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	NOTES

	Welcome 


	· Thank you for your participation and positive feedback at the Summit.  
· We received great feedback from districts and providers – especially appreciative of opportunity to network and enhance partnerships.

	Roll Call of District Contacts
	45 districts participated

	Overview of Agenda
	

	Topic:  Getting Started for 2007-08
· Student learning plans

· Pre/post assessment

· Schools as providers

· Parent notification - SES

	· Student learning plans

· NCLB holds districts responsible for the process and for ensuring SLPs are compliant

· Monitoring reports – 2006-2007 – There were very few findings related to PDPAs because districts did not approve the plans unless they had measurable goals, based on diagnostic data, included all required elements.  Thank you districts!!!
· Districts must provide student performance data to providers.
· We encourage districts to allow providers to use FCAT or other district data to develop the SLP and not require providers to conduct another diagnostic assessment to develop the SLP.
· The Department is not mandating that the districts comply with this recommendation.
· Some districts have included the requirement in their contract that providers must use the assessment in their approved application to develop the SLP.  They asked if they could offer the flexibility of using district student data to develop the SLPs or would we determine they were out of compliance if the contract did not match practice/policy.  If the district allows providers to use district data to develop the SLPs and not require the additional assessment, providers would still be required to use assessment identified in their approved application for all students for whom the district does not have performance data – so they would comply with the contract.  If monitored by FDOE or USDE, we would take into consideration that the district was allowing the use of district data to develop SLPs and eliminate the need to conduct additional assessment in order to “streamline” the enrollment and selection process to ensure students begin receiving services prior to Oct 15 as required in state law. 

· The Department is still waiting to hear from USDE regarding the use of electronic signatures.  We will let all districts and providers know as soon as we hear from USDE.

· Assessments – goal is to reduce the delay in services to ensure services begin by Oct 15
· We are recommending that districts work with providers and allow them to use the district student performance data to develop the SLPs and not require the providers to conduct an additional assessment. 

· This will eliminate the need to conduct an additional assessment and hopefully will reduce the delay in services for students.

· Providers can effectively use the FCAT data to develop the SLP and still measure whether the goals have been met on the SLP.
· We recognize that FCAT was never designed to be used as a diagnostic assessment.  However, we believe the assessment data is specific enough to identify specific academic deficiencies to develop a learning plan for 20-40 hours of tutoring. 

· For example:  the FCAT indicates that a student is deficient in main idea: By the end of the tutoring sessions, Johnny Jones will be able to re cognize the main idea, relevant support details and the sequence of events with 90% accuracy as demonstrated on a fifth grade reading passage.
· Example:  By the end of the tutoring sessions, Johnny Jones will be able to answer in writing specific questions recalling details with 80% accuracy as demonstrated on a fifth grade reading passage.

· Some providers may have increased their rates since they are no longer able to bill the district for assessment time. If districts allow providers to use district data to develop the SLPs and not require an additional assessment, providers may agree to decrease their rate in an effort to maximize tutoring sessions and increase learning gains.
· Schools as providers

· USDE has announced the approval of Hillsborough County Public Schools to continue providing SES.  They did not approve any additional LEAs in Florida.

· Districts must closely monitor the implementation of the school program to ensure that the program is not too closely affiliated with the district.
· We suggest that the approved school hire an additional person to coordinate the SES program; establish a separate account for billing and disbursing funds, including payment to tutors; directly pay tutors (not district pay tutors); 

· Ensure that there is no perception that school staff is promoting school SES program over other approved programs.

· Ensure equal access to students, parents, teachers, facilities, student data.

· Consider assurance related to dual employment for all district staff hired by providers.

· Site facilitators cannot also serve as a tutor for a provider

· School employees must never recruit students for a provider.

· Parent notification - SES
· Florida law requires districts to notify parents before and after the start of school regarding SES and the information must include provider contact information and enrollment form.
· Section 1008.331, Florida Statutes 
· If you are able to determine after your first notification who responded, then you do not need to send additional information to those families that already responded.  Also, if after this first enrollment, the district determines that more students requested SES than the district has funds to serve, the district does not need to send a second notification to eligible families.

