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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 
The evaluation of Supplemental Educational Services (SES) in Georgia during 2006-2007 by 
University of Georgia (UGA) external evaluators through surveys of key stakeholders consisted 
of two data collection activities:  (1) an end of year on-line survey of school systems offering 
SES to gather data on systems, schools, SES students, and providers; (2) stakeholder surveys 
of SES Title1 Directors, providers of SES, parents of children who had received SES, and 
middle and high school students who had received SES. 
 
The purpose of the system survey was to collect data from school districts of Title I schools 
required to provide SES, student eligibility for SES, parent requests for SES, student receipt of 
SES, providers of SES, and expenditures for SES.  The purpose of the stakeholder surveys was 
to provide a statewide perspective of SES from those Title I Directors, providers, parents, and 
middle and high school students who had direct experience with SES in 2006-07.  These 
surveys were designed to gather feedback from parents, students, and directors about SES 
provider compliance with NCLB legislative requirements for SES, satisfaction with quality of 
services provided by each provider, and perceptions of the impact of SES on student learning 
and achievement.  Providers were asked to give feedback on SES administration by the school 
system.   
 
The system, Title I Director, and the provider surveys were web-based.  These surveys were 
available online from May 14 through June 8, 2007.  Data were requested from Title I Directors 
of all 67 systems required to offer SES in 2006-07.  Title I Directors were asked to complete a 
survey for each provider who had worked with SES students during the school year.  Data used 
in this evaluation were based on the completion of 386 surveys for 97 different providers. 
Providers were asked to complete a survey for each school district to which they had provided 
SES during the 2006-07 school year.  Evaluators received 237 surveys from 54 providers who 
had worked with a total of 60 of the 67 school districts. 
 
The parent and student surveys were paper and pencil questionnaires.  Parent and student 
surveys were distributed by the school systems in April and had a response deadline of May 18, 
2007.  Evaluators received 1,201 completed parent surveys and 1,198 student surveys.  All 
surveys provided opportunity for respondents to make additional comments. 
 

Key Findings from School System Surveys 
 

The school system survey was completed by the Title I Directors of school systems that were 
required to offer SES.  Three areas of data collection were requested:  school information, 
student information, and provider information. 
  

School Information: 
• 141 schools were required to offer SES 
• 138 schools had students requesting and receiving SES 

 
Student Information: 

• 83,923 students were eligible for SES 
• 14,009 parents requested SES (16.7%) 
• 10,564 students received SES (12.6%) 

iv 



 
Provider Information 

• From 1 to 26 SES providers worked with each individual school system to offer 
SES to students 

• $9,281,932 of Title I funds were paid to SES providers in 2006-07 (through May 
31, 2007) 

• 41 school systems said they would be spending SES funds during the month of 
June, 2007 

  
 

Key Findings from Stakeholder Surveys 
 
The purpose of the stakeholder surveys was to provide a statewide perspective of SES from 
those Title I Directors, providers, parents, and middle and high school students who had direct 
experience with SES in 2006-2007.  Surveys had common questions focused on SES provider 
compliance with NCLB legislative requirements for SES, satisfaction with quality of services 
provided by each provider, and perceptions of the impact of SES on student learning and 
achievement.  
 
Survey returns included responses from all Title I Directors whose systems had students served 
by SES providers, parent surveys representing about one-ninth of all SES students, and student 
surveys representing about one-eighth of the middle and high school SES students.   About half 
of the SES providers returned surveys.  The majority of all stakeholders agreed with each 
survey statement.  The Title I Directors were the most positive in their ratings.  Parents and 
students also reported high levels of satisfaction with SES services.  In general, providers rated 
school systems highly on the survey items. 
 
Compliance 
Directors were particularly positive that most providers developed goals for each student, 
provided written descriptions of how progress would be measured, and provided regular 
progress reports.  The majority of parents and students agreed that providers had a plan for 
students’ learning and gave regular progress reports to the students and parents that were easy 
to understand.  While most providers are in compliance with the law, some providers are lax in 
beginning student services in a timely manner.  One-third of the parents and students either 
said no or were not sure that providers had shared a learning plan with them.  While less than 
forty percent of the survey responses indicate that an on-site monitoring visit of the provider had 
been conducted by the district, those providers that were monitored were rated highly on their 
adherence to standards.  According to parents, most providers complied with their 
responsibilities. 
 
Satisfaction 
Directors are satisfied with the quality of services offered to students by most of the SES 
providers and they would recommend most providers remain on the approved Georgia provider 
list for the 2007-08 school year.  Directors tended to write comments more often that were 
negative and highlighted problems with some providers related to communication and 
paperwork. Directors’ positive comments expounded on the good working relationships 
established with certain providers and providers’ compliance with their obligations, and the 
quality of the tutoring programs and personnel.  Most parents report that the tutoring sessions 
were the right length of time, easy to reschedule when necessary and they think the tutors did a 
good job.   Overall parents and students were satisfied with the services and report it was a 
good experience. Most indicate they would work with the same provider again, given the 
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opportunity.   A few parents and students provided negative comments relating to issues with 
pedagogy, tutors not appearing for lessons, providers not delivering services, and 
communication problems. 
 
Impact on Student Learning and Achievement 
At least two-thirds of parents responded that students’ reading and math skills improved after 
working with a provider.  Students’ grades are better and their attitudes toward school have 
improved.  Three-fourths of the students report that they feel more confident about school work 
after receiving SES.  Many positive comments by students focused on the results they 
experienced because of tutoring.  
 
Key Issues from Provider Surveys 
About three-fourths of the school districts monitored at least some of the providers serving their 
students. However, over half of the providers who answered the survey said they had never had 
an on-site monitoring visit.  Two-thirds of the provider responses did indicate that school system 
personnel had reviewed SES instructional materials and provided feedback.  The vast majority 
of providers agreed that the systems provided them with a complete list of students whose 
parents selected their services, entered into contracts in a timely manner, and used contracts 
that clearly outlined the provider’s obligations.  Even the items with the lowest numbers, 
concerning providing student achievement data and having regular meetings with the providers, 
were endorsed in approximately sixty percent of responses.  Providers’ written comments 
complimented school systems for being well organized and highlighted the quality of the 
relationship between the provider and the system.  Negative comments by providers focused on 
inequitable treatment among providers by the system and the burden of paperwork. 
 
The Future 
In 2006-2007 approximately 13% of students eligible for SES in Georgia actually received 
services.  There is a need to examine administrative practices so that more eligible students 
participate in SES.  For example, would more students participate if transportation were 
provided? Stakeholder data indicate some problems with finding and retaining tutors for the 
program. Another issue related to providers signing a contract and actually following through 
with providing the services.  Determining barriers to participation should become a greater focus 
in future studies of the SES program.  Increasing on-site monitoring of providers would be a 
wise management practice, and might also address issues addressed in comments of the 
various stakeholder groups.  These recommendations are made in order to insure that students 
receive the help they need and that stakeholders can work together effectively. 
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Report on Results of Supplemental Education Services (SES) 
Title I Director, Parent, Student, and SES Provider Surveys 

Spring 2007 
 
 
Background 
 
Supplemental Educational Services (SES) includes academic assistance such as tutoring and 
remediation designed to increase the academic achievement of students in low-performing 
schools which are provided outside of the regular school day.  Students from low-income 
families who are attending Title I schools that are in their second year of school improvement 
(i.e., have not made adequate yearly progress (AYP) for three or more years), in corrective 
action, or in restructuring status are eligible to receive these services. The Georgia Department 
of Education (GDOE) is required to identify organizations, both public and private, that qualify to 
provide these services. Parents of eligible students are then notified by the local education 
agency (LEA)  that supplemental educational services will be made available, and parents can 
select any approved provider that they feel will best meet their child’s needs in the area served 
by the LEA or within a reasonable distance of that area. The LEA (usually a school district) will 
sign an agreement with providers selected by parents, and the provider will then provide 
services to the child and report on the child’s progress to the parents and to the LEA.  (Source: 
Georgia Department of Education Title I Programs website, 2006) 
 
The GDOE has designed an overall framework for annual evaluation of individual state-
approved SES Providers and the Local Educational Agencies administering SES in Georgia. 
The process requires collection and analysis of several types of data to monitor the SES 
program throughout the state.  Georgia’s SES evaluation model assesses three important 
components of SES: 1) Effectiveness, 2) Customer Satisfaction, and 3) Service Delivery.   
 
Customer satisfaction refers to how pleased stakeholders are with SES. Parents, students, 
LEAs/Title I coordinators, and providers have valuable information to share about their 
experiences with SES implementation. This component of the SES evaluation model addresses 
the following question: What is the overall experience of stakeholders with the SES 
program and individual providers?  The GDOE contracted with the Occupational Research 
Group in the College of Education at the University of Georgia (UGA) to assist with data 
collection for this area of the SES evaluation framework.  The UGA researchers were asked to 
design and administer a series of surveys to capture the unique perspectives of key stakeholder 
groups, and to analyze and report the survey results to the GDOE for use in SES program 
evaluation and improvement.  Survey data collection and other evaluation activities carried out 
by UGA provides assistance to the GDOE in carrying out monitoring and evaluation of the 
quality and effectiveness of SES providers and services according to the SES Implementation 
Guidelines for Georgia State Board of Education Rule 160-4-5-.03.   
 
Purpose of the Surveys 
 
The purpose of the surveys is to provide a statewide perspective of Supplemental Education 
Services from key stakeholder groups that were involved with SES in Georgia during the 2006-
2007 school year.  Those groups included Title I Directors in school systems that were required 
to provide SES, parents or guardians of students who received SES, middle and high school 
students who received SES, and the state-approved providers of SES. 
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The surveys were designed to gather feedback from parents, students, and directors about SES 
provider compliance with NCLB legislative requirements for SES, satisfaction with quality of 
services provided by each provider, and perceptions of the impact of SES on student learning 
and achievement.  Providers supplied feedback on their compliance with SES requirements and 
SES administration by the school system.  The surveys for the Title I Directors and for the 
Providers were web-based surveys.  Parent and student surveys were paper and pencil. 
Results have been provided to GDOE at a statewide level and for individual state-approved 
SES providers active in each school system offering SES in 2006-07.  
 
Instrument Development 
 
The Occupational Research Group had conducted similar surveys for Title I Directors and 
parents during the 2004-2005 and the 2005-2006 school years.  The researchers reviewed the 
previous years’ surveys and made some changes in wording and formatting.  The survey for 
students was developed using many of the questions that were asked of parents, but adapting 
the language to be more appropriate for adolescents and teenagers.  The provider survey was 
developed by reviewing the most current federal and state guidelines for SES providers.  
Questions about the provider’s interactions with the school system(s) and provider’s satisfaction 
with the process were identified.  All surveys were developed by researchers experienced in 
survey development and with input from the GDOE Title I SES staff.  The content and wording 
of survey items were reviewed, revised as necessary, and approved by the GDOE staff.  Parent 
surveys also were translated into Spanish.  A copy of all survey forms and correspondence may 
be found in the Appendix to this report. 
 
The Title I Director’s survey contained 12 statements with Likert scale responses (Strongly 
agree to Strongly disagree) to evaluate compliance and quality of services by each provider.  In 
addition, Title I Directors who reported that they had conducted an on-site visit with the provider 
and observed the provider’s instruction as part of their monitoring were directed to respond to 
nine additional statements.  The survey’s final item asked for additional evaluative comments 
about the provider.  Title I Directors were asked to complete a survey for every provider 
employed in their district in the 2006-2007 school year and to indicate the number of students 
each SES provider served.  A separate online survey of eight questions also was completed by 
each Title I Director to provide total system information about the number of schools offering 
SES; the number of students eligible, requesting, and receiving SES; and the amount of Title I 
funds spent on SES in 2006-07. A question was added to the survey this year to probe whether 
systems would continue to utilize SES funds through June, 2007.   
 
The Provider survey consisted of 23 items about SES administration and an opportunity to 
provide additional comments.  Providers were asked to complete a survey for each school 
system for which they had provided SES in 2006-07.  Twenty of the survey items were 
statements with Likert scale responses (Strongly agree to Strongly disagree).  Two survey items 
asked if the school system had engaged in an on-site SES monitoring visit and if the school 
system had observed the delivery of SES instruction.  Also, the providers were asked how long 
they had worked with each school system.  The provider survey also allowed for additional 
comments. 
 
The Parent survey contained 16 questions with a response scale of yes, no, and not sure to 
evaluate the quality, compliance, and impact of SES providers.  The survey asked if the parent 
had used the same provider last school year.  Demographic data about the student receiving 
SES, such as student’s grade level, gender, race/ethnicity, language, and disability status, were 
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collected.  Parents were asked to indicate the subjects in which their student received SES. 
Parents also had an opportunity to provide additional comments. 
 
The Student survey contained 10 questions with a response scale of yes, no, and not sure to 
assess student satisfaction with their SES provider.  The student survey also asked if the 
student had worked with the same provider last school year.  Demographic data, such as the 
student’s grade level, gender, race/ethnicity, language, and disability status were also collected.  
Students were asked to indicate the subjects in which they received SES.  Students also had an 
opportunity to provide additional comments. 
 
Survey Administration 
 
A letter was sent to Title I Directors of school systems which had at least one school that was 
required to offer SES during the 2006-2007 school year.  The GDOE website listing of AYP 
results for 2005-06 was used to identify the systems required to provide information about SES 
for this survey.  Title I Directors were responsible for completing the on-line surveys, accessible 
through an Internet connection (http://www.coe.uga.edu/ORG/facilitate/SES) for both system-
wide information and for each provider the system had used during the 2006-2007 school year.  
Dates for accessing the survey on line and submitting data were from May 14  through June 8, 
2007. Systems that had not completed the surveys were contacted by ORG researchers in June 
to collect missing data or correct discrepancies in the data.   
 
Providers of SES during the 2006-2007 school were also contacted directly by ORG by mailed 
letter and email, using the list of state approved providers from GDOE.  Providers were asked to 
complete an on-line survey, accessible through an Internet connection 
(http://www.coe.uga.edu/ORG/facilitate/SES/providers/), for each school system they provided 
SES to during the 2006-2007 school year.  The online survey was available to providers from 
May 14 through June 8, 2007.   
 
The ORG contacted Title I Directors by mail and requested that they administer paper 
questionnaires to parents and students receiving SES in their system in 2006-07. Each 
system received the following materials and instructions for distribution:  
• SES parent survey (English and Spanish language version) 
• SES student survey for 6th through 12th graders,  
• Two parent informational letters (English and Spanish language version) 

o one letter for parents of K - 5th graders (whose students will not be completing a 
student survey)  

o one letter for parents of 6th - 12th graders (whose students will be completing a 
student survey), and 

•  List of the names and identification/code numbers of the SES Providers serving the school 
system (from the GADOE approved listing of SES Providers for each system). 

 
Directors were instructed to identify all SES Providers who worked with students in the system 
during the 2006-07 school year and list all students served by each provider.  The provider 
name and code were written on the parent and student surveys prior to distribution, using the 
provider codes from ORG.  The Title I Directors then prepared packets of materials that were 
distributed to parents using whatever method was most efficient and effective for the schools, 
including through the students’ home schools or mailed to the parents.  Parents of kindergarten 
through fifth grade children receiving SES received packets that included a cover letter 
explaining the survey and a two-sided survey form with the appropriate provider name and 
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identification number. The parent survey was designed so that parents could fold the survey 
form with the UGA return address and pre-paid postage visible on the outside, to be mailed 
back directly to UGA evaluators.   
 
Parents with middle and/or high school students receiving SES received a different cover letter 
explaining both the parent survey and student survey.  The letter provided instructions and 
served as parental permission for the student to complete the survey.  The packet also included 
the pre-addressed, pre-stamped parent and student surveys.  Parent and student surveys were 
distributed by school systems in April and had a response deadline of May 18, 2007.  A copy of 
the directions for administration of SES surveys and correspondence may be found in the 
Appendix to this report. 
 
The remainder of this report presents the findings from each of the statewide SES surveys.  
Results of the system and school level data is provided first, followed by results of the Title I 
Director survey, the Parent survey, the Student survey, and the SES Provider survey.  A 
discussion of key issues identified across all of the surveys can be found at the end of the 
survey findings.  

4 



 
 

Findings from the System Survey 
 

 
 
Sixty-seven school systems, with 141 schools within these systems, were required to provide 
SES during the 2006-2007 school year, based on AYP results from the Georgia Department of 
Education.  The Title I directors of these 67 school systems were asked to provide school, 
student, and provider information to UGA through an online survey.  
 
Title I Directors reported that statewide 83,923 students were eligible for SES in school year 
2006-2007.  Statewide 16.7% (14,009 parents of students) requested services, and 12.6% of 
eligible students received SES.  Three of the 67 school systems required to provide SES had no 
parents requesting services for their children. In those school systems (64) providing SES, 
participation rates ranged from less than 1% to 75%. Twenty-four systems had a participation 
rate of less than 5% and 10 had a participation rate of more than 20%. The median participation 
rate was 11.4% 
 
Title I Directors also reported that 97 different providers served the 64 school systems providing 
SES in 2006-07.  Some providers served more than one school system.  As of May 31, 2007, a 
total of $9,281,932.81 of Title I funds were paid for SES provider services.  The statewide 
average expenditure per pupil for SES was $878.64.  In those 64 school systems providing 
SES, expenditures per pupil ranged from $206.20 to $1,465.00.  The median amount was 
$787.60. Forty-one school systems said they would be spending additional SES funds during 
the month of June, 2007 
 
 
The table below shows the SES participation rates for the past four years in Georgia. 
 
 
 2006-07 2005-06 2004-05 2003-04 
Students eligible 
for SES 
 

83,923 
 

93,308 
 

94,575 
 

152,271 

Parents 
requesting SES 
for students 
 

14,009 
(16.7% of eligible 

students) 

13,091 
(14.0% of eligible 

students) 
 

9,281 
(9.8% of eligible 

students) 

18,473 
(12.1% of eligible 

students) 

 
Students 
receiving SES 
 

10,564 
(12.6% of eligible 

students) 

 
9,670 

(10.4% of eligible 
students) 

 
8,514 

 (9.0% of eligible 
students) 

 
16,632 

(10.9% of eligible 
students) 

 
Number of 
schools required 
to offer SES 
 

 
141 

 
161 

 
203 

 
385 
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Findings from Title I Director SES Survey 
 

 
Title I Directors from 64 systems completed 386 surveys evaluating the SES providers who 
worked with their students in 2006-07. This represented 100% of the systems with schools that 
used providers for their students in 2006-07.  Many systems worked with a number of different 
SES providers during the year, and the directors were asked to submit a separate survey for 
every provider who delivered services to their students this year.  The number of providers 
evaluated by each director ranged from 1 to 26, with an average of 6 provider surveys per 
system.  A detailed list of the number of surveys submitted by each school system can be found 
in the appendix to this report. 
 
Response summaries in the tables that follow are based on the actual number of director 
surveys received.  Since many SES providers worked with multiple school systems during the 
year and each system’s experience with the provider may have varied, it is important that all of 
the directors’ feedback is reflected in the statewide summary. There were 97 different SES 
providers represented by the 386 completed director surveys, indicating that many of the 
providers worked with students in multiple school systems during the year.  
 
The Title I Director survey consisted of 23 statements and an option to provide comments.  To 
facilitate discussion of the findings, the survey statements are grouped into the following areas:  
communication, delivery of SES, interaction with the district, satisfaction, and monitoring. 
 
Communication 
 
Title I Directors responded to two statements about communication between the school system 
and the provider.  As the table below shows, the majority of the respondents (87.6%) either 
strongly agreed or agreed that the provider responds to requests to participate in district fairs, 
town hall, and SES-related events.  A majority of the respondents (84.7%) either strongly 
agreed or agreed that the provider was easy to contact. 
 
Survey Items on Communication 
(n = 386) 

Strongly
Agree  

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

The provider responds to requests to 
participate in district fairs, town halls, and 
SES-related parent meetings (Q.1) 
 

 
28.0% 

 

 
59.6%

 
7.5% 

 
3.9% 

 
1.0% 

The provider is easy to contact (Q.8) 30.8% 53.9% 9.6% 4.1% 1.6% 
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1.6%

1.0%

4.1%

9.The provider is easy to
contact (Q.8) (n = 386)

3.9%

7.5%

59.6%

28.0%
The provider responds to
requests to participate in

district fairs, town halls, and
SES-related parent

meetings (Q.1) (n = 386)

6%

53.9%

.8

20% 4

30 %

0% 0% 60% 80% 100%

No Response Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree  
 
Service Delivery 

Title I Directors responded to four statements about the provider’s delivery of supplemental 
educational services.  The greatest amount of disagreement on the survey was reported for the 
first statement in the section:  “The provider begins serving students in a timely manner.”  While 
77.2% of the Title I Directors either strongly agreed or agreed with this statement, 21.7% either 
strongly disagreed or disagreed that the provider begins serving students in a timely manner.   
 
Approximately 90% of the Title I Directors either strongly agreed or agreed that the provider 
develops goals for each student receiving services.  Eighty-six percent of the Title I Directors 
either strongly agreed or agreed that the provider furnishes a written description of how each 
student’s progress will be measured.  In addition, 86.5% of the respondents either strongly 
agreed or agreed that the provider submits monthly progress reports for each student. 
 
Survey Items on Service Delivery 
(n = 386) 

Strongly
Agree  

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

 

The provider begins serving 
students in a timely manner (Q.2) 
 

 
23.8% 

 
53.4% 

 
14.2% 

 
7.5% 

 
1.0% 

The provider develops goals for 
each student receiving services 
(Q.3) 
 

 
22.5% 

 
67.1% 

 
5.4% 

 
2.6% 

 
2.3% 

The provider furnishes a written 
description of how each student’s 
progress will be measured (Q.4)  
 

 
22.5% 

 
63.5% 

 
9.3% 

 
2.1% 

 
2.6% 

The provider submits monthly 
progress reports for each student 
(Q. 5) 

24.1% 62.4% 8.3% 2.6% 2.6% 
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2.6%

1.0%
7.5%

14.2%
53.4%

22.5%

23.8%
The provider begins serving
students in a timely manner

(Q.2) (n = 386)

2.6% measured (Q.4) (n = 386)

2.3%

2.6%

2.1%

2.6%

8.3%
62.4%

63.5%

67.1%

24.1%

22.5%

The provider submits
nthly progress reports for
ch student (Q.5) (n = 386)

he provider develops goals

.3) (n = 386)

9.3%

The provider furnishes a
written description of how

each student’s progress will

5.4%for each student receiving
T

services (Q

be

mo
ea

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Response Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree  
 
Interaction with the School System 
 
The next set of statements elicits information about the working relationship between the school 

s the table below 
strongly agreed or agreed that the provider su o ly e d
However, o ree e provider sub its in
m irec he gly d or  that
provider works collaboratively with the district t e ue rise
 

eractions 
 = 386) 

St
Agree  

A Di Str
Disagree Response 

systems and the providers.  A shows, 90.4
bmits inv

% of the Title I Directors either 
ices on  for servic s rendere .  

 timely nly 78.5% strongly agreed or ag
anner.  Approximately 87% of the Title I D

d that th m voices in a
tors eit

o resolv
r stron
any iss

 agree
s that a

agreed
. 

 the 

Survey Items on Int
(n

rongly gree sagree ongly No 

The provider submits invoices only for 
services rendered (Q.6) 
 

 
2

 
6

 
4

 
3

 
9.8% 0.6% .1% .4% 2.1% 

The provider submits invoices for services 
rendered in a timely manner (Q.7) 
 

 
22.5% 

 
56.0%

 
11.9% 

 
7.0% 

 
2.6% 

The provider works collaboratively with the 
district to resolve any issues that arise (Q.9) 

 
28.8% 

 

 
58.3%

 
7.3% 

 
3.9% 

 
1.8% 
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1.8%

2.6%

2.1%

3.9%

7.0%

3.4%

7.3%

11.9%

4.1%

58.3%

56.0%

60.6%

28.8%

22.5%

29.8%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The provider works
collaboratively with the

district to resolve any issues
that arise (Q.9) (n = 386)

The provider submits
invoices for services

rendered in a timely manner
(Q.7) (n = 386)

The provider submits
invoices only for services
rendered (Q.6) (n = 386)

No Response Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree  
 
Satisfaction 

e 

ition, 81.9% of 
e Title I Directors strongly agreed or agreed that they would recommend that the provider 

c rgia students. 
 

ree  
Agre Disagree Strongly 

isagre
No 

sponse

 
Title I Directors responded to three statements about their satisfaction with the provider’s 
services.  A large majority (85.5%) of the directors either strongly agreed or agreed that th
provider offers quality services.  Similarly, 80.6% of the Title I Directors strongly agreed or 
agreed that overall is was easy for the district to work with the provider.  In add
th
ontinue offering SES to Geo

Survey Items on Satisfaction 
(n = 386) 

Strongly
Ag

e
D e Re

Overall, this provider offers quality services to  
 

 
63.2%

 
7.5% 

 
3.4% 

 
3.6% students (Q.10) 

 
22.3%

Overall, it was easy for our LEA to work with 
this provider (Q.11) 
 

 
28.0% 

 
52.6%

 
10.6% 

 
6.2% 

 
2.6% 

I would recommend that this provider continue      
offering SES to students in Georgia (Q.12) 26.2% 55.7% 8.3% 7.0% 2.8% 
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3.6%
3.4%

7.5%
63.2%

22.3%
Overall, this provider offers
quality services to students

(Q.10) (n = 386)

2.6%
6.2%

10.6%
52.6%

28.0%
Overall, it was easy for our

LEA to work with this
provider (Q.11) (n = 386)

2.8%
7.0%
8.3%

55.7%
26.2%

I would recommend that this
provider continue offering

SES to students in Georgia
(Q.12) (n = 386)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Response Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
 

 survey 
of the provider had been conducted.  Even 

fewer (35.8%) denoted that observation of the provid ct r
 

No No 
espon

 
Monitoring 
 
The remaining items in the Title I Director survey concerned evaluation and monitoring of the 

ES provider by the school system.  As the table below shows, only 38.1% of theS
responses reflect that an on-site monitoring visit 

er’s instru ion occu red. 

Survey Items on Monitoring 
(n = 386) 

Yes  
R se 

Have you conducted an on-site SES monitoring visit with 
this provider during the 2006-07 school year? (Q.13)
 

 
  

59.8% 
 

2.1% 38.1% 

Have you observed this provider’s instruction as part of  
62.2% 

 
2.1% your monitoring during the 2006-07 school year? (Q14) 

 

 
35.8% 
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2.1%

2.1%

62.2%

59.8%

35.8%

38Have you conducted an on-
site SES monitoring visit

.1%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Have you observed this
provider’s instruction as part
of your monitoring during the
2006-07 school year? (Q14)

(n = 386)

with this provider during the
2006-07 school year?

