.4 16.4

Gary Al 614 631 675 1.7 4.4 6.1

3 493 67.7 65.7 18.5 -2.0 16.5

4 68.0 64.4 78.4 -3.6 14.0 10.4

3 584 63.9 64.9 5.3 1.0 6.3

q 531 59.1 67.3 6.0 8.2 14.2

1 617 57.4 58.6 -4.7 1.6 -3.1

g 723 73.7 73.9 1.4 0.2 1.6

Kanoon Al 558 534 61.2 -1.7 7.4 5.7

3 391 45 57.5 5.9 12.5 18.4

4 6171 59.3 66.7 -2.4 7.4 5.0

q 614 444 71.4 -17.2 27.C 9.9

g 473 57.7 54.1 10.4 -3.6 6.9

1 5495 50.2 58.7 -4.3 8.5 4.2

g 70.4 60.0 65.5 -10.6 5.5 -5.1

FIP Area 10 Average| 58.4 60.9 68.2 2.5 7.3 9.9

FIP Areas 7 & 10 Avqd  48.q 524 60.4 4.4 8.2 12.6

Citywide Average 61.1 6471 67 3.6 2.3 5.9

Source: CPS (REA) ISAT 2001-2008 Alpha and ghastel wout ELL isat_msexcel_sch_2008_all_Without ElO
21-08.xls. Created by S. Lloyd, 3-2-09.

Note: The Composite proficiency percentages shiovthese tables are computed by CPS (REA) usingSA&
Reading, Mathematics, and Science proficiency pgages. It is not the Reading-Math-Composite uisetme
other tables in this report. See the discussid€omposite Scores” in Appendix Table 2 above.
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Focused Instruction Process

Turnaround Results Sustained over Three Years

ISAT Reading

1999-2005 and 2006-2009
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Focused Instruction Process with Eight K8 Schools
ISAT Reading Results Before and During FIP 1999-200 9 Three Year Results
(Average Annual Increase in Percent of Students

Meeting or Exceeding ISAT Reading Proficiency) 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 8 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.
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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 percenBrior 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 iitle Village (Area 10)
ISAT Reading Scores 1999-2009
Strategic Learning Initiatives Focused InstructionProcess
(Percent of Students at or above Proficiency)

3YR 3YR
PERCENT GAINS GAINS

SCHOOL (Area) LOW INCOME 199¢ 2000 2007 2007 2003 2004 20091999-2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2006-2009
CATHER (7) 98.3 29¢ 283 144 158 204 254 2583 -21 354 474 513 56.6 214
FARADAY (7) 97.6 19.q 25.7 18.8§ 233 223 19.9 237§ 2.4 345 423 48] 448 103
GOLDBLATT (7) 84.8 324 419 364 333 324 382 359 1.7 407 43.4§ 51835 539 132
TILTON (7) 88.1 294 316 249 213 269 2949 257 -20 39.0 39.4 5337 5479 157
CARDENAS (10) 100.0 1814 353 222 303 391 314 333 7.5 414 32.4 604 60.7 19.0
CASTELLANOS (10) 97.8 358 318 2383 2584 27.4 37.5 52.7 8.7 521 56.0 58.1 60.4 8.1
FINKL (10) 99.3 24y 25 323 380 314 354 449 101 63.1 714 79.0 63.1 -0.6
KANOON (10) 96.3 366 333 308 239 243 304 39.1 1.3 49.1 48.1 58.4 58.7 9.0
FIP Averages (Area 7) 92.2 277 319 236 234 255 283 27.7 0.0 374 433 512 5285 152
FIP Averages (ArealQ) 98.4 288 315 272 295 306 337 425 6.9 51.8 520 639 60.7 8.9
All FIP Averages 95.3 28.2 317 254 264 281 310 351 3.4 446 477 576 564 120
Citywide Averages 85.0 NA NA NA 415 415 46.3 47.71 6.2 59.1 609 66.7 67.9 8.7

Source: CPS/REA public_isat_by schools_2001_ 2009 mexcrgss_allunits_Without_ELL20090702.xIs,
isat_msexcel_cps_categories_2009_mexc_Without_ptdlim.xIs,
Andisat_rmw.xls. Downloaded 7-13-09. Data prepédme®. Lloyd PhD 10-19-09.

Notes: The lllinois Standards Achievement Test (I8T) was first given in 1999. The “3 Year Gain” for1999-2005 is a 3-year average of 6 years with
1999 as the baseline.

In 2000 Cardenas doubled its reading score and theplateaued, significantly increasing the average tke year gains prior to FIP.

In 2006, the year that the State redesigned the tesnd the district average went from 47.7 to 59.1s the baseline for the March, 2007-2009 tests, the
first three years of SLI's Focused Instruction Proess (FIP). Therefore, the redesigned 2006 test seafoes not affect the FIP results.

"All FIP averages" is 3.4 points for the 3 year Pror gain; thus it is 1.1 for the annual gain and 12oints for three year gain After FIP, or 4 points per
year. For the six Turnaround Schools that sustairgttheir gains, the three-year average increase befoFIP was 2.5.

In 2004 and 2005, Castellanos and Kanoon (Area 1participated in a prior SLI network (CDKSS) and their reading score increased significantly
over the two years, 25 points for Castellanos andbJpoints for Kanoon. This helped raise the schoof8efore FIP average.”

In June 2008, Morton (Area 7) became a contract sdol with the Academy for Urban School Leadership ad is not included in the 2009 list of Area 7
FIP schools. It made significant improvement in te two years it was with FIP: 8.8 points on ISAT Cmposite compared to the District’'s 5.9
increase.

By June 2008, Gary (Area 10) had made significantriprovement during the first two years of FIP and dscontinued participation in the SLI FIP
program.

In 2009, two schools did not sustain their scoreBinkl’s scores fell as over 220 new students trarefred in to the school in Sept 2008 with very low
scores. Faraday’s scores also declined due to arlessroom.
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