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HCOE Hosts CRSPA Summer Leadership Institute
By Rosie Slentz, Integrated Learning Specialist, Humboldt County Office of Education

From August 2-4, 2018, Humboldt County Office of Education
(HCOE) hosted the Summer Leadership Institute of the California
Rural Superintendent/Principal’s Academy (CRSPA). This cohort
of 27 administrators from small rural school districts took a break
to travel to Eureka and kick-off a year of professional learning and
collaboration in one of the first programs designed specifically for
Superintendent/Principals.
These administrators from 12 counties across California came together
to engage with each other and guest facilitators about special
education, parent engagement, school finance, and leadership. The
Summer Institute will be followed with monthly coaching sessions
and cohort meetings, providing opportunities for more collaboration
and deep dives into the issues that impact their students.
CRSPA is coordinated through the Humboldt County Office of
Education in partnership with the Small School Districts’ Association
(SSDA).

				10

Superintendent/Principals
cruise Humboldt Bay with
SSDA’s Executive Director
Debra Pearson.

Superintendent/
Principal Blaine Sigler of
Cuddeback School savors
CRSPA’s offerings.

Applications for CRSPA Cohort 2 will be available on my.hcoe.net in
December.

Participants are grouped into three coaching groups for a year of
remote and onsite support

A competitive session of EDU Breakout highlighted group skills
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Upcoming SSDA Events

2018-2019

Negotiations Training Series
Sacramento ~ Mon., September 24, 2018
Sacramento ~ Mon., December 3, 2018
Sacramento ~ Mon., February 11, 2019
Sacramento ~ Mon., April 8, 2019

Board Trainings
Sacramento ~ Sat., December 8, 2018
San Diego ~ Sat., January 12, 2019
Visalia ~ Sat., January 19, 2019
Merced ~ Sat., January 26, 2019

Regional Meetings
Siskiyou ~ Tues., October 2, 2018
Humboldt ~ Wed., October 3, 2018
Stanislaus ~ Mon., October 8, 2018
Southern CA ~ Fri., October 12, 2018

Workplace Investigations Workshops
Sacramento ~ Thurs., October 25, 2018
Sacramento ~ Mon., March 4, 2019

2019 Annual Conference
Sacramento ~ March 31-April 2, 2019

REGISTER ONLINE @ WWW.SSDA.ORG
For more information, call (916) 622-7213 or email corrie@ssda.org
SSDA
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Initiatives: What Will and Won’t Be
On the Ballot in November
Caitlin Jung
Legislative Counsel
Capitol Advisors Group

Following the June deadline to
qualify for the November 6th
ballot, only 12 of the many initiatives that were initially submitted to the Secretary of State
for potential signature circulation officially qualified. While none of these measures are
directly aimed at schools, unlike the November 2016 election which saw both Prop. 51 (school facilities bond) and
Prop. 55 (Prop. 30 extension) on the ballot, there are still a
number of measures that could have an effect on schools if
passed by the voters. And possibly even more interesting
than what will be appearing on the ballot is what won’t be.
Below is an overview of the qualified initiatives that will be
of most interest to schools, as well as a look at why some
measures that looked poised to qualify won’t be found on
the ballot in November.
What Will Be on the Ballot
Of the 12 measures that originally qualified for the November ballot, four could be of particular interest to school folks.
The first initiative Proposition 5, would make changes to
the provision within Proposition 13 that equates a house’s
assessed value to its sales price by allowing a person over
the age of 55, who moves houses within the state, to have
their property tax calculated using a complicated formula
that considers not only the price of the house the person
is buying, but also the sale price of the house the person is
leaving. Prop. 5 is probably the measure that would have
the biggest impact on schools if passed. The Legislative Analyst Office, the nonpartisan office that provides fiscal and
policy information and advice to the Legislature, estimates
that schools and local governments each would probably
lose over $100 million in annual property taxes early on,
growing to about $1 billion per year. Based on this potential
loss of property taxes, Prop. 5 is opposed by CTA and CSBA.
The second initiative, Proposition 6, is backed by members
SSDA

