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In January and February of 2008, the Center on Innovation & Improvement conducted an online survey of State SES Coordinators. All 50 State Coordinators responded, as did the Coordinators in the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. The information derived from the surveys is being summarized in three practice briefs authored by Dr. Steven Ross, Dr. Kenneth Wong, and Jennifer Harmon, which will be published later this year. The survey findings are also being reported through a panel presentation at the CII/CCSSO Institute for School Improvement and Education Options in September 2008, and are being sent to all State SES Coordinators.

The survey completed by the State SES Coordinators included both closed and open-ended response items that yielded valuable information about State practices; that information is being consolidated for presentation in the practice briefs. This report does not include the open-ended responses, but provides a summarization of the items that could be reported quantitatively and without identification of particular States.

This report is divided into the three topics of the practice briefs:  Approving SES Providers, Evaluating SES Providers, and Monitoring SES Providers.  The data presented below come from the state responses to the survey of State SES Coordinators. This report may be copied and distributed or cited with due attribution.
For resources on Supplemental Educational Services, including a database of State practices as well as vetted research, reports, and tools, see:  www.centerii.org.
A. Approving SES Providers

1. Federal policies and associated (formal and informal) information about SES provide sufficient guidance for developing and implementing state systems for approving providers.

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Strongly Agree
	2
	3.85%

	Agree
	33
	63.46%

	Undecided
	4
	7.69%

	Disagree
	11
	21.15%

	Strongly Disagree
	2
	3.85%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


2. Our state process for approving providers evaluates applicants as acceptable or not on the basis of demonstrated evidence for offering quality tutoring.

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Strongly Agree
	8
	15.38%

	Agree
	30
	57.69%

	Undecided
	5
	9.62%

	Disagree
	8
	15.38%

	Strongly Disagree
	1
	1.92%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


3. What do you consider to be the most successful component(s) of your state’s provider approval process?  What makes the component(s) work so well?

Note: This table was assembled from open-ended responses, placing responses into the categories shown. Some respondents included more than one successful component, so the number of States is greater than the number of respondents.

	Number of States
	State Response

	1
	Applicant financially sound

	4
	Applicants must provide evidence of effectiveness in improving student achievement

	6
	Application form asks for detailed information, quality of application

	1
	Application asks for evidence of all criteria provided by the law

	3
	Application online, user-friendly

	4
	Applications reviewed by outside readers

	15
	Applications reviewed by team with expertise

	9
	Applications reviewed and scored with rubric

	2
	Interview of all applicants

	1
	Open application process

	4
	Pre-application process, training in completing the application

	2
	Provider Profile document

	1
	Provider self-assessment

	5
	Technical assistance - assistance with application process

	5
	Other/Inappropriate response


4. Once a provider is approved, for how many years does the approval remain in effect?

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	1 year
	11
	21.57%

	2-3 years
	17
	33.33%

	4-5 years
	6
	11.76%

	More than 5 (indefinitely) years
	8
	15.69%

	NA; no set policy is in place
	9
	17.65%

	Number of Responses
	51
	


5. If a provider is approved in your state, are different levels of status assigned (e.g., full, probationary, etc.)?

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	7
	13.73%

	No
	44
	86.27%

	Number of Responses
	51
	


If yes to 5: Please identify the specific status levels below: 

Note: Two states answered No to question 5 but provided clarifying information which is included below.

	State
	 Quest 5
	Response

	1
	No, but
	Initially, we had new and emerging and fully approved categories , but when our Bulletin was developed a different criteria was developed and we now have Approved, Satisfactory, Probation 1, Probation 2

	1
	Yes
	Full

	1
	Yes
	We have conditional approval for "new" providers since they would not have all of the required evidence of being a successful provider.

	1
	Yes
	We do have a 1 year probationary classification

	1
	No, but
	In this next approval process, the approval process will be changing to assign different levels of status -- approved, conditional approval, non-approved. The conditional approval means the applicant will have an opportunity to revise their application to meet the requirements necessary for approval according to the recommendations given.

	1
	Yes
	Fully approved and conditionally approved

	1
	Yes
	For approved new programs without evidence of effectiveness, the state provides conditional approval. 

	1
	Yes
	Returning provider or new/emerging provider.

	1
	Yes
	Providers are fully approved once a successful Generally Accepted Accounting Practices (GAAP) Audit is completed.


