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March 16, 2007

Amanda Farris

Deputy Assistant Secretary
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400 Maryland Avenue, S.W. 

Washington, DC 20202

Dear Ms. Farris:

In response to the condition placed on California’s Title I grant award and the follow-up request from the U.S. Department of Education dated February 26, 2007, I am pleased to submit our mid-year report of information on the implementation of public school choice and supplemental educational services in the State’s 20 largest local districts. 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact me at (916) 319-0582, or by e-mail at cmaben@cde.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Camille Maben, Director

School and District Accountability Division

CM:jh

Mid-year Report on California’s 
2006-07 Implementation of 
Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services 
in the State’s 20 Largest Local Districts
March 16, 2007
California Department of Education (CDE) staff has continued to verify the implementation of public school choice (Choice) and supplemental educational services (SES) for each of the State’s 20 largest local districts. This mid-year report summarizes technical assistance efforts provided to the districts by CDE staff, along with our analysis and evaluation of each district’s implementation activities.
Highlighted in this report are summaries of: 
· Notes from the four monthly group meetings conducted by CDE staff with district representatives to provide technical assistance on Choice and SES implementation issues. These meetings were held between November 2006 and February 2007. (The districts preferred whole-group meetings in person over participating in small group conference calls.) 

· The districts’ mid-year reports submitted to CDE in late February 2007 summarizing their 2006-07 implementation activities to-date for Choice and SES.
CDE staff referenced the Title I legislative requirements and the U.S. Department of Education (ED) non-regulatory guidance for the implementation of Choice and SES to determine the appropriate criteria by which to analyze and evaluate each district’s implementation of Choice and SES. The following criteria were used to evaluate the information from the sources cited above: 

1. Districts must notify parents about their options for Choice transfers before the beginning of the school year (in California, this is September 1). 

2. Parental notifications must provide information about specific transfer schools and allow parents a “reasonable time” to respond about the Choice option (i.e., more than two weeks).

3. Districts must notify parents about SES as soon as possible after the beginning of the school year. 

4. Parental notifications must include information about the SES providers available to serve the district and must allow parents a “reasonable time” to respond about SES (i.e., more than two weeks).

5. Parental notifications must be prepared in languages and formats understandable to parents and available in multiple ways (e.g., letters, Web postings, flyers, newsletters).      

6. Revised school plans for schools entering Year 1 of Program Improvement (PI) status must receive a peer review and be submitted to the local governing board for approval within 90 days of PI identification.

CDE staff developed the following additional criteria to meet the specifications in ED’s September 30, 2006, revision of “Attachment T, Conditions Governing Title I, Part A—Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies.”

7. The districts must meet or exceed 95 percent of the deadlines specified in their implementation timelines submitted in August 2006.

8. The districts will cite challenges and successes in implementing Choice and SES in 2006-07.

9. The districts will list actions taken in 2006-07 to address challenges as well as preventive actions for implementation in 2007-08.

CDE staff used the nine criteria above in preparing the findings for this mid-year report, which consists of three parts: 1) a summary of technical assistance efforts and major points from the four monthly meetings held with district representatives; 2) individual summaries about each district from their mid-year reports; and 3) a summary of district implementation activities (timelines, preventive actions, challenges and successes with both Choice and SES).

PART I: Technical Assistance Efforts and

Major Points from Monthly Meetings

At the onset of this monitoring effort, several two-hour conference calls were held with representatives from all 20 of the districts to go over the process, requirements, templates, timelines, expectations, etc., and answer questions. Those conference calls were held on the following dates:
· July 13, 2006
· August 4, 2006

In order to provide “in person” technical assistance to the districts, meetings were held with representatives from the 20 districts immediately following their regular monthly meetings with statewide categorical directors in Sacramento. The meetings were conducted in November 2006 through February 2007. Notes highlighting the content of each of the four meetings are included below. 

November 14, 2006

1:30 – 3:30 

A. Two handouts (Title 5 Regulations, Subchapter 13. Supplemental Services and California Title 5 Supplemental Educational Services Regulations [a side-by-side comparison of requirements and responsibilities which can be viewed at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ti/documents/sesduties.doc] were provided to each district to generate a discussion about what is required for supplemental educational service (SES) providers and what is required from the district. Each of the 21 items from the side-by-side document served as discussion points for the first and second meetings (items 1 – 7 were discussed in the first meeting, and items 8 – 21 were discussed at the second meeting). The items appear below in bold type.

Listed below each item are some issues and concerns discussed at the meeting regarding each item.

1. Demonstrate a record of effectiveness in increasing student academic proficiency in English-language arts and mathematics. 

· The contract could request the provider to use a standard test to show student progress.

· Most districts use the test that the provider says was approved on the state application.

· Should district staff be included in the provider/parent meeting when writing the student learning plan?

· The basis for approving a plan should include the demonstrated area of need, teaching strategies to improve academic results for students, and how progress will be evaluated.

2. Provide at least five letters of reference from previous clients.

· Some districts will not allow teachers to write reference letters for providers.

3. Certify that a provider has not been removed from the state-approved list for cause any time over the previous two years.

· Some districts asked if they could be notified when a provider is removed from the state-approved list for cause. Currently, if a provider is removed, the change will be made on the CDE Web site. This was a concern to some districts because they have to constantly check the status of providers. CDE does not currently have a process to notify districts directly. The new Request for Application will ask providers to list the districts they will service. With this information, the CDE will be able to notify the districts when a provider is removed from the list. (As of November 2006, no provider has been removed for cause.) 

4. Provide written proof of current liability insurance.

· Providers have expressed concern over the required dollar amount.

5. Provide evidence of being legally constituted and qualified to conduct business in California.

· Some districts require providers to have a city business license as well as a state business license. 

6. Provide a level of staffing, fiscal, equipment, and facility resources that enable them to work with students in compliance with these regulations and applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. 

· Some providers get more students than they originally expected. They have to hire more staff and acquire more equipment. The amount of time it takes to do this can delay the start of services. 

· Instead of waiting for a provider to hire more staff and acquire more equipment, the parent has the option of choosing another provider.

· It was suggested that contracts include a starting date for services. 

7. Demonstrate fiscal soundness.

· A provider should have funds to last approximately six months since providers are not paid in advance. 

Items 8-21 will be discussed at the next meeting.

B. Listed below are general comments that were made regarding Choice and SES.

1. Choice

· While the district needs to provide adequate time for parents to make a decision, parents also need to make their decisions in a timely manner. 

2. SES

· Lack of district staff to process applications is a problem.  

· Some parents submit more than one application, which complicates the process.

· Districts should be aware of providers charging for sessions that do not occur. 

· If a provider states that its services are statewide, then that provider must serve all districts where parents have selected the provider. 

December 20, 2006

1:00-3:00 p.m.
A. The discussion of the California Title 5 Supplemental Educational Services (SES) Regulations (a side-by-side comparison of requirements and responsibilities) was continued, starting with item 8. 

8. Meet all applicable federal, state, and local health and safety laws in providing a facility for meeting with students.

· Some districts have had an issue when a student has exceptional health needs. Who pays for the nurse to stay on campus while conducting the tutoring session? Most providers will pay for the nurse to stay. 