(Q.13) (n = 386)

No Response No Yes 
 

 
Title I Directors who responded that they had observed the provider’s instruction (Question 14) 
were directed to complete the rest of the survey.  This would mean that 138 surveys should 
have had this section completed. Item 13 asked about conducting an on-site visit, and 147 
respondents indicated they had conducted on-site monitoring.  The number of respondents for 
the nine survey items regarding the result of the monitoring/observation ranged from 80 to 139.  
It appeared that although some directors may not have observed instruction directly, they did 
conduct on-site visits. and answered the rest of the statements (Q15-23) based on this 
information.  Therefore, a decision was made to include responses from Title I Directors who 
had answered yes to either question about monitoring (Q13) or observing (Q14). 
 
Results of Monitoring/Observation 
 
Nine survey items elicited information from Title I Directors about the nature and quality of the 
SES based on the school district’s monitoring and/or observation of the provider’s services.  The 
majority of Title I Directors either strongly agreed or agreed that the providers are providing 
appropriate instruction to the students receiving SES based on responses to the statements.  
The table below shows the percentages. 
 
In response to the question about the compatibility of the provider’s and LEA’s instructional 
program, 90.5% of directors either strongly agreed or agreed that the provider reinforces the 
district’s instructional program, and 89.7% strongly agreed or agreed that the provider’s 
instructional program is aligned with the Quality Core Curriculum and the Georgia Performance 
Standards. 
 
On questions about providing services for limited English proficient students and students with 
disabilities, 94.1% strongly agreed or agreed that the provider’s instructional program is 
appropriate for LEP students and 93.8% strongly agreed or agreed that the provider’s 
instructional program is appropriate for students with disabilities. 
 
On questions about individualizing instruction for students, 90.7% strongly agreed or agreed 
that the provider develops a learning plan for each student and 88.5% strongly agreed or 
agreed that the provider’s instruction is individualized for each student. 
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The vast majority (95.7%) strongly agreed or agreed that the provider gives positive 
reinforcement to each student.  A similar percentage (94.2%) strongly agreed or agreed that the 
provider gives ongoing feedback to each student.  Another large majority (91.2%) responded 
that the provider’s instructional materials are appropriate for student skill levels. 
 
Survey Items on Monitoring Results Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
The provider’s instruction reinforces the LEA’s 
instructional program (Q.15)   (n = 137) 
 

 
19.0% 

 
71.5% 

 
8.0% 

 
1.5% 

The provider’s instructional program is aligned with 
the Quality Core Curriculum and Georgia 
Performance Standards (Q. 16) (n = 136) 
 

 
 

22.1% 

 
 

67.6% 

 
 

7.4% 

 
 

2.9% 

The provider’s instructional program is appropriate for 
students with limited English proficiency, if applicable 
(Q.17) (n = 85 applicable) 

 
 

20.0% 

 
 

74.1% 

 
 

4.7% 

 
 

1.2% 

The provider offers appropriate SES instruction for 
students with disabilities (students with an IEP or 504 
plan), if applicable (Q.18) ( n = 80 applicable) 

 
 

15.0% 

 
 

78.8% 

 
 

6.3% 

 
 

0.0% 

The provider develops a learning plan for each 
student (Q.19) (n = 139) 
 

 
21.6% 

 
69.1% 

 
7.9% 

 
1.4% 

The provider’s instruction is individualized for each 
student (Q.20) (n = 139) 
 

 
18.0% 

 
70.5% 

 
10.1% 

 
1.4% 

The provider gives positive reinforcement to each 
student (Q.21) (n = 138) 

 
23.2% 

 
72.5% 

 

 
4.3% 

 
0.0% 

The provider gives ongoing feedback to each student 
(Q.22) (n = 139) 
 

 
23.0% 

 
71.2% 

 
5.0% 

 
0.7% 

Provider’s instructional materials are appropriate for 
student skill levels (Q.23)  (n = 136) 
 

 
19.1% 

 
72.1% 

 
5.1% 

 
3.7% 
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1.5%
8.0%

71.5%
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19.0%
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The provider’s instruction
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Directors’ Comments about Individual Providers 
 
Directo
worked  
50% of the systems providing SES) provided 168 comments. Analysis of the Title I Director 
comments shows that 58 comments (approximately 35%) were positive in nature; 76 
(approx  
remark
 
Positive Comments 
Directo oviders for a number of reasons.  Approximately half 
of the comments concerned compliance issues and overall ease of working with the providers. 
Some c  
below w
 

 

 
 years I have been here in 

the Title I office.  [Provider] works very hard to ensure that each student is served timely.  

.  
y I is dotted. We here 

t [District] enjoy wording with [Provider], and look forward to working them in the future. 

 students that are being served is 
reat.  The invoicing is very timely as well as the organization of the paperwork that is 

nd this provider to any county. 

uality 
 throughout the program.  The provider was very receptive to district 

guidelines and did a wonderful job moving the students to the next level.  Many parents 
.  The 

vider was easy to work with and responded to all deadlines as given by the district. 
 

as responsive 
 I believe she was in our school more 

mes than all the other providers combined. 

Approx
the tuto
 

Great program for struggling math students. 

established by the district and execute them as outlined.  The program is beneficial and 
 instruction to the students.  They are one of the few providers that 

rs were asked if they had any comments to offer about each individual provider they had 
 with during the 2006-2007 school year.  Thirty-three school systems (approximately

imately 45%) were negative; 6 (approximately 4%) expressed both positive and negative
s, and 28 (approximately 17%) were neutral statements. 

rs reported satisfaction with many pr

omments were simply a variation of “a pleasure to work with;” others, such as those
ere more detailed. 

 [Provider] is an online provider.  They have been very timely with regards to assistance
to the students.  Invoices are sent complete and timely. 

We have been working with [Provider] now for at least the 2

The provider works very hard with the school personnel as well as the parents.  This 
provider is very organized and timely with invoicing.  We never have to ask for anything
They take their time to make sure that every t is crossed and ever
a
 
I think this provider so far has been the most cooperative, well organized and student 
focused—more than any other provider.  The volume of
g
involved.  I would highly recomme
 
Excellent program!  The tutors were very nurturing to the students and provided q
assistance

gave positive feedback regarding the program and how it has helped their children
pro

By far, this provider was the most professional to work with.  Their rep w
and provided SIGNIFICANT support to the tutors. 
ti
 
imately 29% of the positive comments focused on the quality of the SES program and 
rs.   

 
[Provider] was one of the top programs offered by SES providers this year.  Although 
they were new to the program, they made a conscious effort to learn the guidelines 

offers QUALITY
actually implement the components of their application with the state. I highly 
recommend them to continue in the SES program. 
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were 

 skills. 

eat 

utstanding instructional services. 

s 

 
Only a 
 

ry cooperative with the LEA and has a positive attitude 
towards the students.  The parents are very pleased with this provider and has stated 

s the students’ study habits. 
 

y 

nts really like this provider. 
 

The provider continues to serve students after the funds have run out.  
[This statement was made for two different providers.] 
 
It has been a pleasure to work with [Provider] this year.  Tutors provide one-on-one 
instruction to their students, and instruction is highly individualized.  Tutors were highly 
qualified and formed close relationships with the children they tutored.   In one case, a 
tutor continued to work with a child on a volunteer basis after the student’s funds ran out. 

 
When [Provider] was removed from the provider list, [new Provider] was very 
accommodating.  They actually acquired additional staff in order to be able to provide 
continued service to those students whose in-home tutoring was affected by the change. 

 
Negative Comments 
Approximately 45% of all comments were negative in nature.  Approximately 30% of those 
negative comments concerned communication and paperwork. 

The provider representatives with whom we’ve worked this year have been highly 
professional.  Tutors are highly qualified – all tutors who worked with our students 
qualified teachers.  Their program appears to be quite effective at helping students 
improve their reading
 
The tutors from [Provider] that have worked with our students this year have been gr
role models.  They are positive and upbeat, and truly seem to enjoy working with the 
children. 
 
O
 
This was the only in-home service selected by parents in our system.  They began 
services quickly and were easy to contact.  The monthly reports were thorough and 
demonstrated that the tutors really got to know their students and worked hard to 
develop lessons and activities that not only would help the students improve their skill
but would also be interesting to the students and keep them motivated. 

few comments included parental and student satisfaction.   

[Provider].  This provider is ve

that grades have improved as well a

While I did not visit the home of the student who received services through this provider, 
I did speak several times with her parent.  She was extremely pleased with the compan
and with the materials her daughter was using on line. 
 
Stude

It was a pleasure working with this provider.  Parents were very pleased with the 
services. 

 
There were some additional comments about providers who put forth extra effort to help 
children. 
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There was a lot of turnover at this company over the course of the school year.  It was 
difficult to know whom to e personnel seemed to 
change so often.  Tutors were not well-informed of such logistics as when students’ 
services would end. 

3 

ct 

 

 three 
ded to choose 

their own hours and days.  We also received complaints from several parents on 
[Provider] in  in math and 
reading.  [Provider] wanted to provide tutoring in only one subject.  This was not stated 
in thei tio  lea  were idence was 
provid entation. 

 
Summary of Title I Director Survey Data 
 
Title I Directors viders in a very positive manner on the survey items.  More than three-
quarters of res reed or strongly agreed with each an forty 
percent of the survey responses indicate that an on-site monitoring visit of the provider had 
been conducte itored were rated highly on their adherence to 
standards.   
 
Despite the high item ratings, Title I Directors generated more negative than positive comments 
about provider f gative comments focused on issues of communication 
and paperwork tive commen focused on having a good working relationship with 
providers, prov pliance with ir obligations, and the quality of the tutoring programs 
and person
 

 contact at any given time becaus

 
They have had some problems with billing in a timely manner.  One bill contained 
months.  They billed me twice of [for] a student who had met their $1175.  They sent 
corrected bills after I called them.  I would only recommend them if they can get their a
together regarding billing. 

Upon monitoring [Provider], our monitors found their curriculum was not aligned with 
Georgia Performance Standards.  [District] sent two emails to [Provider] about this 
matter and to date we have not received a reply or comment.  At the beginning of the 
school year parents called to state [Provider] demanded students to attend tutoring
days a week for two hours at a time.  Parents were furious and deman

forming them that their child could not be able to be tutored

r SES applica n.  Although rning plans established little ev
ed on implem

 rated pro
ponses ag of the statements.  Less th

d Those providers that were mon. 

s.  The largest group o  ne
.  The posi ts 
iders’ com the

nel. 
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Findings from Parent Survey 
 

 
Parents of students receiving SES returned 1,201 surveys.  The parents responded to questions 

bout 78 SES f 258 
arents (21.5%) requested a survey in Spanish.  Parents responded to 16 questions and were 

asked to provide student demographic data as well.  A total rents (30%) included a 
comment on their survey form. 
 

demographic data are displayed in the following .  As the table below shows, 
ost survey participants (61.9%) were parents of middle school students.  Elementary parents 

accounted for 25.8% of the responses, while high school pa ounted for 10.2% of the 
responses.  Compare rollment figures for SES, elementary parents are over-
represented in the survey and middle school parents are under-represented. 
 

Pa S Student’s Grade in School 2006-2007 
 

Grade Le ents % of Total  School Type 

a
p

providers who had provided services in 56 school systems.  A total o

 of 365 pa

The student 
m

tables

rents acc
d to actual en

rent Report of SE

vel # Stud % by
Kindergarten 49 4.1

1st Grad 4.5
2nd Gra 56 4.7
3rd Grad 50 4.2
4th Grad 57 4.7
5th Grade 44 3.7

 
 
 
 
 

Elementary School: 25.8% 

6th Grade 23.0

e 54
de 
e 
e 

276
7th Grad 249 20.7
8th Grad 218 18.2

 
 

 School: 61.9% 

9th Grad 38 3.2

e 
e Middle

e 
10th Grade 47 3.9
11th Grad 2.2
12th Grade 1.0

 
 
 

10.2% 

No respons 25 2.1  

e 26
12 High School: 

e 
Total 100.0  1,201

 
Parent responses indicate that 70.3% of the students received SES instruction in math; 55.7% 
received instruction in reading; and 27.2% received instruction in language arts.  (See table 
below.)  Compared to actual figures, parents of students receiving math and reading tutoring are 

nder-represented in this survu
 

ey. 

Subject of SES Instruction % eivi

Percentage of Students by SES Subject Area 2006-2007 
 

 Rec ng 
Math 70.3 
Reading 55.7 

.2Language Arts 27  
 

arent responses to demographic questions about the students receiving SES are shown in the 
ble below.  Parents of female students accounted for 50% of the responses; parents of male 

P
ta
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students accounted for 48.2%; 1.8% of the parents did not respond to this item.  According to 
arent responses, 59.9% of SES recipients were black, 23.1% were Hispanic, 8.2% were white, 

h 
p
and 5.1% did not respond.  Parent respondents reported that for 20.6% of the students Englis
is not the native language.  Parents also reported that 13.3% of the students have a disability 
and that 17.7% of the students are receiving special education services. 
 

SES Student Gender, Ethnicity/race, Language, Disability 2006- 2007 
 

Gender Percent 
Male 48.2% 
Female 50.0% 
No Response 1.8% 

 
Ethnicity/Race Percent 

Asian-Pacific 1.1% 
Black 59.9% 
Hispanic 23.1% 
Native American 0.4% 
White 8.2% 
Multi-Racial 2.2% 
No Response 5.1% 

 
uage Percent English as Native Lang

Yes 76.4% 
No 20.6% 
No Response 3.1% 

 
Student has a Disability t Percen

Yes 13.3% 
No 
N

82 %
3.8% 

.8  
o Response 

 

ervices 
Percent Student i

Education S
s receiving Special 

Yes 17 % .7
No 78.7% 
No Response 3.6% 

 
O s indicated that they had worked with the same SES provider las

s well as the current school year.  More than one-fifth either were not sure (7.8%) or did not 
respond to this item (13.2%). 

Use of Same Provider for Two Years (2005-06 and 2006-07) 

nly 18% of the parent t year 
a

 

 
 
Survey Item 
 

 
Yes 

 
No 

Not 
Sure 

No 
Response 

 
Did you work with the 

    
same provider last school year? 18.0% 60.9% 7.8% 13.2% 

 
 
 

18 



Compliance 
 
To facilitate discussion of the 16 survey questions, they have been grouped into the areas of 
compliance, impact, and satisfaction.  The first six questions addressed provider compliance 
and focused primarily on the provider’s interaction with parents, learning plans, and reports.  

hese survey items address the following compliance question in this evaluation: To what 
e  what they were required to do SE  
 
T id a good b with omplian e issues.  
P ith both verbal and written u  f vide
Three fourths (75.0%) of ed tha  the provider had talked with the 
p g t . % indicated 
t k the provider questions about the  s, and 73.8% indicated 
t ’s p gress.
 
Responses dicate that 68
p 7% of t they 
r the child’s work.  Of the 897 parents who indicated they received 

gular reports, 88.7% indicated that the reports were easy to understand. 
 
Survey Items on Provider Compliance 
(N = 1,201) 

 
Yes 

 
No 

Not 
Sure 

No 
Report 

No 
Response 

T
xtent did the SES provider do  by federal legislation on S? 

he majority of parents indicated that the provider d
arents appear to be satisfied w

 jo  c c
 comm nication rom pro rs.  

 the responding parents indicat
arent about the child’s learning needs prior to beginnin
at they were able to as

t
uto ng
 ch ld’s

ri  In ddition, 73.4
lesson

 a
h i
hat they were able to talk to the provider about their child

regarding written communication in

ro  

% of the parents saw a copy of the 
rovider’s learning plan for there child.  In addition, 74.
eceived regular reports about 

the parents indicated tha

re

Did the provider talk with you about your child’s 
learning needs before beginning the tutoring 
sessions? (Q.1) 

 
75.0%

 
17.7%

 
4.4%

 
n/a 

 
2.9% 

 
      
Did you see a copy of the provider’s learning plan for 
your child? (Q.2) 

 
68.0%

 
21.6%

 
7.1%

 
n/a 

 
3.2% 

      
Does the provider give you regular reports about 
your child’s work? (Q.3) 

 
74.7%

 
19.2%

 
2.7%

 
n/a 

 
3.3% 

      
Are these reports easy for you to understand?(Q.4)  
(n = 897 ‘yes’ responses to Q.3) 

 
88.7%

 
6.5% 

 
2.8%

 
1.1 

 
0.9% 

      
Have you been able to ask the provider questions 
about your child’s lessons? (Q.5) 

 
73.4%

 
19.6%

 
3.4%

 
n/a 

 
3.7% 

      
Have you been able to talk to the provider about your 
child’s progress? (Q.6) 

 
73.8%

 
20.2%

 
2.2%

 
n/a 

 
3.7% 
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3.7%

3.7%

0.9%

Have you been able to ask the provider questions about

3.3%

3.2%

1.1%

2.2%

3.4%

2.8%

2.7%

7.1%

6.5%

19. %

21.6%

8%

4%

88.7%

74.7%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

e to talk to the provider about your

your child’s lessons? (Q.5) (N = 1,201)

897 ‘yes’ responses to Q.3) 

Does the provider give you regular reports about your

der’s learning plan for your
child? (Q.2) (N = 1,201)

2.9%

4.4%
17.7%

68.0%

75.0%

Did you see a copy of the provi

Did the provider talk with you about your child’s learning
needs before beginning the tutoring sessions? (Q.1) (N =

1,201)

20.2%

19.6%

2

73.

73.

0%

Have you been abl
child’s progress? (Q.6) (N = 1,201)

Are these reports easy for you to understand?(Q.4) (n =

child’s work? (Q.3) (N = 1,201)

No Response No Report Not Sure No Yes
 

 
I
 

arents answered four questions regarding impact of SES services on their student.  Results 
are displayed in the table below.  These survey items address the following impact question in 

 evaluation:  To what extent did the SES provider make a difference in student academic 

spondents indicated that their child’s reading 
orking with the provider; 26.2% either indicated “no” or “not sure.”  When 

onse 

mpact 

P

this
performance or attitude? 
 
When parents were asked if their student’s attitude toward school had changed, 69.6% said 
yes; however, 26.9% either indicated no or not sure.  When asked if their child’s grades in 
school improved since working with the provider, 69.4% indicated yes; however, 26% either 

dicated “no” or “not sure.”  73.8% of the parent rein
skills improved since w
asked about math skills, 74.8% of responding parents agreed that their child’s math skills had 
improved since working with this provider’ 25.2% either indicated “no” or “not sure.” 
 
Survey Items on SES Impact 
(N = 1,201) 

 
Yes 

 
No 

Not 
Sure 

No 
Resp

Has your child’s attitude toward school improved since     
working with this provider?(Q.11) 69.6% 12.7% 14.2% 3.5% 
     
Have your child’s grades in school improved since working 
with this provider?(Q.12) 

 
69.4%

 
14.0%

 
12.0% 

 
4.6% 
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Surve
(N = 1,201) Yes No Sure 

No 
Response 

y Items on SES Impact   Not 

Have y
this provider?(Q.13)  (n = 981) 73.8% 12.4% 13.8% 

 
n/a 

our child’s reading skills improved since working with    

     
Have your 
this pro 74.8%

 
14.2%

 
11.0% 

 
n/a 

child’s math skills improved since working with  
vider?(Q.14) (n = 1,057) 

 

4.6%

73.8%e your child’s reading

ider?(Q.12) (N = 1,201)

3.5%

14.0%
69.4%Have your child’s grades in

school improved since

Provider?(Q.11) (N = 1,201)

11.0%
14.2%

74.8% your child’s math skills
proved since working
 this provider?(Q.14) (n

= 1,057)

13.8%working with this
ovider?(Q.13)  (n = 981)

12.0%

14.2%

12.4%

Have
im

with

H
ills improved since

pr

working with this
Prov

Ha
tow
since working with this

12.7%
69.6%s your child’s attitude

ard school improved

av
sk

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Response Not Sure No Yes
 

 
Satisfaction 
 
The las
These survey items addressed the fo valuation:  How 
please
 
Overal

arents or their child, 79.5% indicated yes.  

greed that the child’s tutor/instructor is doing a good job.  
dditio

opportu
were satisfie ction was 
shown 
been a
4.6% did not
 
 
 

t six questions of the survey asked about parent satisfaction with SES and the provider.  
llowing satisfaction question in this e

d are SES recipients with the quality, type, and delivery of SES by providers?   

l, parents appear to be mostly satisfied with their student’s SES experience.  When 
 were asked if the SES sessions are the right length fp

Only 941 parents responded to the question of whether it is easy to re-schedule sessions for 
good reasons.  Of those, 74% indicated yes, while 26% indicated either no or not sure. 

pproximately 80% of the parents aA
A nally, 77.9% of the parents said they would send the child to the same provider if the 

nity arose.  In terms of overall satisfaction, 78.4% of the respondents indicated that they 
d with the quality of the provider’s services.  The highest level of satisfa

with the final question, to which 81.6% of the parents indicated that overall, this have 
 good experience for their child.  Only 7.1% indicated no, while 6.7% were not sure and 

 respond. 
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Surve atisfaction with SES 
(N=1,201) 

Yes No  Not Sure No 
Response 

y Items on S
    

Are the sessions the right length of time for your     
child?(Q.7) 79.5% 8.6% 7.8% 4.1% 
  
Is it ea
has mi (Q.8) (n = 941) 74.0% 11.9% 14.1% n/a 

     
tor/instructor is doing a  

79.9% 
 

6.7% 
 

10.2% 
 

3.2% 

   

   
sy to re-schedule sessions when your child 
sed one for good reasons?

    
s

Do you think your child’s tu
good job? (Q.9) 
     
If you could, would you send your child to this 
provider again? (Q.10) 

 
77.9% 

 
9.0% 

 
10.2% 

 
2.9% 

     
Overall, are you satisfied with the quality of this 
provider’s services to your child?(Q.15) 

 
78.4% 

 
9.4% 

 
8.2% 

 
4.0% 

     
Overall, has this been a good experience for your  
child?(Q.16) 81.6% 7.1% 6.7% 4.6% 

 

4.1%

14.1%

7.8%

11.9%

8.6%

74.0%

79.5%

 it easy to re-schedule
ssions when your child
s missed one for good

e the sessions the right
ength of time for your
hild?(Q.7) (N = 1,201)

4.6%child?(Q.16) (N = 1,201)

4.0%

81.6%verall, has this been a
perience for you

ild?(Q.15) (N = 1,201)

2.9%
10.2%

9.4%

9.0%

78.4%erall, are you satisfied
ith the quality of this

r child to this provider
n? (Q.10) (N = 1,201)
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10.2%
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 job? (Q.9) (N = 1,201)

6.7%

8.2%
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77.9%
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Parent
 
Parents were offered an opportunity to comment through the final question:  Is there anything 
else yo
positive ve, mixed, and neutral responses. 
 
Positiv
Of the ose 
positive
of the comments expressed satisfaction with the tutors who had worked with the students.  
Impact was also important and comprised 13% of the comments.  General statements of 
apprec
 
Approx nce 
of SES
 
 
 

The program was well organized.  It has been a great advantage to us. 
 
 
 

Please let my child be in this next year. 
 

r.  
ry knowledgeable – one of a kind.  I am truly happy with everything. 

 
Approx
tutors. act but were put in this category because the 

arents were so pleased with the tutor.  Following are some representative comments: 

 Comments about Providers 

u would like us to know about this provider?  The comments have been grouped into 
, negati

e Comments 
365 comments received, 151 (41%) were positive in nature.  Approximately 37% of th
 comments expressed satisfaction with the entire SES experience.  Approximately 46%, 

iation comprised the remaining 4%. 

imately 37% of the positive comments expressed satisfaction with the overall experie
.  Representative comments follow: 

The program is the best thing for my son. 

 Wish they did it all year round.  And the rest of my kids could attend one. 
 
 

Easy to work with…just really good people and tutors. 

 

I am so pleased with the service and assistance that I have received from the provide
The instructor is ve

imately 46% of the parent positive comments specifically addressed satisfaction with the 
 In some cases, the comments involved imp

p
 

They were very, very fortunate in hiring the tutor.  I couldn’t have asked for a more 
perfect match.  He was patient, attentive and well-educated.  Thank you! 

is provider assigned was very patient and thorough.  Also, he was organized 
nd executed lesson plans effectively. 

ear and to make it 
to the Pre-IB program, so there are no complaints here. 

utor] was a great & caring tutor for my daughter . . . even when she resisted! 

are not so good. 
 

ess, talk w/[Tutor] 
once or twice by phone.  Great and friendly attitude. 
 

 
The tutor th
a
 
Our son’s provider is very good.  She found out, after testing our child that he is very 
intelligent and gave him things to strengthen his math for next school y
in
 
[T
 
My child is ADHD and after explaining to the provider, she is very patient and shows 
exemplary service to my daughter, even when some days 

[Tutor] did a great job.  [Reports] it was posted on child weekly progr
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[Tutor] provided after school tutoring to my son, and not only did he help improve my 
son’s grades, he also gave him advice about life & school that he can carry to the next 

vel.  It was a pleasure having [Tutor] tutor my son. 
 
The following comments are representative of what parents said about the impact of SES on 
their children.  
 

nce by putting her in a group that taught her that 
ere were others who needed tutoring in the same subjects she did. 

 the tutoring 
program.  This has really been beneficial for [Student] and her ability to learn, thank you. 

He helped my child pass EOCT and the High School tests.  Thank you. 

Awesome job with my child.  Before beginning this program his math average was 57, 2 

 
There w
 

ave 

 
ry helpful and I want to thank you all. 

f the 365 comments received, 129 (35%) were negative in nature.  There were several 
catego
dissatis w 
up or w

arent or that the contact was made but the program never started.  In addition there were 
concer
There w e of the program, scolding the 
tudents, and equipment problems with on-line providers. 

 
he following are representative comments from parents who were dissatisfied with the overall 

e was there all the time this would have probably been a better 
experience.  My child spoke highly of [Tutor] and I thought he was the best of the other 2 

plete this session because there [was] no consistency with 
[Provider], late, no show, etc. 

. 

le

This program helped my child’s confide
th
 
Normally [Student] doesn’t like school but she looked forward to attending

 

 

½ months later he has a “99” average. 
 
My son[’s] attitude has changed for the best.  He love[’s] the one on one.  And the 
instructor. 

ere also a few comments that expressed appreciation for the SES program. 