6. Does your state recruit providers? 

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Actively
	7
	14.00%

	To a limited degree
	26
	52.00%

	Not at all
	17
	34.00%

	Number of Responses
	50
	


7. What are the required components of providers’ applications for approval (check all that apply)

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	48
	92.31%

	No
	4
	7.69%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


Documented evidence of success in raising achievement

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	20
	38.46%

	No
	32
	61.54%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


Recommendations from former clients

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	51
	98.08%

	No
	1
	1.92%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


Evidence of having financial stability

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	1
	1.92%

	No
	51
	98.08%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


In-person interview

	State Response 
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	52
	100.00%

	No
	0
	0.00%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


Documented research-based curriculum/instructional model

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	6
	11.54%

	No
	46
	88.46%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


Demonstration of tutoring (actual or simulated)

	State Response 
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	51
	98.08%

	No
	1
	1.92%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


Explanation/evidence of consistency of instructional program with state standards and local curricula

	State Response 
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	51
	98.08%

	No
	1
	1.92%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


Assurance of compliance with applicable federal, state, and local heath, safety, and civil rights laws
	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	15
	28.85%

	No
	37
	71.15%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


Attendance at informational meetings

8. What do you consider to be the least successful component(s) of your state’s approval process?  What factors impede the success of the component(s)?

Note: This table was assembled from open-ended responses, placing responses into the categories shown. Some respondents included more than one least successful component, so the number of States is greater than the number of respondents.

	Number of States
	

	2
	Approval/application process conducted by different agency than the one running the program

	3
	Difficult to compel providers to do what promised in application

	13
	Evidence of effectiveness - difficult to obtain, data not always reliable

	5
	Finances, not enough staff

	2
	Limited number of providers for certain geographical areas or special needs

	2
	Number of opportunities for providers to apply - too many/too few

	6
	No staff to conduct interview/on-sight visits

	2
	No way to deny past trouble-makers, difficult to remove

	2
	Not effective measure to determine quality of on-line providers

	3
	Proof of financial soundness of potential providers difficult to assess

	4
	Quality of proposal doesn't always match provider's effectiveness

	2
	Security issues; background checks

	4
	None, process works well

	9
	Other


B. Monitoring SES Providers
Monitoring providers differs from evaluating providers (see next section). Monitoring typically involves observing actual tutoring sessions and checking provider activities with regard to meeting contractual obligations and complying with state and federal policies.  Monitoring activity generates feedback for providers to guide improvement efforts and may be incorporated as one source of evidence in the formal evaluation of providers. 
1. Federal policies and associated information about SES provide sufficient guidance for developing and implementing state systems for monitoring providers.

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Agree
	14
	31.82%

	Undecided
	6
	13.64%

	Disagree
	22
	50.00%

	Strongly Disagree
	2
	4.55%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


2. Does your state currently have a system for monitoring providers?

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes, and it is regularly used
	31
	59.62%

	Yes, but it is only intermittently (or informally) used
	13
	25.00%

	No
	8
	15.38%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


If you answered “No” to the above, skip the remaining items (3-12) and proceed to the Evaluating Providers section. 

3.   If yes in 2:  Our state monitoring process is used to monitor (check all that apply)
	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	37
	84.09%

	No
	7
	15.91%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


a. District implementation of SES

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	40
	90.91%

	No
	4
	9.09%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


b. Provider compliance with SES rules and regulations

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	30
	68.18%

	No
	14
	31.82%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


c. The quality of the tutoring services offered by individual providers

4. If yes in 2:  Our state system for monitoring providers uses a formal set of monitoring procedures (e.g., evaluation checklist, reporting form, “trained” observers)?

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Strongly Agree
	11
	26.19%

	Agree
	20
	47.62%

	Undecided
	3
	7.14%

	Disagree
	6
	14.29%

	Strongly Disagree
	2
	4.76%

	Number of Responses
	42
	

	(No Response)
	2
	


5. If yes in 2: Which of the following describes your state’s provision of feedback to providers based on the monitoring visits?  (Check all that apply)

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	9
	20.45%

	No
	35
	79.55%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


a. No feedback is typically given (if checked, skip to Item 6)

	 (States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	24
	54.55%

	No
	20
	45.45%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


b. Formal written “report” or evaluation form

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	10
	22.73%

	No
	34
	77.27%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


c. Face-to-face meeting to review results

	 (States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	17
	38.64%

	No
	27
	61.36%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


d. Informal communication (e.g., at meetings), as such opportunities arise

6. If yes in 2: In a typical year, about what percentage of providers who are actually delivering services in your state are monitored?

