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Executive Summary
The federal law requires specific consequences for schools and districts that receive federal Title I dollars and do not make adequate yearly progress, AYP  (Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, 2010).  Section 1116 of the federal Title I Part A law (US Department of Education, n.d.) requires that that school districts report which schools have not made AYP as measured by state tests, and to inform parents at eligible schools of the availability of Supplemental Educational Services (SES). Title I Schools that do not make adequate yearly progress for 3 consecutive years are required to offer supplemental educational services (SES) (Department of Education, 2009).  SES is free tutoring for low income students paid for by the school district through mandated contracts with private tutoring companies (Department of Education, 2009).  In 2005-2006, about 2 million students in the US were eligible for SES and about 11%, 233,000 enrolled with 2000 approved providers (Munoz, Potter, and Ross, 2008).  The following year, about 500,000 students enrolled in SES. (Ross, Potter, Paek, McKay, Sanders, & Ashton, 2008).  It is difficult to determine the academic impact of 30-40 hours of tutoring and intermittent tutoring has far less potential to yield measurable results than more complex and comprehensive school reform models (Ross, Potter, Paek, McKay, Sanders, & Ashton, 2008).  However, the extensive scope, implementation demands, and costs of SES, as well as the unprecedented growth of the SES industry, create a critical need for rigorous and comprehensive evaluation from multiple perspectives.    
Statement of the Problem
The passage of No Child Left Behind in 2001 mandated school district funded tutoring services for low income students in schools not making AYP for 3 or more consecutive years (US Department of Education, n.d.).  By the 2006-2007 school year, about 500,000 students nationwide were enrolled in SES free tutoring (Ross, Potter, Paek, McKay, Sanders, & Ashton, 2008).  A multibillion dollar SES industry materialized in a few short years (Burch, Steinberg, & Donovan, 2007).  While parents support the option of free tutoring (Hess, 2006), school districts have reported numerous difficulties in the administration of SES (Washington State Title I Summit, 2011).  Studies in Tennessee, Pittsburgh, Kentucky, Milwaukee, and New York reported small or no measurable effects on student achievement from SES (Munoz, Potter and Ross, 2008; Ross, Potter, Paek, McKa, Sanders, & Ashton, 2008;  Sheldon, Arbreton, Hopkins, and Grossman, 2010;  Ysseldyke, Lehr, and Bulygo, 2008;  Zimmer & Hamilton, 2010).  Specific recommendations are needed for districts and states to increase the quality of provider selection, monitoring, and data reporting (Ysseldyke, Lehr, and Bulygo, 2008) and to ensure that underrepresented student groups continue to have access to quality tutoring (Ysseldyke, Lehr, and Bulygo, 2008).
Background
National Perspectives
NCLB law required, for the first time, that districts enter into contracts with private tutoring companies (Department of Education, 2009).  The result has been a dramatic growth of the SES market.  As the number of eligible students increases, the profit potential for approved providers increases.  Tutoring companies have rushed to be added states’ lists of approved providers (Burch, Steinberg, & Donovan, 2007).  Large SES tutoring companies charge higher hourly rates, have larger class sizes than smaller companies, and do not tend to serve special education students and English language learners.  In spite of this, they have dominated the SES market, enrolling significantly more students than smaller companies.  Even though the federal law requires high quality SES services from companies, states have not been able to consistently approve effective providers or monitor and control the quality of the services provided (Burch, Steinberg, and Donovan, 2007).  
Three major public opinion polls taken since the enactment of NCLB show that at the outset, the public was heavily in favor of NCLB and heavily supported strong accountability measures (Hess, 2006).  The public still supports accountability, closing achievement gaps, and increased options for struggling schools, but does not support punitive measures against schools and continues to believe that most public schools are doing a good job (Hess, 2006).  Parents do support the NCLB option of SES free tutoring, but prefer teachers as tutors over outside companies.  School personnel are much less favorable in their views of SES.  Due to public opinion, Hess (2006) believed it was unlikely that SES would be removed from NCLB and more likely that the language would be amended to allow for more flexibility for school districts in implementing this mandate.  
The perspective of minority students and families in regards to SES has not been closely examined.  Ysseldyke, Lehr, and Bulygo (2008) reported that students with disabilities are not enrolling in SES.  Providers are encouraged, but not required, to serve students with disabilities (Department of Education, 2009).  Ysseldyke and colleagues reviewed state website and provider applications, state and national reports, and followed up with questions to state agencies, and an email survey.  One out of 35 applications reviewed required providers to serve students with disabilities.  The study concluded that there is almost no information about this group of students, or other sub groups, in SES reports.  One survey mentioned in this study from 2003, reported that most providers did not have the knowledge or skills to serve these students.  A survey conducted by ACORN and AISJ concluded that $200-$300 million dollars had already been spent on SES without any evidence of higher student achievement.  Specific recommendations are needed for districts and states to increase the quality of provider selection, monitoring, and data reporting (Ysseldyke, Lehr, and Bulygo, 2008).  