· We recommend that you conduct the first notification via US mail as this is easy to document that the parents of all eligible students were notified appropriately.

· Recipients of this first notification may be based on last year’s FRPL.

· You may wish to conduct the second notification via school dissemination.

· In the second notification, districts should be able to capture those students who are newly eligible either because they moved into the district or just qualified for FRPL.

· As a best practice, you may also wish to forward all returned envelopes to the schools to disseminate.  

· USDE was most interested in whether parents received the notification – in addition to the process for notifying parents.

· The provider directory available in excel on our web site is the minimum information that must be shared with parents.  Simply stating that all tutors must meet the minimum standards for a Title I paraprofessional does not provide parents with sufficient information to make an informed decision.  The staff qualifications have been updated on the provider directory to reflect that each provider must meet these minimum standards.  Information regarding whether a provider is only using certified teachers is located in the narrative of a provider’s application.  
· The provider directory may contain additional information such as results from a parent survey, the number of students assigned versus the number of students served, or monitoring compliance percentage per provider.

Parent Survey Example: http://www.fldoe.org/flbpso/doc/parent-questionaire.doc 

	Monitoring Activities for 2006-07
· Monitoring reports

· System improvement plans

Monitoring Activities for 2007-08


	2006-2007:
· Preliminary monitoring reports have been disseminated

· Districts should have developed and submitted SIPs 

· Staff will review and provide feedback.

· Some of the SIPs have not been specific enough and staff have requested district staff to revise to reflect more specificity

· Provider monitoring reports for 2006-2007 are posted on our website under NCLB School Choice Monitoring and Searchable Provider Monitoring Reports.
http://www.fldoe.org/flbpso/nclbchoice/ses/nclb_monitoring.asp 
2007-2008:
· We have updated the monitoring workpapers for 2007-2008 (draft workpapers included in the Source Book)

· FDOE staff is designing a web-based monitoring system that will provide opportunity for districts to complete the workpapers online.  

· Recommend that districts and providers create folders (identified with compliance item) and begin documenting all activities related to NCLB school choice

· If districts and providers conduct the self-evaluation monitoring process with fidelity, it should not matter whether the district or provider is scheduled for an onsite or desktop verification.  The district and provider will be prepared and not have to create any additional documents or evidence of compliance.
· Clarify that districts and providers are required to maintain records for five years from the end of the grant period. 

· Districts are responsible for monitoring that the providers submit progress reports to the parents and teachers/district – and for monitoring the quality of the progress reports.  We recommend that you monitor the quality of the reports on a regular basis, but you are not required to maintain copies of all reports. (USDE workpapers for 2006-07)  

· USDE monitoring visit – Officially scheduled for Nov 5-9, 2007 (Bring them on!!!)
 

	LEA Applications for 2007-08
	· Staff is continuing to review LEA applications – school choice section.
· Please let us know if you would like us to review your letters prior to your disseminating them.

· Use the guidance to prepare your LEA application.  We used the guidance to develop our review checklist.



	Additional Information and Resources
	· Survey 5 data is due August 3.
· USDE Monitoring Protocol:

· Question regarding identifying low-income students from NRG School Choice:

C-5.
May LEAs use information from the National School Lunch Program in determining which students are from low-income families and thus may be eligible for the priority for public school choice?

Because the law requires LEAs, in determining which students are eligible for the priority, to use the same data they use in making Title I allocations, and because most LEAs use school lunch data in calculating those allocations, most LEAs will, in fact, have to use school lunch data in identifying students as eligible for the priority.  LEAs should do so, however, in a manner that protects the confidentiality of school lunch data, as provided for in the Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act. They should establish procedures that allow release of information on school lunch eligibility only to officials who need that information for proper administration and enforcement of the school choice program and should include safeguards to protect family privacy.  Additional information on this issue is provided in a December 17, 2002 letter from the Departments of Education and Agriculture (available at  http://www.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/letter121702.html).

· Florida law requires that a school district must hold open enrollment for SES until it has obtained written acceptance or rejection of services from the parents of at least a majority of the students receiving free or reduced-price lunch in Title I schools that are eligible for parental choice.


	Adjourn
	Next Conference Call:  September 5, 2007 at 10:00-12:00 EDST