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	100%
	19
	45.24%

	75%
	6
	14.28%

	50%
	2
	4.76%

	25%
	8
	19.05%

	less than 25%
	7
	16.67%

	Number of Responses
	42
	

	(No Response)
	2
	


7. If yes in 2: Does the SEA offer any type of technical assistance to providers for working with districts to serve SES students?

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	30
	68.18%

	No
	14
	31.82%

	Number of Responses
	44
	


8. If yes in 2:  Does the monitoring process formally address providers’ compliance with SES (or Title I) requirements?

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	37
	86.05%

	No
	6
	13.95%

	Number of Responses
	43
	

	(No Response)
	1
	


9. If yes in 2: Are the monitoring results used in your state’s evaluation of providers to determine removal or continued eligibility?

	(States answering 

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes, using a formal process
	16
	38.09%

	Yes, but only informally
	17
	40.48%

	No
	9
	21.43%

	Number of Responses
	42
	

	(No Response)
	2
	


10. What do you consider to be the most successful component(s) of your state’s provider monitoring process?  What makes the component(s) work so well?

Note: This table was assembled from open-ended responses, placing responses into the categories shown. Some respondents included more than one most successful component, so the number of States is greater than the number of respondents.

	Number of States
	

	5
	Collaborative approach, good communication

	9
	Consistency in monitoring, criteria

	1
	Curriculum specialists participate in monitoring

	5
	Data collected (quantitative and qualitative)

	3
	Help from Districts

	1
	Monitor to be sure practice of providers matches what promised in application

	4
	Monitoring aligned to state and fed laws, standards, state assessment

	3
	Monitoring provides opportunity to fix problems

	1
	Online tracking system

	7
	On-site visits

	1
	System of coaches to help schools in improvement

	5
	Other, inappropriate response

	17
	No response 


11. What do you consider to be the least successful component(s) of your state’s provider monitoring process?  What factors impede the success of the component(s)?

Note: This table was assembled from open-ended responses, placing responses into the categories shown. Some respondents included more than one least successful component, so the number of States is greater than the number of respondents.

	Number of States
	

	1
	Can't do unannounced visits

	9
	Data collected not ample/valid for judging effectiveness

	3
	Difficulty with/no on-site visits

	1
	Need to be more proactive with issues

	5
	No authority for correction/removal of providers who don't perform

	2
	No effective way to communicate with all providers

	1
	No formal monitoring system in place

	12
	Not enough resources, staff

	3
	Not many students take advantage of SES

	6
	Program time consuming, not enough time to monitor

	1
	Quality of provider services vary if cover too large a geographic area

	2
	Standards/rubric too vague

	6
	Other, inappropriate response

	12
	No response 


12. What are your recommendations for improving the monitoring process in your state and nationally?

Note: This table was assembled from open-ended responses, placing responses into the categories shown. Some respondents included more than one recommendation, so the number of States is greater than the number of respondents.

	Number of States
	State Recommendations for Improving Monitoring in Your State

	1
	Formal process for consequences

	3
	On-site visits, unannounced visits

	6
	Reliable instrument for monitoring

	13
	Resources (staff, time, money)

	4
	Standardize assessment of student progress

	1
	State require providers to have educational background

	2
	Statewide SES management system

	2
	Update monitoring process each year to make better

	5
	Other, inappropriate response

	20
	No response 


Note: This table was assembled from open-ended responses, placing responses into the categories shown. Some respondents included more than one recommendation, so the number of States is greater than the number of respondents.

	Number of States
	State Recommendations for Improving Monitoring Nationally

	3
	Interaction with other SEA's (share experiences) & USDE

	6
	Monitoring guidelines, training, and sample documents

	7
	Resources (funding)

	1
	Standardized assessment of student progress

	11
	Standardized monitoring process (specific rules)

	2
	Tougher standards for providers

	3
	Other

	26
	No response 


C. Evaluating SES Providers

NCLB requires that states evaluate each provider to determine effectiveness at raising achievement.  Most state evaluations also incorporate measures of “customer satisfaction,” and compliance with federal and state policies as additional evaluation criteria.  

1. Federal policies and associated information about SES provide sufficient guidance for developing and implementing state systems for evaluating providers.