· The district can add an assurance in the contract to make sure the provider is providing a safe and healthy atmosphere.

9. Provide instruction that is:


a.   Aligned with applicable state-adopted content standards, kindergarten-12 curriculum frameworks, and instructional materials. 

· Districts should request a copy of all instructional materials the providers plan to use.
b. Organized and presented in a manner designed to meet the specific achievement goals of individual students.

· Some providers don’t receive a response or signed documents from parents. The provider documents and files this information. 

· Schools are encouraging providers to meet with the student, parent, and teacher to come up with an individualized education plan. 

c. Coordinated with the student’s school program, including an individualized educational plan and/or 504 Plan, if applicable.

d. High quality and will increase the student academic achievement in English-language arts and/or mathematics.

e. Outside the regular school day.

f. Secular, neutral, and non-ideological.

· Make sure the provider is not proposing a religious agenda.

10. Develop specific achievement goals in coordination with parents/guardians and school staff.

· Each provider should give the school a copy of the achievement goals prior to the first invoice. 

11. Provide access to services for students with disabilities and English learners, if applicable. 

· The provider should evaluate the student’s needs and decide whether a one-on-one session would be more beneficial than a group tutoring session. 

· If a provider cannot provide specialized tutoring, the district then can contract with a non-approved provider. The district will need to pay for these services. 

· Cost may be an issue if the district has to provide materials for English learners who are tutored by non-approved providers. 

12. Provide parents/guardians, students, school staff, and/or district staff with regular reports of student progress.

· Some districts want to require providers to send progress reports to parents in a language the parent can understand.

13. Secure parent/guardian permission to have access to student data.

· It was suggested to have access permission information on the sign-up form and to keep copies on file.

14. Keep all student information confidential.

15. Collaborate with contracting school districts in the use of individual student test results for accountability purposes. 

16. Provide personnel updates regarding staff changes. 

· There has been an issue with some providers not submitting all of the required paperwork for staff who are providing services. It was suggested to withhold payment until all required paperwork is submitted. 

· Some districts require a statement from providers listing the staff members who actually provided services.

17. Complete and comply with staff background checks, fingerprinting, and tuberculosis tests for all employees who provide direct services to students.

18. Comply with all applicable federal, state, and local health, safety, and civil right laws.

19. Limit incentives to those directly related to services provided and do not exceed a monetary value as designated with the contract with the local district. 

· Some providers promise palm pilots, gift cards, etc., and do not follow through. 

20. Abide by the conditions of the contract with the district.

· Be up front with the provider and lay out exactly what is expected.

21. Participate in the monitoring and evaluation process conducted by the California Department of Education. 

· Make sure parents have signed off to release the data. 

B. General Discussion

· Providers are required to attend a mandatory meeting. Several meetings will be held between May and July. 

· At the January 16, 2007, meeting with the 20 largest districts, CDE’s Title l Policy and Partnerships Office will distribute a template to be used to gather information for the next report due to ED. Districts are asked to complete the template and bring a draft to the February meeting. 

January 16, 2007

1:00-3:00

A. By March 16, 2007, the California Department of Education (CDE) must submit a report to the U.S. Department of Education (ED) regarding the implementation of school choice (Choice) and supplemental educational services (SES) in the State’s 20 largest districts. A template was handed out that will be used to collect the necessary information from each district. The template lists the timelines for Choice and SES activities and asks for the planned date of implementation and the actual date of implementation. The template also asks for the challenges and successes each district has experienced with Choice and SES implementation along with other information regarding choice and SES.

· On the timeline, the dates of the district’s planned implementation and actual implementation should match. If they do not, the district will explain the reasons for the mismatch and what will be done to correct it next year. 

· Districts will e-mail their draft template to CDE’s Title I Office prior to the February 13 meeting. 

B. The following are general comments/questions raised a the meeting regarding SES:

· Student lists were sent out in December, but some providers are just now providing services. Some providers are telling districts that six weeks is not enough time to set up services.

· Can a provider help a child with his/her homework? This is not the main goal of SES. SES is designed to assist students with English-language arts and math.

· Many providers do not have sufficient staff to provide services to all of the students who have signed up. If a provider does not respond within a reasonable amount of time, the district can offer parents a list of other approved providers. 

· Several districts are using other funding sources to pay for services. 

C. The following are general comments/questions regarding Choice:

· Many parents were deterred by the Choice option when they realized their child would spend a considerable amount of time riding the bus back and forth to school.

· Some districts have two cycles to offer Choice and have started the process for requesting Choice in the spring of 2007 for the 2007-08 school year. 

· Most districts are not using all of the money because the need is not there. Most families do not opt for Choice.

At the next meeting, CDE staff will review the draft templates that were submitted by districts. The next meeting is scheduled for February 13, 2007.

February 13, 2007

1:00-3:00

A. The California Department of Education (CDE) notified the State’s 20 largest local districts about the additional school choice (Choice) and supplemental educational services (SES) monitoring visit from the U.S. Department of Education. The visit is scheduled for August 13-17, 2007. 

B. CDE’s Title l Office staff reviewed and discussed the information submitted to CDE by the 20 districts. The following are comments, questions, or concerns raised by the districts regarding Choice and SES:

· Carry-over funds must be used for Choice or SES in the following school year. 

· In one district, 70 percent of the students who signed up for SES last year did not complete the program. Reasons include parent/child being ill, vacations, decided to skip tutoring one month, etc.
· Some providers won’t “release” the children who never show up because they don’t necessarily receive additional children to fill the openings. 

· Middle and high schools have a higher rate of “no shows.” This may be because students can take a zero or seventh period class and receive credit for it. Students do not receive credit for SES. 

· Often, a parent will request a transfer and then revoke it once all of the paperwork is done. 

· In one district, 50 percent of the requested transfers did not follow through; parents often change their minds in the end. 

· Many districts have families who want to transfer their children for reasons other than the fact that the school is in program improvement (PI). Families have stated that they want a non-PI, non-poverty school. 

· Some parents want to choose the school for other reasons – close to their job or daycare, or the school is near the “bus line.”

· After reviewing student learning plans, some districts found that the plans were not acceptable. This delayed finalizing SES for some students. 

· Some parents have a problem with the tutoring staff not being highly qualified or credentialed. Some will take their child out of services if the feel the staff to be less-than-qualified. 

· Districts cannot tell providers who is eligible for tutoring (based on free-and-reduced lunch).

C. The following are some of the challenges that districts have encountered:

· If testing data continues to come out in late August, districts will have a difficult time meeting Choice and SES deadlines. After receiving their API scores, it takes districts time to print, stuff, and mail thousands of letters. 

· CDE staff has asked for the data earlier, but this creates more problems – data corrections, etc.
· Some districts find it difficult to keep siblings at the same school if parents are using the Choice option. 

D. The following are some of the successes that districts have encountered:

· Los Angeles Unified hosted a Choice Fair. Over 5000 families attended. 

· One district created a video about parent choices. This video also was produced in Spanish and posted to the Web. 

· Some districts are using the Cayen system, which helps with monitoring and tracking students. 

· Districts appreciated the monthly meetings with the CDE to discuss Choice and SES. 