Thanks for the help for encouraging my son.  I send blessings to all the people that h
made possible the help. 

They were ve
 
Negative Comments 
O

ries of negative comments. The greatest number (approximately 20%) expressed overall 
faction with the SES experience.  Approximately 16% complained that tutors didn’t sho
ere late, while an additional 17% complained that providers either never contacted the 

p
ns about the content or the tutoring and the pedagogy used to deliver the program.  

ere concerns about communication, length of tim
s

T
SES experience. 
 

This provider did not meet our expectations.  They didn’t show up several times.  A 
different instructor with different teaching styles was not good for my child.  Instructor 
[Name] was great.  If h

instructors.  We did not com

 
Providers should be more prepared to meet the challenge that they are assigned to
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Before I was able to tell the difference in my child’s work after attending the program but 
this time it seems like a waste of my time and his.  It could be because before he worked 
on math.  Prior service with this provider was 2 yrs ago. 

r, 
he next 

day they told me her funds had run out.  She could no longer attend.   
 

My kids grades decreased during time in SES.  The program did not help them improve 
or stay the same.  At the end of the program I feel they should have shared reports with 
me but did not. 

 
Approximately 16% of the comments were about the irregularity of tutors and/or tutoring 
sessions. 
 

This provider never showed up again after the initial visit; not a single call to check on 
the student.   
 
I can’t say I like her because she hasn’t been here – as she quit coming.  He failed 2 
classes.  If she would just show up I’d be happier. 
 
I don’t like [it] at all that they put another provider in place because it delays my son too 
much. 
 
When the tutor came by the 1st time she asked me if I would sign the paper for each 
session and we have to do it every time we met.  We only had sessions one time at 
[Place].  I haven’t heard from her.  I tried to get her on phone and couldn’t.  He only had 1 
session. 
 
When students are used as tutors provider should state so on brochure.  School system 
should require cities, zip codes, or areas where they in home tutorials is provided.  While 
this is stated as an option on contracts with school system, in practice option is non 
existent.  Schools need to verify options.  Also tutors assigned to teach students could 
be more consistent, stability in who shows up to teach would make it easier to assess if 
instructor is doing a good job or if student benefits. 
 

In addition to the above comments, approximately 17% of the comments further concerned 
providers that do not follow through with services. 
 

The tutor that was assigned to my child never showed up.  I met with her and signed 
papers with her agreeing to tutor on Saturdays, but she never came.  Hopefully she did 
not receive payment for these sessions. 

 
I registered my child for the Supplemental Educational Services program.  My child did 
not receive any of the services that I applied for.  I was not notified as to why service 
was not provided. 
 
My child did not receive any services from [Provider].  They failed to contact me.  Plus, I 
was told it was overcrowded.  Thank you. 

 

 
She was failing math.  They didn’t know she had a math weakness.  When I received a 
progress report from her math teacher she was in danger of failing.  I consulted the tuto
she didn’t know she was behind in math.  Once it was brought to her attention.  T
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There were also many (19%) comments that expressed displeasure with either the content of 
the tutoring or the pedagogy us
 

[Provider] did not have adequate material to tutor my child and too many students for 

h the center would work with kids on level so they can 
advance to the next.  My daughter is still on the same level as before. 

tion span is short, so any disturbance 
will cause her to lose focus.  Less activity in the hallways. 

lk to the tutor because she 
don’t know how to speak English. 
 
I was only called at “toward” the end of semester to turn in time sheet so [Provider] could 
be paid
 
Except for what my child tries to exp s the afternoon activities.  I have no idea what 
they do e SES after sch clas
 

Additional negative comments included issue ith , sessions not being 
long enough, and of verbally chastising students.  Sample comments are below. 
 
 As of May 1, 2007, we have not received the computer to utilize [Provider] online. 
 
 It would  not work or  to n the middle of a session. 

d they get time to leave back to the old ways again. 
 
I don’t like the I don’t like that. 
 
Sessions would h pporti at cared about the 
students rather than insulting them.  Please feel free to ame] about this. 

 
ixed Comments 

e 

this.  We were unable to locate another center in the area that provided transportation. 

ed to deliver the program. 

one tutor. 
 
My child did not get to the level I was expecting.  Some of the lessons [were] things she 
already [knew]..  In the future, I wis

 
My son is already an “A” student.  He got tired of the program. 
 
During the two visits that I made to the site, the hallways were noisy, the doors to the 
classroom were open.  I know my daughter atten

 
Approximately 12% of the comments concerned communication problems. 
 

I just wanted to let you know that my mom couldn’t never ta

. 

lain a
 in th ool s. 

s w  computer equipment

 often cease work i
 

Sessions given were not enough to help this student.  She definitely needed more help. 
 
Just not enough time for the children to get used to the provider’s way of learning skills 
at the en

tutor/teacher because they scold them too much and 

ave run better with more su ng t s theacher
 ask [N

M
Of the 365 comments, 20 (5%) of the total contained both positive and negative comments.  
Below are a few samples. 
 

We had an excellent experience with [Provider], sadly [Provider] was removed from th
list of approved list.  My daughter did not receive tutoring after January 07 because of 
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Weekly progress reports would be great.  The convenience of attending tutoring on 
Saturdays at the closest school was a big plus. 

 
I like the tutoring sessions, but my child needed more time in tutoring. 

 
There were also 65 co ts (18%) that were considered n  These comments merely 
made statements or asked questio s.  Some parents indicated the nature of a disability.  Others 

rticularly about the availability of 
ummer sessions.  A few wanted to know if other subjects were taught. Some stated that they 

hadn’t received the services. 
 
Summary of Parent S ta 
 
Parents reported high utoring services; between 74.0 and 81.6 
percent agreed with each of the six items measuring satisfac hey also reported that 
providers complied with their responsibilities for the most part.  The majority also agreed with 

e items concerning the impact of tutoring.  Parents were generally very positive about the SES 
experience, with at lea greeing h of the survey items. 
 
The plurality of parent comments was positive.  These comments centered on the SES 
experience, the tutors ct of tutoring.  Over one-  comments were negative, 

owever.  These comments covered various topics including issues with pedagogy, tutors not 
appearing for lessons, pr rvices, an nication problems. 
 

mmen eutral. 
n

gave the name of the provider.  Some asked questions, pa
s

urvey Da

 levels of satisfaction with t
tion.  T

th
st two-thirds of respondents a  with eac

, and the impa third of
h

oviders not delivering se d commu
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Findings from Student Survey 

 
 
M  students receiving SES during the 2006 007 ol year
returned 1,198 student surveys.  A few students did not provide complete identificatio
i schools, b t they d iden y 75 differ nt 
S  schools systems.   
 
S er  id ogra
d  the student surveys completed, 236 includ m H r, in 
e ey comm e l y par
because the mments 

ere not eliminated from the evaluation. 

Demographic data are displayed in the following tables.  Approximately 87% of the surveys 
were completed by middle school students, with the rest completed by high school students.  
The proportion of middle school to high school students reflected in survey results is 
comparable to the actual population of SES students in 2006-07.  
 

Student’s Grade in School 
 

Child’s Grade         #      % School Level % 

iddle school and high school -2  scho  
n 

nformation about providers, school systems, and/or 
ES providers and 53

u di tif e

tudents responded to 10 questions on the survey and w
ta as well.  Of

e asked
ed com

to prov
en s.  

e dem
ow ve

phic 
a t e
xamining the comments, it appeared that 48 surv

se were identical to comments on some of the parent surveys; these co
ents w re comp eted b ents 

w
 

6th  370 30.9
7th  342 28.5
8th  327 27.3

Middle School (6th- 8th) 
1,039 
86.7% 

9th  48 4.0
10th  51 4.3
11th  31 2.6
12th  13 1.1

 
High School (9th-12th) 

143 
11.9% 

No Response 16 1.3
Total 1,198 100.0

 
he greatest percentage of students (78.0%) received tutoring in math.  Over half (55.4%) of the 

 reported receiving tutoring in reading, while 36% reported that they received tutoring in 
nguage arts. 

T
students
la
 

Subjects in which Student Received SES Instruction  
 

Subject of SES Instruction % Receiving 
Math 78.0% 
Reading 55.4% 
Language Arts 36.3% 

 
Respondents were evenly divided by gender; 49.4% of the students are male and 48.9% are 

male, with 1.7% not responding.   The majority of students fe (74.5 %) are black.  Hispanic 
tudents account for 8.5% of the student respondents.  Only 9.7% of students reported that 
nglish is not their native language.  There was a non-response rate of 2.7% to the native 

s
E
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l shows that 10.6% indicated they had a disability; however, 
1 ot respond to the question. 
 

Gender, Ethnicity/race, Language, Disabilit
 

P t 

anguage question.  The table below 
8.4% did n

y 

Gender er enc
Male 49.4% 
Female 48.9% 
No Response   1.7% 

 
Per ent Ethnicity/Race c

Asian-Pacific   1.4% 
Black 74.5% 
Hispanic   8.5% 
Native American   0.7% 
White   8.1% 
Multi-Racial   3.5% 
No Response   3.3% 

 
English as Native Language Percent 
Yes 87.6% 
No   9.7% 
No Response   2.7% 

 
Student has a Disability Percent 

Yes   10.6% 
No 
No Resp

 71.0% 
onse  18.4% 

 
O at they had wo it a vide
two years.  However, 37.7% gave no response and 4.8% indicated they were not sure. 
 

Use of Same Provider for Two Years (2004  )
 

Survey Item 
 

Yes 
 

No 
t 

Sure 
No 

Response 

ne-eighth (12.6%) of the students reported th rked w h the s me pro r for 

-05 and 2005-06  

 No

 
Did you work with the same provider last school year? 
 

 
12.6%

 
44.8%

 
4.8% 

 
37.7% 

 
Compliance 
 
Like the parent survey, questions on the student survey were grouped into three areas:  
compliance, impact, and satisfaction.  The first three questions addressed issues of provider 
compliance with SES requirements.  These survey items address the following compliance 
question in this evaluation:  To what extent did the provider do what he/she was required to do 
by federal legislation on SES? 
 
The table below shows student responses to the first three questions.  A total of 77.5% of 
students indicated that the instructor had administered a test before beginning the after-school 
lessons.  Only 10.2% said there was no pre-test, however, 10.2% were not sure.  While 
instructors are supposed to share a plan with the student for the after-school lessons, only 
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67.3% indicated they had seen a plan, however, 14.4% were not sure. Students indicated that 
the providers/instructors are doing a good job in telling students how they are doing.  
Approximately 81.6% of the students indicated they had received feedback.   
 
Survey Items on Compliance 
(n = 1,198) 

 
Yes  

 
No 

Not 
Sure 

No 
Response 

Did the instructor give you a test before beginning after-
school lessons? (Q.1) 

 
77.5%

 
10.2% 

 
10.2% 

 
2.1% 

     
Did the instructor share a plan for your after-school lessons 
with you? (Q.2) 

 
67.3%

 
16.3% 

 
14.4% 

 
2.1% 

     
Did the instructor tell you how you were doing? (Q.3) 
 

81.6% 11.6% 4.7% 2.1% 

 

2.1%1,198)

2.1%
4.7%

11.6%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Did the instructor tell you
how you were doing? (Q.3)

(n = 1,198)

2.1%
10.2%
10.2%

81.6%

67.3%

77.5%

Did the instructor share a

Did the instructor give you a
test before beginning after-
school lessons? (Q.1) (n =

1,198)

14.4%
16.3%plan for your after-school

lessons with you? (Q.2) (n =

No Response Not Sure No Yes 
 

ved, 69.9% said “yes,” 
 asked if they like going to school more, 
ere unsure.  Students were asked if they felt 

ore c  
75.4% 
The fin
started
not eas
 
 
 

 
Impact 
 
Students responded to four questions regarding the impact of SES tutoring on their regular 
chool experiences.  When asked if their grades in school have impros

14.4% said “no,” and 14.2% were not sure.  When
6.8% said “yes,” but 25% said “no,” and 15.6% w5

m onfident about their school work since they started receiving the tutoring.  In response,
indicated they did feel more confident; only 12% said “no,” and 10.7% were not sure.  
al question about impact asked students if their school work was easier since they 
 the after-school tutoring: 66.3% indicated that it was easier, while 18.2% indicated it was 
ier, and 13.2% were unsure. 
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Surve
(n = 1,  No Sure Response 

y Items on Impact 
198) 

 
Yes 

 Not No 

Have your grades in school improved since you started after-
school

    
1.6%  lessons? (Q.4) 69.9% 14.4% 14.2% 

     
 

.6% 
 

2.6% 
     
Do you  you 
started 

    
1.9% 

 
Do you
school lessons? (Q.7) 66.3% 18.2% 

 
13.2% 

 
2.3% 

Do you like going to school more since you started after-
school lessons? (Q.5) 

 
56.8%

 
25.0% 15

 feel more confident about your school work since
after-school lessons? (Q.6) 75.4% 12.0% 10.7% 

 find your school work easier since you started after-   

 

1.6%= 1,198)

2.3%
l lessons? (Q.7) (n =

1,198)

1.9%
10.7%
12.0%our school work since

started after-school
ns? (Q.6) (n = 1,198)

2.6%1,198)

13.2%

75.4%

56.8%

69.9%

60% 80% 100%

Do you
easier s

schoo

Do you feel more confident
about y

you 
lesso

Do you like going to school
more s
schoo

Have your grades in school

14.2%
14.4%improved since you started

after-school lessons? (Q.4) (n

15.6%
25.0%ince you started after-

l lessons? (Q.5) (n =

18.2%
66.3% find your school work

e you started after-inc

0% 20% 40%

No Response Not Sure No Yes 
 

Studen
majority of student respondents indicted that they were satisfied.  When asked if the instructor 
had do .  

hen a
 said no, and 12% were not sure.  The final question asked if this tutoring 

id 

Surve
(n = 1, e 

 
atisfaction S

 
ts were asked three questions about their satisfaction with the SES experience.  The 

ne a good job, 84.6% answered yes; 7.2% were not sure and only 6.2% answered no
sked if the student would like to receive more help from the after-school instructor, W

71.3% said yes, 14.5%
had been a good experience.  In response to this question, 83.3% said “yes.”  Only 6.7% sa
“no,” and 8.4% were unsure. 
 

y Items on Satisfaction 
198) 

Yes  No Not 
Sure 

No 
Respons

 
Do you thin

    
2.1% k the instructor did a good job? (Q. 8) 84.6% 6.2% 7.2% 

  
If you could, would you like to get more help from the 
instructor? (Q.9) 

 
71.3%

 
14.5% 

 
12.0% 

 
2.2% 
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Surve
(n = 1, Sure Response 

y Items on Satisfaction 
198) 

Yes  No Not No 

     
Has th
 

6.7% 8.4% 1.6% is been a good experience for you? (Q.10) 83.3%

 

 

Studen
 
Studen
asked: structor? 

ments.  Analysis of 
ese comments showed that 56% (132) of the comments were of a positive nature while 21% 

ixed as they contained both positive and negative comments. The remaining 17% (40) of the 
tral.  It was clear upon examination that approximately 4% of the comments 

Positiv
The po d 
studen ce, recommended other students become involved, or 
requested that they be able to have the experience again next year. 
 
The majority of the comments praised the tutors. 
 

 and extremely helpful.  Each 
session has been a learning experience for me.  In enjoy working with her.  She has 

 to do my best.  

 
t Comments about Providers 

ts were offered an opportunity to comment through the final survey question which 
 Is there anything else you would like us to know about this provider or this in

 
Of the 1,198 student surveys, 236 (approximately 20%) included written com
th
(49) were of a negative nature.  Approximately 6% (15) of the comments were categorized as 
m
comments were neu
were written by the parent as the comments began with or included a phrase such as “my child” 
or “my daughter/son.” 
 

e Comments 
sitive student comments in some way commended the tutors and providers, expresse
ts’ appreciation for the experien

The instructor is easy to work with.  She is very positive

motivated me

1.6% 8) 

2.2% 
12.0%

structor? (Q.9) 
 

2.1% 

8.4% 
6.7% this been a good 

nce for you? (Q.10) 

 

7.2% 

83.3% 

84.6% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Has 
experie
(n=1,19
 

If you 
to get more help from the

in
(n=1,198)

6.2% Do you think the instructor
did a good job? (Q. 8) 
(n=1,198) 

14.5%
71.3%

could, would you like 
 

 

No Response Not Sure No Yes 
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He was very patient and made sure I understood what I was doing.  He didn’t rush over 
the directions. He took his time and showed me the easiest ways to understand the 
problem and find the answer. 
 

                        

The instructor I was with did a good job because she never let anyone say what they 
t forth her effort to help us. 

and she helped me a lot. 

me [do]better in math.  I enjoyed being there. 

Some students expressed their appreciation in very simple phrases. 
 
 I really appreciated the help. 
 
 Thank you very much for having an excellent program. 
 
Many of the comments spoke to the impact of the SES program. 
 

If I needed help with homework they would help me!  Since they helped me with better 
test taking strategies, my test grades have gotten a lot better, [not] just in math. 
 
She did a good job because now I am passing all my classes. 
 
I passed the GHSGT. 
 
I passed the graduation tests the first time! 
 
I have fun learning and now [I am] more confident when reading in school. 

 
Other comments were recommendations about SES. 
 

I really enjoyed the sections and I would recommend this to any kid[s] who have school 
issues. 
 
Hope to get the same provider next school session.  It would be a pleasure if I can. 

 
Negative Comments 
The majority of the negative comments (approximately 35%) referenced the content of the 
materials and in some cases the pedagogy. 
 

couldn’t do and she always pu
 
 She makes math fun and more understandable!  She’s awesome to work with!  
 
Some of the positive comments specifically cited the helpfulness of the tutors. 
 
 She was very nice 
 

She did very good job and easy for me to understand and help me improve my 
homework.  I would highly recommend instructor for next student. 
 
These instructors should be thanked for how well they did the helping us out and I am 
glad that they helped 
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The instructor taught me stuff that had already learned in math.  Sometimes he would 
leave before time. 
 
In math the teacher needs to talk to us m re.  We did a lot of worksheets. 
 

e 

The tutor was not a math teacher.  Concepts taught was a different method from school 

siasm.  Help him  up d s ad I expe  more from 
 company than was prom  

. 
 
Other comments were made about tutor absences. 

d walk off and 
leave me.  But I enjoyed the program. 

The instructor never showed up. 

ver 

here were additional complaints about computer problems for those using on-line providers. 

tive 

[Provider] was a wonderful teacher.  I had lots of fun with him.  [Provider] was an OK 

o

We haven’t did any work in class for me to feel confident or make work easier.   We’v
had CRCT and studying for the CRCT. 
 
I hoped she could have helped me with my reading more. 
 

teacher which was confusing. 
 
The students also provided negative comments about tutors. 
 
 Teacher often made negative comments.  She stated she did not like me. 
 

More enthu  open
ised.

.  Nee  phonic  for re ing.  cted
the
 
She did not do her best

 
 The Provider miss too many days. 
 

She would sometimes walk out or not show up without calling.  She woul

 

 
There were also comments (most likely by parents) about communication. 
 

I was very dissatisfied with [Provider] this year.  I have been a client before & have ne
had problems.  I was told by my son was a complaint issue by one of your workers this 
year.  I was not told about this from your worker, nor was it brought to my attention 
before it was told at a meeting to everyone there by the assistant principal. 

 
 The final evaluation on test results were never given to the parents. 
 
T
 
Mixed Comments 
There were 17 comments that were categorized as mixed, i.e. having both positive and nega
elements.  Below is a sampling. 
 

experience for me.  It taught me …that I could use in life but [Provider] became very 
boring and I stopped liking it. 
 
She’s good, just didn’t come regular. 
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innin r s e ck of  I haven’t 

ard from her in 8 weeks.  Sh opped coming. 

ed to be neutral statements.  These comments provided 
emographic information such as specific disabilit nd personal 

mment th ne ted S pro
ility o g tion ects e pos

a 

 agreement with the satisfaction and compliance items.  The 
ity agreed with the impact items, but not to the same extent as the other two groups of 

nts agreed ent survey.
r th h ed nts d goin  school 

omments students made were positive.  Positive comments outnumbered 
egative ones by more than a two to one margin.  The positive comments tended to focus on 

 and the resu to eg mm uche everal 
gogy, tutor performance, tutor absences, and communication 

n tutors and parents. 

She was great at the beg g of the p ogram  but she b gan to sla f and
he e just st

 
Neutral Comments 
Forty comments were consider
additional d y, ethnic background, a
history.  Some respondents co
asked questions such as availab
summer sessions. 

ed that 
f tutorin

ey had 
in addi

ver star
al subj

the SE
 and th

gram.  A few 
sibility of 

 
Summary of Student Survey Dat
 
Students displayed high levels of
major
questions.  The majority of responde
level of agreement (56.8%) was fo
more since starting SES. 
 
More than half of the c

with each st
ich ask

atem
 if stude

 in e 
 enjoye

 th   The lowest 
e item w g to

n
the qualities of the tutors
areas including materials and peda
betwee

lts of tu ring.  N ative co ents to d on s
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Findings from SES Provider Survey 
 

 
Providers were asked to complete a survey for each school system for whom they provided 
SES in 2006-07.  A total of 237 surveys were received from 54 different SES providers.  These 
respondents represent 56% of the 97 SES providers that school systems reported had delivered 
SES to schools in 2006-07.  Providers completed surveys for 60 different school systems, which 
is 94% of the 64 different school systems providing SES in 2006-07.   
 
The first survey item asked providers how long they had provided SES for each school system 
they served.  For most respondents (68.4%) this was their first year of providing SES services.  
However, this statistic may be misleading as some of the providers may be serving several 
districts; this may be their first year serving some districts but not their first year in business.  As 
the table below shows, only 15 providers (6.3%) have been providing SES for five years. 
 
Survey Question 
(n = 237) 

One 
year 

Two 
years 

Three 
years 

Four 
years 

Five 
years 

No 
Response 

How long has your organization 
provided SES for this school 
system? (Q.1) 
 

68.4% 9.3% 8.9% 6.8% 6.3% 0.4% 

 
To facilitate discussion of the findings, the remaining 22 survey statements are grouped into the 
following areas:  interaction with stakeholders, legal and contractual issues, business 
procedures, evaluation and monitoring, and satisfaction with the SES program. 
 
Interaction with Stakeholders 
 
Providers responded to seven items categorized as interaction with stakeholders.  The table 
below shows complete results. Three of these seven items relate to the ability of providers to 
market their services to parents.  The first survey item asked if providers were invited to SES-
related fairs, town halls, and parent meetings.   A large majority, 87.7% of the respondents, 
either strongly agreed (29.1%) or agreed (58.6%) that they had been invited to these activities.  
In addition, 84.9% either strongly agreed or agreed that the school system allows the provider to 
market services to parents and students.  A lesser percentage (77.6%) either strongly agreed or 
agreed that the school systems do a good job providing parents with information about SES 
providers at meetings, such as open houses.  Approximately 18.5% strongly disagreed or 
disagreed that system was doing a good job of getting information to parents. 
 

wo survey items concerned the availability of student information.  A total of 95.3% of 
ed or agreed that the school system gives providers a complete 

t of students whose parents have selected that provider’s services.  However, only 59.5% 

 

reed 
that the school system has regular meetings with SES providers.   

T
respondents either strongly agre
lis
strongly agreed or agreed that the school system provides achievement data for each student 
with whom the provider has contracted to provide SES services. 
 
Two survey items concerned communication with the school system Title I office.  In response,
85.3% of providers either strongly agreed or agreed that the school system personnel 
coordinating SES are easy to contact.  In addition, 61.2% of providers strongly agreed or ag
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Survey Items about Interactions 

 = 237) 
Strongly

Agree  
Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
No 

Response (n
The school system invites me to 
participate in SES-related fairs, town 
halls, and parent meetings (Q.2) 

29.1% 58.6% 8.4% 3.4% 0.4% 

 
T

     

m
s

   

 
T th 
a
p
(

38.8% 56.5% 4.2% 0.4% -- 

      
T
a
w
p

5.6%    

      
S
c
(

35.9%   % 

     
ol system has regular 

meetings with SES providers (Q.17) 
13.9% 47.3% 30.8% 7.2% 0.8% 

     
he school system does a good job 18.1% 59.5% 13.9% 4.6% 3.8% 

he school system allows me to 
services to parents and 

24.1%
arket my 

tudents (Q.3) 
 

e school system provides me wi

60.8% 12.2% 2.5% 0.4%

    
h
 complete list of students whose 
arents have selected my services 
Q.5) 

he school system provides me with 
chievement data for each student 
th whom I have contracted to 

1

i
rovide services (Q.10) 

43.9% 29.5% 11.0% --

chool system personnel 
oordinating SES are easy to contact 
Q. 13) 

49.4% 11.8% 2.1% 0.8

 
The scho

 
T
providing parents with information 
about SES providers at meetings 
such as open houses (Q.18) 
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3.8%

0.8%

0.8%

0.0
11

e with achievement data
for each student with whom I
have contracted to provide
services (Q.10) (n = 237) %

%

0.4%

4.6%

7.2%

2.1%

.0%

2.5%

13.9%

30.8%

11.8%

.5

4.2%

12.2%

%

59.5%

47.3%

49.4%

.9%

56.5%

60.8%

58.6%

18.1%

13.9%

35.9%

15.6%

38.8%

.1%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The school system does a
good job providing parents
with information about SES
providers at meetings such
as open houses (Q.18) (n =

237)

The school system has
regular meetings with SES
providers (Q.17) (n = 237)

School system personnel
coordinating SES are easy
to contact (Q. 13) (n = 237)

s whose parents

ts (Q.3)
(n = 237)

m invites
ipate in SES-

0.0%
0.4%

The school system provides

ave selected my services
(Q.5) (n = 237)

0.4

The school system provides
me with a complete list of
student

3.4%
8.4related fairs, town halls, and

parent meetings (Q.2) (n =
237)

29 %
43

24.1%

29

m

h

The school system allows
me to market my services to
parents and studen

The school syste
me to partic

No Response Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
 

 
Legal and Contractual Issues 
 
Providers responded to five items dealing with legal and contractual issues related to how the 
school system administered its contractual and other responsibilities with SES providers.  The 
table below shows complete results. When queried about the system treating all providers in 
and equitable and fair manner, 89.9% either strongly agreed or agreed.  In addition, 82.3% of 
the respondents either strongly agreed or agreed that the school system has a clear policy on 
SES provider access to school facilities.  Sixty-five percent of the providers either strongly 
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agreed or agreed that the school system allows them to provide services in their schools and/or 

Survey Items about Legal/Contract Issues Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly 
s

No 
nse

facilities. 
 