of the California Republican congressional delegation and
gubernatorial candidate John Cox and would repeal the $5
billion-a-year gas tax, and fee increase the Legislature and
Governor Brown approved last year. In anticipation of the repeal making it onto the November ballot, opponents of the
repeal placed Prop. 69 on the ballot in June. The initiative,
which passed with 81% of the vote, requires all gas tax revenue to be spent only on transportation projects. With the
passage of Prop. 69, opponents took away the argument that
the Legislature will raid the gas tax fund for whatever it wants
in hard times, the proponents' strongest argument in favor of
the repeal. As of the start of August, opponents against the
repeal had raised nearly $10 million, compared to the little
over $1 million raised by the proposition’s supporters.
The third initiative, Proposition 7, was placed on the ballot by the Legislature and would repeal the state’s Daylight
Savings Time Act and give the state Legislature the power
to end daylights saving time in the state by a two-thirds
vote. If the initiative passes and the Legislature votes to end
the practice, the change would still be subject to final approval by the federa l government.
The last initiative of interest is Proposition 10, a repeal of
the 1995 Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, which provided that any local rent control passed after February 1995
could only apply to housing built before 1995. This law also
had the effect of freezing in place any rent control ordinances that had been adopted before 1995. By repealing
the Act, cities and counties would then be allowed to adopt
new rent control measures for any housing stock as well as
adjust any existing local rent control laws.
More information on these initiatives, as well as the other
seven that will appear on the November 2018 ballot, can be
found on the Secretary of State’s website at http://www.sos.
ca.gov/elections/ballot-measures/qualified-ballot-measures/.
What Won’t Be on the Ballot
Two Initiatives Pulled after Last-Minute Legislative Compromises.
Last June’s qualification deadline led to some late dramatics
as two initiatives that were already eligible for the ballot and
that would have officially qualified for the ballot at the deadContinued on Page 4
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Initiatives: What Will and Won’t Be
On the Ballot in November
Continued from page 3
line were pulled at the last minute, following compromises
between the initiative proponents and the Legislature. The
Legislature was in a race against time as it had to get the bills
containing the compromises to the Governor’s desk ahead
of the June 28th deadline. Under California law, once a ballot
measure has officially qualified for the ballot, it cannot be removed. Ultimately the compromises passed swiftly through
both houses of the Legislature and to the Governor’s desk
on Thursday, giving the initiative proponents enough time
to withdraw the ballot measures before they qualified.
The first of these measures dealt with the vote threshold
to enact local taxes or fees. The original initiative would
have required a two-thirds majority vote for any locally
imposed tax or fee, including school district parcel taxes,
placed on the ballot by voters. If passed, the initiative would
also have invalidated any local tax imposed in 2018 that did
not pass by at least a two-thirds vote. The initiative was an
attempt by the American Beverage Association (ABA) to
stymie the growing number of cities pushing for local soda
taxes. The compromise, AB 1838, prohibits any new taxes
on groceries, including sodas, until 2030.
Under the deal, cities that already had a soda tax in place at
the start of the year are allowed to keep them, but it does
not allow them to be adjusted or increased. Local government officials reluctantly supported the deal because they
feared the impact on the funding for basic government services if the initiative were to pass, but it was strongly opposed by public health advocates, who have turned to soda
taxes to help combat obesity, diabetes, and heart disease.
When debating the bill, a number of legislators lamented
the apparent “hijacking” and “weaponizing” of the initiative process by the ABA, while others argued that they were
stuck between a rock and a hard place, but that this was the
best alternative given the short time frame.
The second measure pulled was focused on consumer
data privacy. Similar to the proposed initiative, the legislative compromise, AB 375, established sweeping new consumer privacy laws, including giving consumers the right
to know which of their information a business has and the
ability to prohibit companies from selling that information.
SSDA

Additionally, under the new privacy protections, if a data
breach leads to a consumer’s unencrypted information being exposed or stolen, the consumer can sue the company
where the breach occurred. Opponents to the initiative did
not back the deal but admitted that the legislative compromise was slightly preferable since it provides stricter
circumstances under which a consumer can sue than proposed under the initiative. Signed by the Governor on the
day of the qualification deadline, the new privacy protections will kick in on January 1, 2020.
Cal-3 Initiative Pulled by Order of the California Supreme Court
Despite having initially qualified for the November ballot
at the end of June, the measure to divide California into
three states was ultimately pulled by the Supreme Court in
the middle of July. Backed by Silicon Valley venture capitalist Tim Draper, the initiative would have had voters decide
on whether or not the state of California should be divided
into three states: Northern California, Southern California,
and California. Draper, who led an unsuccessful effort to divide California into six separate states back in 2014, cited the
state’s population size and diverse regional economies as reasons for wanting the division, arguing that dividing the state
would lead to a more representative system of government.
Following the Initiative’s qualifying for the ballot, however,
opponents of the measure filed a lawsuit to block the initiative, arguing that the proposal would be a change to the
state constitution and therefore must first be decided by the
Legislature before going to the voters. In its order pulling
the initiative, the California Supreme Court acknowledged
that “significant questions have been raised regarding the
proposition’s validity” and ultimately concluded that “the
potential harm in permitting the measure to remain on the
ballot outweighs the potential harm delaying the proposition to a future election.” Following the order, Draper was
given the opportunity to provide the Court with reasons for
why the lawsuit was unfounded, leaving open the possibility the initiative could appear on a future ballot, but he ultimately chose to not move forward on the case.
A link to the California Supreme Court’s full order can be
found at http://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/ballot-measures/
pdf/prop-9-supreme-court-ruling.pdf.
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A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
Municipal Bond Attorneys

Individual
attention
you deserve.