In addition to the technical assistance on Choice and SES provided through the meetings and conference calls highlighted in this section, CDE also conducted workshops to provide information for potential SES providers and districts on the State’s SES Request for Applications:

· November 14, 2006 – Oakland, CA

· January 25, 2007 – Los Angeles, CA

· February 21, 2007 – Monterey, CA

PART II: Summaries from District Mid-year Reports

Part II of this report includes the mid-year summaries from information submitted by each of the districts highlighting problems, district actions, CDE analysis of district efforts, and our conclusions regarding each district’s implementation of Choice and SES requirements. (NOTE: Although Elk Grove Unified is among the 20 largest districts, it is not included in the summary since the district currently does not have any schools identified for Program Improvement.)

 The summaries for each district are listed in alphabetical order.
Capistrano Unified School District (CUSD)

Problems:  

There were three schools in the district identified for Program Improvement (PI). The district sent out separate letters for Choice and Supplemental Educational Services. CDE staff received copies of these letters and determined that the following issues needed corrective action:

Letters:

· contained language that could be interpreted as discouraging participation

· did not specify that the district will give consideration to parent’s preference for school transfers

· did not allow sufficient time for parents to respond

Timeline:

CDE requested documentation to ensure that the district had developed procedures and had a process in place to implement Choice and SES requirements. CDE’s review of the district’s initial timeline found that it had not established specific time frames for the following activities: 

· identifying non-PI schools

· identifying list of state-approved SES providers willing to serve the district
· implementing Choice and SES

District Actions:

CDE staff contacted the district to discuss the above issues, provided technical assistance, and analyzed activities in the timeline to ensure that all appropriate information was included in the letters. CDE staff advised the district not to include language discouraging participation. CDE staff worked with CUSD in the revision of its Choice and SES letters so that parents would receive the required information in a way that would enable them to make informed and timely decisions. The district offered public school Choice at three elementary schools: Las Palmas, Kinoshita, and San Juan. The revised letters specifically stated that the district would give consideration to parents’ preference for transfer schools. The revised letters also gave parents adequate time (more than three weeks) to respond.

CUSD offered SES at the three PI schools. The district held a Supplemental Educational Services Provider Fair inviting eligible parents and providers to attend. District staff followed up with telephone calls to parents to further explain the processes and to encourage parents to take advantage of free tutoring.

CDE Analysis:

The final copies of letters submitted by the district now contain all of the required information and do not include any unnecessary editorial language. CDE staff reviewed the actual parent notification letters that were disseminated to parents and determined that the district has followed the dates specified in its corrected timeline. The district has used the timeline as a guide to establish procedures to ensure the correct and timely dissemination of all required information to parents. 

Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.
Corona-Norco Unified

Problems: 

The initial timeline prepared by the district did not include a sufficient application period for parents wishing to have their children participate in the SES program. It also did not include the identification of non-PI schools in the district for parent selection. Further, it omitted the inclusion of a peer review process for the revised Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA). 

District Actions:

CDE provided technical assistance to the district to address the areas identified above. As a result, the district revised its time frame for SES applications, which now includes a four-week window during which parents can submit applications to participate in the program.

The district’s revised timeline also includes the identification of non-PI schools in the district that are available for parent selection.

In addition, the timeline now includes the peer review process for the revised SPSA.

CDE Analysis:

CDE staff analyzed the district’s updated timeline to determine if it included all activities required by law, including the specific actions highlighted above. It was determined that Corona-Norco now has an appropriate four-week application period to apply for SES, providing parents with the adequate opportunity to participate in the program if they choose to do so.

The district also revised its timeline to include the identification of non-PI schools for the Choice program, giving parents the information they need regarding alternative schools for their children if they choose to participate in the Choice program.

The timeline also includes the necessary peer review process for the revised SPSA.

Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Fontana Unified School District

Problems:

The initial review by CDE staff of district implementation activities found that the district’s SES notification letters required parents to designate an income level based on the free-and-reduced-price lunch system. The district did not collect that data for the school nutrition program; therefore, CDE staff assumed a need for this data to assure that low-income students received priority service. The district requested clarification regarding this requirement from CDE staff.

District Action:

Through technical assistance efforts, CDE staff advised the district administration regarding the need to discontinue the practice of collecting income data from parents in reference to SES options and for the need to reopen the enrollment period. On November 6, 2006, the district sent a revised notification letter to all parents of students enrolled in PI schools in Year 2 and beyond regarding this matter. The response period for parents was reopened from November 6, 2006, to December 1, 2006.

CDE Analysis:

CDE analyzed the district’s corrective actions outlined above along with the specific revisions to its notification letters and timelines. The district’s parental notification letters now adequately include all required information and provide parents with the timely opportunity to understand and exercise their options for Choice and SES.

Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.
Fresno Unified School District

Problems:

The district initially did not include descriptions of SES providers in the parental notification letters. Also missing from the letters was an explanation of the district’s prioritizing policy that would need to be considered if parental demand exceeded set-aside funds. Further, the district needed to include descriptions of the academic achievement of the non-PI schools that were included in the parental notification letters.

District Actions: 

CDE provided technical assistance to Fresno on each issue listed above. As a result, the district included descriptions of the approved SES providers in their parental notification letters. 

Also added to the letters was an explanation of the specific criteria the district would use to prioritize participation if parental demand exceeded set-aside funds. 

The district letters also included descriptions of the academic achievement of each non-PI school offered for Choice participation.

CDE Analysis:

As a result of district actions as summarized above, the problems that had been identified were resolved. The revised letters were disseminated to parents of eligible students in the district’s PI schools as indicated in the district’s timeline. CDE staff determined that these revised letters included the necessary descriptions of approved SES providers as required by law, and that the letters appropriately indicated how the district would prioritize if parent demand exceeded available set-aside funds. CDE also ensured that the letters included the descriptions of the academic achievement of the non-PI schools offered for Choice as required by law.

Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Garden Grove Unified School District
Problems:

Choice letters were missing the following information:

· Descriptions of academic achievement of non-PI transfer schools

· Explanation that priority goes to lowest achieving students from low-income families, if request exceeds 20 percent set-aside

· Inclusion of deadlines and procedures for parents to respond

· Explanation that LEA takes into consideration parent preference as it makes final decision about which non-PI school a student will attend

· Indication that SPSA revision is required

· Suggestions about how parents can assist the school to improve

SES letters were missing the following information:

· Explanation of school’s PI status

· List of approved SES providers willing to work with the district

· Brief descriptions of the services, qualifications, and demonstrated effectiveness of these providers

· Explanation that priority goes to lowest achieving students from low-income families, if request exceeds 20 percent set-aside

· Indication of availability of assistance to parents in selecting a provider, if requested

· Information about the implementation of the revised SPSA for PI schools in Years 2 and 3, as appropriate

District Action:

The district used the CDE templates, information provided by CDE staff, and information from peers in their area recommended by CDE staff to redesign their Choice letter; create a new SES letter; create a format to provide descriptions of the services, qualifications, and demonstrated effectiveness of the providers; and create timelines.

CDE Analysis:

CDE staff analyzed the content of the original submission of letters, based on the criteria included in the legislation and the CDE templates for both letters and timelines. After the district provided new versions of the letters and timeline that included the previously missing information (as indicated above), CDE staff determined that parental notification letters for Choice and SES adequately addressed all the requirements of the law.  