There was a high level of agreement with both statements regarding contractual issues.  
Approximately 95% either strongly agreed or agreed that the SES contract clearly outlines the 
provider’s obligations.  In addition, 93.7% either strongly agreed or agreed that the school 
system enters into a contract with the provider in a timely manner. 
 

(n = 237) Agree  Di agree Respo
The school system treats all providers in a

 
29.1% 60.8% 5 2.1% n 

equitable and fair manner (Q. 4)
 

.9% 2.1% 

The school system has a clear policy
regarding SES pro

 
viders’ access to school 

cilities (Q.6) 
 

31.2% 51.1% 15.2% 0.8% 1.7% 

6.3% 

 

.4% 

fa

The school system allows me to provide 
services in their schools and/or facilities (Q.7) 
 

19.0% 46.0% 19.8% 8.9% 

The school system enters into a contract with 
me in a timely manner (Q.8) 

28.7% 65.0% 3.0% 3.0% 0

The SES contract clearly outlines my 
obligations (Q. 9) 

36.7% 57.8% 3.8% 1.7% -- 
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0.0%

0.4%

6.3%

1.7%

2.1%
2.1%

5.9%

 system treats all
providers in an equitable

and fair manner (Q. 4) (n =
237)

1.7%

3.0%

8.9%

3.8%

3.0%

19.8%

57.8%

65.0%

46.0%

5

.8%

36.7%

28.7%

19.0%

31.2%

29.1%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The SES contract clearly
outlines my obligations (Q.

9) (n = 237)

The school system enters
into a contract with me in a

timely manner (Q.8) (n =
237)

The school system allows
me to provide services in

their schools and/or facilities
(Q.7) (n = 237)

facilities (Q.6) (n = 237)
0.8%

15.2%

The school system has a
clear policy regarding SES
providers’ access to school

1.1%

60
The school

No Response Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
 

 
Business Procedures 
 
Providers responded to five statements that concern business procedures related to the school 
system’s management of SES funding. The table below shows complete results. A majority of 
the providers (83.1%) either strongly agreed or agreed that the school system’s administrativ
requirements are efficient and not unduly burdensome.  An even greater number (89.0%
strongly agreed or agreed that the system processes paymen

e 
) either 

t for services in a timely manner.  
system works 

rs.  The table 
elow s

about t % of the 
provide  the statement that the system handles 
complaints 
disagre
timely m
 
 

In addition 90.3% of providers strongly agreed or agreed that the school 
collaboratively with providers to resolve any issues arise. 
 
Two statements concerned the resolution of complaints about the SES provide
b hows that approximately one-fifth of responses indicated that there were no complaints 

he provider to the system in question (the “Does Not Apply” column.)  Only 5.0
rs strongly disagreed or disagreed with

about SES providers in an appropriate manner.  Even fewer (3.8%) strongly 
ed or disagreed that the school system handles complaints about SES providers in a 
anner. 
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Surve
Proce
(n = 237) 

Agree  Disagree Apply Response
y Items about Business 
dures 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Does Not No 

The sc
admini
efficien
burden

% hool system’s 
strative requirements are 
t and not unduly 
some (Q.11) 

22.8% 60.3% 11.4% 5.1% n/a 0.4

    

Q.12) 

 

       
The sc
collabo
resolve any issues that arise 
(Q.14)
 
The sc
compla roviders 

er (Q.15) 

in a timely manner (Q.16) 

   
The school system processes 
payment for services in a timely 
manner (

27.4% 61.6% 5.9% 4.2% n/a 0.8%

hool system works 
ratively with providers to 

33.3% 57.0% 6.8% 2.1% n/a 0.8% 

 
      

hool system handles 
ints about SES p

22.4% 47.3% 2.5% 2.5% 21.9% 3.4% 

in an appropriate mann
       
The school system handles 
complaints about SES providers 

21.9% 47.7% 1.7% 2.1% 23.2% 3.4% 
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e school system
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237)

0.8%

2.5%

2.1%

2.5%

6.8%

47.3%
22.4%chool system handles

plaints about SES
ers in an appropriate
ner (Q.15) (n =

 with
ders to resolve any
 that arise (Q.14) (n =

237)

0.8%

The school system wo

(Q.12) (n = 237)
services in a timely man

No Response Does Not Apply Strongly Disagree
Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

 

tion and Monitoring 

xt set of statements addresses evaluation and monitoring of the provider by the schoo
.  The tables below show complete results.  The first statement concerned the review o
vider’s instructional materials.  Approximately two-thirds (68.4%) either strongly agr
ed that the school system personnel reviewe

 
Evalua
 
The ne l 
system f 
the pro eed 

r agre d the provider’s instructional materials and 
 necessary. 

o
provided feedback as
 
Survey Statement  
(n = 237) 

Strongly
Agree  

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

No Response

School system personnel have 
reviewed our SES instructional 
materials and provided feedback as 

14.8% 53.6% 26.6% 4.6% 0.4% 

necessary (Q.19) 
 

 
Providers were asked how many times school system personnel conducted an on-site 

ol year.  The majority (60.8%) indicated that they 
ever had an on-site visit.  About one-fifth (19.4%) indicated they had one site visit, 4.6% 

monitoring visit during the 2006-2007 scho
n
reported two visits, and 8% indicated three or more visits. 
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Approximately two-thirds of responses (64.1%) indicated that school system personnel h
observed instructors delivering SES to students at the provider’s site during the 2006-2007 
school year. 

ad not 

 
Survey Statement 
(n = 237) 

Never Once Twice Three or  
more times 

No 
Response

School system personnel have 
conducted an on-site SES monitoring 
visit during the 2006-07 school year 

60.8% 19.4% 4.6% 8.0% 7.2%

(Q.20) 

 

      
School system personnel have 
observed instructors delivering SES 
to students at my site during the 
2006-07 school year (Q.21) 

64.1% 17.7% 4.2% 5.9% 8.0% 

 

8.0%

7.2%

5.9%

8.0%

4.2%

4.6%

17.7%

19.4%

64.1%

60.8%
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07 school year (Q.21) (n =
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School system personnel
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the 2006-07 school year
(Q.20) (n = 237)

No Response Three or more times Twice Once Never  
 
Satisfaction 
 
The final two items in the survey concerned overall satisfaction in working with the school 
system.  A large majority (82.7%) of the respondents either strongly agreed or agreed that they 
are satisfied with the level of communication between their organizations and the school system 
personnel who coordinate SES.  In addition, 91.5% either strongly agreed or agreed that their 
organizations have a good working relationship with the school system. 
 
Survey Items about Satisfaction 
(n = 237) 

Strongly
Agree  

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response

I am satisfied with the level of communication 
between my organization and the school 
system personnel who coordinates SES 
(Q.22) 

30.8% 51.9% 13.9% 2.1% 1.3% 
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Survey Items about Satisfaction 
(n = 237) 

Strongly
Agree  

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response

My organization has a good w
relationship with the school system (Q.2
 

% 1.3% 0.8% orking 
3) 

37.1% 54.4% 6.3

 

1.3%

2.1%

13.9%

51.9%

30.8%I am satisfied with the level
of communication between

my organization and the
school system personnel

who coordinates SES
(Q.22) (n = 237)

0.8%

1.3%

6.3%

54.4%

37.1%

My organization has a good
working relationship with the

school system (Q.23) (n =
237)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Response Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree  
 
Comments by Providers 
 
Providers were asked if they had other comments about SES.  Of the 237 completed surveys, 
68 (28.7%) included comments.  Analyses of the comments determined that 22 (32%) were 
positive in nature; 24 (35%) were negative; 8 (12%) were a mixture of both positive and 
negative comments; and 14 (21%) were neutral statements. 
 
Positive Comments 
The majority of the positive comments centered on the support the district and/or Title I Di
gave the providers and the program.  Some representative comments follow. 
 

We will miss [Director] when she retires.  She was the most supportive Title I 
Coordinator we worked with this year. 
 
Referred students for tutoring through the last month of school, so v

rector 

ery proactive school 
district. 
 
[District] makes excellent use of Title I funds to assist students in need.  They are 
conscientious and caring at all levels. 
 
[District] has been supportive of us and has helped us contact students and encourage 
attendance. 
 
[District] allocated funds to hire a part-time employee whose only job is to work with 
SES.  This contact facilitates collaboration between provider and school leading to a 
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more effective program.  This was by far the best county to work with.  I wish more 
school districts would embrace its processes and procedures. 

 

 
le and informative.  We have had no problems with this 

school district. 

Negative Comments 
The negative comments centered on inequitable urdensome paperwork.  About 

atme

rict] had their Provider Fair at 5 pm when arents king t getting 
off from work.  The other school systems had t Provider t 7 p y did not 

oviders advance notice.  Only one provider was allowed at the school, and it 
legitimate. 

 
chools 

 
ral 

 me about the free tutoring services 
available through SES.”  Additionally, it is apparent that the LEA, also an SES provider, 

of the 
fairs. 

-signed learning 
plans, attendance sheets, and compacts are not accepted. 

e 
had to 

accepting a statement from 
us that checks had been done.  Made attendance at provider fairs mandatory to be 

 
Other positive comments spoke of the very positive relationship and ease of working with the
districts. 
 

Easy to work with, and gave great detail on the student’s learning objectives created by 
the teachers.  Went above and beyond to make the experience work smoothly. 
 
[District] is by far one of the easiest places in reference to working with the teachers and
principal.  They are very accessib

 

 treatment and b
half of the comments concerned inequitable tre nt. 
 

[Dist  most p are wor , or jus
heir  Fairs a m.  The

give the Pr
was done by a “drawing” but there was no way to make sure it was 

Selectively invited SES providers to certain school fairs.  Fliers delivered to the s
were not distributed to parents; instead, the schools promoted their own after school 
programs.  
 
Too many parents have contacted us as a result of word of mouth information from
parents of enrolled students.  While we certainly appreciate the referrals, the gene
consensus of parents seem to be “no one told

is not operating equitably by allowing local schools to “lure” parents to their programs 
through regular on-site marketing, yet providers are prohibited from allowing parents to 
enroll students during the on-site provider fairs.  This appears to be a double standard 
designed to benefit the LEA. Parents should not be discouraged, by local school staff, 
from enrolling students with a non LEA provider.  Parents should be allowed to enroll 
students during the provider fair.  Not to do so somewhat defeats the purpose 

 
A large number of negative comments concerned burdensome paperwork. 
 

We had several problems with [District] this year.  They require a lot of un-needed 
paperwork. 
 
Hostile rules for parents who select online tutoring. For instance, digitally

 
Too much micro-managing. (1) If anyone other than the person who completed th
student’s Request for SES form signed the student’s Record of Attendance we 
“attach a note” explaining why.  (2) Wanted their Criminal Background Check form 
completed by and mailed from the actual agency instead of 
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assigned students, yet, attendance was not accurately reported because the sign-in 
roster was not given to every provider at the fairs, which I felt was biased.   

 
Mixed Comments 
Eight providers submitted comments that included both negative and positive.  Sample 
statements follow. 
 

Overall, [District] office has been great to work with.  As a first time provider my 
experience was good.  [Title I Director] and her staff are great.  I would like to see 
checks come in with 2 weeks as opposed to within 45 days.  On average it has take
weeks.  Would like to be in contact with the teachers more.  We emailed them and th
never responded.  Teachers should be more familiar with us and should be made aware 
of t

n 2-3 
ey 

he SES providers and be more willing to share information on their students we are 
tutoring. 

, 

ool], 

gistered for our services from [school] this 
year.   
 
My experience with [District] has been good.  However, for the summer program, it 
would been nice to invite SES Providers to the schools on the days the school system 
was registering students for the summer program that the school system was offering at 
Title I schools.  Several students registered for our program but opted-out when they 
were offered tutoring at the school during the summer.  In my opinion, this was unfair 
because as a SES Provider, our company was given an opportunity to speak with 
parents about the benefits of our program. 

 
Neutral Comments 
Fourteen providers submitted comments that were considered to be neutral.  Two comments 
expressed concerns about the survey instrument.  (One provider who serves multiple districts 
submitted the identical comment on each survey.)  Both requested additional response options 
on the survey to address variation in service delivery for some types of providers.  This issue 
needs to be addressed in survey revisions prior to the next round of SES data collection. 
 
Other comments simply told the number of students the provider had served and/or contracted 
with, or that they were unaware of monitoring. 
 
Summary of SES Provider Survey Data 
 
In general, providers rated school systems highly on the survey items.  In particular, the vast 
majority of providers agreed that the systems provided them with a complete list of students 
whose parents selected their services, entered into contracts in a timely manner, and used 
contracts that clearly outlined the provider’s obligations.  Even the items with the lowest 
numbers, concerning providing student achievement data and having regular meetings with the 
providers, were endorsed in approximately sixty percent of responses. 
 

 
As a SES Provider, the relationship with the school district personnel is great.  However
my problem is with individual schools.  The school counselors, graduation coaches, and 
administrators often do not welcome SES providers.  Of the 8 high schools in [District] 
there was only one school that welcomed our services.  At the Provider Fair at [sch
the assistant principal said “We don’t need your services.  We have a program that is 
working for our students.”  No students re
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Respondents provided nearly equal numbers of positive and negative comments.  The positive 
omments mainly complimented school systems for being well organized and the quality of the 
lationship between the provider and the system.  The negative comments focused on 
equitable treatment among providers by the system and the burden of paperwork. 

c
re
in
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Summary Discussion of Key Findings 
 

 
 

he purpose of the stakeholder surveys was to provide a statewide perspective of SES from 
ose Title I Directors, providers, parents, and middle and high school students who had direct 

om 

on by the school 
ystems. 

 for SES in Georgia in the 2006-07 school year, 
arents requested services for 14,009 (16.7%) and 10,564 (12.6%) received services.  These 

ome clues. Only a few comments mentioned transportation, but those who did not choose to 
 

e a discrepancy 
etween the provider signing a contract and actually following through with providing the 

nother possible reason for eligible students not requesting SES is that they are already 

 after-school 
rograms other than SES.  This would allow a determination of how well student needs are 

essed through a combination of academic interventions, one of which is SES, and 
ould provide additional documentation explaining low SES participation.   

 from the 64 school systems in which students received SES also completed 
urveys about 97 providers which served their systems.  Fifty-four (55.7%) of those providers, in 

ut the districts they served.  Those 54 providers accounted for 
%) of students who were served.   

imilar numbers of parent and student surveys were completed.  The parent surveys returned 
represented about one-ninth of all students who were receiving SES, while the student surveys 
returned represented about one-eighth of all middle and high school students receiving SES.  
When compared to the available demographic data for the population of SES students, survey 
respondents were reasonably representative.  The majority of students referenced in the 

T
th
experience with SES in 2006-2007.  These surveys were designed to gather feedback fr
parents, students, and directors about SES provider compliance with NCLB legislative 
requirements for SES, satisfaction with quality of services provided by each provider, and 
perceptions of the impact of SES on student learning and achievement.  Providers gave 
feedback on their compliance with SES requirements and SES administrati
s
 
Title I Directors completed a system survey designed to collect quantitative data on SES 
participation.  Of the 83,923 students eligible
p
percentages represent increases from the previous year, in which 14.0 percent requested 
services and 10.4 percent were served.  
 
Further study is needed to determine why more eligible students are not enrolling in SES. 
Administrative practices need to be examined to insure that they facilitate student enrollment in 
SES and do not in some way hamper student access.  Comments from the surveys provide 
s
participate in SES have not had the chance to tell us if they would participate if transportation
were provided.  There does seem to be a problem with finding and retaining tutors for the SES 
programs.  While there were many parent and student comments praising the instructors, there 
were also many comments complaining about the tutors. There also seems to b
b
services.   More information is needed about why this is occurring and how to address it. 
Determining barriers to participation should become a greater focus in future studies of the SES 
program. 
  
A
participating in other after-school programs.  The state should consider how to collect 
information about the numbers of SES eligible students who are enrolled in
p
being addr
c
 
Title I Directors
s
turn, completed surveys abo
approximately two-thirds (65.7
 
S
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student and parent surveys received math and/or reading assistance and attended middle 
chool.   

o summarize the survey results across the three surveys which rated providers, individual 
ems were regrouped into five categories: communication & interaction with school system, 

ia ce/service delivery, satisfaction, impact, and monitoring results.  A single score for 
egory arents and students, this was 

itle I 
, the s gly agree” 
” on t  category.  Not all groups are represented in each category.  The 

s
 
T
it
compl n
each cat  was calculated for each participating group.  For p
the average percentage that answered “Yes” to the questions in the category.  For T

 average percentage of those who answered either “stronDirectors core was the
r “agree he items in theo

results are displayed in the table below. 
 
 Item Category Directors  

(% Agree + 
Strongly Agree) 

Parents  
(% Yes) 

Students 
(% Yes) 

Communication & Interaction with School System 85.7%  n/a*  n/a* 
Compliance/Service Delivery 84.8% 75.6% 75.5% 
Satisfaction 82.7% 78.6% 79.7% 
Impact n/a* 71.9% 67.1% 
Monitori 3% n/a* n/a*ng Results 92.  
*No T
 
All e their 
obl ti on the two categories in 

hich all three groups contributed, Title I Directors gave higher ratings than parents and 

ith most of the statements.  Both groups had their highest ratings for 
sat c  had similar results on 
ind u
 
The a re in 
complia children, and that they were satisfied.  
There were similar numbers of positive and negative comments associated with the providers.  

roving, and the 
arents themselves were satisfied.  Areas of criticism concerned providers who did not follow 

ated providers as having high levels of compliance, impact, and satisfaction.  
mong impact items, the highest level of agreement was with the item asking if they feel more 

sking if 
ey like school more since beginning SES.  They expressed high levels of satisfaction with the 

d 

structional materials. 

ased on the item ratings, both parents and students are generally pleased with the providers 
nd the SES experience.  The comments do point out some clear areas in which some 
roviders need to improve.  Both parents and students expressed concerns about the 

, whether providers actually delivered enough tutoring, 
and individual tutors missing lessons. 
 

te: his category did not include questions from all three stakeholder surveys 

thr e groups were highly likely to agree that providers in general were fulfilling 
iga ons.  Title I Directors gave the highest ratings overall.  In fact, 

w
students.  Parents and students were in general agreement about providers, with a large 
majority agreeing w

isfa tion and their lowest for impact.  Parents and students also
ivid al items that were common to both surveys. 

 m jority of parent respondents indicated high levels of agreement that the providers we
nce, that they saw impact of the program on their 

Some parents thought the programs were well organized, the students were imp
p
through on contracts, irregular attendance of tutors, and tutors who stopped coming. 
 
Students also r
A
confident about their school work, and the lowest level of agreement was with the item a
th
instructors and the overall experience.  The majority of the student comments were positive, an
most of those comments validate the high levels of satisfaction with the instructors.  Negative 
comments indicated dissatisfaction with instructors and in
 
B
a
p
appropriateness of the materials used
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Providers and Title I Dire ore than 77 percent 
of director surveys agreed or s Similarly, more than 68 

ercent of provider responses agree  of the items.  Lower 
vels of agreement were indicated for receiving individual st ent achievement data from the 

tems h p school 
).   

s rity o nitored 
rs said onit nt of 

roviders and observed instruction by 35.8 percent of providers.  The providers put these 
umbers at 32.0 percent and 27.8 percent, respectively.  Directors gave high ratings to the 

as 88.5 

rovider, only a small 
creasing the percentages would not only 

t in the comments 
of the v o  
provide  d f their model of service delivery. Issues related to monitoring 
should  a d 
that sta h her effectively. 

 

ctors were very complimentary of one another.  M
trongly agreed with all of the items.  

d or strongly agreed with all but threep
le ud
system (59.5%), for sys

es (65.0%
olding regular meetings with roviders (61.2%), and use of 

system faciliti
 
Providers and Title I Director
during the year.  Directo

 also agreed that the majo
 they conducted on-site m

f providers were not mo
oring visits for 38.1 perce

p
n
providers they did visit; the lowest level of agreement with any of the monitoring items w
percent.   
 
While almost all systems performed monitoring for at least one p
percentage of all individual providers were visited.  In
be a wise management practice, but might also address the issues pointed ou

ari us stakeholder groups.  In addition, directors noted difficulties in monitoring on-line
rs ue to the nature o
be ddressed in greater depth to insure that students receive the help they need an
ke olders can work toget
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To:    Title I Di

Clara Keith  
rectors 

e es (SES) E
Dat  

s you begin making preparations for the end of the school year, it is once again time to collect 

ation 

d services will involve collecting information both on-line 

 
you 

eys 
SES and to their parents.  We will need your help to ensure that parent and student 

rveys are properly distributed in a timely manner.  Specific instructions, timelines, and materials needed 
r administering these survey xt few days.  

 
 addition to the evaluation surveys by UGA, our Title I Office SES staff will be requesting that you 
bmit to the Department individual IDs and related student-level information for each student receiving 

rovider contribution to student academic progress, as required by federal legislation. 

 in 
t the services being provided to the 

ildren of Georgia. I appreciate the additional time and effort on your part to assist us with this data 

If you have questions about the survey administration process after you have received the mailing from 
UGA, please contact Dr. Dorothy Harnish at 706-542-4690 or harnish@uga.edu

From:    
Re:    Title I Supplem ntal Educational Servic valuation Surveys 

e:    March 21, 2007
 
 
A
information regarding Title I Supplemental Educational Services (SES).  As part of the statewide 
evaluation of SES, the Georgia Department of Education (Department) is continuing to work with the 
University of Georgia (UGA) to assess the quality and effectiveness of SES providers.  This evalu
helps the Department meet federal monitoring requirements for SES in Georgia.   
 
The 2006-07 evaluation of SES providers an
and via paper surveys from the following SES participants: (1) parents, (2) middle and high school 
students, (3) Title I directors, and (4) providers.  
 
All systems with schools that were required to offer SES will be asked to submit annual system-level data
about SES in 2006-07 via an online survey. If your system worked with any SES providers this year, 
also will be asked to complete an online survey evaluating each provider and to distribute paper surv
to students receiving 
su
fo s will be provided to you by the UGA evaluators within the ne

In
su
SES at any school in your system during the 2006-07 school year.  This student data will be used to assess 
p
 
Thank you for your help with this matter. Your full cooperation is requested to assist our evaluators
collecting complete and accurate information needed to inform us abou
ch
collection effort and for all of your work with Supplemental Educational Services throughout the year. 
 

.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Clara J. Keith 
Title I Director 
 
cc:  Dr. Dottie Harnish, UGA 
       Ms. Jana Thompson, UGA 
       Ms. Dawn Ferguson, Title I Office 
 

 



          

 
 
 
 
 
To:    Title I Dire
From:    Dorothy H
Re:    Title I Sup rveys 
Date:    April 9, 200
 
As part of the statewide evaluation of Title I Supplemental Educational Services (SES) 

been developed for four groups:  
-07,  

 school receiving SES in 2006-07,  
 required to offer SES in 2006-07, and 

rving students in Georgia during 2006-07.   

questionnaire; and 

 

ctors 
arnish, UGA Evaluation Team for SES 
plemental Educational Services (SES) Evaluation Su
7 

Providers for the Georgia Department of Education and federal monitoring requirements, this 
spring we will again be collecting information from various stakeholders regarding their 
experiences with the SES Providers.  This data collection will focus on SES Providers who have 
been working in Georgia during the 2006-07 school year. 
 
The purpose is to identify client satisfaction with quality of services, extent of provider 
compliance with requirements of NCLB legislation for SES, and perceived impacts on student 
learning and achievement.  Questionnaires have 

• Parents of students receiving SES in 2006
• Students in middle school and high
• Title I Directors in systems/schools
• SES Providers se

 
We will need your assistance with administering the SES survey to parents and students. We 
are asking you to:  

• Identify SES parents who should receive a questionnaire; 
• Identify SES middle school and high school students who should receive a 

• Prepare and distribute survey packets for identified parent and student participants 
(questionnaires will be returned directly to UGA). 

 
Specific directions and deadlines for administering these surveys are attached. 
 
We also need to have you complete an online Title I Director survey yourself for each SES 
provider working with your system in 2006-07, and to provide data about SES in your system 
this past year. 
 
UGA will contact SES Providers directly about the surveys they will complete this year. 
 
We appreciate the time and effort that will be required to complete this task and will work with 
you in whatever way we can to minimize the impact on you and the schools.  We know this is a 
busy time for everyone.  Thank you for your assistance. 

 
 
 
Cc: Clara Keith, Title I Office, GDOE 

 



          

DIRECTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATION OF 
SES EVALUATION SURVEYS 

 
 
PARENT  SURVEY 
                & 
MIDDLE/HIGH SCHOOL 
STUDENT SURVEY 
 

 
System sends surveys to 
parents no later than:  
 
Friday, April 27, 2007

 
Parents return completed 
surveys to ORG by 
  
Friday, May 18, 2007

 
The materials that were sent by UGA to your system for the parent and student survey 
distribution include: 
 
• SES parent survey (English and Spanish language version) 
• SES student survey for 6th through 12th graders,  
• Two parent informational letters (English and Spanish language version) 

o one letter for parents of K - 5th graders (whose students will not be completing a 
student survey)  

o one letter for parents of 6th - 12th graders (whose students will be completing a 
student survey), and 

•  List of the names and identification/code numbers of the SES Providers serving your school 
system (from the GADOE approved listing of SES Providers for each system) 

 
Please follow the directions below for preparing the parent survey packets. The parents and 
students will complete the survey and mail it back directly to the University of Georgia. The 
parent letter includes instructions on how to fold and seal the survey. No envelope or postage is 
necessary. The backs of the one-page surveys contain the return address and pre-paid 
postage.  
 
The parent packets may be distributed through the students’ home schools or may be mailed to 
the parents. If parent packets are distributed through the students, please stress to students the 
importance of giving this information to their parents. 
 
 
Instructions for Preparation of Survey Packets for Distribution to Parents: 
 
Step 1:  

Identify all of the SES Providers who worked with students in your system during the 
2006-07 school year. 

 
Step 2:  

For each Provider, list the students served. 
 
Step 3:  

Prepare a master document for each SES Provider by doing the following:  
 
• Write the Provider name and code in the space provided on the parent survey, 

using the assigned Provider identification name and number from the attached 
listing.  The parent of each student receiving SES with this provider should receive a 
survey to complete. 

 



          

 
• If the Provider is servin chools, write the Provider name 

 for students in 6  – 12th grade, using the assigned 

a survey). 
 
