Bilingual Community Council (BCC)
Annual report-back to SFUSD Board of Education

Previous report-backs to the Board of Education were to uphold the August 1992 BCC Mission Statement: The BCC will submit its minutes and recommendations to the Superintendent and the Board of Education. Appointment responsibilities to the council will be to: 
· monitor the activities of programs, 
· act as a liaison committee between the district and the community, 
· maintain regular communication with the Superintendent, 
· report regularly to the Board of Education on program status, 
· and serve as advocates for bilingual education and all English Learners (EL) within the district.
Also, in accordance with the district’s commitment to the Lau Decision and the EL students and parents they serve, a NEW Lau Action Plan was developed for the 2008-09 school year. The BCC has high hopes that this new action plan will ensure a more transparent, concrete, and accurate protocol and timeline for monitoring concerns and recommendations to the Board of Education and the Superintendent.
The BCC will continue to work closely with our designated district staff support person as stated in the NEW Lau Action Plan brochure, page 44, #1-4. We look forward to receiving our annual report on the status and implementation of the Master Plan, learn of the status of the pilot test and training on the Observation Protocol developed by the district in the Fall of 2008, and meet the Internal Oversight Committee (IOC) which was established in the 2008-09 school year to discuss the newly designed implementation measures with the BCC. 
For the 2008-09 school year, the BCC focused on two areas that needed attention and recommendations. These two areas are: Educational Placement Center (EPC) and English Language Advisory Council (ELAC). Initially, we had concerns regarding the process of how EL students were placed in a given program and site (EPC) and the overall involvement and participation of EL parents (ELAC). Both areas are clearly stipulated in the NEW Lau Action Plan.
In April and May of 2009, all BCC members visited various sites with programs that serve EL students and asked targeted questions around EPC and ELAC. Visits ranged from educational centers (MEC, CEC), elementary schools (Monroe, Tenderloin, and Gordon J. Lau), middle (Everett, Visitation Valley, Francisco, James Lick, and *ISA), and high (O’Connell, Thurgood Marshall, Balboa, and *ISA). These are our findings. 
(Report to follow)
Education Placement Center (EPC)
Concerns the BCC have are:
· How are EL students placed at specific sites? Are they always appropriate?
· Are parents aware of the placement process at EPC? What is their familiarity to the process and programs throughout the district?
· Does anyone at site or on staff assess students when they arrive for a specific program? This is to ensure sites and principals can determine whether students are placed appropriately.

· How are inappropriate placements handled? How are these children supported when placed inappropriately (e.g. enough resources)?

All sites that were visited had a combination of languages. Exemptions were the educational centers which are separated by Chinese/Cantonese (CEC) and Spanish (MEC). Examples of the variety of languages in these 13 sites were: Chinese/Cantonese and Mandarin, Vietnamese, Samoan, Russian, Arabic, Spanish, and Tagalog. Collectively, we found many sites had little problems with student placements. A few exceptions were noted regarding placements of minority languages, such as Arabic in a school without appropriate support. Other concerns at certain sites were what to do with the most newly-arrived students where a newcomer program was not in place. Centers like MEC and CEC, schools like Gordon J. Lau Elementary, Everett and Francisco Middle Schools are designated as “newcomer centers.” Even with newcomer programs in place at these sites, some inappropriate placements like Mandarin speakers placed at Everett Middle School, for example needed reassessment. Others schools without a newcomer program were also receiving newcomer students without adequate support. 
Another concern was when site’s received little if any information like transcripts and records of a student’s academic history from EPC. This happened regularly, especially with newly arrived students who were placed at non-newcomer sites.
Parents who knew or were aware of the placement process and what EPC does was mixed. Some parents and principals praised EPC for their efforts to communicate with them in a timely fashion. Other sites raised some concerns with EPC when their (EPC’s) assessment test doesn’t fully match the sites. A few sites have taken it upon themselves to re-assess students when they arrive. Also, because some sites must receive students throughout the year (especially at the middle and high school level), appropriate classes and equal access is an issue. A few parents and principals did want EPC staff to be better trained when it came to counseling parents of their options as well as professional courtesy. 
Overall concerns:
EPC should have better trained staff. They should also make sure an appropriate program is in place at a given site AND that space for a newly arrived student exists. More outreach should be done with parents and site counselors.
English Learners Advisory Council (ELAC)

Concerns the BCC have are:

· How active is the ELAC at a given site? Who sits on the council and how are they chosen/elected?

· Are there plans on activating one or strengthening the existing one?

· Do ELACs work with a site’s School Site Council (SSC)? Are budgets and the district’s Balanced Scorecard shared with the ELAC?
· What, if any types of training do ELAC parents receive? 

· Are site ELACs connected to DELAC?

· What other ways do sites attempt to reach out to EL parents besides the ELAC? Are there exceptional models of this type of outreach?
Again, different site’s had different responses to our ELAC concerns. Many ELACs, especially at the educational centers and elementary schools were adequate. A couple of sites had no functioning ELAC whatsoever. Most had ELACs with a dominant language, either Cantonese or Spanish and very few parents of a minority language were involved in ELAC. More involved parents of ELAC are also members of DELAC and a few also elected members on their School Site Council (SSC). Some ELACs were actively involved in developing their Balanced Scorecard, others did not know what it was. Budgets were not shared with a few ELACs unless a request was made. Stronger ELACs would address the principal in writing for specific information. Most principals would work collaboratively with their ELACs. 

Interestingly, Francisco, Everett, and James Lick Middle Schools have very involved ELAC parents. The involvement starts to wane in the high schools. At some high schools, both ELACs and SSCs are combined at one monthly meeting. 
At a few sites, parents were trained to better understand their roles as EL parents and ELAC. Further parent/student activities, i.e. creating a multilingual newsletter, camping fieldtrips, fundraising, etc. attracts more parent participation. However, some parents expressed a need for more training, i.e. curriculum development, breakdown of various programs (dual immersion vs bilingual), study skills and strategies to assist their child with homework.

The most positive and effective method to increase parent participation at a number of sites was their Parent Liaison. Some schools had one parent liaison specifically for EL parents: Everett, Visitation Valley, and James Lick Middle Schools, Balboa and O’Connell High Schools. This gravely reflects how important it is to keep middle school and high school parents actively involved in their child’s education. All schools could use more parent liaisons and bilingual paraprofessionals who work directly with EL parents.