Conclusion:

The district now has compliant letters, timelines, and provider information that include the above listed previously missing items. Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district will fully implement Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Long Beach Unified School District

Problems:

The initial review of the Long Beach Unified School District parental notification letters resulted in the identification of the following issues in the content of the letters, each of which needed to be corrected:
· The PI Year status of each school was not included in the letter (i.e., Year 1, Year 2, Year 3, etc.). 
· The Year 1 notification letter did not indicate that Choice transportation was to be paid by the district. 
· In Year 2-5 Choice letters, the format of the letter made the content regarding school sanctions difficult to follow and understand. 
· The Choice letters required the parent to go to the school to obtain an application. 

· The Choice letters lacked academic information about the transfer schools. 

· Letters required that the parent meet with the principal before opting for Choice. 
· In the Year 2 letter, explanation of SES was difficult to understand. 

· Given that the district is an approved provider, language regarding SES appeared skewed toward the district as an SES provider. 
· Language implied that district-provided SES was free, but that there was a cost if other SES approved providers were chosen. 

· Lack of sign-up window deadline for SES. 

District Actions:

After discussion with the district and technical assistance from CDE staff, the district made the following changes to the parental notification letters:

· Identified the PI Year status of each school in the letter. 
· The Year 1 notification letter clarified that Choice transportation was to be paid by the district. 
· In Year 2-5 Choice letters, formatting was changed so that the letter was clear and easier to understand regarding school sanctions. 

· The letter included an application for Choice that could be mailed by the parent, as opposed to requiring the parent to go to the school to obtain an application. 

· The letter added academic information about the transfer schools. 

· It deleted the requirement for parents to meet with the principal before opting for Choice; now it is optional to meet with principal for assistance. 
· In Year 2 letter, added explanation of SES that was easier to understand. 

· Adopted more neutral language in explaining to parents the choices they had for selecting an SES provider, since the district is also an approved provider. 
· Deleted language that seemed to imply that district-provided SES was free, and that there was a cost when choosing other SES approved providers. 

· Added a sign-up window deadline for SES. 

Also, for existing PI schools, the district added a second opportunity for parents to select Choice for the current year, in addition to the prior year January 2006 opportunity.

CDE Analysis:

As a result of the technical assistance provided by CDE staff and the corrections made by the district, as detailed above, the district produced parental notification letters that were compliant with all NCLB notification requirements. 
Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the district actions and analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.
Los Angeles Unified School District

Problems:

Because of a significant number of year-round schools in the district that begin the school year in July, and because of the release of AYP data by CDE in late August, parents of students enrolled in year-round schools initially were not receiving timely Choice notification by the first day of school, as required by NCLB. 

In addition, because of the release of AYP data by CDE in late August, traditional schools with one year of not making AYP and then identified as PI in late August, could not offer Choice until the second semester. 
The district wanted to offer SES-type services to students in Year 1 schools who did not opt to transfer to a non-PI public school and felt students should not wait until the school was identified as Year 2.

In addition, the Choice brochure, which is sent to all parents in the district and includes Public School Choice options under NCLB as well as school choice under state law, magnet school transfers, and other options for school transfers, needed a more prominent emphasis on NCLB Choice.
District Actions:

After thorough discussions with the district and technical assistance provided by CDE staff, the district made changes to its Choice and SES procedures to address the above-mentioned shortcomings as follows:

· Edited the Choice brochure to more prominently feature Public School Choice under NCLB for the 2007-08 school year.
· Included the “at-risk” schools (one year of not making AYP) in the Choice brochure.

· Notified parents of students enrolled in “at-risk schools” (one year of not making AYP) of the Choice option so that school choice begins in July for year-round schools and in September for schools on traditional calendars.

CDE Analysis:

CDE staff will continue to assist the district to implement the specific implementation dates for Choice and SES activities as stated in the district timeline for the 2007-08 school year. Specifically, CDE will continue to work with the district to ensure that students whose parents make requests for Choice program transfers will be able to transfer to a non-PI school during the semester requested.

Conclusion:
Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district will fully implement Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.
Montebello Unified School District
Problems:

Choice letters for year-round schools (dated 7/17/06) were missing:
· academic achievement for non-PI schools.

· information that “parent preference would be taken into consideration.”

· suggestions regarding how parents can assist the school to improve.

SES letters contained an explanation of PI identification and indicated the year of PI designation; however, they lacked site-specific information regarding reason for PI identification. The site-specific information went out in the Choice letter, which was sent prior to the SES letter. 

Timeline:

Choice timeline omitted information that the implementation of the Single Plan for Student Achievement must begin immediately upon local board approval.

District Action:

The district revised its letters to include academic achievement information for the non-PI schools, added the phrase “Parent preference taken into consideration,” and added suggestions regarding how parents can assist the school to improve. Choice letters sent 8/30/06 included the previously missing information on the letters sent out for year-round schools.

The district also added “implementation of the Single Plan for Student Achievement must begin immediately upon local board approval” to its timeline.

CDE Analysis:

CDE staff analyzed the letters based on the content requirements and the CDE templates for both letters and timelines. CDE staff provided technical assistance in the form of phone calls and sample letters.

After the district provided new versions of the letters and timeline that included the previously missing information, CDE staff determined that parental notification letters for Choice and SES adequately addressed the requirements of the law.  

Conclusion:

CDE will continue to monitor the district to ensure that Choice letters for year-round schools in July 2007 (letters which already had been sent out July 17, 2006) match the letters for traditional-year schools that were sent out on August 30, 2006. Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district will fully implement Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Mt. Diablo Unified School District

Problems:

Notification letters sent by the district prior to the current school year did not contain all of the required information regarding Choice and SES. The district also did not meet the dissemination deadline.

To avoid a disruption in the school program, the district superintendent explained that eligible students are considered for Choice transfers for the beginning of the second semester if the parent requests the transfer by November 18, 2006. If the transfer request is made by January 15, 2007, the student will be considered for transfer for the Fall 2007 semester. The current timeline does not make this distinction. 

CDE staff determined that the district did not include the provisions for a differentiated transfer method. The published timelines for notification and actual schedules were not reconciled.

District Action:

With information and technical assistance provided by CDE staff, the district has corrected its notification letters to conform to all requirements. The problems highlighted above have been corrected.

CDE Analysis:

CDE staff will continue to assist the district to implement the specific implementation dates for Choice and SES activities as stated in the district’s timeline for the 2007-08 school year. Specifically, CDE will continue to work with the district to ensure that students whose parents make requests for Choice program transfers will be able to transfer to a non-PI school during the semester requested.

Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district will fully implement Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Oakland Unified School District

Problems: 

The notification letters sent by the district regarding Choice had the following problems:

· The letters did not state that a parent’s preference for a particular school would be taken into consideration.

· The letters listed capacity as a reason for denying school choice.

· The letters indicated the district would have to prioritize for participation, even before the applications from parents were received by the district.