State Perspectives
SES providers are approved by the state education agency, and not school districts (Department of Education, 2009) and districts do not have authority or oversight regarding the providers or tutoring services.  As a result, many districts have reported common issues in the administration of SES programs (Washington State Title I Summit, 2011): 
· Students enrolled with 2 providers
· Different forms from every provider
· Time and space required to approve and file learning plans and paperwork
· Time required to verify and process invoices
· Time required to communicate with providers regarding invoices and paperwork
· Invoices that include students who are not signed up, or eligible for, SES 
· Unreadable invoices
· Tutoring log hours and invoice hours that do not match
· Invoices for students with no learning plan, tutoring log, or progress report
· Invoices for hours that exceed the SES per pupil allocation
· Many enrollment forms are received that do not contain required information such as student ID#, name of school, grade level, address, name of the provider, or listed multiple students on one form.  This results in significant time spent locating this information.
· Applications received for students who do not qualify for free/reduced lunch, and therefore do not qualify for SES.  This results in significant time spent compiling lists to verify free/reduced lunch eligibility.
· Multiple forms for the same student are received from different providers. This results in significant time on the phone verifying which provider a parent wants to use.
· Monthly progress reports are received from providers for students who are not signed up for their program.
· Disputes due to many providers competing for limited space in schools
· Learning plans submitted by providers which are of very low quality
· Time and resources required to notify parents of both eligible and non-eligible students who have submitted enrollment forms
· Helping families switch to new providers when the selected company fails to provide services
	While many schools and districts struggle with the challenges of implementing SES, rural schools encounter additional obstacles (Barley & Wegner, 2010).  Students in rural areas enroll in SES at significantly lower rates (5-11%) than students in more urban areas (20%).  Issues for rural schools include far fewer SES providers, less reliable internet service for online programs, farther distances to travel for face to face tutoring, and a lack of trust in the outside tutoring companies.  More students enrolled at schools where they were encouraged to do so by school staff, and when parents were given clear and complete information about SES opportunities.  Barely and Wegner advocate for additional funding for high poverty, low achieving, rural schools to help them address barriers and take advantage of SES opportunities. 
	Munoz, Potter and Ross (2008) examined SES program results in several states.  A two year study in Tennessee found no positive effects on student achievement as a result of SES.  A study by the Los Angeles Unified School District reported very small positive gains for SES students.  A Pittsburgh study found small positive effects in math but not reading.  Jefferson County Public Schools in Louisville, Kentucky is a district of 96,000 students, and 150 schools, with 30 that were required to offer SES during the 2005-2006 school year.  This study surveyed district coordinators, principals, teachers, and parents about SES.  District coordinators reported that providers did not work with the district to set learning goals, but overall they were satisfied with provider services.  Principals and school level coordinators reported that providers did not consistently communicate or follow through with services.  71% of teachers said that providers did not communicate with them at all.  Parents responded that the services were helpful but still expressed problems with provider communications.  The results of this Kentucky study found no achievement advantages for SES participants on state reading and math tests.  
	Tennessee is a leader in SES monitoring and evaluation and has completed comprehensive mixed methods studies using multiple linear regression (MLR) analyses (Ross, Potter, Paek, McKa, Sanders, & Ashton, 2008).  This study, from 2005-2006, was unique because it controlled for prior year achievement, demographics, as well as for teacher effectiveness.  42 separate analyses of provider effectiveness in reading, and 37 in math were completed.  Surveys were distributed to district coordinators, school leaders, and parents.  Survey responses were more positive towards SES than responses from other studies, but the positive effects of SES on student achievement were zero.  This article supports the findings of other studies in Milwaukee and Kentucky.
	NCLB has brought both increased funding and increased scrutiny of afterschool programs.  The accountability policies of NCLB have changed many programs from enrichment to academic support focused on increasing student achievement (Sheldon, Arbreton, Hopkins, and Grossman, 2010).  Many studies have reported that most afterschool programs show very few measurable gains because they are not well implemented and focus on homework help.  The few programs boasting measurable gains employed staff with education degrees, were well implemented with research-based curriculum, good structure, positive adult-student relationships, and met 2-3 days per week.  Sheldon et. Al (2010) examined improving program quality through a 2-year implementation of a Continuous Program Improvement (CPI) Cycle.  CPI provided on site observations and coaching for tutors, data collection and analysis, and targeted staff training throughout the year.   Exposure to consistent, well delivered literacy strategies was associated with greater student gains in reading.  Application of CPI produced improvements in the literacy activities provided to students.  All programs in the study eventually hired literacy directors.  The cost of the directors, training, observations, and data collection and analysis was calculated to be 13.5% of each program’s budget.  The authors concluded that the cost was justified by the measured achievement gains.