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Strongly Agree
	2
	4.35%

	Agree
	11
	23.91%

	Undecided
	7
	15.22%

	Disagree
	20
	43.48%

	Strongly Disagree
	6
	13.04%

	Number of Responses
	46
	

	(No Response)
	6
	


2. Does your state currently have a system for evaluating providers?

	State Response
	Count
	Percent

	Yes, and it is regularly used
	30
	57.69%

	Yes, but it is only intermittently (or informally) used
	7
	13.46%

	No (it is still being planned or under development)
	15
	28.85%

	Number of Responses
	52
	


3. If yes to 2:  Our state process for evaluating providers is effective for judging the quality of provider services?

	(States answering “Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Strongly Agree
	1
	2.86%

	Agree
	16
	45.71%

	Undecided
	9
	25.71%

	Disagree
	7
	20.00%

	Strongly Disagree
	2
	5.71%

	Number of Responses
	35
	

	(No Response)
	2
	


4. If yes to 2: What are the components of your state’s evaluation process (check all that apply)

	(States answering 
“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	23
	62.16%

	No
	14
	37.84%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


a. External evaluator (independent of state or school district)

	(States answering 
“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	17
	45.95%

	No
	20
	54.05%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


b. Interview or survey of teachers who have SES students

	 (States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	24
	64.86%

	No
	13
	35.14%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


c. Interview or survey of parents of SES students

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	11
	29.73%

	No
	26
	70.27%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


d. Interview or survey of SES students

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	19
	51.35%

	No
	18
	48.65%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


e. Interview or survey of principals or site SES coordinators

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	27
	72.97%

	No
	10
	27.03%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


f. Interview or survey of district SES coordinators

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	10
	27.03%

	No
	27
	72.97%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


g. Classification/rating of providers (e.g., “good standing,” “probation”) 

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	10
	27.03%

	No
	27
	72.97%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


h. Actual removal of one or more providers based on evaluation results

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	22
	59.46%

	No
	15
	40.54%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


i. Evaluation feedback to providers

	 (States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	14
	37.84%

	No
	23
	62.16%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


j. Public reporting of provider status 

5. If yes in 2: Which of the following best describes the approach used by your state in evaluating student achievement outcomes for SES students? 

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	True
	3
	8.11%

	False
	34
	91.89%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


a. Student achievement analyses have not been performed (if checked, skip to Item 7)

	 (States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	True
	14
	41.18%

	False
	20
	58.82%

	Number of Responses
	34
	


b. Analyses are primarily or exclusively based on pretest-posttest gains on tests administered by providers
	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	True
	9
	26.47%

	False
	25
	73.53%

	Number of Responses
	34
	


c. Analyses are primarily or exclusively based on state assessment data showing SES student success at achieving performance “benchmarks” (e.g., Proficient or Advanced status)

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	True
	10
	29.41%

	False
	24
	70.59%

	Number of Responses
	34
	


d. Analyses are primarily or exclusively based on multiple regression-type analyses of state assessment scores showing degree of gain by SES students compared to non-SES students, after adjusting for prior achievement, student demographics, etc.

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	True
	12
	35.29%

	False
	22
	64.71%

	Number of Responses
	34
	


e. Analyses are primarily or exclusively based on “matched-pair” analyses of state assessment scores comparing SES students to similar “control” students

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	True
	2
	5.88%

	False
	32
	94.12%

	Number of Responses
	34
	


f.  Other (please describe below)

6. If yes in 2:  Has your state removed providers on the basis of evaluation results?

	(States answering

“Yes” in Quest 2)
	Count
	Percent

	Yes
	2
	5.41%

	No
	35
	94.59%

	Number of Responses
	37
	


D. Summary
Please indicate which school years your state has implemented formal SES monitoring and evaluation processes by checking the appropriate boxes.

Note:  “Implementation” does NOT apply to a “limited,” nonsystematic process (e.g., reviewing provider reports of pretest-posttest results; visiting a few providers based on complaints or being on-site).

	Percent of states (based upon all 52) who have implemented formal SES monitoring and evaluation processes in each school year.

	
	Monitoring
	Evaluation

	2002-03
	15.38%
	7.69%

	2003-04
	17.31%
	15.38%

	2004-05
	34.62%
	23.08%

	2005-06
	51.92%
	30.77%

	2006-07
	65.38%
	50.00%

	2007-08
	55.77%
	48.08%
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