District Actions: 

After CDE provided the district with information and technical assistance regarding the complete and appropriate implementation of Choice and SES, the district did make the required revisions to its notification letters. OUSD indicated in its letters that prioritization would occur “if sufficient funds are not available to serve all eligible students…” The letters now state that parents’ preferences for Choice schools would be taken into consideration. The district also removed from its letters any references to capacity. 

CDE Analysis:

Based on the actions taken by the district, parents will be provided adequate information with which to make informed decisions about Choice and its implementation. In order to ensure this will happen in the district, CDE will require two corrective actions of the district:

· The district will be required to send CDE copies of its Choice notification letters for the 2007-08 school year before they are mailed to parents. This will allow CDE to ensure that the letters include all of the required information.

· CDE will visit the district in the spring of 2007 ensure that the SES and Choice programs are being implemented according to law.

Conclusion:
The letters sent by the district regarding SES and Choice for the 2006-07 school year addressed all criteria and include all required information. Through the corrective actions highlighted above, CDE will ensure that the district’s 2007-08 letters for Choice and SES will address all criteria and that both programs are being implemented according to NCLB.
Riverside Unified School District

Problems: 

The notification letters sent by the district regarding Choice had the following issues:

· They did not state that a parent’s preference for a particular school would be taken into consideration.

· The letters listed capacity as a reason for denying school choice.

· The letters indicated the district would have to prioritize for participation, even before the applications from parents were received by the district.

· The letters did not give sufficient information about the requirement to revise the School Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA).

District Actions: 

After CDE provided the district with information and technical assistance regarding the implementation of Choice, the district made all recommended changes in its Choice notification letters in the areas indicated above. The district indicated in its letters that prioritization would occur “if sufficient funds are not available to serve all eligible students…”  The letters were revised to state that parental preference would be taken into consideration. The district removed from its letters any reference to capacity. It used CDE’s sample letter regarding Choice to add more information about the required revision of the SPSA.

CDE Analysis:

Based on the actions above taken by the district, parents will have more specific information in order to make informed decisions about Choice and its implementation. The letters sent for SES and Choice for the 2006-07 school year addressed all required criteria. Additionally, CDE has advised the district to consider sending PI letters in the spring to those schools in Years 2 and beyond of PI. The district has agreed to make this change in the date of notification for those schools.

Conclusion:
Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Sacramento City Unified School District (SCUSD)

Problems:

SCUSD prepared parental notification letters on Choice without an application form for parents to return, and required parents to contact the school principal to enroll their children in Choice.

District Action:

CDE provided information and technical assistance to the district and requested changes in the following areas:

· Asked for the inclusion of a parent selection form as an attachment to the letter.
· Provided several sample parent selection forms that could be used as an attachment.
· Requested the letters indicate that contact with the principal be a resource for the parent, if needed.
· Asked for the inclusion of academic data for the schools of choice.
As a result of the technical assistance provided by CDE, the district revised its letter to include academic data on the receiving schools, included a parent selection form as an attachment, and sent out the letter in August prior to the beginning of the school year.

CDE Analysis:

As indicated above, the district’s revised letter now includes all the necessary requirements. It was dated and disseminated before the beginning of the school year as required by law. Based on the district corrective actions, parents were notified in a timely manner, and any potential barriers to making a selection were removed. As a result, parents will have a better opportunity to participate in the Choice program if they choose to do so.

Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.
San Bernardino Unified School District

Problems:

The parental notification letters sent by San Bernardino Unified School District needed corrections to be made in the following areas in order to be compliant with NCLB requirements. The letters:

· required parents to go to the school to obtain SES and Choice applications.

· did not specify the specific corrective actions for Year 3 schools or restructuring options in Year 4 schools.

· did not include a parent sign-up window for SES or Choice.

· did not explain priority for service if demand exceeded the funding available for both SES and Choice.

· referred to lack of space (capacity) as a reason to not offer Choice.

District Actions:

After information and technical assistance were provided by CDE staff to the district, the following changes were made to the parental notification letters:

· Attached an application for choice and SES, as opposed to requiring the parent to go to the school to obtain such applications 

· Specified options for corrective action and restructuring in Years 3-5 schools 

· Specified a sign-up window for parental responses for SES and  Choice 

· Explained priority for service if demand exceeded the funding available for both SES and Choice 

· Deleted reference to space as a determinant for providing Choice 

In addition, the district prepared a parental notification letter for an alternative school (San Andreas High School) after being informed by CDE that notification was required. A letter was sent to parents of enrolled students by November 1, 2006.

CDE Analysis:

Once technical assistance and guidance were provided by CDE staff, and after the district had made all of the corrections outlined above, a second CDE review of the letters determined that the district’s parental notification letters contained all the required information and were compliant with all NCLB requirements.
Conclusions:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

San Diego City Unified

Problems:

The district’s initial parental notification letters lacked some specific school action information that is relevant to the specific PI Year (e.g., revising the SPSA in Year 1).

The district’s initial timeline did not include the implementation of all the statutory requirements for “appropriate opportunity for participation by parents and students.” 

District Actions:

CDE staff provided information and technical assistance to the district regarding each of the Choice and SES program requirements, specifically in the areas that needed correcting. 

As a result, the district notification letters included information on specific school actions relevant to specified PI Year, such as revising the SPSA in Year 1. The district also revised its timeline to include all of the required actions and their timely implementation. All of the required elements have now been added to the timelines.

CDE Analysis:

Because of the district’s revisions to its notification letters and timeline as indicated above, the letters now include all required components, and the timeline reflects the appropriate and timely implementation of all Choice and SES requirements. These actions will provide parents and students with the timely opportunity for participation in both Choice and SES.

Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.
San Francisco Unified School District
Problems:

The initial review by CDE staff of district implementation activities found that the district notification letters did not include all of the required information regarding Choice and SES. The letters contained general descriptions of schools that were unrelated to each program. CDE’s initial review also found that the district notification letters did not include the required timelines for notification of parent options.
District Action:

CDE provided information and technical assistance to the district to highlight the necessary corrections that the district would need to make in both its letter and timeline. As a result, the parent notification letter was amended appropriately. The final version was a letter containing a brief and relevant description of the school’s program in addition to providing all required information for parents regarding their options for Choice and SES. The district also revised its timelines to accommodate timely notifications to parents regarding all Choice and SES provisions.
CDE Analysis:
CDE analyzed the district’s revisions to its notification letters and timelines. As indicated above, the district’s amended letters include all the necessary components required by law. As a result of the revised letter and amendments to the timeline, parents will have the timely information they need to enable them to exercise their option to participate in Choice and SES.

Conclusion:
Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.
San Juan Unified School District

Problems:

In its letter on Choice, the district did not include academic data on the non-PI schools in the district.
District Actions:

CDE staff provided information and technical assistance for the district in August 2006 regarding: 1) academic data on the schools receiving Choice transfers, and 2) early notification to parents in PI schools in Years 2 through 5. As a result, the district revised the content of its letter. The Choice letter now includes academic data on non-PI schools. The district also will review its practices to determine if the parent notification letters can be disseminated in the prior school year for schools in PI Years 2 through 5. 

CDE Analysis:

CDE staff analyzed the revised letter to determine if all required content had been included. Staff determined that the district’s revised letter now includes all appropriate revisions and required content. The letter was dated and disseminated before the beginning of the school year, as required by law. Based on the district corrective actions, parents were notified in a timely manner, and any potential barriers to making selections were removed. These revisions will provide parents who wish to participate in the Choice program a better opportunity to do so.

Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Santa Ana Unified School District

Problems:

Choice letters were missing the following information:

· Explanation of “if request exceeds funds available.”

· Full explanation of how parents can assist schools to improve (letter says to “call to find out.”)

SES letters were missing the following information:

· Although the letter explains that “priority goes to lowest achieving students from low-income families, if request exceeds 20 percent set-aside,” it doesn’t specifically state that SES is offered to students from low-income families.

· Information about the implementation of the revised SPSA in Years 2 and 3 PI schools, as appropriate

· Information about corrective actions, planning for restructuring, and alternative governance arrangements for the school, as appropriate

· Suggestions regarding how parents can assist the school to improve
CDE staff provided information and technical assistance in the form of phone calls and sample letters. 

District Action:
The district has added each of the above items to its letter templates. 

CDE Analysis:

CDE staff analyzed the revised letters, based on the legislation and the CDE templates for both letters and timelines. CDE staff provided technical assistance in the form of phone calls and sample letters. CDE staff determined that due to the district’s size, the number of its program improvement schools (42), and its multi-letter system, the district will require more time to bring the above items into compliance. It should be noted that despite the district’s size, all of its SES slots have been filled. The district had 4000 SES applicants for 3,300 slots.

Conclusion:

CDE staff will continue to provide technical assistance to, and monitoring of, the district to ensure that by 6/1/07, all letters include required information. Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district will fully implement Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Stockton Unified School District

Problems:

Choice letters:

· Capacity issues were listed by the district as a reason for not placing a student in a school of choice.

· The following items were missing from the parental notification letters:

· An explanation that the district takes into consideration parent preference as it makes final decisions about which non-PI school a student will attend

· Requirement for a revised SPSA

SES letters were missing the following information:

· Offer SES to students from low-income families

· Information about the implementation of the revised SPSA in Years 2 and 3 PI schools, as appropriate

· Information about corrective actions, planning for restructuring, and alternative governance arrangements for the school, as appropriate

Original timelines were missing dates for the following activities as specified on CDE checklist:

· Descriptions of academic achievement of transfer schools

· Collection and reporting of data about student eligibility and use of transfer options

· Completion of peer review process and local board approval of the revised SPSA

· Implementation of deadline for parent response to transfer

District Actions:

After technical assistance and information provided by CDE, the district revised its Choice and SES letters along with its timelines, correcting each of the problems highlighted above. The district begins its letter process in the spring and by August the letters are with the translators. 

CDE Analysis:

CDE staff provided technical assistance in the form of phone calls, sample letters and timelines, and conference calls.

Of note: District received a federal audit of its program in Summer 2005. According to the district point of contact, at that time the only item of non-compliance identified was the manner in which the district generated its eligibility list.

Conclusion:

CDE staff determined that due to the district’s size, the number of its PI schools, and its multi-letter system, the district will require until spring of 2007 to fully comply with all items as the first drafts of letters are generated in the spring.

CDE staff will continue to provide technical assistance to, and monitoring of, the district to ensure that by 6/1/07, all letters include the required information. Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district will fully implement Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

Sweetwater Union High School District

Problems:  

Eight schools in the district were identified for PI. A review of the district’s draft letters indicated that corrective actions were needed in several areas of the parental notification letters. CDE staff provided technical assistance and guidance to correct the following issues:

· The draft letters contained language that could be interpreted as discouraging participation.

· The draft notification did not specify a timeline for parents to respond.

· Draft SES letters did not include information about the providers.

· Draft SES letters did not include correct eligibility criteria.

· Draft Choice letters did not specify that district would give consideration to parents’ preferences for transfer school.

· Draft Choice letters did not inform parents that once a student had transferred, the student could remain at the school until graduating, even if the home school exited PI.

CDE also asked the district to submit a timeline for how and when the district implemented activities related to Choice and SES. In a review of the initial timeline documentation, CDE determined that the district had not included all of the required activities. Staff provided technical assistance and guidance to the district to include the following activities in the timeline:

· Prepare description of academic achievement of transfer schools.
· Send parental notification of the school’s PI status and availability of Choice with paid transportation (for newly identified PI schools, if any).
· Implement deadline for parental response to transfer.
District Actions:

The district has developed a process for disseminating three letters. The first letter, sent in the spring, explains the availability of Choice. The second Choice letter is sent on September 1 to the newly identified PI schools. The third letter is sent on October 1 to the parents of eligible students explaining the availability of SES. The district revised its letters to incorporate the corrections for the issues outlined above and provided letter templates to CDE. CDE followed up to obtain the final letters that were sent to parents. The district is in the process of sending its spring letter, which is scheduled to be mailed by the end of March 2007.  

CDE Analysis:

The final timeline submitted by the district contains specific dates for the activities above. In our review of letters sent to parents, CDE has determined that the actual distribution of letters was consistent with the dates specified in the district’s timeline. CDE followed up with the district regarding the status of the spring letter. As indicated above, SUHSD is planning to send the letter by the end of March. The contents of the letters submitted by the district indicate that the appropriate corrections have been incorporated (e.g., the district removed language that could be interpreted as discouraging for participation). Letters were revised to give parents adequate time (four weeks) to respond. 
Conclusion:

Therefore, based on the analysis described above, CDE has determined that the district has fully implemented Choice and SES in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.
PART III: Summaries of District Implementation Activities

In the chart provided in Part III  of California’s mid-year report, summaries of each district’s implementation activities are highlighted. Included for each district is an explanation of discrepant dates from the district’s timeline, along with preventive actions the district plans to take for Choice and SES implementation in the 2007-08 school year. In addition, summaries of both challenges and successes for Choice and SES provided by the districts are included. 

	Explanation of

Discrepant Dates
	2007-08

Preventive Actions
	2006-07

Choice Challenges
	2006-07

Choice Successes
	2006-07

SES Challenges
	2006-07

SES Successes

	CAPISTRANO

Were able to make steps happen earlier than anticipated. 

Delays caused by time taken to get information from providers. 
	Will give deadlines that providers must meet in all steps of the process.
	Transportation issues.

Length of bus rides. 

Had to reconfigure classrooms.
	More parents took the option of school choice. 


	Families were concerned about immigration issues.

Some providers had no experience working with families.
	More systems in place to make the process more efficient.