Knowledge
& experience
you need.

Representing over
200 California School
Districts as Bond and
Disclosure Counsel.

475 Sansome Street, Suite 1700, San Francisco, CA 94111
415.391.5780 tel | 415.276.2088 fax | info@joneshall.com
www.joneshall.com
SSDA
780395_Jones.indd 1
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Dashboard for Alternative Schools on
Track for Inclusion in Fall 2018 Dashboard
Caitlin Jung
Legislative Counsel
Capitol Advisors Group

•
•
•
•

County community
Juvenile court
California education authority, Division of Juvenile Justice
County-run special education schools

Over the past year, the State Board
of Education (SBE) and the California
Department of Education (CDE) have
been developing a modified accountability system for alternative schools, for inclusion in the Fall
2018 Dashboard. As you may remember, when the California School Dashboard was released for its first full operational year in Fall 2017, alternative schools were not included. The SBE directed CDE to develop modified calculation
methods for alternative schools, after concerns were raised
that the state indicators and standards, as developed for
non-alternative schools, would not fairly evaluate the success or progress of alternative schools that serve high-risk
students.

The active list of DASS schools can be found on the CDE’s
website.

Development of the Dashboard Alternative School Status

SBE Approves One-Year Graduation Rate for DASS Schools

Following the SBE’s directive, CDE established the Statewide
Advisory Taskforce on Alternative Education Accountability
to help develop indicators or metrics for alternative schools
for recommendation for inclusion in this year’s Dashboard.
These modified measures make up the Dashboard Alternative School Status (DASS) program.
The DASS will hold alternative schools accountable for
meeting all the same state indicators as required of nonalternative schools, but will use the modified calculation
methods developed by the Taskforce when evaluating a
school’s success and progress in serving its high-risk students. In most cases, the DASS will replace the state’s previous accountability system for alternative schools, the Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM). That system
was often criticized for inappropriately measuring success
in alternative schools, mainly because it heavily relied on
student grade-level assessments.

For those schools that do not automatically qualify for the
DASS, the SBE has also approved an application process for
those alternative schools where 70 percent of the school’s
total unduplicated enrollment is composed of identified
high-risk groups. These groups include:
•
•
•
•
•

For a full list of eligible high-risk groups, click here.
As part of its work to develop modified methods for the
graduation rate and the college/career indicators, the Advisory Taskforce determined that the four-year cohort graduation used for non-alternative schools was not appropriate
for DASS schools, who serve highly mobile and credit-deficient students. It analyzed a series of simulations before
developing the following methodology that was presented
to the SBE for consideration:
Students to be included in the numerator for one-year rates
must meet all of the following requirements:
•

Grade Requirement– A student must be in grade 11 or
12 OR have an adult status in CALPADs OR have an ungraded secondary status in CALPADs.

•

Certificate Requirements– A student must receive a
standard diploma OR receive a high school equivalency
certificate OR receive a special education certificate of
completion OR receive an adult education high school
diploma.

•

Enrollment Days Requirement– A student must be
enrolled in grade 12 for at least 90 consecutive calendar
days, with an enrollment gap of no more than 30 days
OR be a graduate in July, August, or September OR be
an adult, ungraded secondary, Foster Youth, or grade 11
graduates and be enrolled at least 30 consecutive calendar days.

Who Qualifies for the DASS?
There are two ways that a school can qualify for evaluation
through the DASS, rather than the Dashboard. If a school
is one of the types of schools eligible for alternative status
under Education Code 52052(g), the school is automatically
enrolled in the DASS. These school types are:
•
•
•
SSDA

Expelled or suspended students
Recovering dropouts
Habitually truant students
Foster or homeless youth
Students who are credit deficient

Continuation
County or district community day
Opportunity

Continued on page 7
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Dashboard for Alternative Schools on
Track for Inclusion in Fall 2018 Dashboard
Continued from page 6
Students would be included in the denominator for oneyear rates if they are one of the following:
•

Graduates (including summer graduates)

•

Grade 12 non-graduates who have been enrolled for at
least 90 consecutive calendar days between July 1 to
June 30 and did not receive an approved certificated,
dropped out, or transferred to another California school
(but did not show)

At its May 2018 hearing, the Board unanimously approved
the use of a one-year graduation rate for DASS schools with
the above proposed methodology. The methodology also
originally included using an n-size of 15 in order to reflect
that many DASS schools have small enrollments. However,
based on legal concerns regarding using an n-size smaller
than 30, the change in n-size was left out of the methodology. According to SBE staff, an n-size of 15 will be used to
collect data but only those DASS schools with an n-size of
30 or more will receive a color on the Dashboard.

