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This document reports progress on work the California Comprehensive Center (CA CC) is doing to provide assistance to the California Department of Education (CDE) in regard to supplemental educational services (SES).  It has been prepared by staff from the American Institutes for Research (AIR) as a partner in the CA CC to report progress on work outlined in a memorandum sent to Camille Maben and Anne Just on February 20, 2007 (attached).  This progress report largely features highlights of what we have learned from our conversations with selected states and California districts and providers, and briefly describes future plans to assist the CDE in fully implementing SES. 

As documented in the attached memo created in collaboration with Camille Maben and Anne Just, we identified that the CA CC would work with CDE to further develop capacity around SES in four areas: (1) verifying provider-reported student achievement data; (2) investigating alternative possibilities for obtaining consumer and district satisfaction information; (3) developing an SES evaluation; and (4) investigating parent notification components.

In an effort to begin to address these four areas, CA CC staff conducted interviews with a sample of states as well as districts and providers in California. We selected states which appeared to be implementing innovative SES practices based on publicly available information as well as states recommended by CDE staff which may face similar challenges to California with regard to size and English Learner populations
. The purpose of the interviews was to learn about SES implementation strategies that CDE may wish to consider incorporating.  CA CC staff also interviewed a random sample of six districts and eight providers in California to learn about their successes and challenges implementing SES. Our goal was to better understand areas of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with SES implementation from a district and provider perspective and to begin to identify trends or particular areas of need which the state may want to address. 

This progress report provides updated information about what we have learned through our conversations with other states, as well as districts and providers in California. We have also identified some possible next steps for our work around SES to further assist the state in its SES implementation and evaluation efforts. 

Part I: Primary issues from our California interviews and suggestions from other states, districts, and providers for addressing them 

The district and provider staff we spoke with identified several areas that could be addressed to strengthen SES implementation. These areas included limited communication within the state around SES, need for an evaluation of SES providers, inability to serve students in a timely manner, and administrative challenges for districts.

In addition, CA CC staff asked respondents from other states as well as California districts and providers for suggestions on how to best address some of the issues they identified. We have compiled some of the suggestions by topic area. 

1. Limited communication within the state around SES

Districts and providers would like to see more opportunities for communication with CDE and each other regarding SES implementation. Several districts and providers said that they were encouraged by the opportunity to share their insights about SES during our interviews and would like more opportunities to do so. Specifically, districts and providers said they would like to see:

· More guidance and sample tools from CDE, as well as opportunities for sharing with others implementing SES. In particular, districts and providers requested guidance around provider contracts, best practices for districts around monitoring of providers, and expectations for providers (e.g. recruiting students, providing incentives, hiring teachers from PI schools, progress reports). 
· More frequent job-alike conferences or bi-monthly conference calls facilitated by CDE. 

· Increased communication between districts, providers, parents and classroom teachers. 

Districts in particular requested additional opportunities for communication, such as: 

· Providing CDE with input on how implementation with each of the providers in their districts is working. Districts would like this information to be used as a component of a CDE-initiated provider evaluation. 

· Expressing their thoughts on policy or state-wide implementation decisions that will affect district SES implementation (such as the changes to the provider application).

What we heard as potential ways to improve communication around SES:

· Six of the states (FL, NC, IL, OH, PA, NM) we spoke with have developed toolkits or sample documents for districts and providers and/or lists of frequently asked questions on their websites.

· Pennsylvania created a 14-item checklist that can be used by districts to communicate difficulties with providers to the state. This checklist is then included in the provider’s file at the state level and can be reviewed by the state at the time of re-application.

· One district recommended the establishment of an SES task force, which might involve both district and provider representation, to facilitate communication between districts, providers, and the CDE, and to provide CDE with input on policy changes.

· Several districts suggested that CDE convene bi-monthly meetings for districts and have experienced districts present on different topics, such as contracts, parental notification, and monitoring. Several districts and providers suggested that they help to set the agendas for meetings so that the conversations are relevant and productive. 

· One provider suggested holding a kick-off meeting in each district where providers, district staff, and school staff come together to discuss paper-work requirements and best practices. Experienced providers could help facilitate information sharing.

2. Need for an evaluation of SES providers

Both districts and providers stressed the importance of an evaluation of SES providers. District staff would like to contribute information towards a state evaluation of SES providers. The providers we spoke with argued that districts were aptly positioned to assess provider performance. Reasons given in support of districts participating in a state evaluation included:

· Districts respondents said they would like to have some influence over which providers are approved to provide services by the CDE. Interviewed district staff further indicated that this would provide districts with an incentive to conduct local monitoring and consider the effectiveness of SES providers. 