	CORONA-NORCO

2-week delay to complete student learning plans (SLPs) due to provider resistance in using LEA SLP form. 
	Technical assistance to providers about LEA SLP forms and inclusion of student assessment data to ensure SES in areas of need

2007-08 Choice letters sent out 1/12/07 because school year starts in July; window closes 2/9/07; decision to parents by 3/15/07; new arrivals to PI schools notified promptly of Choice option 
	Disconnect between AYP determination date (late Aug.) and July school year start

Parent decisions to delay Choice transfers to 2007-08 
	LEA follow-up phone calls all parents requesting Choice in written format 

All Choice requests honored

Quick LEA arrangement of LEA-paid transportation


	Provider reluctance to use LEA SLP form, causing delays in tutoring services

Provider failure to include in SLPs LEA-provided student achievement information in order to provide tutoring based on student needs
	High parent attendance at LEA-sponsored Tutoring Fair

Spanish and English informational notebook for parents with details about each provider  



	FONTANA

2-month LEA slippage (from Aug to Sept) in calculating Choice demand due to parent change of mind from Choice to SES

Delay in submitting SPSAs due to incorrect Census Bureau data used to calculate T.I allocations

1-month internal LEA operational delay (from Aug. to Sept.) in mailing SES parent notification letters   
	LEA attention to issues causing discrepant dates

LEA preparation of all parent notifications prior to late Aug. release of AYP data

1-day LEA turnaround to send letters to internal Mail Services

Copies of parent notifications and applications to be available at school sites, posted on LEA Web site, and advertised in local paper
	No challenges were noted.
	Parent satisfaction with Choice process and with schools available for Choice
	Following challenges with SES providers:

Insufficient staff to process parent requests and to begin services in timely manner

Poorly trained staff unfamiliar with CA content standards and prep of SLP academic goals

Insufficient staff to meet with LEA staff and parents re individual SLPs

SES provider breaching contract by accessing LEA network/server causing problems with operating system   
	Following LEA activities:

7 SES Provider Fairs

8 District Office SLP group meetings

Numerous school site SLP group meetings

Videotaping and local cable station broadcast of Provider Fairs

Reopening SES sign-up period to fill vacancies, with resultant waiting list to allow LEA to encumber SES set-aside

More SES applications than in past

	FRESNO

Had to wait for updated data from CDE. 

Some timelines were implemented sooner than anticipated. 
	Will develop SES contracts sooner than this year.
	Scheduling transportation was an issue. 

Staffing was also an issue.
	Parents had more time to make arrangements for the best transfer option.
	Providers giving district necessary information. 

Lack of follow-up services to students. 

Late beginning services. 

Goals not measurable. 

Invoices submitted late.
	Every child received requested services. 

By working with CDE and providers, non-academic incentives were less a problem than in the past.

	GARDEN GROVE

Calculations of the set-aside were late. 
	SES planning will begin earlier. 

Contracts will go to board earlier. 

Earlier vendor fairs. 

Will host parent meetings to answer questions.
	Needed more bilingual staff. 

Letter was too confusing. 

School staff needed more information about choice.
	All parents requesting Choice received it.
	No transportation to services. 

Some parents didn’t want them in their homes. 

Not enough room for provider to give services at schools.
	Provided parents with needed information about the letter regarding PI.

	LONG BEACH
Implementation of SES had delays because providers did not return the necessary program information and contact information by deadline for district review.
	LEA will move the deadline up in their timelines.
	No challenges were noted.
	Created a streamline approach for parents by having them return applications directly to district which created a “one-stop-shop” for them.
	The delay in obtaining necessary information from providers caused delays in Board acting on contracts.
	Created one form for the providers to complete which was useful.

	LOS ANGELES

2-month delay (from Dec. to Feb.) to reallocate unencumbered set-aside funds because SES funds to be released based on projected contract expenditures 
	
	Placing siblings at same non-PI school

Obtaining seats in K-3 grades due to class-size reduction mandates(20:1)

Negotiating memos of understanding with charter schools
	Creation of Choice Q/A and Choice brochure

Choices Informational Fair for 5000 parents at local university

Technical assistance about PI mandates to at-risk PI school staff

Board member-created video about parental choices posted on LEA Web site

Host to ED outreach visit sharing effective practices for national dissemination

Publicity through local media outlets, including  LEA’s own station
	Delay until late fall in per-pupil allocation (PPA) due to incorrect Census Bureau data

Amending 55 SES contracts to lower PPA

Lack of staff, locations, and materials by some SES providers to begin services in timely manner

Lack of business experience by some
	Filling 93% of available SES slots

Increase of 5416 students requesting services in 06-07 over 05-06

Some SES providers starting services on 9/1/06, with over 6390 students served in Sept.

	MONTEBELLO

6-week delay for Choice implementation at intermediate level due to large number of transfer requests, requiring addition of additional classroom facilities

3-week delay in reallocating per completion of the Con App, due 1/31/07

5-week delay in SES  contracts, 3-week delay in deadline for parent selection, 2-week delay in determining demand and cost of SES, prioritizing, developing SLPs, and starting services due to accommodating year-round sites off track earlier in fall 


	2007-08 initial Choice notification in 2/07 to address personnel and/or facility issues for timely implementation

SES parent notifications earlier when both year-round and traditional calendar schools on track

Requirement for SES providers to complete all district paperwork by 9/30/07 so services can begin by 10/07 
	Unexpected number of intermediate level Choice requests, necessitating additional classroom facilities 
	Parent notifications sent out as scheduled

Choice transfers at year-round and traditional calendar elementary schools implemented as scheduled
	SES provider delays in completing required paperwork and contracts, leading to the LEA not forwarding student information, and thus, to provider delay in start of services

 
	Multiple parent opportunities to learn about SES and providers: numerous Parent Fairs with LEA transportation provided, parent education meetings, and advisory groups meetings at each school site



	Mt. DIABLO

After receiving CDE technical assistance, the LEA timelines were met.

	Timelines will be established earlier for next school year. 
	Scheduling transportation was an issue.

Lack of effective communication between transportation and families was an issue.


	More parents took advantage of the choice transfer than in past years.

There was good communication between departments in the LEA.
	Providers did not have staff ready to provide the services to students.
	More parents participated than in past years. 

Providers were able to move smoothly through the contract process.

 

	OAKLAND

Delays occurred due to CDS issues. 
Late data from CDE. 
Timeline for completion of student learning plans because of incorrect parent contact information. 

MOU not in place. 
	Getting CDS codes will not be an issue. 

Since the same MOU will be used next year this will not be an issue.
	PI status not an important issue with parents.
	It blends well into our other school choice options.
	CDS codes an issue. 

Vendors did not follow guidelines set by district. 

Billing by the providers an issue. 
	Process that was in place worked very well.

	RIVERSIDE
Data from CDE was later than anticipated. 

Other dates were only off by 2-3 days. 
	Letters will be mailed in spring when possible. 

Fairs will be offered earlier in the year. 

Will implement program earlier.
	District growing so rapidly.
	Mailed application with letter making it possible to get earlier applications approved.
	Getting insurance documents from providers in a timely manner. 
	Greater consistency to the program with the use of the Cayen System, which is a web-based resource.

	SACRAMENTO

After receiving technical assistance from CDE, the LEA timelines were met.

	More time will be given to enrollment period.

Will do more aggressive recruitment of parents will occur next year.

Will conduct more monitoring of providers.
	New LEA staff had to learn the enrollment process.
	No successes were noted.
	Children do not show up for services.

Students move and leave no new addresses.

Students do not want to stay after school for tutoring.

Some providers do not follow up with progress reports.

Some providers do not notify district that tutor has quit thus leaving a void for services.

Some providers loosing their insurance and do not renewing it.

Parents change their minds about services.


	Students feel good that they are making progress.

Parents feel good that someone cares about their child’s learning.

Teachers indicate that students can complete their homework at a greater level than before the tutoring.

	SAN BERNARDINO

Although initial PI school identification was made in July, official confirmation from the State did not come until August.