Local Perspectives: District Requirements and Results of Tutoring in Schools and Districts:
A school district with schools that are required to offer SES must complete the following requirements (Department of Education, 2009):
· Notify families attending these schools that they may request to switch to a different school and that if they remain at their school, their student may be eligible for free tutoring.
· Reserve 20% of the district’s federal Title I allocation for the cost of SES and transportation for students who transfer to a different school via Public School Choice.
· Advertise the availability of SES at the specified schools during 2 separate enrollment windows so that parents have sufficient time and information to choose the provider of their choice.
· Enter into a contractual agreement with any approved SES provider that is chosen by the parents of an eligible student.  The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), and not the school district, approves these providers.  A district cannot refuse to enter into a contract with an approved provider and cannot impose additional program or curriculum requirements on any provider.
Districts and schools are required by law to advertise SES at eligible schools.  However, often the services provided are of low quality, and schools and districts are not allowed to mandate the curriculum or teaching practices of the providers (Department of Education, 2009).  In addition, SES targets the most demographically vulnerable populations of our school system (Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, 2010).  Schools that are required to offer SES have high percentages of low income children, and these children, who are not scoring at standard on state tests, are more likely to come from families who do not speak English or whose parents do not have a high level of education (Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, 2010).
	NCLB privatized afterschool programs by mandating that districts contract with tutoring companies (Koyama, 2011).  An anthropologic study of 45 principals in New York reported on specific actions of both principals and providers in the NCLB era.  In NY during the 2005-2006 school year, there were 1800 approved SES providers, 200,000 eligible students, and 87,366 enrolled students.  Three main companies, Princeton Review, Kaplan K-12, and Sylvan were securing 30% of the profits in the SES market.  While NCLB is built on accountability, standardization, highly qualified teachers, and scientifically determined curriculum, there is little to no state or district oversight of SES providers and services.  Principals and teachers can lose their jobs as a result of NCLB restructuring.  SES companies face no such consequences.  SES monies are re-allocated Title I dollars and reduce Title I allocations to schools.  Principals said SES providers are not worth this cost.  Principals emerged as powerful actors in the SES world by dictating the schedule of SES services, forcing SES to compete with other programs, limiting the number of classrooms available for SES, and by convincing SES providers to design programs that essentially mirrored the school day.   Some principals encouraged only specific families to enroll in SES.  SES companies admitted to fabricating test scores in order to show achievement gains, and to telling parents varying truths about tests, their purpose, and the meaning of results (Koyama, 2011).
	In Milwaukee, less than 50% of eligible students registered for SES and even fewer attended the program (Heinrich, Meyer, & Whitten, 2010).  Registered students were less likely to have been retained in a grade, more likely to be English proficient, and more advantaged than eligible students who did not enroll.  Measuring the effectiveness of SES is confounded by the huge increases in approved providers competing for the $2.5 billion in SES funds, large variations in instruction, curriculum, tutor qualifications, and the wide range of hourly charges by providers.  Studies are also varied in their reports on the effects of SES.  A study in Minnesota found no effects on student achievement.  One study that reported gains in reading and math had questionable methodology.    This study found no significant effects in student achievement based on attendance in an SES program.
	Two afterschool tutoring programs in Pittsburgh were examined for effectiveness during the 2005-2006 school year (Zimmer & Hamilton, 2010).  One was an SES program mandated by NCLB.  The other was a state program called Educational Assistance Program (EAP) in 82 of the state’s highest need school districts.  Nearly 600 students participated in SES and close to 6,000 in EAP.  The SES programs staffed tutors who were not teachers, but students were tutored individually or in small groups.  EAP used certificated teachers from the school and provided instruction in groups larger than 5 students.  Low income and black students were more likely to enroll in the programs.  Students in SES made gains in math but not in reading.  Students in EAP made small gains in both areas.  The programs described varied greatly in size, structure, assessments, and curriculum.  It is notable that SES students did not make gains in reading.  Math facts can be practiced with tutors while reading instruction may require a skilled teacher to realize achievement gains.  Rather than comparing programs, it may be useful to look at the number of students across a state or the nation participating in SES who meet state standards.
Advantages and Disadvantages
The advantages of SES tutoring are that low income students at schools that do not make AYP can have access to supplemental tutoring from a private tutoring company.  Another advantage of SES is that schools and districts may work more strategically to raise test scores in order to make AYP and avoid sanctions.  Many parents support the choice of extra tutoring for their children.  The disadvantages include numerous issues reported in the literature regarding the quality of tutoring, its limited effects on academic achievement, and the burden of SES program administration for school districts.  In addition, larger tutoring companies that enroll the most students often do not serve students with special needs or students who are learning English.
Recommendations
More study is needed regarding the application and approval process for SES providers at the state level.  States with more high quality providers (if they exist) need to be identified and their SES providers application processes compared to other states.  More study is needed regarding parent perspectives on SES.  Are parents of minority students satisfied with SES and do they believe they have adequate information access to these services?
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