Step 4:  

Make copies of the master parent survey form for each Provider in sufficient numbers to 
distribute to parents of all students served by the identified Provider.  

d by 

Be sure to copy both sides of the survey on a single page 

g students in middle or high s
thand code on the student survey

provider identification name and number from the attached listing.  (Students in 
grades K - 5 will not receive 

 
For middle and high school students, make copies of the master student survey form for 
each Provider in sufficient numbers to distribute to all 6th – 12th grade students serve
the identified Provider. 
 

(survey questions on one side 
and the return mail address information on the other side). 

packets to distribute to parents 

• The parent packet for students in grades K-5 should include: 

 Two-sided parent survey form coded

 
Step 5:  

Prepare SES survey 
  

o Cover letter for K - 5th grade parents, and  
o  with the appropriate prov and 

packet for students in grades 6-12 should include: 
th th

o

ider name 
identification number.  

 
• The parent 

o Cover letter for 6 - 12  grade parents,  
 Two-sided parent survey form coded with the appropriate provider name and 

o Two-sided student survey form coded with the appropriate provider name and 

(Note: The parent letter for students in grades 6-12 incorporates information about 
urvey and serves as a parental permission for students to complete the 

uld eceive 
vey information no later than Friday, April 27, 2007. 

 

If you have any questions please contact either of the following: 
 

ana Thompson, ORG, College of Education, UGA external evaluation team 
Phone: 706-542-6334     email: jthomps@uga.edu

identification number, and  

identification number.  

the student s
survey.) 

 
Step 6: 

Distribute SES survey packets to parents of all students receiving SES in 2006-07 using 
whatever method is most efficient and effective for your schools.  Parents sho
their sur

 r

 

J
  

 
Dr. Dottie Harnish, College of Education, UGA external evaluation team 
Phone:  706-542-4690 email: Harnish@uga.edu
 

 



          

 
 
TITLE I DIRECTOR 

 
Survey available on-line 
beginning:  
Monday, May 14 
 

 
Response are due by:  
 SURVEYS 

1. Provider Survey 
2. System SES Data 

 

Friday, June 8 
 

 
 
The system Title I Director SES Provider survey will be available on-line beginning Monday, 
May 14, 2007.  It will remain open for four (4) weeks for you to submit your responses.   
 
You will need to complete a separate survey for each SES provider who worked with 
schools in your system in 2006-07.   
 
In addition, a second survey form on the same website will be used to collect summary data on 

S in your system during 2006-07 that is required by GDOE for federa ou will 
ief survey for your system information, as well as the provider surveys. 

 
You can access this online survey through the Internet at the following address beginning 
Monday, May 14:  

SE
need to complete this br

l reporting.  Y

 
 

http://www.coe.uga.edu/ORG/facilitate/SES/
 
 

7Survey responses should be submitted no later than Friday, June 8, 200 . 
 
If you have questions about the surveys or the survey administration 
please contact either Jana Thompson, UGA, at 706-542-6334 or 

process and timeline, 
mp uga.edujtho @  or Dr. 

harnish@uga.eduDorothy Harnish, UGA, at 706-542-4690 or .   

s efforts to evaluate the quality and effectiveness of the 
e students in our ate. 

 
Thank you for your help with Georgia’
Supplemental Educational Services being provided to th st

 



          

 

Title I Supplemental Educational Services 

v ys 
ear

orgia Department of Education, is 
v luation of SES Providers that is required by federal 

SES is being used by each school 
S rovided to students in 2006-07 in order to 

r in a system that was required to offer 
 o ers a valuable perspective on SES. 

d your name and the name of your 
 will never be connected to any specific information that you include in a questionnaire.  The 

results of the surveys will include the responses from Title I directors across Georgia and will only be 
 n ed to be completed no later than Friday, June 8, 2007. 

This site is set-up so that you are able to complete the System Survey and then complete a separate 
questionnaire for each Provider who has delivered SES instruction to eligible students in your 
system during the 2006-2007 school year.  Each provider has been assigned a unique ID for your 
system.  These are listed in the List of Provider IDS (click here to open list) 

(SES)  
Title I Director Sur e
2006-2007 School Y

The University of Georgia, on behalf of the Title I office of the Ge
collecting information as part of the e a
legislation.  The purpose of the evaluation is to understand how 
system and to assess the quality and effectiveness of SE  p
make improvements where necessary.  As the Title I Directo
SES this year, your experience with the SES Providers ff

This evaluation consists of two separate surveys: 

1.  Summary of System SES Information 
2.  SES Provider Survey 

Your answers to the Provider survey will be kept confidential an
system

reported in the aggregate.  All surveys e

and are the same as the 
ones you used to identify a Provider for the parent surveys earlier this spring and that you will use to 
report the test scores for eligible students to GDOE. You will need to complete a separate survey 
for each Provider that was used by students in your system during the 2006-07 school year. 

To complete the System Survey, select the “System Survey” button below.  You are required to 
complete and submit a System Survey even if there were no students in your system who actually 
received SES this year.  Please enter the information for: 1) Number of schools in your system 
required to offer SES in 2006-07 and 2) Number of students in your system who were eligible for 
SES in 2006-07.  If there were no parent requests, all other information can be entered as 'zero'.   

 

 



          

After you complete the System Survey, click on the Save and Submit button at the end of the 
questionnaire.  When your responses have been saved, you will see a page that says, “Your answers 
have been saved.”  On this acknowledgment page, you will see a link to return to the main page, on 
which you can select the second button “Provider Survey.”  When the first Provider survey is 
complete, click on the Save and Submit button.  You will then be able to click back to this page, 
where you can again select the “Provider Survey” button to complete surveys for other providers. 

You will need to complete each questionnaire at one time, and you can not go back to a specific 
questionnaire after you “Save and Submit” it.  You will be able to come back to this site at a later 
time to complete surveys about other Providers. 

If you have any questions about the questionnaire itself or the procedures for completing it online, 
please e-mail Jana Thompson or Dottie Harnish. 

 
  

  

 



          

Georgia Title I Supplemental Educational Services (SES) 
School System Information Survey  

2006-2007 School Year  
on  

mpleted by Title I Director for the school system. Time period covered by this survey 
 August 1, 2006 through May 31, 2007 

School System Informati
Information to be co
is

 
Save and Submit Cancel

 
 

Please respond to each question by typing the requested information into the space provided. Click on 
. the Save and Submit button at the bottom of the survey to save your responses and send them to UGA

If you click on the Cancel button or close your browser window before using the Save and Submit 
button, your information will not be saved.  
Please e-mail Jana Thompson with questions about completing this survey. 
 
-- Response 

School Information 

Name of your school system:  

 
1. Total number of Title I schools in your system required to offer SES in 2006-07 0

 
2. Total number of Title I schools in your system with students receiving SES in 
2006-07 

0
 

Student Information 

. Total number of students in your system who were eligible for SES in 2006-07 3 0
 

4. Total number of students in your system whose parents requested SES in 
2006-07 

0
 

5. Total number of students in your sys  tem who received SES in 2006-07 0
 

Provider Information 

6. Total number of SES providers offering services to students in this system in 
2

0
 006-07 

7. Total amount of Title I funds paid to all SES providers in 2006-07 (through May 
31, 2007)  

0
 

8. Will you be spending any SES funds for services during the month of June 
2007?  (Please select Yes or No) 

Please Select

Remember to use the SAVE and SUBMIT button below these questions to record your responses! 

Save and Submit Cancel
 

 

 



          

 

Supplemental Educational Services (SES)  
SES Provider Survey  

2006-2007 School Year 

06-07 school year should be completed by 
e Title I Director for the school system. Each survey needs to include the unique Provider ID for this system. 

 

SES Provider Survey Information  
A separate survey for each Provider used by the system during the 20
th
This ID can be found in a link on the previous page. 

Save and Submit Cancel  

Please complete the survey
e question. After you complete the 

 by typing in the space provided or selecting your response from the list to the right of 
survey for one Provider, click on the Save and Submit button below the 

ll see a 
Cancel 

. If you 

th
questions to save your responses and send them to UGA. When your responses have been saved, you wi
page that tells you this and provides a link to complete a survey for another Provider. If you click on the 
button or close your browser window before using the Save and Submit your information will not be saved
have questions about completing the online survey, e-mail Jana Thompson. 

 

-- Response 

Name of the SES provider: 

 
Provider Code (from Provider Code list sent to you for parent survey preparation and linked on the previous 
page):  

 
Name of your school system:  

 
Total number of students served by this SES provider in 2006-07:  0

 
Response options are “Strongly Agree-Agree-Disagree-Strongly Disagree” 
unless otherwise indicated 

 

1. The provider responds to requests to participate in district fairs, town 
. 

Please Select
 halls, and SES-related parent meetings

2. The provider begins serving students in a timely manner. Please Select
 

3. The provider develops goals for each student receiving services. Please Select
 

4. The provider furnishes a written description of how each student’s 
progress will be measured. 

Please Select
 



          

5. The provider submits monthly progress reports for each student. Please Select
 

6. The provider submits invoices only for services rendered. Please Select
 

7. The provider submits invoices for services rendered in a timely manner. Please Select
 

8. The provid sy to conta t. er is ea c Please Select
 

9. The provider works collaboratively with the district to resolve any issues 
that arise. 

Please Select
 

10. Overall, this provider offers quality instructional services ents to stud . Please Select
 

11. Overall, it is easy for our LEA to work with thi  s provider. Please Select
 

12. I would recommend that this provider continue offering SES to students 
in Georgia. 

Please Select
 

13. Have you conducted an on-site SES monitoring visit with this provider 
du  the 20 6-07 school yearing 0 r? [Yes or No] 

Please Select
 

14. Have you observed this provider’s instruction as part of your monitoring 
dur  the 20 6-07 school year? [Yes or No] ing 0

Please Select
 

If your response to #14 is “Yes”, please also res d to the following items: pon

15. The provider’s ruction reinfo inst rces the LEA’s instructional program. Please Select
 

16. The provider’s instructional program is aligned with the Quality Core 
Curriculum and Georgia Performance Standards. 

Please Select
 

17. The provider’s instructional program is appropriate for students with 
limited English proficiency, if applicable. 

Please Select
 

18. The provider offers appropriate SES instruction for students with 
disabilities (students with an IEP or 504 plan), if applicable.  

Please Select
 

19. The provider develops a learning plan for each student. Please Select
 

20. The provider’s instruction is individualized for each student. Please Select
 

21. The prov er gives positive reinforceid ment to each student.  Please Select
 

22. The provider gives ongoing feedback to each student.  Please Select
 

23. Provider’s instructional materials are appropriate for student skill levels. Please Select
 

24. Other comments about this provider? 

 



          

 

 
Remember to use the SAVE and SUBMIT button below these questions to record your responses! 

Save and Submit Cancel  
 



          

 

 

mentary School SES Student, 

 or tutoring from 
he group or individual providing this service. Your answers will help us learn if your 

 

y important to us. No one else will see your responses, and we 

n 
repaid postage. Just fold your survey 

long the dotted lines on the back so that the UGA address is visible, and tape or 
taple the edges o t it in the mail. 

he University of Georgia is working with the Georgia Department of Education to 
 

the University 
-542-6334. 

 
ducation Services Evaluation Team 

y of Georgia 

 
 

pril 27, 2007 A
 
 
Dear Parent of Ele
 
We want to know what you think about the free tutoring your child received this 
year through the Supplemental Education Services (SES) program. The attached 
survey has questions about your child’s after-school instruction
t
child’s SES provider/tutor is doing a good job or how they should improve. We are
asking all parents with children in SES to complete the short survey. It should only 
take a few minutes of your time. 
 
Your opinions are ver
will not identify you or your child when reporting the results.  
 
We hope you will take a few minutes to complete this survey and return it to us. O
the back of the survey is our address and p
a
s f the form. No postage stamp is needed; just pu
We would like to receive your survey by Friday, May 18. 
 
T
evaluate the effectiveness of the state’s SES program. If you have any questions
about this evaluation, please feel free to contact Jana Thompson at 
f Georgia at 706o

 
Thank you so much for your help. 
 
Sincerely,
The Supplemental E
College of Education, The Universit



          

 

 
 
April 27, 2007 
 
Dear Parent of Middle School or High School SES Student, 
 
The U
evalu   
We w

niversity of Georgia is working with the Georgia Department of Education to 
ate the effectiveness of the state’s Supplemental Education Services (SES) program.
ant to know what you think about the free tutoring your child received this year 

through this program.  
 
The attached Parent Survey ha er-school instruction or 
tutoring from the group or individual pr ice.  Your answers will help us learn 
if your child’s SES provider/tutor is do y should improve. We are 
a
f
 
W omplete 
a

s questions about your child’s aft
oviding this serv
ing a good job or how the

sking all parents with children in SES to complete the short survey.  It should only take a 
ew minutes of your time. 

e would also like students in grades 6 through 12 who received SES services to c
 short survey about their tutor.  If you agree to allow your child to complete the survey, 
lease give him/her the enclosed Student Survey form and ask them to mark their 
esponse to each question.   

p
r
 
W
r
r ts.  
 
O  
s tted lines on the back so that the UGA address is 
visible on the outside, and then tape or staple the edges of the form to close it.  No 
postage stamp is needed; just put the folded form in the mail. We would like to receive 
your surveys by Friday, May 18. 
 
If you have any questions about this evaluation, please feel free to contact Jana Thompson 
at the University of Georgia at 706-542-6334. 
 
Thank you so much for your help. 
 
Sincerely, 
The Supplemental Education Services Evaluation Team 
College of Education, The University of Georgia

e hope you and your child will both take a few minutes to complete these surveys and 
eturn them to us.  Your opinions are very important to us.  No one else will see the 
esponses, and we will not identify you or your child when reporting the resul

n the back of each survey is our address and prepaid postage. To return the completed
urvey, just fold the survey along the do



          
 

Supplemental Educational Services Survey of Parents: Spring 2007 
 
Name of the business or group providing your child’s after-school SES instruction (the “provider”):  
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________  Provider Code: __________________
 
Did you wo k with the sam

 Yes  No     
 
Please mark  ONE response for each question belo
 

r e provider last school year?   
  Not sure 

w. 

1. Did the provider talk with you about your child’s 
learning needs before beginning the tutoring sessions? 

 Yes  No       Not sure 
 
2. Did yo

your ch
 Yes 

 

u see a copy of the provider’s learning plan for 
ild? 

 No       Not sure 

3. Does the provider give you regular reports about your 
child’s work? 

 Yes  No       Not sure 
 
4. Are these reports easy for you to understand? 

   Yes  No       Not sure  No repo
 

rts 

5. Have you een able to ask the provider questions about  b
your child’s lessons? 

 Yes 
 
6. Have you been able to talk to the provider about your 

child’s
 Yes  No       Not sure 

 

 No       Not sure 

 progress? 

7. Are the sessions the right length of time for your child? 
 Yes  No       Not sure 

 
8. Is it easy to re-schedule sessions when your child has 

missed
 Yes  No       Not sure  Does not apply 

 

 one for good reasons? 

9. Do you think your child’s tutor/instructor is doing a 
good job? 

 Yes  No       Not sure 
 
10. If you 

again? 
 Yes 

 

could, would you send your child to this provider 

 No       Not sure 

11. Has yo hool improved since ur child’s attitude towards sc
working with this provider? 

 Yes  
 
 

 
ol improved since 

 No       Not sure 
 

12. Have your child’s grades in scho
working with this provider? 

 Yes 

13. Have your child’s reading skills improved since 
working with this provider? 

 Yes  No       Not sure  Does not apply 
 
14. Have your child’s math skills improved since working 

 Yes  No       Not sure  Does not apply 
with this provider? 

 
15. Overall, are you satisfied with the quality of this 

provider’s services to your child? 
 Yes  No       Not sure 

 
16. Overall, has this been a good experience for your child? 

 Yes  No   Not sure 
 
17. What school does your child attend?  

    

      ___________________________________ 
  
18. What is your child’s grade in school?   
       Kindergarten      
       1st grade     2nd grade     3rd grade    4th grade      
       5th grade     6th grade      7th grade    8th grade      
       9th grade     10th grade    11th grade   12th grade    
 
1. In which subjects is your child receiving after-school              

SES instruction? 
       Math        Reading        Language Arts 
       Others (please list) __________________________ 
 
20. Is your child   male  or    female? 
 
21. Does your child have a disability?   

 Yes    No 
 

22. Is your child receiving Special Education at school?    
 Yes     No   

 
23. Which category bes describes your child? t 

 Black        Whi      Asian/Pacific Islander    te
 Hispanic   Multi-racial    Native American 

 
24. Is English your chil No       Not sure d’s native language?   

 Yes    No 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about this provider?   ow. 
 
 
Please fold your survey on the dotted lines on the back of this page so the UGA address is visible, and tape or 
staple the top edges of the form. No postage stamp is needed.    Thanks for your time!  

Please write your comments bel

 



          

Supplemental Educational Services Survey of Students: Spring 2007 
 
The purpose received this 
year. Pleas a  worked. 
 
Name of th r”):  
 
_________ ider Code: __________________
 
Did you wo  ovider last school year?    Yes    No     Not sure 

 
Name of y _________     
 
Please mark  one response for each question below. 
            Yes  No ot sure 

 of this survey is to learn about your experiences with the after-school tutoring you have 
e answer each question below about the instructors with whom you h ve

e business or group providing your after-school tutoring (the “provide

_________________________________________________________ Prov

rk with the same pr

our school: ____________________________________________________

N
1. Did the instructor give you a test before beginning after-school lessons?            
 
2. Did the instructor share a plan for your after-school lessons with you?              
 

    

  

3. Did the                
 
4. Have y             
 

 instructor tell you how well you were doing?    

our grades in school improved since you started after-school lessons?    

5. Do you li                
 
6. Do you e onfident about your school work since you started after-school lessons?            
 

ke going to school more since you started after-school lessons? 

 feel mor  c   

7. Do you              
 
8. Do you             
 

 find your school work easier since you started after-school lessons?    

 think the instructor did a good job?        

9. If you co               
 
10. Has thi               
 
11. What is

uld, would you like to get more help from the instructor?   

s been a good experience for you?      

 your grade in school?   
       6th g th grade       10th grade       11th grade       12th grade    
 
12.  In whic ge Arts       
                                                                             Other (please list them): ______________________________ ___ 
 
13.  Are yo

rade       7th grade       8th grade       9

h subjects are you getting tutoring?   Math       Reading       Langua
_____

u   male  or    female?                 14.  Do you have a d ability?    Yesis     No  
 

Which cate
 Asia c rican  White  Multi-racial 

 
Is English yo
 

gory best describes you? 
n/Pacific Islander  Black  Hispani  Native Ame

ur native language?    Yes    No  
 
Is there any r is instructor?   Please write your comments below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please fold your survey on the dotted lines on the back of this page to form an envelope. Be sure that the UGA address is 
visible.  Tape or staple the edges of the form to close it.  No postage stamp is needed.    

thing else you would like us to know about this provider o  th

    



          

 
THIS INFO 7.  IF YOU DID NOT PROVIDE 
SES TO STUDENTS IN GEORGIA DURING THE 2006-07 SCHOOL YEAR, YOU DO NOT NEED TO 
COMPLETE SURVEYS. 
 
May 7, 2007 
 
Dear SES Provider: 
 
The Georgia Department of Education is working with the University of Georgia to assess the 
quality and effectiveness of Supplemental Educational Service (SES) providers and services in 
Georgia.  This will help the state to meet federal monitoring requirements and to ensure that all 
students are receiving high quality Supplemental Educational Services.   
 
The 2006-07 evaluation involves collecting information from various stakeholders about their 
satisfaction with SES and the providers.  We have administered survey questionnaires to all 
parents of students receiving SES and to middle and high school students receiving SES in 2006-
07, as well as to Title I Directors in systems with schools offering SES in 2006-07. We also want 
to know about your experiences as a SES provider with the school systems where you served 
students this past year. 
 
To provide your input, we are asking you or the appropriate person from your organization to 
complete an online SES Provider Survey for each school system where you provided SES to 
students during this academic year.  You can access this survey beginning May 14  to submit 
your responses at the following website address: 
 

http://www.coe.uga.ed itate/SES/providers/

RMATION WAS ALSO EMAILED TO YOU ON MAY 4, 200

th

u/ORG/facil
 
Your responses should be submitted no later than Friday, June 8, 2007.  You will need to 
complete a separate survey for each school system where you served students this year. 
 
If you have any questions about the survey, please contact Jana Thompson, UGA, at 706-542-
6334 or jthomps@uga.edu, or Dr. Dorothy Harnish, UGA, at 706-542-4690 or 
Harnish@uga.edu.  
 
Thank you for your help with Georgia’s efforts to evaluate the quality and effectiveness of the 
SES being provided to students in our state. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. Dorothy Harnish 
Director, Occupational Research Group 
College of Education, University of Georgia 
 
Cc:  Clara Keith, Title I Director, Georgia Department of Education 
 Dawn Ferguson, Title I Office, Georgia Department of Education 

    



          

 

 

Georgia Title I Supplemental Educational 
Services (SES)

S s 
Sprin  2007

This survey is being conducted by t n behalf of the Title I Office of the 
Georgia Department of Education as part of th  Supplemental Educational Services 
required by federal legislation.  The purpose of e study is to assess the quality and effectiveness 
of SES provided to students in 2006-07 and to make improvements where necessary.   

Please complete a separate SES Provider Survey for each school system where you provided 
SES to students during the academic school year beginning August 1, 2006 through May 31, 
2007.  

To begin the survey for the first school system, click on the Begin the Survey button.  When you 
 the first survey, you will be given the option to complete surveys for 

s where you provided SES to students this year.  

Jana Thompson

Save and Submit
additional school system

Please e-mail  in the College of Education at the University of Georgia with 
pleting this survey.  questions about com

 

urvey of S S Provider

he University of Georgia o
e evaluation of
th

E
g



          

 

 

 
Georgia Title I Supplemental 

ey of SES Providers 
Spring 2007  

 
Please u  school system where you served students. The timeframe 
covere h May 31, 2007. 

Educational Services (SES) 
Surv

complete a separate s rvey for each
d by this survey is August 1, 2006 throug

 
Respond to each question 
the appropriate drop-down 
Click on the Save and Submit ve se e
them to UGA. If you click on the  or close your browser windo fore using the Sa
and Submit button, your informatio d.  
Please e-mail Jana Tho son

by typing the requ
menu response.  

button at th
Cancel bu

n will not be save

este

e b
tton

d in

m 

formatio

of 

n into the spac

 yo

e p

ur 
w be

rov

resp

ided or by cli

on

cking on 

nd 
ve 

otto the sur y to save s and s

mp  w io
 

ith quest ns about completing this survey. 

--  

Name of SES Provider Organization:  

 
Please click on this link e ProviProvider List to find th der ID #
 

Provider ID #: 

 
N  of school syame stem:  

 
1. How long has your  school system?  organization provided SES for this
(Choose from 1 year, 2 years, 3 years, or 4 years)  

Please Select
 

Response options are “Strongl e-Agr isagree-Strongly Disagree” y Agre ee-D
unless otherwise indicated 

 

2. The school system invites me to participate in SES-related fairs, town 
halls, and parent meetings. 

Please Select
 



          

 

3. The school system allows me to market my services to parents and 
students. 

Please Select
 

4. The school system treats all providers in an equitable and fair manner. Please Select
 

5. The school system provides me with a complete list of students whose 
parents have selected my services.  

Please Select
 

6. The school system has a clear policy regarding SES providers’ access to 
school facilities. 

Please Select
 

7. The school system allows me to provide services in their schools and/ or 
facilities. 

Please Select
 

8. The school system enters into a contract with me in a timely manner.  Please Select
 

9. The SES contract clearly outlines my obligations. Please Se
 

lect

10. The school system provides me with achievement data for each student 
with whom I have contracted to prov e s. ide s rvice

Please Select
 

11. The school system’s administrative requirements are efficient and not 
unduly burdensome.  

Please Select
 

12. The scho ro s rvi a ol system p ces es payment for se ces in timely manner. Pleas ct
 

e Sele

13. School nating SES are easy to contact.system personnel coordi  Please Select
 

14. The school system works coll pr  taboratively with oviders o resolve any 
issues that arise. 

Please Select
 

15. The school system handles complaints  in an  about SES providers
appropriate manner. (SA-A-D-SD-Does pply)   not a

Pl lect
 

ease Se

16. The school system handles complaints about SES providers in a timely 
manner. (SA-A-D-S  D-Does not apply) 

Please Select
 

17. The sch ngs with SES providers. ool system has regular meeti Please Selec
 

t

18. The schoo m does a good job providing parents with information l syste
about SES providers at meetings such as open houses.  

Please Select
 

19. School system personnel have reviewed our SES instructional 
materials and provide back d feed as necessary. 

Please Select
 

20. School system personnel have conducted an on-site SES monitoring 
visit during the 2006-07 school year. 
(Choose from: Never, Once, ice, Three or more times) Tw

Please Select

21. School system personn served instructors delivering SES to el have ob
students at my site during t 7 schoo r. he 2006-0 l yea
(Choose from: Never, Once, Twice, Three or m s) ore time

Please Select

22. I am satisfied with the level of communication between my organization 
and the school system personnel who coordinate SES. 