· When asked if districts could use their contracts with providers to insure compliance, one district respondent indicated that their legal department would not be supportive of pursing a breach of contract case unless there was a health and safety violation. From their point of view, evaluation of provider compliance and effectiveness by CDE and subsequent removal of non-compliant or ineffective providers would allow districts to discontinue relationships with non-compliant or ineffective providers.

· All providers we spoke with argued that providers who fail to show that their services have a positive impact on students’ academic progress should be removed from the state approved list. 

What we heard as potential ways to evaluate SES providers:
· Five (TX, IL, NC, NM, and PA) of the seven states we spoke with have contracts with external organizations to conduct a state-wide evaluation of SES providers using state achievement data. 

· Ohio, Illinois and New Mexico also include or plan to include additional information such as student attendance, parent satisfaction, teacher satisfaction, district input, and on-site observation information to determine a composite rating for each provider. 

· Texas and Illinois are developing state-wide student enrollment, attendance and billing systems such as those used in Louisiana and Indiana (Student Terminal Assisted Records System (STARS) and Cayen systems) to lesson the burden on districts. These systems should also help to address the evaluation challenge noted by New Mexico and Pennsylvania of mismatches between district and provider enrollment lists. 

· Pennsylvania, New Mexico, and Ohio have used provider reported pre- and post- test data as one part of their overall evaluation. However, these states mentioned that the provider reported data were unreliable. As a solution, Pennsylvania requires all providers to administer the same benchmark assessment to the students they serve, if it is not already being administered by the district in which they provide services.

· Two California districts are using state achievement test data to conduct localized assessments of provider effectiveness. One district looks at student proficiency levels rather than scale scores since the state test is not vertically aligned. This district shares the data with providers, but does not provide parents with any feedback on providers. The other district addresses the issue of non-vertical alignment of the state test by using a linear regression model in which expected scores based on prior performance are compared to actual scores. The evaluation is made public on the district’s website, but the results are not widely publicized. 

· Only one district indicated that they have alternate district level assessment data (a district English Language Arts benchmark assessment) that could be used to look at provider effectiveness. 

 3. Inability to serve students in a timely manner

Another key challenge to SES implementation identified by districts is the overall timeline for the administration of the program. Most of the contacted districts reported that the overall timeline of the program makes it difficult for districts to notify parents, contract with providers, and ensure that students begin receiving services in a timely manner. District staff noted the following specific timeline complications:

· Because the state board does not approve the list of California providers until the May board meeting, districts feel they lose valuable time in initiating contracts with providers and obtaining local school board approval for contracts.

· District respondents said that obtaining the necessary free-and-reduced lunch data to identify which students are eligible for services can be a challenge. In at least one district the data are housed in a different department with restricted access.

· District staff indicated that since AYP data are not released until late August, they must rush to send out parent notification letters, facilitate enrollment by parents, hold provider fairs, and reassign students when necessary in order to begin services at towards the start of the school year. 

· Many of the districts reported a delay in provider initiation of services. Though the districts hold fairs for parents to select a provider in the fall, some providers do not commence services for students until January or later.

What we heard as potential ways to address the issue of timeliness of service:
· North Carolina’s SES Coordinator established a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the state’s Child Nutrition Services to gain access to the free-and-reduced lunch data. This facilitates the transfer of data to the district Title I directors for the creation of parent notification letters. 

· Districts suggested that the State Board move the approval of the provider list from the board meeting in May to the March meeting so districts can initiate the process for provider contracts earlier in the year. 

· Several districts suggested that the state develop a policy as to when providers are required to initiate services. Several states we spoke with have these types of requirements in place. For example, in New Mexico providers are to begin service no later than four weeks after the enrollment period has ended or from the date the student was enrolled for SES. Florida requires providers to indicate on their application the minimum number of students they will serve. If they receive the minimum number of students but do not provide services to them, the provider is removed from the approved list for that district.

· New Mexico also has time requirements for district implementation. Districts are required to notify parents of eligibility for services within the first two weeks of the school year.

4. Administrative challenges for districts

Most districts reported administrative challenges in implementation of the SES program. Since the program does not include funds for districts to administer the program, districts are struggling to find fiscal and human resources to adequately manage it. 