Because the full 90 days was needed to revise SPSAs, followed by peer review and board approval, plans could not be implemented until January.
	“Missed” deadlines were caused by needing the full amount of time to complete plans, etc. The dates will be adjusted appropriately.
	The majority of schools are in PI, leaving very few Choice school options. 
Surrounding districts do not want to enter into cooperative agreements.

Sometimes after parents apply for Choice and their children are transferred, parents change their minds and want them to go back to their home school.
	The district has a process that runs smoothly.

They have had no parent complaints.
	Parents fill out applications but do not make sure student attend.

Parents do not show up for Student Learning Plan meetings.

Providers are not always ready to serve all the students they sign up.

Sometimes parents want to switch providers.

Parents become angry when their children are not eligible because they are not eligible for free-or-reduced lunch.
	The district process runs smoothly.

They have had no parent complaints.

	SAN DIEGO

1-week delay (in Sept.) in sending Choice parent notifications due to translation logistics

2-week delay in Choice    implementation at some sites due to necessary logistical steps

1-week delay in sending SES notifications due to delay in Choice letters, with information about providers

2/07 reallocation of set-aside funds not necessary because all funds were encumbered
	LEA to continue practice of sending SES letters at beginning of school year, in late Oct., and at start of second semester

Earlier LEA translation of letters

LEA unification of multiple databases

Hiring of LEA technical staff for the Choice program

  
	All Choice funding allocated

Even with additional funds, LEA difficulty to staff additional bus routes 
	LEA transportation of maximum number of students with the 15% Choice funds from set-aside

Flexibility in fall PI Choice notifications for parents to apply for current school year or next one

Enrollment Options Catalog and application sent in Oct. to all parents (includes PI Choice option)

LEA  parent notification in Jan. about Choice option for students articulating to PI schools in fall 
	Delays in completing SLPs due to incorrect parent contact info and lack of parent follow-up

Additional costs to conduct additional outreach to increase student SES participation

Dramatic increase in costs of multiple mailings in past 2 years

Need for central office staff to monitor quality of SES services

Lack of student commitment to finish tutoring services, affecting complete use of PI set-aside

Student ineligibility for SES due to mobility to schools not required to offer such services
	SES placement of all student applicants by first deadline

Additional SES enrollment periods to offer services to more students as funds allow

Heightened parent/community awareness of SES via newsletters, Web sites, flyers, radio and TV announcements, and info at school sites

Increased number of approved providers on state list

Required provider submission of SLPs via Cayen online data system 

	SAN FRANCISCO

No discrepant Dates.


	
	Getting more parents to take advantage of it.
	
	Getting SES started early enough for students.  

Having to deal with too aggressive providers who sign up parents not eligible.
	Increased the number of students participating.

	SAN JUAN

Provided additional time for schools to revise Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA).


	Will send SPSA to board earlier.
	Data late from CDE. Receiving schools had a different time schedule than sending school.
	Have open enrollment two times a year.
	On-line providers resistant to some aspects of contract. 

Need more staff to monitor program.
	Were able to hold providers more accountable due to state accountability. 

Providers more familiar with process.

	SANTA ANA

No delays were noted by district.
	Unlike previous school years, next year all schools will be on the same schedule which means timelines will be the same for all schools.
	No challenges to choice were noted.
	More parents could sign up because the application timeline was extended. 
	Providers were not prepared to address the academic needs of the English Learners.

Some providers withdrew services when minimum enrollment was not met.

Providers did not hire a sufficient number of staff to serve students in a timely fashion.

Some providers hired tutors who did not have adequate background checks.

At times the number of hours the student would received as listed on the Student Learning Plan would differ from what the student received.

There were communication issues between the providers and school administration.

One provider changed site where services would occur and did not inform parents and district.
	Conducted multiple, intensive outreach methods that ensured that the maximum number of parents received information about the SES program.

The district conducted many provider fairs.

Bilingual district staff conducted parent informational meeting regarding the implementation of SES.

Informational videos in English and Spanish were created by district.



	STOCKTON

2-month delay (June to Aug.) in preparing description of transfer schools and 1-month delay (Aug. to Sept.) in sending Choice letters and in parent responses due to revising letter to NCLB requirements

1-month delay (Sept. to Oct.) in implementing transfers due to preceding conditions

2-month delay (Dec. to Feb.) in submitting  revised SPSAs to local board due to intensive peer review and policy to submit all SPSAs at once
	Address delays noted in first column

Prepare parent Choice notifications for May distribution regarding the following school year

Letters for potential PI schools to be prepared in May and to be mailed before 9/1/07
	Required changes in letters and missing planned mailing deadline

Lack of parent follow-through (e.g., not returning phone calls; opting to not transfer after transfers arranged; changing schools mainly due to issues with teachers, principals, and school environment and not to academics at home school) 
	Ample advance notification to LEA transportation services for easy implementation

Parents asking detailed questions about Choice schools and programs offered
	School staff difficulty in understanding SES process

Provider difficulty in establishing clear lines of communication with site staff

Difficulty in obtaining all LEA-required documents from SES providers

Provider non-compliance with LEA deadlines for paperwork submission and for start of services

Provider reluctance to follow LEA procedures for attendance reporting and invoicing 

LEA leadership changes affecting release of student lists to providers and scheduling of provider meetings with parents

How to prioritize K-2 students who do not have CA Standards Test (CST) scores 


	More students receiving services than in past

SES services being provided more quickly than before

LEA and providers more responsive than before with information for student placement

Quick replacement from student waiting list for students who moved or no longer interested

Prompt LEA and provider response to parent concerns

Provider initiative to establish effective lines of communication with LEA staff and parents

	SWEETWATER

1-day delay (8/28/06 to 8/29/06) in identifying PI schools for 06-07 due to release of AYP results

4-day delay (11/3/06 to 11/7/06 ) in completion of peer review process of revised SPSAs due to scheduling conflict with some members of team

4-day “delay” (11/9/06 to 11/13/06) not a delay, but incorrect date on original timeline

Early completion (1/31 not 2/1/07) of  collecting and reporting of Choice student eligibility and use data

2-day delay (9/29/06 to 10/1/06) in determining student SES eligibility due to difficulty in obtaining    F/R data
1-month delay in end date (11/10/06-12/15/06) due to longer-than-anticipated coordination of meetings among providers, parents, and, school staff
	LEA technology department programming adjustments for easier access to F/R lunch info

Improved provider/site/-district/parent coordination via provider pre-meeting before Provider Fair to clarify expectations

“Agreement meeting” immediately after Fair for parents who have already selected providers, with school reps accessing student information

LEA continuing work on communication strategies and processes to effect Choice transfers 


	Meeting the NCLB requirements transmitted by CDE

Coordination across numerous LEA departments to effect Choice

  
	Smooth-running program, with all LEA areas working together to have  students in schools of choice by the first day of classes
	Unwillingness of SES providers to follow LEA procedures

Providers setting up agreements without input form school sites

Providers starting services before all LEA-required paperwork submitted

Provider refusal to meet with sites and parents
	First year that any students signed up for SES

Implementation as planned for parent notifications, provider invitations, and parent provider selection   
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