Please Select
 



          

 

23. My organization has a rking relationship with the school good wo
system. 

Please Select
 

24. Other comments? 

 
Remember to use the SAVE and SUBMIT button below these questions to record your 

re nses! spo
 

Save and Submit Cancel
 



          

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
 
 

Survey Results 
 

 



          

 

 
SES System Survey, 2007:  Summary by School System 

 

School System:  

t
 

l
 

u
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d
offer SE
in 2006-07 
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umb
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with 
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receivin
SES in 
2006-07 
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s em 
who were 
eligible for 
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n

reque
SES in 
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nu
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received 
SES in 
2006-07 
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(through May 
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  7.
mo

funds
ES 
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Q
W
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sp
ng
SE
fu
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  8. 
l 
 be
ndi
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S 
ds 
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ing 

 

 

Stude
participati

on ra
Atlanta Public Schools 11 11 5,673 1,437 1,437 24 $1,011,022.00 yes $ .3% 703.56 25
Baldwi o ty 2 1 5 $ . $ .9% n C un 3 3 ,096 96 16 7 74,405 22 yes 450.94 7
Bartow County 2 2 714 131 92 5 $72,000.10 yes $ .9% 782.61 12
Ben Hill County  1 1 538 58 55 2 $35,900.00 yes .2% $652.73 10
Bibb County 9 9 5,346 1,275 1,052 18 $596,010.00 yes $566.55 .7% 19
Brooks County  1 1 415 45 32 5 $22,660.00 yes .7% $708.13 7
Bryan u 1 28 6 485.18 .1% Co nty 1 5 46 4 2 $9, no $206.20 16
Butts County 1 1 375 54 48 6 $20,226.37 .8% yes $421.38 12
Calhoun County 1 1 313 18 15 2 $12,571.39 no .8% $838.09 4
Chatham County 6 6 4,181 873 352 13 $293,652.00 yes $834.24 .4% 8
Clarke County 2 2 910 248 248 14 $155,915.85 no $ .69 .3% 628 27
Clayton County 6 6 4,973 1,196 914 17 $1,016,954.58 yes $1, .4% 112.64 18
Cobb 3 45.33 $ .7%  County  4 4 ,417 545 535 17 $393,4 yes 735.41 15
Colquitt County 1 1 640 22 17 4 $20,072.95 no .7% $1,180.76 2
Columbia County 1 1 430 10 10 3 $6,158.00 yes $615.80 .3% 2
Coweta 1 1 344 101 94 10 $78,500.00 no $ 27.3% 835.11
Crawf . $ 20.8% ord 1 1 260 75 54 3 $20,000 00 no 370.37
Crisp County 1 1 703 35 35 2 $9,147.00 no $ 5.0% 261.34
DeKalb County  17 17 14,202 2,246 1,509 26 $2,210,687.00 yes $1,465.00 10.6% 
Dodge County 1 1 579 9 6 1 $5,437.50 no $ 1.0% 906.25
Dooly 7 $ . $ 75.0% County  1 1 116 96 8 6 60,960 00 yes 700.69
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Dough o y 1 2 26 3 $24,957.00 y 959. 4.9% erty C unt 1 535 6 es $ 88
Douglas County  1 619 12 52 11 $37,796.73 yes $726.86 8.4% 1 8
Dublin City  1 1 487 42 28 2 $30,974.34 yes $1,106.23 5.7% 
Early County 1 1 1,262 202 151 11 $131,050.44 no $867.88 12.0% 
Effingham County 1 1 302 65 2 $32,280.00 no $609.06 17.5% 53
Emanuel Cou 2 3 0 yes 0.8% nty 1 360 4 3 $3,670.0 $1,223.33
Franklin County 1 1 461 41 38 5 $25,898.89 yes $681.55 8.2% 
Fulton County 1 1 689 337 336 15 $287,555.00 no $855.82 48.8% 
Gilmer County 1 1 231 5 5 2 $6,520.00 yes $1,304.00 2.2% 
Gord 1 1 3 8 4 n 3.37 2.54% on County 1 393 0 10 $ ,433.7 o $84
Grady Count 1 68 5 5 4.6% y 1 456 21 $5,796.3 yes $276.02
Spalding County  3 3 1,380 110 110 10 $81,585.00 yes $741.68 8.0% 
Gwinnett County  4 4 4,903 595 386 18 $398,048.21 yes $1,031.21 7.9% 
Hall County 2 2 1,301 339 316 7 $333,698.43 yes $1,056.01 24.3% 
Hancock County 1 1 380 82 82 2 $33,353.92 yes $406.76 21.6% 
Haralson Cou 2 107 3 $35,47 4.9% nty  2 920 45 9.00 yes $788.42
Irwin County  1 1 238 16 4 4 $4,372.60 yes $1,093.15 1.7% 
Jackson County 1 1 379 98 45 6 $29,789.99 no $662.00 11.9% 
Jefferson County 2 2 604 9 9 3 $9,318.00 yes $1,035.33 1.5% 
John 1 4 3 5 . 5.7% son County 1 264 20 15 $1 ,539.2 yes $902 62
Liberty County 1 1 501 40 32 2 $20,090.00 no $627.81 6.4% 
Long County  1 1 370 16 12 2 $5,450.00 yes $454.17 3.2% 
Macon County 1 1 1,094 78 46 4 $39,174.00 yes $851.61 4.2% 
Marietta City  1 , 2 5 0 6 . 8.6% 1 1 030 1 3 89 $8 ,893.5 no $908 92
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Meri r 1 8 7 8 yes $466.89 23.3% wethe  County  1 360 98 4 $39,21 .66
Mitchell Coun 1 34 5 7 no $632.26 8.0% ty 1 427 63 $21,49 .00
Muscogee County  4 5 1,957 400 299 6 $127,608.80 yes $426.79 15.3% 
Newton County  2 2 935 343 292 10 $217,629.82 yes $745.31 31.2% 
Pelham City  1 1 113 24 2 1 $1,183.70 no $591.85 1.8% 
Richmon  Co 8 4 996 608 58.00 12.6% d unty  8 ,814 13 $600,8 yes $988.25
Rome City  1 1 546 67 49 2 $50,132.28 yes $1,023.11 9.0% 
Seminole County 1 0 276 0 0 0 $0.00 no -- 0.0% 
Stewart County  1 1 239 7 5 1 $3,937.00 no $787.40 2.1% 
Sumter County  2 1, 21 69 8.6 23. 6.1% 2 127 9 5 $43,00 5 yes $6 31
Talbot County 1 129 129 78.16 19.7% 1 654 1 $118,6 yes $919.99
Taliaferro County  1 1 258 17 12 1 $10,532.50 no $877.71 4.7% 
Taylor County  2 2 619 79 79 3 $53,792.30 no $680.92 12.8% 
Terrell County 1 1 849 92 36 7 $33,363.15 yes $926.75 4.2% 
Thomaston-Upson ty 1 1 717 5 5 2 $2,220.00 no $444.00 0.7%  Cn
Thomasville City  1 0 $0.00 0.0% 425 0 0 0 no -- 
Valdosta City  2 2 1,035 34 23 3 $20,487.00 yes $890.74 2.2% 
Ware County  1 1 502 34 19 3 $15,634.65 yes $822.88 3.8% 
Washington County 1 1 829 16 14 4 $17,356.50 no $1,239.75 1.7% 
Whitfield County 1 8 8 9.72 15.2%   1 541 2 2 3 $92,66 yes $1,130.12
Wilcox County  1 0 470 0 0 0 $0.00 no -- 0.0% 
Worth County 1 1 561 27 6 2 $7,190.00 no $1,198.33 1.1% 

TOTAL 141 138 83,923 14,009 10,564  $9,281,932.81   
67 sy  stems  

Sch



          

 

• % of parents requesting SES = 16.7% 

• state participation rate for SES in 2006-07 = 12.6% 

• average per pupil expenditure on SES in 2006-07 = $878.64 

• 1 to 26 providers worked with individual school systems to offer SES to students 

• 41 school systems said they would be spending SES funds during the month of June, 2007       

 



          

Returns of  Provider 
Spring 2007 

 

Stakeholder Satisfaction Surveys by SES

SES 
Code 

SES Provider Name Director 
Surveys 

Number of 
Students 
Served * 

Parent 
Surveys 

Student 
Surveys 

Provider 
Surveys 

110 17 17 -- Assets Learning Center 2 86 
114 Ava H. White Tutorials 1 62 4 -- 1 
117 Back To Basics, Inc. d/b/a Club Z! 

(3505) 
3 317 40 35 3 

120 10 -- -- -- Beacon of Hope, Inc. (BOH) 1 
126 

Rea
0 -- -- -- BridgeHaven, Inc. d/b/a BridgeHaven 1 

ding Clinic and Tutorial Service 
127 Bry 1 0 an County Schools -- 4 -- 
134 1 53 Savannah Education Services, Inc. 

d/b/a Club Z! In-Home Tutoring 
7 8 -- 

139 1 29 Jaxco Services, Inc. d/b/a Club Z In-
Home Tutoring (6377) 

6 5 -- 

143 Communities in Schools of Fitzgerald- 1 48 5 38 -- 
Ben Hill County, Inc. 

149 nectics Inc. 2 65 Computer Sy 4 4 -- 
160 Education and Guidance Services 2 78 -- 7 -- 
166  10 Enlighten, Inc. d/b/a Reading, Phonics, 

Math and More. 
1 -- -- -- 

170 12 Florida Learning Centers, Inc. d/b/a 
Sylvan Learning Centers of Albany, 
Valdosta and Tifton 

8 80 7 -- 

172 Get Smart 4 78 2 2 -- 
176 

rest-McCalep 
Academic Tutorial Program" 

1 99 1Green Forest Community Development 
Corp., Inc. "The Greenfo

9 16 1 

178 1 33 Hampton L Daughtry Elementary 
School 

2 2 -- 

180 High 8 67 Achievers 18 33 7 
181 1 6 Merrick Investments, LLC d/b/a 

Huntington Learning Center 
1 1 -- 

190 ool 1 751 Kelley Lake Elementary Sch 153 125 1 
194 1 7 Laureate Training Center 1 -- -- 
200 Loving Hands Development Corporation 

d/b/a Loving Hands After-school 
2 9 -- 2 2 

Program 
202 2 22  Mainly Math 2 1 2 
221 Reading Success, Inc. 1 7 -- 2 1 
222 e 3 95 Royce Learning Center, Inc d/b/a Royc

Learning Center 
8 11 3 

237 Georgia Learning Centers, Inc. d/b/a 2 68 16 -- 1 
Sylvan Learning Center 

238 ott Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a 
Sylvan Learning Center (7457) 

2 60 Charles Sc 1 -- 2 

240 4 130 1Tara Heights Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a 
Sylvan Learning Center: Atlanta 
Suburbs (9196) 

3 9 3 

242 Sylvan Learning Center, Jonesboro 
(2296) 

1 295 22 19 -- 

244 SUPA Learning Centers, Inc. d/b/a 
Sylvan Learning Center of Rome (4466) 

4 60 10 10 1 

  



          

SES 
Code 

SES Provider Name Director 
Surveys 

Number of Parent 
Students Surveys 
Served * 

Student 
Surveys 

Provider 
Surveys 

245 
ter 

1 3 2 -- 1 Weber Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a Vidalia 
Sylvan Learning Cen

250 Teach Them to Read, Inc.! 3 12 -- -- -- 
251 2 18 1 1 -- Tennis in the 'Hood, Inc. After-School 

Learning Center 
254 for Reading and 

Language Development, Inc. 
1 11 2 1 1 The Phoenix Center 

265 Youth Empowerment Project, Inc. 3 76 6 6 -- 
501 21 A to Z In-Home Tutoring LLC d/b/a A to 

Z In-Home Tutoring (6598) 
39 575 107 95 

503 7  Acadamia.net, Inc. 8 95 12 12 
507 

onal Consulting, LLC 
5 Achieve Results Tutorial and 

Educati
6 240 22 17 

515 BAWTYC, Inc. Tutorial Services 1 30 -- 1 1 
525 Brainfuse (a division of The Trustforte 13 32 10 19 11 

Corporation) d/b/a/ Brainfuse One-to-
One Tutoring 

546 Community Reach Inc. 8 97 10 12 7 
561 6 15 7 E2020, Inc. d/b/a Education 2020 

Virtual Tutor 
1 -- 

563 4 547 21 11 -- Educational Access Center 
564 Educational Enterprises, Inc. 10 104 12 32 8 
604 11 432 -- Math & Reading Wizards (offered 

through The National Lighthouse 
Foundation) 

22 58 

609 Next Level Educational Programs, LLC 5 37 2 4 -- 
d/b/a Next Level Learning 

613 1 13 3 -- Pathways of Learning  4 
617 

ows" Grow 
99 3 2 -- Pinocchio Palace, Inc. A Place Where 

"Kn
1 

662 University Instructors, Inc. 15 209 33 22 8 
701 1 31 1 21st Century Community Learning 

Centers 
2 -- 

702 Above Average Tutoring Service 2 2 -- -- -- 
703 2 8 -- Academic Associates Reading Center, 

LLC 
1 1 

704 Academic Coaches, LLC d/b/a Club Z! 2 50 13 19 3 
In-Home Tutoring (8604) 

706 b/a/ 1 3 -- 1 Applied Scholastics International d/
Applied Scholastics 

 -- 

707 32 138 2 17 ATS Educational Consulting Services -- 
Project Success 

9 30 

708 1 29 -- Best Education and Sports Today, Inc.  5 5 
(B.E.S.T.) 

709 1 115 1 Blandy Hills Elementary School 18 14 
710 25 18 24 Bright Futures Learning Center 8 26 28 
713 Catapult Online 2 31 10 10 2 
714 140 10 7 6 Club Z! Inc. (0709) 7 
715 

(7952) 
44 88 3 Club Z! In-Home Tutoring Service 2 170 

717 Communities In Schools of Laurens 
County, Inc. d/b/a The L.O.F.T Teen 
Center 

1 11 -- -- 1 

  



          

SES 
Code 

SES Provider Name Director 
Surveys 

Number of 
Students 
Served * 

Parent Student 
Surveys Surveys 

Provider 
Surveys 

720 s Achievers, 3 74 -- De'Jour Succes Inc. 1 16 16 
724 demy 1 6 -- eProgress Aca 1 1 
725 FitWit 1 3 59 3 -- 
728 Graham Consulting Group 6 195 35 -- 33 
729 GSFA Florida, Inc. 1 11 -- -- -- 
730 1 15 -- 1 Harvest Advantage, Inc. 5 
731 ng, Inc. 22 369  40 23 High Points Learni 51
733 s Inc. d/b/a M.O.R.E 

portunities for Remedi
) Learning Center 

3 152  5 3 Inquiring Mind 15
(Multiple Op ation 
and Enrichment

734 fter School Program 4 172 11 -- International A 7 
735 prises, LLC d/b/a Club Z! 

es (9094) 
1 58 -- -- JA-MAR Enter

toring ServicIn Home Tu
-- 

736  By hand d/b/a Kultivati  
nds 

4 9 1 2 4 Krafts Ma
Brilliant Mi

de ng

738 tials, Inc. 3 108 3 -- Learning Essen 4 
739 rst Educational Service 4 100 3 4 5 Learning Fi s, 

Inc. 
740 tions Tutorial Lab, In 1 89 3 -- Learning Solu c. 3 
741 tional, Inc. d/b/a 2 2 -- 2 Link Systems Interna

Net Tutor™ 
-- 

742 , LLC d/b/a Clu ! 
ing (4098) 

1 215  1 1 Lowfruit Enterprises bZ
In-Home Tutor

57

744  Learning Center 5 68 12 -- Math Doctor 7 
745 tional Services, Inc. d/b/a 

g Center of Cartersville 
1 77 12 1 MGP Educa

Sylvan Learnin
(8267) 

9 

747 /a A+ Grades Up 3 57 9 -- OPOK, Inc. d/b 9 
749 nd, INC. d/b/a PRI Youth 

nstitute 
1 49 4 1 Project Rebou

Development I
2 

750 ommunity Redevelopment 
 Saint Paul Leadership 

1 20 -- 1 Pryor Road C
Corporation d/b/a

-- 

Academy 
751 1 13 -- -- Raising Expectations Inc. -- 
754 ng, And Arithmetic 

e 
2 83 12 1  Reading, Writi 12 

Tutorial Servic
756 es d/b/a Academic -- -- 1 -- Skion Enterpris 1 

Coaches Tutoring 
757 llas, Inc. d/b/a 

ts (7742) 
1 1 -- -- SmartKids 1-Da

n
-- 

KnowledgePoi
758 rning Systems, Inc. /a 

enter (5345) 
2 348 25 1 Southeast Lea d/b 34 

Sylvan Learning C
760 g Center (Ace It!) 

296) 
1 7 -- -- Sylvan Learnin

2
-- 

Buckhead (
761  Tu g, 1 134 8 21 1 Sylvan Learning Center Ace It!

Austell (5725) 
torin

763  America 5 229 15 3 The Fabric of 5 
764 al Achievement Cente

 DBA Sylvan Learnin
van On-Line, Augusta, 
) 

3 158 23 3 The Person r of 25 
Augusta, Inc. g 
Center and Syl

85Georgia (19
765 es, Inc. d/b/a Sylvan

r (7801) 
2 34 2 1 TMG Enterpris

Learning Cente
 2 

  



          

SES 
Code 

SES Provider Name Director 
Surveys 

Number of 
Students 
Served * 

Parent 
Surveys 

Student 
Surveys 

Provider 
Surveys 

766 Tower Educational Consulti 6 150 24 -- ng Group 26 
767 Tutor Management Enterprises

! In-Home Tutoring Service 
1 199 39 , LLC 23 1 

d/b/a Club Z
(5811) 

768 3 115 9 20 4  Tutor Zone, LLC 
769 7 33 2 7  Tutorial Services 3 
770 sign 1 55 13 1 Tutoring By De 14 
773 nc. 1 4 -- -- 1 Zena's House, I
-- Missing -- -- 8 -- Provider Code 5 
 TOTAL 386 9,754  1,198 237 1,201

 
*Source: Director surveys. Some Directors recorded all students wit ract, however some of 

ontracts did n receive services

 

h a cont
the students with c
 

ot . 

  



          

 Director Survey: Statewide Results 

Spring 2007 

umber of surveys completed by school system directors: 
 
N= 386

 

 
 
N  

umber of Providers represented by surveys is 97 

36   
 
Total number of students reported on surveys as being served by SES providers in 2006-07: 
 
 

9,8

N

 

 
ES Director Survey Questions Strongly 

Agree 
Disa gly 

Disagree 
S Agree gree Stron No 

Response 
1. The provider responds to requests to 
participate in district fairs, town halls, and SE
related parent meetings. 
 

 59.6% 
29 

7.5% 
15 

3.9% 
4

1.0% S-
108 

28.0%
230  

2. prov
timely man
 

92 
23.8% 53.4% 

55 
14.2% 

29 
7.5% 1.0% 

3. The provider develops goals for each student 
re g s
 

87 
2.5% 67.1% 

21 
5.4% 

10 
2.6% 

4. The prov scription of 
ho ch s e ured. 
 

87 
22.5% 

245 
 

36 
9.3% 

8 10 
2.6% 

5.  prov ogress 
reports for 
 

93 
24.1% 62.4% 

32 
8.3% 

10 
2.6% 2.6% 

6. The provider submits invoices only for 
services rendered. 
 

115 
29.8% 

234 
60.6% 

16 
4.1% 

13 
3.4% 

8 
2.1% 

7. The prov ervices 
re d in
 

87 
22.5% 

216 
56.0% 

46 
11.9% 

27 
7.0% 

10 
2

8. The provider is easy to contact. 
 
 

119 
30.8% 

208 
53.9% 

37 
9.6% 

16 
4.1% 1.6% 

9. The provider works collaboratively with the 
district to resolve any issues that arise. 
 

111 
28.8% 

225 
58.3% 

28 
7.3% 

15 
3.9% 

7 

10. Overall, this provider offers quality 
instructional services to students. 
 

86 
22.3% 

244 
63.2% 

29 
7.5% 

13 
3.4% 

14 
3.6% 

11 erall  wo
this provide
 

28.0% 52.6% 
41 

10.6% 
24 

6.2% 2.6% 

12. I would ider 
co e of e rgia. 
 

101 
26.2% 

215 32 
8.3% 

27 11 

 The ider begins serving students in a 
ner. 

206 4 

ceivin ervices. 

ider furnishes a written de

2
259 9 

2.3% 

w ea tudent's progress will be m as 63.5% 2.1% 

The ider submits monthly pr
each student. 

241 10 

ider submits invoices for s
 a timely manner. ndere .6% 

6 

1.8% 

. Ov , it is easy for our LEA to
r. 

 recommend that this prov
fering SES to students in G

rk with 108 203 10 

ntinu o 55.7% 7.0% 2.8% 

 
 
 

  



          

SES Director Yes 
Resp

 Survey Questions No No 
onse 

13. Have you conducted an on-site SES 
monitoring visit with this provider during the 
2006-07 school year? 
 

147 8 
2.1% 38.1% 

231 
59.8% 

14 ve y  
in tion g the 
20 7 sc
 

138 
35.8% 

8 
2.1% 

. Ha
struc

ou observed this provider’s
as part of your monitoring durin

06-0 hool year? 

240 
62.2% 

 
Survey ins response to #14 is "Yes", please also respond to the following 
items.”  Ho ho did not mark “yes” for #14 responded to the following 
qu ons n ho provided a response, regardless of esponse t
#1
 
 ngly 

Agree 
A Disagre rongly 

Disagree 

tructions said “If your 
wever, some directors w

esti .  The data includes anyo e w  their r o 
4. 

Stro gree e St

15  pro e e 
LE nstr = 1

. The
A’s i

vider’s instruction reinfor
uctional program.            N

c s th
15  

 
.2% 7

11 
7.3% 

2 26 
17

112 
4.2% 1.3% 

16  pro am  
aligne  wit lum
Georgia Pe N=150

. The
d

vider's instructional progr
h the Quality Core Curricu
rformance Standards.       

 is
 and 

 
 

69.3% 
10 

6.7% 
5 

3.3% 

17. The pro ram is 
appropriate nglish 
profici ncy

31 
20.7% 

104 

vider's instructional prog
 for students with limited E

, if applicable.      N=94e  
 

18 
19.1% 

70 
74.5% 

5 
5.3% 

1 
1.1% 

18  pro
instru tion es 
(students w pplicable.   
N

. The
c

vider offers appropriate
for students with disabiliti
ith an IEP or 504 plan), if a

 SES 

=89 
 

76.4% 
7 

7.9% 
-- 

19. The pro plan for 
ea tude   N=15

14 
15.7% 

68 

vider develops a learning 
ch s nt.                              5 

 

30 
.4% 

112 
7

11 
7.1% 

2 
1.3% 

20  pro ivid ized 
for each stu

19 2.3% 

. The vider's instruction is ind
dent.                       N=155

ual
 

 
16.8% 72.9% 

14 
9.0% 

2 
1.3% 

21  pro nforc ent to 
each stude

26 113 

. The vider gives positive rei
nt.                       N=149

em
 

 
21.5% 74.5% 

6 
4.0% 

-- 

22 e pro ack to 
ea tude =1

32 111 

. Th vider gives ongoing feedb
ch s nt.                                N 50 

 

32 
.3% 

110 
7

7 
4.7% 

1 
0.7% 

23. Provide re 
appropriate  N=152

21 3.3% 

r’s instructional materials a
 for student skill levels.      

 

28 
.4% 

112 
7

7 
4.6% 

5 
3.3% 18 3.7% 

 
C ents f  surveomm  were included on 167 o the ys. 

 
 

  



          

Director Survey: 
SES Provider Survey Completion and Monitoring by School Districts 

 
School District  Number of 

Provider 
ys 
e by 

Distri

Number of 
Providers 

Monitored* 

Percent  
Monitored 

Number of 
Providers 

Completing 
Survey for

chool Distr

Surve
Complet d 

ct 
 

S ict**
Butts Coun 6 0 0.0% 4 ty  
Columbia C 0 0.0% 2 
D  Cou  0 0.0% -- 
D oun 0 0.0% 4 
Emanuel C  0 0.0% 1 
Fr n Co 7 0 0.0% 5 
Gordon Co 3 0 0.0% 3 
Grady Cou 0 0.0% 2 
H unty 7 0 0.0% 8 
Haralson C 3 0 0.0% 2 
Irw oun  0 0.0% 2 
Je on C  0 0.0% -- 
Liberty Cou 2 0 0.0% 2 
Marietta Ci  0 0.0% 4 
Pe  Cit 0 0.0% -- 
St t Co 1 0 0.0% -- 
Va ta C  0 0.0% 1 
W Cou 0 0.0% 1 
D  Co 26 3 11.5% 18 
Douglas Co  1 12.5% 3 
Terrell Cou 7 1 14.3% 4 
Clayton Co  3 18.8% 4 
Ba  Cou 5 1 20.0% 3 
Muscogee 5 1 20.0% 5 
Ne n Co  2 20.0% 4 
Sumter Co 5 1 20.0% 2 
Colquitt Co  1 25.0% 2 
Jo n C 4 1 25.0% 3 
Washingto 1 25.0% 4 
G tt C  5 27.8% 13 
Baldwin Co 2 28.6% 6 
D erty 3 1 33.3% -- 
Fulton Cou  5 33.3% 9 
Long Coun  1 33.3% 3 
Richmond  5 38.5% 11 
Br  Cou 2 40.0% 2 
Early Coun 4 40.0% 4 
Clarke Cou 13 6 46.2% 7 
Ben Hill Co 1 50.0% 1 
Bryan Cou  1 50.0% -- 
Calh n C  1 50.0% 1 

ounty  3 
odge nty  1

6 ooly C ty  
ounty  1

ankli unty  
unty  
nty 5 

all Co   
ounty  
ty  4in C

ffers ounty  3
nty  
ty Schools 5

lham y Schools 1 
ewar unty  

ity  3ldos
orth nty 2 
eKalb unty  

unty  8
nty  
unty  16

rtow nty  
County  
unty  10wto
unty  
unty  4

hnso ounty  
n County  4 

18winne ounty  
unty  7 

ough County  
nty  15
ty  3
County  13

ooks nty 5 
10 ty 

nty  
unty  2 

2nty  
ounty  2ou

  



          

School District  Numb f 
Provider 
Surveys 

Completed by 
District 

Number of 
Providers 

Monitored* 

Percent  
Monitored 

Numbe
Provide

Comple
Survey for 

School District**

er o r of 
rs 

ting 

C oun 1 50.0% 1 risp C ty  2 
D City 1 50.0% 2 
Ef am  1 50.0% 2 
Gilmer Cou  1 50.0% 2 
W oun 2 50.0% 2 
W ld C 1 50.0% 2 
C  Co 5 55.6% 4 
Chath m C 14 8 57.1% 12 
Meriwether 7 4 57.1% 3 
Bibb Count 17 10 58.8% 9 
Mitchell Co 5 3 60.0% 4 
C rd 3 2 66.7% -- 
Macon Cou  2 66.7% 2 
Ta Cou 3 2 66.7% 2 
Cobb Coun  12 70.6% 10 
At  Pub 20 90.9% 12 
Griffin-Spal 10 10 100.0% 9 
Han ck C  1 100.0% 1 
Ja n Co 6 100.0% 3 
Rome City  2 100.0% -- 
Talbot Cou 1 100.0% 1 
Taliaferro C  1 100.0% 1 
Thomaston 1 1 100.0% 1 
System no   2 
To 86 % 237 

ublin  Schools 2 
fingh County  2

nty  2
are C ty  4 
hitfie ounty  2 

9 oweta
a

unty  
ounty  
 County  
y  
unty  

rawfo
nty  3

ylor nty  
ty  17

22 lanta lic Schools 
ding 
ounty  1co

ckso unty  6 
Schools 2

1 nty  
ounty  1
-Upson Cnty  
t named  

tal 3  147 38.1
 
* Numbers o r su Q13. Have y nducted an te SES 
mo ring g -07 ol year? 
 