· SES personnel in most districts juggle SES responsibilities with other programmatic duties such as curriculum and instruction or oversight of all categorical programs. 

· The administration of SES at the district level is a sizable task that includes creating the documentation necessary for a federal program; identifying, securing, and writing SES contracts for providers; contacting parents to enroll students; and monitoring providers.

In addition to challenges associated with the administration of the overall program, district staff also reported particular implementation issues in their districts, such as: 

· Monitoring which students are actually receiving services, and managing the different ways that providers bill for their services (i.e., student enrollment or attendance)

· Deciding how best to utilize the funds for SES when there is not enough funding to serve all eligible students in the district.

· Securing rooms for providers to use at school sites that are reluctant or unable to share space with SES providers.

· Ensuring that providers cover the content areas identified in student learning plans, and provide progress reports to parents.

· Having limited authority over providers since the CDE develops and maintains the list of approved providers. 
What we heard as potential ways to address these administrative concerns: 

· Several district staff would like to see the CDE set aside funds or consider some way to allocate funds to support the administration of SES.  

· As discussed under the issue of a need for an evaluation, the state-wide student enrollment, attendance and billing systems that Texas and Illinois are developing (similar to Student Terminal Assisted Records System (STARS) in Louisiana and Cayen systems in Indiana) have implications for lessening the administrative burden on districts and improving overall monitoring.

· One district suggested the development of a statewide policy to require that providers bill only for students served, not simply those enrolled.

· Pennsylvania, North Carolina, and Florida provide districts with a standard monitoring checklist or survey to complete for each of their providers. Ohio requires districts to complete a monitoring report for each of their providers.

Part II: Possible next steps for the CA CC in coordination with CDE

CA CC staff plans to continue information gathering around the four areas outlined in the February 20, 2007 memo developed in coordination with Camille Maben and Anne Just. However, we would welcome any feedback you may have on the information contained in this progress report or any input as to changes in priorities for our SES collaboration. Specifically, our current plans can be divided into three categories – 1) tasks we are planning to move forward with unless CDE has concerns; 2) a task that we could undertake if CDE thinks it would be beneficial; and 3) a task that would require CDE to provide data received from SES providers. 

1. Tasks we plan to continue with unless CDE has concerns: 

Additional analysis of data from our phone interviews to include:

· A deeper analysis of the data from state, district and provider calls including:

· A thorough review of the various templates and tools received from interviews with other states and California districts that CDE may want to consider adopting (e.g. district monitoring tools, attendance and billing software, state FAQs for districts and providers, and district and parent satisfaction surveys)

· A thorough review of the SES state and district policies and requirements that CDE may want to consider adopting (ways to publicize evaluation findings, termination of providers, service initiation requirements for SES providers, limits on incentives from providers)

· Further exploration of the ways in which two California districts use state achievement data to measure provider effectiveness. 

· Development of a memorandum outlining more detailed findings from state, district and provider calls, and specific recommendations. This memo will include more thorough recommendations around the four issues identified in this progress report for the CDE to consider.

Investigating CII Parent Outreach Model:

· CA CC staff will continue to talk with staff from other Regional Comprehensive Centers to learn about the implementation of a model to increase parent outreach and SES enrollment that is offered by the Center for Innovation and Improvement (CII).

2. A task we could undertake if CDE indicates it would be useful: 

Developing a detailed compilation of consumer and district reaction to SES:

· Develop a detailed list from the interview data as well as the compilation of district responses the CDE shared with CA CC staff of the various SES related issues identified by districts and providers. This may be useful for CDE if the state is considering the development of a district satisfaction survey or facilitating future statewide SES meetings or conference calls.

3. A task we could undertake if CDE is able to provide the CA CC with provider-reported data:

Verifying provider-reported student achievement data:

· In February 2007, Anne Just thought it would be useful for the CA CC to assist CDE in considering ways to verify provider reported data. If CDE has received provider-reported achievement data and would like to share it with the CA CC, CA CC staff could look at what providers have submitted to consider how the data could best be verified. CA CC staff could work collaboratively with CDE to help develop the capacity to assess achievement data providers report to CDE in order to determine its effectiveness and utility in future SES evaluations. 
� CA CC staff interviewed the state SES coordinator in the following five states recommended by CDE: IL, OH, TX FL, and NM.  Although the CDE recommended we speak with NY, we were not able to schedule an interview with them. CA CC staff also interviewed state SES coordinators in PA and NC.
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