** School s ntified by two providers submitting surveys. 

 based on “yes” respon
visit with this provider durin

se t  directo
 the 2006

rvey 
scho

ou co  on-si
nito

ystem was not clearly ide

  



          

Director Survey: Scores by Category and SES Provider  
(Percent Agree and Strongly Agree) 

 
The score is the average percentage of those who answered either “strongly agree” or “agree” 
on the items in the category. 
 
Only resp s to Q14 (Have you observed this provider’s instruction as 
pa  you 2 6-07 sc ear?) are included in the ring Resu
category.  Also, responses of “Does not Apply” and a no response to monitoring questions are 
not includ
 

ondents who answered ye
g the rt of r monitoring durin

ed in the results. 

00 hool y Monito lts 

SES 
Pr r ovide

Code 

SES Provider Name N Com tion munica
& In on teracti
with School 

S  ystem
(5 q ns) uestio

 

Compliance/ 
S  

Satis n  (3 factio
ervice

Delivery 
(4 q ns) uestio

 

qu s) estion
 

Mo g nitorin
Re (9 sults 
questions) 

 

110       2 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 Assets Learning Center 
114 1 80.0 100.0 100.0 no data Ava H. White Tutorials         
117 

  
3 86.7 83.3 77.8 no data Back To Basics, Inc. d/b/a 

Club Z! (3505)                    
120 Beacon of Hope, Inc. 

(BOH)                                   
1 80.0 25.0 33.3 44.4 

126 1 20.0 0.0 0.0 no data BridgeHaven, Inc. d/b/a 
BridgeHaven Reading 
Clinic and Tutorial Service   

127 Bryan County Schools         1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
134 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Savannah Education 

Services, Inc. d/b/a Club 
Z! In-Home Tutoring             

139 Jaxco Services, Inc. d/b/a 
Club Z In-Home Tutoring 
(6377)                                   

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 no data 

143 Communities in Schools 
of Fitzgerald-Ben Hill 
County, Inc.                          

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 

149 Computer Synectics Inc.      2 90.0 87.5 100.0 100.0 
160 Education and Guidance 

Services                               
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 

166 0.0 100.0 no data Enlighten, Inc. d/b/a 1 100.0 10
Reading, Phonics, Math 
and More.                             

170 

Centers of Albany, 
     

no data Florida Learning Centers, 8 
Inc. d/b/a Sylvan Learning 

82.5 68.8 79.2 

Valdosta and Tifton         
172 .8 58.3 no data Get Smart 4 85.0 68
176 

Development Corp., Inc. 

McCalep Academic 
rial Program"                 

100.0 100.0 Green Forest Community 1 100.0 100.0 

"The Greenforest-

Tuto
178 Hampton L Daughtry 1 100.0 100.0 

Elementary School               
100.0 no data 

180 75.0 High Achievers                     8 60.0 53.1 37.5 
181 

d/b/a Huntington Learning 
77.8 Merrick Investments, LLC 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

  



          

SES 
Provider 

Code 

SES Provider Name N Communication Compliance/ Satisfaction  (3 Monitoring 
Results (9 & Interaction Service questions) 

with School 
System 

(5 questions) 
 

Delivery 
(4 questions) 

 questions) 
 

 

Center                                  
190 Kelley Lake Elementary 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

School                                  
194 0 no data Laureate Training Center     1 100.0 50.0 100.
200 0.0 88.9 Loving Hands 2 90.0 87.5 10

Development Corporation 
d/b/a Loving Hands After-
school Program                    

202 Mainly Math                          2 90.0 100.0 100.0 no data 
221 Reading Success, Inc.         1 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 
222 Royce Learning Center, 

Inc d/b/a Royce Learning 
Center                                  

3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

237 Georgia Learning Centers, 
Inc. d/b/a Sylvan Learning 
Center                                  

2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

238 Charles Scott Enterprises, 
Inc. d/b/a Sylvan Learning 
Center (7457)                       

2 100.0 100.0 100.0 no data 

240 Tara Heights Enterprises, 
Inc. d/b/a Sylvan Learning 
Center: Atlanta Suburbs 
(9196)                                   

4 100.0 100.0 100.0 66.7 

242 Sylvan Learning Center, 
Jonesboro (2296)                 

1 80.0 50.0 66.7 no data 

244 SUPA Learning Centers, 
Inc. d/b/a Sylvan Learning 
Center of Rome (4466)        

4 100.0 100.0 100.0 77.8 

245 Weber Enterprises, Inc. 
d/b/a Vidalia Sylvan 
Learning Center                   

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 no data 

250 Teach Them to Read, 
Inc.!                                      

3 53.3 50.0 55.6 66.7 

251 Tennis in the 'Hood, Inc. 
After-School Learning 
Center                                  

2 100.0 75.0 100.0 no data 

254 The Phoenix Center for 
Reading and Language 
Development, Inc.                

1 100.0 50.0 100.0 no data 

265 Youth Empowerment 
Project, Inc.                          

3 86.7 75.0 66.7 85.2 

501 A to Z In-Home Tutoring 
LLC d/b/a A to Z In-Home 
Tutoring (6598)                    

39 85.1 89.7 82.9 98.1 

503 Acadamia.net, Inc.               8 72.5 68.8 75.0 no data 
507 Achieve Results Tutorial 

and Educational 
Consulting, LLC                   

6 56.7 70.8 55.6 93.5 

515 BAWTYC, Inc. Tutorial 
Services                               

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 no data 

525 Brainfuse (a division of 
The Trustforte 
Corporation) d/b/a/ 
Brainfuse One-to-One 

13 84.6 75.0 84.6 88.9 

  



          

SES 
Provider 

Code 

SES Provider Name N Communication 
& Interaction 
with School 

System 
(5 questions) 

 

Compliance/ 
Service 
Delivery 

(4 questions) 
 

Satisfaction  (3 
questions) 

 

Monitoring 
Results (9 
questions) 

 

Tutoring                                
546 80.0 Community Reach Inc.         8 71.9 62.5 84.4 
561 

Education 2020 Virtual 
83.3  E2020, Inc. d/b/a 6 

Tutor                                     

83.3 83.3 no data 

563 Educational Access 4 100
Center                                  

.0 100.0 100.0 94.4 

564 Educational Enterprises, 10 70.0 60.0 56.7 89.8 
Inc.                                       

604 Math & Reading Wizards 
(off

11 
ered through The 

National Lighthouse 

67.3 75.0 69.7 

Foundation)                          

79.8 

609 Next Level Educational 
Programs, LL

5 
C d/b/a Next 

92.0 100.0 

Level Learning                     

90.0 94.4 

613 Pathways of Learning          1 100.0 100.0   100.0 no data
617 Pinnochio Palace, Inc. A 1 100.0 100.0 100.0  

Place Where "Knows" 
Grow                                    

no data

662  91. University Instructors, Inc.    15 90.7 88.3 1 99.0 
701 21st Century Community 

Learning Centers                 
1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

702 Above Average Tutoring 2 
Service                                 

50.0 50.0 50.0  no data

703 Academic Associates 
Reading Center, 

2 90.
LLC           

0 100.0 100.0 66.7 

704 Academic Coaches, LLC 
d/b/a Club Z! In-Home 
Tutoring (8604)                    

2 100.0 100.0 100.0 77.8 

706 Applied Scholastics 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
International d/b/a/ 
Applied Scholastics              

77.8 

707 ATS Educational 32 
Consulting Services -- 
Project Success                   

91.9 95.3 95.8 100.0 

708 Best Education and 
Sports Today, Inc. 

1 60.0 25.0 33.3 

(B.E.S.T.)                             

33.3 

709 Blandy Hills Elementary 
School                                  

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

710 Bright Futures Learning 
Center                                  

25 96.8 95.0 93.3  96.7

713 Catapult Online                    2 50.0 33.3  75.0 no data
714 Club Z! Inc. (0709)               7 65.7  57.1  78.6 81.5
715 Club Z! In-Home Tutoring 

Service (7952)                      
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 

717 Communities In Schools 
of Laurens County, Inc. 
d/b/a The L.O.F.T Tee

1 10

n 
Center                                  

0.0  100.0 100.0 100.0  

720 De'Jour Success 
Achievers, Inc.                     

3 66.7 41.7 33.3 0.0 

  



          

SES 
Provider 

Code 

SES Provider Name N Communication 
& Interaction 
with School 

System 
(5 questions) 

 

Compliance/ 
Service 
Delivery 

(4 questions) 
 

Satisfaction  (3 
questions) 

 

Monitoring 
Results (9 
questions) 

 

724 eProgress Academy             1 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0
725 FitWit                                    1 100.0 100.0 100.0 66.7 
728 Graham Consulting Group   6 83.3 83.3 77.8 88.9 
729 GSFA Florida, Inc.               1 80.0 0 100.0 100.0 100.
730 Harvest Advantage, Inc.       1 100.0  100.0  100.0 no data
731 High Points Learning, Inc.    22 83.6 86.4 87.9 100.0 
733 Inquiring Minds Inc. d/b/a 

M.O.R.E (Multiple 
Opportunities for 
Remediation and 

Center               

3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Enrichment) Learning 

734 International After School 4 75.0 75.0 75.0 100.0 
Program                               

735 JA-M
d/b/a C

AR Enterprises, LLC 1 100.
lub Z! In Home 

toring Services (9094)      

0 100.0 100.0 no data 

Tu
736 Krafts Made By hand 

d/b/a Kultivating Brilliant 
Minds                                   

4 90.0 100.0 100.0 77.8 

738 Learning Essentials, Inc.      3 50.0 55.6 94.4 66.7 
739 Learning First Ed

Services, Inc.      
ucational 
                 

4 95.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

740 Learning Solutions 
c.                  

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Tutorial Lab, In

741 Link Systems 
International, Inc. d/b/a 
Net Tutor™                          

2 77.8 70.0 62.5 50.0 

742 Lowfruit Enterprises, LLC 
bZ! In-Home 

utoring (4098)                    

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 no data 
d/b/a Clu
T

744 Math Doctor Learning 
Center                                  

5 100.0 84.0 80.0 80.0 

745 MGP Educational 
Services, Inc. d/b/a Sylvan 

1 100.0 10

Lear
Car

nin
ters 6        

0.0 100.0 100.0 

g Center of 
ville (82 7)         

747 OPOK, I /a A
Grades Up                

3 66.7 33.3 0.0 no data nc. d/b + 
            

749 Project R nd, IN
h 

opm nstitut     

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 no data ebou C. 
d/b/a PRI Yout
Devel ent I e      

750 Pryor Road Community 
Redevelopment 
Corporation d/b/a Saint 
Paul Leadership Academy   

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 77.8 

751 Raising Expectations Inc.     1 100.0 100.0 100.0 77.8 
754 Reading, Writing, And 

Arithmetic Tutorial Service   
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

756 Skion Enterprises d/b/a 
Academic Coaches 
Tutoring 

-- no data no data no data no data 

  



          

SES 
Provider 

Code 

SES Prov eider Nam  N Communication 
& Interaction 
with School 

System 
(5 questions) 

 

Compliance/ 
Service 
Delivery 

(4 questions) 
 

Satisfaction  (3 
questions) 

 

Monitoring 
Results (9 
questions) 

 

757 SmartKids 1-Dallas, Inc. 
d/b/a Knowledge ts 
(7742)                                 

 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Poin

  

1 100.0 

758 Southeast Learnin
Systems, Inc. d/b/a Sylvan 
Learning Center (5345)        

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 g 2 

760 Sylvan Learnin er 
(Ace It!) Buckh 296)

1 0.0 50.0 0.0 no data g Cent
ead (2     

761 Sylvan Learnin er 
Ace It! Tutoring, Austell 
(5725)                            

 100.0 66.7 33.3 g Cent

       

1 100.0 

763 The Fabric of America         76.0 80.0 40.0 68.9   5
764 The Personal 

Achievement Center of 
Augusta, Inc. DB lvan 
Learning Center 

an On-Line, Augusta, 
a (1985)  

 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 

A Sy
and 

Sylv
Georgi

3

765 TMG Enterprises, Inc. 2 80.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning 
Center (7801)                       

766 Tower Educational 
Consulting Group                 

6 100.0 100.0 88.9 no data 

767 Tutor Manage nt 
Enterprises, /b/a 
Club Z! In-H utoring 
Service (581              

 1 .0 75.0 no data me
 LLC d
ome T
1)         

1 00 100.0 

768 Tutor Zone,                  0 100.0 100.0 LLC   3 100. 100.0 
769 Tutorial Serv                  100.0 100.0 ices   7 91.4 100.0 
770 Tutoring By Design              1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
773 Zena's House, Inc.               1 .0 100.0 100.0 no data  100

 
Communication & Interaction with ol S  

1. The provider responds to re sts to participate in district fairs, town halls, and SES-related 

 submits invoice nly fo s rendered. 
 The provider submits invoi or se  rendered in a timely manner. 

he provider is easy to cont  
he provider works collaboratively wit  district to resolve any issues that arise. 

ervice Delivery  
provider begins serving students in a timely manner. 

3. The provider develops goals for each student receiving services. 
4. The provider furnishes a written description of how each student's progress will be measured. 
5. The provider submits monthly progress reports for each student. 
 

10. Overall, this provider offers quality instructional services to students. 
11. Overall, it is easy for our LEA to work with this provider. 
12. I would recommend that this provider continue offering SES to students in Georgia. 
 

Scho ystem
que

parent meetings. 
6. The provider s o r service
7. ces f rvices
8. T
9. T

act.
h the

 
Compliance/ S

2. The 

Satisfaction   

  



          

Monitoring Resul
15. The provider’
16. The provider's instruction lity Core Curriculum and Georgia 

ficiency, if applicable.      
18. The provider offers appropriate SES instruction for students with disabilities (students with an 
IEP or 504 
19. The provider develops a learning plan for each s              
20. The provider's instruction is individualized for ea .              
21. The provider gives positive reinforcement to e                 
22. The provider gives ongoing feedback to each stu                           

3. P riate for student skill levels.     
 
 

ts 
s instruction  program.           reinforces the LEA’s instructional

al program is aligned with the Qua
Performance Standards.        
17. The provider's instructional program is appropriate for students with limited English 
pro

plan), if applicable.     
tudent.    
ch student

               
        

ach student.        
dent.     

2 rovider’s instructional materials are approp

  



          

Parent Survey: atewide Results  
Spring 2007 

 
 
Number o
 

 
N= 1,201

 St

f Parents Completing Surveys   

 
 S Yes No Not 

Sure 
No Reports/ 

Does Not 
Apply 

o 
Response 

ES Parent Survey Questions N

 
 

Did you w school 
year? 
 

216 
18.0% 

732 
60.9% 

94 
7.8% 

 159 
13.2% 

ork with the same provider last 

1.  Did the pr hild’s 
learning n
s ns? 
 

901 
75.0% 

212 
17.7% 

53 
4.4% 

 35 
2.9% 

2.  Did you se ing 
plan for yo
 

817 
68.0% 

0 
21.6% 

85 
7.1% 

 39 
3.2% 

3.  D vider give you regular reports abou
your child’s work? 
 

897 
74.7% 

1 
19.2% 

33 
2.7% 

 40 
3.3% 

4.  A ese nd? 
     

796 
88.7% 

 25 
2.8% 

10 
1.1% 

5.  H you 
q ons 
 

881 
73.4% 6% 

41 
3.4% 

 
% 

6.  H you  abo
your child’
 

886 
73.8% 

3 
20.2% 

27 
2.2% 

 5 
3.7% 

7.  Are the se
child? 
 

955 
79.5% 

3 
% 

94 
7.8% 

 9 
% 

8.  Is it easy to re-schedule sessions when your 
child has m  
 

696 
58.0% 

2 
% 

133 
11.1%

201 
16.7% 

 
% 

9.  Do you thi g 
a good job
 

960 
79.9% 

81 
6.7% 

122 
10.2%

 38 
% 

10.  If you cou
provider a
 

936 
77.9% 

108 
% 

122 
10.2%

 35 
2.9% 

11.  H ur c
improved 
 

836 
69.6% 

3 
7% 

170 
14.2%

 2 
% 

12.  Have your
since work
 

834 
69.4% % 

144 
12.0%

 
% 

13.  H your  
w g w
 

724 
60.3% 2% 

135 
11.2%

166 
13.8% % 

ovider talk with you about your c
eeds before beginning the tutoring 

essio

e a copy of the provider’s learn
ur child? 

26

oes the pro t 23

re th
        

reports easy for you to understa
       n= 897 (‘yes’ responses to Q.3)     

58
6.5% 

8 
0.9% 

ave been able to ask the provider 
uesti about your child’s lessons? 

235 
19.

44 
3.7

ave been able to talk to the provider
s progress? 

ut 24 4

ssions the right length of time for your 10
8.6

4
4.1

issed one for good reasons?

nk your child’s tutor/instructor is doin

11
9.3  

59
4.9

?  3.2

ld, would you send your child to this 
gain? 9.0  

as yo hild’s attitude towards school 
since working with this provider? 

 child’s grades in school improved 

15
12.  

4
3.5

ing with this provider? 

 child’s reading skills improved since

168 
14.0  

55 
4.6

ave 
orkin ith this provider? 

122 
10.  

54 
4.5

  



          

 SES Parent Survey Questions Yes No Not 
Sure 

No Reports/ 
Does Not 

Apply 

No 
ponse Res

14.  Have your child’s math skills improved since 
working with this provider? 
 

791 
65.9% 

150 
12.5% 

116 
9.7% 

88 
7.3% 

 
4.7% 

56

15.  Overall, ar  
provider’s
 

942 
78.4%

113 
 

98 
8.2%

 48 
4.0% 

16.  O ll, ha
your child?
 

980 
81.6% 

 
% 

81 
6.7% 

  
% 

e you satisfied with the quality of this
 services to your child?  9.4%  

vera s this been a good experience for 
 

85
7.1

55
4.6

 
 

 Math Reading Language 
Arts 

No 
Response 

Subjec hic
instruct

669 
55.7% 

327 
27.2% .2% 

 
Other S ts a
Subjects  (*n=3

ts in w
ion. 

h child receives after- school SES 844 
70.3% 

147 
12

ubjec nd Subject Combinations Identified 
1) #

compr on ehensi 2
compu
CRCT 
GHSGT, writing 1
science 6
scienc  social studies 10
singing 1
Spanish 1
Spanis chno 2
social s  
writing

ter 1
1

 and science 

e and

h, Te logy 
studie 5
 1

* Not every p  listed other subjects 
 

Child’s Gender 

arent who marked “other” actually

      #      % 
Male 579 48.2 
Femal
No Response 

e 600 50.0 
22 1.8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



          

Child’s Grade         #      % School Level % 
Kindergarten 49 4.1
1st  54 4.5
2nd  
3rd  
4th  
5th  

leme ry (K-5th) 
.8% of Total 

6th  

56 4.7
50 4.2

E
25

57 4.7
44 3.7

276 23.0

nta

7th  
8th  

S ool (6th -

9th  2

249 20.7 Middle 

218 18.2
61.9% of Total 

ch 8th) 

38 3.
10th  
11th 26 2.2
12th

chool (9th-12th) 
10.2% of Total 

No Response

47 3.9 High S
  
  12 1.0

 25 2.1

 
Doe ld h  spec  educa chool? 
Is English th
 
 

s chi ave a disability and/or receive
e child’s native language? 

ial tion at s

Disability Special Education English 
 # % # % # % 
Yes 21 917 76.4 
No 4 247 20.6 
No Response 43 3.6 37 3.1 
 
 
What best de %

160 13.3 
9

3 17.7 
995 82.8 

 46 3.8 
5 78.7 

scribes the child? #

Black 719 59.9
White 98 8.2
Asian/Pacific
Hispanic 23.
Multi-racial .
Native Ameri 0.4
No Response .1

 Islander 13 1.1
278

2
1

27
can 5
 61 5

2

 
 
386 %) y prov omment 
 

58 (21.5%) of the parents completed a Spanish version of the survey 

 (32.1 of the parents responding to the surve ided a c

2

  



          

Parent Survey: Scores by Category and SES Provider 

” on the survey items in the 

(Percent Yes Responses) 
 
The score is the average percentage of those who answered “yes
category. 
 

Provider 
Code 

SES Provider Name N Compliance/ 
Service 
Delivery 

(6 questions) 
% Yes 

Satisfaction  (6 
questions) 

% Yes 

Impact 
(4 

questions) 
% Yes 

110 Assets Learning Center                   17 58.8 62.7 48.9 
114 Ava H. White Tutorials                     4 62.5 79.2 93.8 
117 Back To Basics, Inc. d/b/a Club 40 75.4 72.1

Z! (3505)                                         
 69.3 

120 Beacon of Hope, Inc. (BOH)            -- no data no data no data 
126 BridgeHaven, Inc. d/b/a -- no data no data 

BridgeHaven Reading Clinic and 
Tutorial Service                               

no data 

127 Bryan County Schools                     -- no data no data no data 
134 Savannah Education Services, 7 97.6 

Inc. d/b/a Club Z! In-Home 
Tutoring                                           

95.2 77.4 

139 Jaxco Services, Inc. d/b/a Club Z 
In-Home Tutoring (6377)                 

6 91.7 94.4 82.5 

143 Communities in Schools of 
Fitzgerald-Ben Hill County, Inc.       

5 50.0 60.0 73.8 

149 Computer Synectics Inc.                 4 10.0 45.8 75.0 
160 Education and Guidance 

Services                                           
-- no data no data no data 

166 Enlighten, Inc. d/b/a Reading, 
Phonics, Math and More.                

-- no data no data no data 

170 Florida Learning Centers, Inc. 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning Centers of 
Albany, Valdosta and Tifton            

12 56.9 52.8 53.5 

172 Get Smart 2 50.0 66.7 87.5 
176 Green Forest Community 

Development Corp., Inc. "The 
Greenforest-McCalep Academic 
Tutorial Program"                       

19 64.0 70.2 65.8 

178 Hampton L Daughtry Elementary 
School                                             

2 50.0 50.0 50.0 

180 High Achievers                                18 25.9 28.7 25.6 
181 Merrick Investments, LLC d/b/a 

Huntington Learning Center            
1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

190 Kelley Lake Elementary School       153 68.6 80.5 83.6 
194 Laureate Training Center                1 0.0 20.0 no data 
200 Loving Hands Development 

Corporation d/b/a Loving Hands 
After-school Program                      

-- no data no data no data 

202 Mainly Math                                     2 66.7 75.0 62.5 
221 Reading Success, Inc.                     -- no data no data no data 

  



          

Provider 
Code 

SES Provider Name N Compliance/ 
Service 
Delivery 

(6 questions) 
% Yes 

Satisfaction  (6 
questions) 

% Yes 

Impact 
(4 

questions) 
% Yes 

222 
Royce Learning Center                   

41.7 62.5 61.2 Royce Learning Center, Inc d/b/a 8 

237 Georgia Learning Centers, Inc. 
      

16 90.6 92.7 76.3 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning Center    

238 1 83.3 50.0 100.0 Charles Scott Enterprises, Inc. 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning Center 
(7457)                                              

240 Tara Heights Enterprises, Inc. 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning Center: 
Atlanta Suburbs (9196)                   

13 70.5 70.5 65.8 

242 Sylvan Learning Center, 22 89.4 82.6 64.3 
Jonesboro (2296)                            

244 SUPA Learning Centers, Inc. 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning ter of Cen

10  95.0 83.8 100.0

Rome (4466)                                   
245 Weber Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a 

Vidalia Sylvan Learning Center       
2 91.7 100.0 62.5 

250 Teach Them to Read, Inc.!              -- ta no data no dano da ta 
251 Tennis in the 'Hood, fte

rnin
Inc. A r-

School Lea g Center                   
1  83.3 100.0 100.0

254 The Phoenix Center for Reading 
and Language Development, Inc.   

2 0.0 8.3 no data 

265 Youth Empowerment Project, Inc.   6 77.8 66.7 46.7 
501 A to Z In-Home Tutoring LLC 

d/b/a A to Z In-Home Tutoring 
(6598)                                              

107  80.7 78.9 78.5

503 Acadamia.net, Inc.                           12 45.8 70.8 83.9 
507 Achieve Results Tuto nd 

l Co
rial a

Educationa nsulting, LLC           
22 66.7 71.9 66.7 

515 BAWTYC, Inc. Tutorial Services     1 0.0 no da80.0 ta 
525 Brainfuse (a division of The 10 

Trustforte Corporation) d/b/a/ 
Brainfuse One-to-One Tutoring       

83.3 66.4 80.0 

546 Community Reach Inc.                    10 70.0 6365.0 .8 
561 E2020, Inc. d/b/a Education 2020

Virtual Tutor                                  
 
   

1  25.0 no data 20.0

563 21Educational Access Center              54.8 49.2 61.9 
564 Educational Enterprises, Inc.           12 65.3 76.4 70.4 
604 Math & Reading Wizards (offered 

through The National Lighthouse 
Foundation)                                     

22 56.1 63.6 49.9 

609 Next Level Educational 
Programs, LLC d/b/a Next Level 
Learning                                          

2 100.0 83.3 83.3 

613 Pathways of Learning                      4 70.8 70.8 43.8 
617 Pinocchio Palace, Inc. A Place 

Where "Knows" Grow                      
3 50.0 61.1 58.3 

662 University Instructors, Inc.              33 77.8 82.3 79.9 

  



          

Provider 
Code 

SES Provider Name N Compliance/ 
Service 
Delivery 

(6 questions) 
% Yes 

Satisfaction  (6 
questions) 

% Yes 

Impact 
(4 

questions) 
% Yes 

701 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers                           

2 10.0 25.0 no data 
  

702 Above Average Tutoring Service     -- no data no data no data 
703 Academic Associates Readin

Center, LLC                                  
1 100.0 100.0 100.0 g 

   
704 Academic Coaches, LLC d/b/

b Z! In-Home Tutoring (8604)    
13 87.2 89.7 80.3 a 

Clu
706 App

d/b/a/ Applied Sc
lied Scholastics International 

holastics          
-- no data no data no data 

    
707 ATS Educa

Services -- 
tional Consulting
Project Success      

29 81.6 73.6 65.3  
       

708 Best Education and Sports 
day, Inc. (B.E.S.T.)                 

5 76.7 60.0 50.0 
To      

709 Blandy Hills Elementary Scho       18 100.0 88.0 87.5 ol
710 Bright Futures Learning Center       26 69.9 72.4 58.7 
713 Catapult Online                             10 31.7 83.3 57.5    
714 Club Z! Inc. (0709)                        10 91.7 90.0 87.5    
715 Club Z! In-Home Tutoring Service 

                                        
44 95.8 92.4 87.3 

(7952)     
717 Communities In Schools of 

Laurens County, Inc. d/b/a The 
.T Teen Center                       

-- no data no data no data 

L.O.F
720 De'Jour Success Achievers, Inc.     16 65.6 72.9 68.3 
724 eProgress Academy                        1 50.0 80.0 100.0 
725 FitWit                                               3 72.2 83.3 75.0 
728 Grah nsulting Group  71.0 81.4 70.1 am Co             35 
729 GSFA Florida, Inc.                  no data no data no data          -- 
730 Harves antage, Inc.              70.0 66.7 78.8 t Adv     5 
731 High Po ear nc.           73.9 78.1 73.8 ints L ning, I     51 
733 Inquirin ds Inc. d/b/a 

M.O.R.E (Multiple Opportunities 
for Remediation and Enrichment) 
Learning nter       

15 50.0 71.1 80.4 g Min

 Ce         
734 Internatio l After School 

Program                                 
45.2 85.7 85.7 na

          
7 

735 JA-MAR rpris LC d/b/a 
Club Z! In Home Tutoring 

vice 4)                    

-- no data no data no data  Ente es, L

Ser s (909            
736 Krafts M  h /a 

Kultivating Brilliant Minds                
1 100.0 100.0 100.0 ade By and d/b

738 Learning tials                 4 12.5 12.5 no data Essen , Inc. 
739 Learning First Educa l 

Services, Inc.                                  
3 77.8 61.1 75.0 tiona

740 Learning Solutions Tutorial Lab, 
Inc.                                                   

3 72.2 44.4 41.7 

741 Link Systems International, Inc. 
d/b/a Net Tutor™                             

-- no data no data no data 

  



          

Provider SES Provider Name N Compliance/ 
Code Service 

Delivery 
(6 questions) 

% Yes 

Satisfaction  (6 
questions) 

% Yes 

Impact 
(4 

questions) 
% Yes 

742 Lowfruit Enterprises, /b/a 
ClubZ! In e Tuto 098)     

7 78.1 78.2 LLC d
ring (4-Hom

57 8.1 

744 Math Do earning    92.9 85.7 89.3 ctor L  Center       7 
745 MGP Educational Se

d/b/a Sylvan Learning Center of 
Cartersville (8267)                           

100 88.9 84.5 rvices, Inc. 9 .0 

747 OPOK, Inc. d/b/a A+ Grades Up      44.4 55.6 66.7 9
749 Project Rebound, INC. d/b/a PRI 

tituteYouth Development Ins            
83.3 62.5 2 75.0 

750 Pryor Road Community 
Redevelopment Corpora  d/b/a 
Saint Paul Leadership Ac my     

 no data no data no data 
tion
ade

--

751 Raising Expectations Inc.               no data no data no data   --
754 Reading, Writing, And Arithmetic 

orial Service                             
 62.5 72.2 70.4 

Tut   
12

756 
C
Skion Enterprises d/b/a Academic 

oaches Tutoring 
100.0 100.0 1 66.7 

757 SmartKids 1-Dallas, Inc. d/b/a 
KnowledgePoints (7742)                 

-- no data no data no data 

758 Southeast Learning Systems, Inc. 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning Center 
(5345)                                              

34 70.6 77.0 72.8 

760 Sylvan Learning Center (Ace It!) 
Buckhead (2296)                             

-- no data no data no data 

761 Sylvan Learning Center Ace It! 
Tutoring, Austell (5725)                   

8 97.9 97.9 77.7 

763 The Fabric of America                     5 53.3 56.7 32.5 
764 The Personal Achievement 

Center of Augusta, Inc. DBA 
Sylvan Learning Center and 
Sylvan On-Line, Augusta, 
Georgia (1985)  

25 91.3 85.3 75.7 

765 TMG Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a 
Sylvan Learning Center (7801)       

2 100.0 100.0 62.5 

766 Tower Educational Consulting 
Group                                              

24 92.4 88.2 73.4 

767 Tutor Management Enterprises, 
LLC d/b/a Club Z! In-Home 
Tutoring Service (5811)                   

39 67.9 72.6 67.2 

768 Tutor Zone, LLC                              9 64.8 68.5 56.0 
769 Tutorial Services                              3 66.7 61.1 83.3 
770 Tutoring By Design                          14 76.2 71.4 59.9 
773 Zena's House, Inc.                           -- no data no data no data 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  



          

Compliance/ Se
1.  Did the provider talk ’s learning needs before be g   
essions? 

e a copy of the provider’s learning plan for your child 
3.  Does the provider give you regular reports about your child’s work? 

reports easy for you to understand? 
.  Have you been able to ask the provider questions about your child’s lessons? 

6. u been rovider about ress
 

Satisfaction 
7.  Are the sessions the right length of time for your child? 
8.  Is it easy to re-sche our child has mi ne for good reasons? 
9.  Do you thi s doing a go
10.  cou ide in? 
15.  Overall, a  ices to your child? 
16.  all, h e r your c

 
Impact  
11.  Has your l i proved sin ng with this provider? 
12.  Have you o d since working with this provider? 
13.  you ed nce work th this provider
14.  Have you ce working with this provider? 
 

 
 
 
 
 

rvice Delivery  
with you about your child ginning the tutorin

s
2.  Did you se

4.  Are these 
5

  Have yo  able to talk to the p  your child’s prog ? 

dule sessions when y
nk your child’s tutor/instructor i

ssed o
od job? 

If you ld, would you send your child to this prov
re you satisfied with the quality

r aga
of this provider’s 
 fo

serv
hild? Over as this been a good experienc

 child’s attitude towards schoo m
ve

ce worki
r child’s grades in school impr

 Have r child’s reading skills improv
r child’s math skills improved sin

 si ing wi ? 

  



          

Student Su y: Statewide Results 
Spring 2007 

 

N pleting Surveys  
 

N= 1,198

rve

 
umber of Students Com

 
 

 
 

SE  Not Sure No 
ponse

S Student Survey Questions Yes No 
Res

Did you work hool year? 
  

151 
.6% 

537 
44.

58 
4.8% 

452 
.7% 

 with the same provider last sc
12 8% 37

1. e in  nning 
after-scho  
  

29 122 
10.2% 

122 
10.2% 

25 

2. e in r a -
school le  

6 
67.3% 

1
16.3% 

172 
14.4% 

 
2.1% 

3. e in ere 
?   

       

8 
6% 

1
11

56 
4.7% 

 
1% 

4. Have you roved since you 
started af

7 
69.9% 

1
14.4% 

170 
14.2% 

19 
1.6% 

5. Do you lik ou started 
scho   

    
.8% 

300 
25.

187 
15.6% 

31 
6% 

6. ou fe
 sinc o   
 

.4% 
144 

12.
128 

10.7% 
23 
9% 

7. ou fi ce you 
d after-school lessons?  3% 

218 
18.

158 
13.2% 

28 
3% 

8. ou th b?
            84.6% 

74 
6.2% 

86 
7.2% 

25 
2.1% 

9.  cou
stru   

    

54 
% 

17
14

144 
12.0% 

26 
% 

10. his b u
      

98 
.3% 

8
6.7

101 
8.4% 

19 
6% 

Did th structor give you a test befo
ol lessons?   

      

re begi 9
77.5% 2.1% 

Did th structor share a plan for you
ssons with you?   

      

fter

  
Did th

80 95 25

structor tell you how well you w
doing     

97
81.

39 
.6% 

25
2.

r grades in school imp
ter-school lessons?  

            
e going to school more since y

83 72 

after- ol lessons?  
      

el more confident about your school 

680 
56 0% 2.

Do y
work e you started after-school less ns?
         

nd your school work easier sin

903 
75 0% 1.

Do y
starte
   
Do y

         
ink the instructor did a good jo

794 
66. 2% 2.

 1,013 

If you ld, would you like to get more help from 
the in ctor?   

      

8
71.3

4 
.5% 2.2

Has t een a good experience for yo ? 
       

9
83

0 
% 1.

 
 

 Math Reading Language 
Arts 

No 
Response 

Subjects in w hool 
SES ucti

934 
78.0% 

664 
55.4% 

435 63 
 

 
 
 
 
 

hich child receives after- sc
 instr on. 36.3% 5.3%

  



          

 
 
Other Subjects and Subject Combinations Identified
 
Subjects (*n=57) #

 

Algebra II 1
Biol ll S 1
Biology, Worl 1
Chemistry 1
Geo  1
Georgia Histo 1
Hist cien 1
Science 10
Scie Soc
Scie Stud 1
Social Studie
Math/Internati 1
Spanish 1
Spa  Te
Spa hys
Spelling 1
Writ nd S 1
All areas, as 2
SOS 1
Alternative School 1

ogy, A ubjects 
d History 

metry
ry 

ory, S ce 

nce, ial Studies 16
nce, y Skills 

s 12
onal After School 

nish & chnology 2
nish/P ical Science 1

ing a cience 
needed 

* Not every st a  listed other subjects 
 
 

Child rade l Level

udent who marked “other” actu lly

’s G          #      % Schoo  % 
6th  370 30.9 
7th  
8th  

le School (6
,039 

9th  
10th  
11th  
12th  

 
h School (9th-12th) 

143 
.9% 

No Response 

342 28.5 
327 27.3 

48 4.0 
51 4.3 
31

Hig

Midd th- 8th) 
1
86.7% 

2.6 
13 1.1 

11

16 1.3 

 
Gend f Cher o ild       #      % 
Male 592 49.4 
Female 586 
No Response 

48.9 
20 1.7 

 
 
 
 

  



          

 
Does child have a disability?  Is English the child’s native language? 

 
 Disability English 
 # % # % 
Yes 127 1,050 87.6 
No    116 9.7 
No Response       32 2.7 
 
 

What best de %

10.6 
851 71.0 
220 18.4

scribes the child? #
Black 892 74.5
Hisp 8.5
White 97 8.1
Multi-racial 3.5
Asian ific I 1.4
Native Americ 0.7
No Response 40 3.3

anic 102

42
/Pac slander 17

an 8

 

  



          

 Students Survey: Scores by Category and SES Provider 

s in  

(Percent Yes Responses) 
 

e urvey em heThe score is the average percentage of those who answered “yes” on th s it  t
category. 
 

Provider 
Code 

SES Provider Name N Compliance/ 
Service Delivery 

(3 questions) 
% es  Y

Sa titisfac on  
 (3 io quest ns) 

% Yes 

I t mpac
(4 que ) stions

% Yes 

110 Assets Learning Center              17 64.7 66.7 54.4 
114 Ava H. White Tutorials                -- no data no data no data 
117 Back To Basics, Inc. d/b/a 35 74.3  64.3 

Club Z! (3505)                             
69.5

120 Beacon of Hope, Inc. (BOH)   -- no data no data no data     
126 BridgeHaven, Inc. d/b/a 

BridgeHaven Reading Clinic 
and Tutorial Service                    

-- no data no data no data 

127 Bryan County Schools                4 33.3 66.7 50.0 
134 Savannah Education Services, 

Inc. d/b/a Club Z! In-Home 
Tutoring                                      

8 95.8 87.5 81.3 

139 Jaxco Services, Inc. d/b/a 
Club Z In-Home Tutoring 
(6377)                                         

5 100.0 100.0 75.0 

143 Communities in Schools of 
Fitzgerald-Ben Hill County, 
Inc.                                              

38 56.1 73.7 64.5 

149 Computer Synectics Inc.             4 58.3 100.0 75.0 
160 Education and Guidance 

Services                                      
7 90.5 95.2 75.0 

166 Enlighten, Inc. d/b/a Reading, 
Phonics, Math and More.            

-- no data no data no data 

170 Florida Learning Centers, Inc. 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning Centers 
of Albany, Valdosta and Tifton    

7 42.9 66.7 39.3 

172 Get Smart 2 33.3 66.7 50.0 
176 Green Forest Community 

Development Corp., Inc. "The 
Greenforest-McCalep 
Academic Tutorial Program"       

16 75.0 83.3 70.3 

178 Hampton L Daughtry 
Elementary School                      

2 33.3 50.0 50.0 

180 High Achievers                           33 55.6 61.6 40.2 
181 Merrick Investments, LLC 

d/b/a Huntington Learning 
Center                                         

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

190 Kelley Lake Elementary 
School                                         

125 71.2 83.2 68.2 

194 Laureate Training Center            -- no data no data no data 
200 Loving Hands Development 

Corporation d/b/a Loving 
Hands After-school Program      

2 66.7 100.0 50.0 

202 Mainly Math                                1 66.7 100.0 75.0 
221 Reading Success, Inc.                2 100.0 100.0 75.0 
222 Royce Learning Center, Inc 

d/b/a Royce Learning Center      
11 51.5 69.7 63.6 

  



          

Provider 
Code 

SES Provider Name N Compliance/ Satisfaction  
Service Delivery  (3 questions) 

% Y(3 questions) 
% Yes 

es 

Impact 
(4 questions) 

% Yes 

237 Georgia Learning Centers, 
Inc. d/b/a Sylvan Learning 
Center                                         

-- no data no data no data 

238 Charles Scott Enterprises, Inc. 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning Center 

   

-- no data no data no data 

(7457)                                      
2  9 70 61.1 40 Tara Heights Enterprises, Inc.

d/b/a Sylvan Learning Center: 
Atlanta Suburbs (9196)               

.4 70.4 

242 Sylvan Learning Center, 
Jonesboro (2296)                       

19 78 71.1 .9 78.9 

244 SUPA Learning Centers, Inc. 
d/b/a Sylvan Learning Center 
of Rome (4466)                          

10 96.7 93.3 92.5 

245 Weber Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a 
Vidalia Sylvan Learning 
Center                                         

-- no data no da no data ta 

250 Teach Them to Read, Inc.!         -- no data no da no data ta 
251 Tennis in the 'Hood, Inc. After-

School Learning Center        
1

      
 10100.0 0.0 100.0 

254 The Phoenix Center for 
Reading and Language 
Development, I

1 

nc.                       

10 100.0 75.0 0.0 

265 Youth Empowerment Project, 
Inc.                                              

6 61.1 83.3 62.5 

501 A to Z In-Home Tutoring LLC 95 
d/b/a A to Z In-Home Tutoring 
(6598)                                         

83.9 71.1 86.7 

503 Acadamia.net, Inc.                      12 44 63.9 79.2 .4  
507 Achieve Results Tutorial and 

Educational Consulting, LLC      
17 66.7 63.2 62.7 

515 BAWTYC, Inc. Tutorial 
Services                                      

1 10 66.7 25.0 0.0 

525 Brainfuse (a division of The 
Trustforte Corporation) d/b/a/ 
Brainfuse One-to-One 
Tutoring                                

11 90.9 81.8 63.6 

546 Community Reach Inc.              12 77 72.2 66.7 .8 
561 E2020, Inc. d/b/a Education 

2020 Virtual Tutor                       
-- n o d  data o data n ata no

563 Educational Access Center        11 42 39.4 34.1 .4  
564 Educational Enterprises, Inc.      32 70.8 88.5 71.9 
604 Math & Reading Wizards 

(offered through The National 
     

58 62.1 81.0 70.7 

Lighthouse Foundation)         
609 Next Level Educational 

Programs, LLC d/b/a Next 
Level Learning                            

4 75.0 81.3 100.0 

613 Pathways of Learning                 3 77.8 44.4 25.0 
617 Pinocchio Palace, Inc. A Place 

Where "Knows" G
2 

row                 
50.0 50.0 66.7  

662 University Instructors, Inc.          22 83 72.7 54.5 .3 
701 21st Century Community 

Lea
-- 

rning Centers                        
n o  datao data n data no  

  



          

Provider 
Code 

SES Provider Name N Compliance/ 
Servic ry e Delive

(3 que s) stion
% Yes 

Satisfaction  
 (3 questions) 

% Yes 

Impact 
(4 questions) 

% Yes 

702 Above Average Tutoring 
Service                                        

-- n no d  datao data ata no  

703 Academic Associates Reading 
Center, LLC                                

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

704 Academic Coaches, LLC d/b/a 19 89.5 77.2 69.7 
Club Z! In-Home Tutoring 
(8604)                                         

706 Applied Scholastics 
International d/b/a/ Applied 

--  d no data  

Scholastics                                 

no ata  no data

707 ATS Educational Consulting 
Services -- Project Success        

30 75.6 83.3  70.8

708 Best Education and Sports 
Today, Inc. (B.E.S.T.)                 

5 86.7 86.7 65.0 

709 Blandy Hills Elementary 
School                                         

14 81.0 81.0 71.4 

710 Bright Futures Learning 
Center                                         

28 71 72.6 67.9 .4 

713 Catapult Online                           10 763.3 6.7 60.0 
714 Club Z! Inc. (0709)                      7 10 95.2 67.9 0.0  
715 Club Z! In-Home Tutoring 

Service (7952)           
88 

                 
90.9 94.3 83.0 

717 Communities In Schools of -- no data no data no data 
Laurens County, Inc. d/b/a 
The L.O.F.T Teen Center           

720 De'Jour Success Achievers, 
In

16 
c.                                              

87.5 81.3 79.7 

724 eProgress Academy                   1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
725 FitWit                                           3 77.8 88.9 58.3 
728 Graham Consulting Group          33 85.9 89.9 69.7 
729 GSFA Florida, Inc.                      -- no data no data no data 
730 Harvest Advantage, Inc.             -- no data  data no data no
731 High Points Learning, Inc.           40 71.7 80.0 63.8 
733 Inquiring Minds Inc. d/b/a 

M.O.R.E (Multiple 
Opportunities for Remediation 
and Enrichment) Learning 
Center               

5 6 100.0 65.0 0.0 

734 International After School 
Program                                      

11 60.6 97.0 77.3 

735 JA-MAR Enterprises, LLC -- no data no data no data 
d/b/a Club Z! In Home 
Tutoring Services (9094)            

736 Krafts Made By hand d/b/a 
Kultivating Brilliant Mi

2 
nds            

83.3 0.0 83.3 10

738 Learning Essentials, Inc.            3 55 66.7 58.3 .6  
739 Learning First Educational 

Services, Inc.                              
4 100.0 75.0 100.0 

740 Learning Solutions Tutorial 
Lab, Inc.                                      

3 77.8 66.7 50.0 

741 Link Systems International, -- 
Inc. d/b/a Net Tutor™                 

no data no data no data 

  



          

  

Provider 
Code 

SES Provider Name N Compliance/ 
Service Delivery 

(3 questions) 
% Yes 

Satisfaction  
 (3 questions) 

% Yes 

Impact 
(4 questions) 

% Yes 

742 Lowfruit Enterprises, LLC 
d/b/a ClubZ! In-Home Tutoring 
(4098)                                         

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

744 Math Doctor Learning Center     12 86.1 91.7 68.8 
745 MGP Educational Services, 

Inc. d/b/a Sylvan Learning 
Center of Cartersville (8267)      

12 66.7 63.9 58.3 

747 OPOK, Inc. d/b/a A+ Grades 
Up                                               

9 70.4 63.0 58.3 

749 Project Rebound, INC. d/b/a 
PRI Youth Development 
Institute                                       

4 100.0 100.0 50.0 

750 Pryor Road Community 
Redevelopment Corporation 
d/b/a Saint Paul Leadership 
Academy                                     

-- no data no data no data 

751 Raising Expectations Inc.           -- no data no data no data 
754 Reading, Writing, And 

Arithmetic Tutorial Service          
12 75.0 86.1 75.0 

756 Skion Enterprises d/b/a 
Academic Coaches Tutoring 

1 33.3 0.0 0.0 

757 SmartKids 1-Dallas, Inc. d/b/a 
KnowledgePoints (7742)            

-- no data no data no data 

758 Southeast Learning Systems, 
Inc. d/b/a Sylvan Learning 
Center (5345)                             

25 77.3 76.0 67.0 

760 Sylvan Learning Center (Ace 
It!) Buckhead (2296)                   

-- no data no data no data 

761 Sylvan Learning Center Ace It! 
Tutoring, Austell (5725)              

21 76.2 73.0 45.2 

763 The Fabric of America                15 71.1 77.8 66.7 
764 The Personal Achievement 

Center of Augusta, Inc. DBA 
Sylvan Learning Center and 
Sylvan On-Line, Augusta, 
Georgia (1985)  

23 89.9 87.0 73.9 

765 TMG Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a 
Sylvan Learning Center (7801)   

2 100.0 100.0 25.0 

766 Tower Educational Consulting 
Group                                          

26 87.2 84.6 71.2 

767 Tutor Management 
Enterprises, LLC d/b/a Club Z! 
In-Home Tutoring Service 
(5811)                                         

23 72.5 75.4 54.3 

768 Tutor Zone, LLC                          20 80.0 56.7 56.3 
769 Tutorial Services                         2 33.3 50.0 50.0 
770 Tutoring By Design                     13 84.6 89.7 75.0 
773 Zena's House, Inc.                      -- no data no data no data 

 
Eight student surveys did not have the SES Provider identified. 
 
 
 



          

  

Impact 
4.  Have your grades in school improved since you started after-school lessons?           
5.  Do you like going to school more since you started after-school lessons?         
6.  Do you feel more confident about your school work since you started after-school lessons       
7.  Do you find your school work easier since you started after-school lessons?       
       
Compliance/ Service Delivery 
1.  Did the instructor give you a test before beginning after-school lessons?         
2.  Did the instructor share a plan for your after-school lessons with you?         
3.  Did the instructor tell you how well you were doing?  
 
Satisfaction 
8.  Do you think the instructor did a good job?             
9.  If you could, would you like to get more help from the instructor?            
10.  Has this been a good experience for you?              
             
 



          

  

 
SES Provider Survey: Statewide Results 

 Spring 2007 
 
 
Number of surveys completed by SES Providers: 

 
N= 237 

 
 

SES Provider Survey Questions 1 year 2 
years 

3 years 4 
years 

5 
years 

No 
Response 

1. How long has your organization provided 
SES for this school system? 

162 
68.4% 

22 
9.3% 

21 
8.9% 

16 
6.8% 

15 
6.3% 

1 
0.4% 

 
 
 Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
No 

Response 
2. The school system invites me to participate in 
SES-related fairs, town halls, and parent meetings. 
 

69 
29.1% 

139 
58.6% 

20 
8.4% 

8 
3.4% 

1 
0.4% 

3. The school system allows me to market my 
services to parents and students. 
 

57 
24.1% 

144 
60.8% 

29 
12.2% 

6 
2.5% 

1 
0.4% 

4. The school system treats all providers in an 
equitable and fair manner. 
 

69 
29.1% 

144 
60.8% 

14 
5.9% 

5 
2.1% 

5 
2.1% 

5. The school system provides me with a complete 
list of students whose parents have selected my 
services. 
 

92 
38.8% 

134 
56.5% 

10 
4.2% 

1 
0.4% 

-- 

 6. The school system has a clear policy regarding 
SES providers’ access to school facilities. 
 

74 
31.2% 

121 
51.1% 

36 
15.2% 

2 
0.8% 

4 
1.7% 

 7. The school system allows me to provide 
services in their schools and/ or facilities. 
 

45 
19.0% 

109 
46.0% 

47 
19.8% 

21 
8.9% 

15 
6.3% 

 8. The school system enters into a contract with 
me in a timely manner. 
 

68 
28.7% 

154 
65.0% 

7 
3.0% 

7 
3.0% 

1 
0.4% 

 9. The SES contract clearly outlines my 
obligations. 
 

87 
36.7% 

137 
57.8% 

9 
3.8% 

4 
1.7% 

-- 

10. The school system provides me with 
achievement data for each student with whom I 
have contracted to provide services. 
 

37 
15.6% 

104 
43.9% 

70 
29.5% 

26 
11.0% 

-- 

11. The school system’s administrative 
requirements are efficient and not unduly 
burdensome. 
 

54 
22.8% 

143 
60.3% 

27 
11.4% 

12 
5.1% 

1 
0.4% 

 12. The school system processes payment for 
services in a timely manner. 
 

65 
27.4% 

146 
61.6% 

14 
5.9% 

10 
4.2% 

2 
0.8% 

 13. School system personnel coordinating SES are 
easy to contact. 
 

85 
35.9% 

117 
49.4% 

28 
11.8% 

5 
2.1% 

2 
0.8% 



          

  

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

 14. The school system works collaboratively with 
providers to resolve any issues that arise. 
 

79 
33.3% 

135 
57.0% 

16 
6.8% 

5 
2.1% 

2 
0.8% 

 
 Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
Does Not 

Apply 
No 

Response 

15. The school system handles complaints 
about SES providers in an appropriate 
manner. 
 

53 
22.4% 

112 
47.3%

6 
2.5% 

6 
2.5% 

52 
21.9% 

8 
3.4% 

 16. The school system handles complaints 
about SES providers in a timely manner. 
 

52 
21.9% 

113 
47.7%

4 
1.7% 

5 
2.1% 

55 
23.2% 

8 
3.4% 

 
 Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
No 

Response 
17. The school system has regular meetings with 
SES providers. 
 

33 
13.9% 

112 
47.3% 

73 
30.8% 

17 
7.2% 

2 
0.8% 

18. The school system does a good job providing 
parents with information about SES providers at 
meetings such as open houses. 
 

43 
18.1% 

141 
59.5% 

33 
13.9% 

11 
4.6% 

9 
3.8% 

 19. School system personnel have reviewed our 
SES instructional materials and provided feedback 
as necessary. 
 

35 
14.8% 

127 
53.6% 

63 
26.6% 

11 
4.6% 

1 
0.4% 

 
 Never Once Twice Three or 

more times 
No 

Response 
20. School system personnel have conducted an 
on-site SES monitoring visit during the 2006-07 
school year. 
 

144 
60.8% 

46 
19.4% 

11 
4.6% 

19 
8.0% 

17 
7.2% 

21. School system personnel have observed 
instructors delivering SES to students at my site 
during the 2006-07 school year. 
 

152 
64.1% 

42 
17.7% 

10 
4.2% 

14 
5.9% 

19 
8.0% 

 
 Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
No 

Response 
22. I am satisfied with the level of communication 
between my organization and the school system 
personnel who coordinate SES. 
 

73 
30.8% 

123 
51.9% 

33 
13.9% 

5 
2.1% 

3 
1.3% 

 23. My organization has a good working 
relationship with the school system. 
 

88 
37.1% 

129 
54.4% 

15 
6.3% 

3 
1.3% 

2 
0.8% 

 
Providers included additional comments on 68 surveys 


	Title I Supplemental Educational Services (SES) �Title I Dir
	Georgia Title I Supplemental Educational Services (SES)
	Survey of SES Providers�Spring 2007