Some stakeholders expressed concern that the use of a
one-year graduation rate could produce the unintended
consequence of more students being transferred to DASS
schools, and that students with exceptional needs could be
at particular risk. In response, CDE committed to monitoring the enrollment of DASS schools and to addressing any
changes in enrollment.
In response to this decision, the CDE send out a letter to
Accountability and DASS coordinators, providing additional information on the One-Year Graduation Rate. This letter
can be found on the CDE’s website.
What’s Next?
Following the May SBE meeting, CDE began consulting
with the Technical Design Group to establish cut scores for
Status and Change and to develop options for the best approach for incorporating the DASS graduation rates at the
LEA level. The CDE will be seeking feedback from stakeholders on the proposed Status and Change cut scores, and
plans to bring the matter before the SBE for consideration
at the next SBE meeting at the beginning of September.

hmhco.com

Dedicated Solutions for
California Small School Districts
We know that a one-size-fits-all learning solution isn't the answer when it comes to
fulfilling the expectations of small school district educators. We can help you reach
your educational goals
CONNECT | find your account executive: bit.ly/YourCalAE

SSDA

Page 7

| call: 800-426-6577

September/October 2018

Good Relationships Make
Good Public Policy
Lee Angela Reid, Partner
Capitol Advisors Group

Many charter schools already utilize these resources to voluntarily provide free and reduced-priced meals to their students
through a variety of settings. Unfortunately, many others do not.

One of the key roles of the Small
School Districts’ Association (SSDA)
is to be actively involved in state and
federal budget and policy issues of
interest to SSDA members. SSDA’s advocacy centers on the goal of ensuring that governmental, legislative or
administrative actions do not impede, but rather support, the
efforts of small school districts.
SSDA works with elected officials to develop their awareness
and understanding of the unique needs of small school districts, to bring to light the work being done by small districts
to ensure that their students are ready to learn every day, and
the challenges often faced in doing so.
SSDA has worked hard to build and strengthen relationships
with other important education stakeholders in order to find
common areas of interest and mutual concerns, and to look
for opportunities to work together rather than against one
another. After all, we all have the same desire -- for California’s
students to be happy, healthy, and have the supports around
them they need to succeed.
One of those opportunities for collaboration arose this year with
Assembly Bill (AB) 1871 authored by Assembly Member Rob Bonta (D-Alameda). If approved by Governor Brown, AB 1871 will require charter schools to provide one nutritionally adequate free
or reduced-priced meal (that qualifies for reimbursement under
the federal child nutrition program regulations) to each eligible
student, each school day, beginning with the 2019-20 school year.
Under current law, all low-income, public school students
must have access to at least one free or low-cost meal each
school day. However, this right does not extend to low income
students in charter schools.
Charter schools were first authorized in California in 1992.
They are publicly funded schools: however, they are exempt
from most of the laws and regulations that govern the state’s
other public schools, including the requirement to provide
their needy students with a meal.
Charter schools are eligible to participate in the federal school
meal programs where participating schools receive federal
funding for each meal served. They can also receive state funding for meals served to low income students. In addition, public
grants and loans are available to charter schools to support the
startup, expansion, and improvement of school meal programs.
SSDA

According to data compiled by California Food Policy Advocates, more than 80,000 California charter school students
who are eligible to receive free or reduced-price school meals
do not have access to those meals. In many cases, they do not
have access to any meals at all.
SSDA supports AB 1871 because it will guarantee that all California public school students have access to nutritious meals,
regardless of where they attend school.
The coalition of supporters for AB 1871 is an extremely diverse
group. The bill sponsors include California Food Policy Advocates (CFPA), the California Teachers Association, the California
State Parent Teacher Association, and the Western Center on
Law and Poverty. Others in favor, in addition to SSDA, include
the Association of California School Administrators and the
California Association of School Business Officials, as well as the
American Heart Association and California Medical Association.
As one might expect with any proposed law that imposes new
requirements, the California Charter Schools Association (CCSA)
has raised several concerns with AB 1871, including capacity,
availability of appropriate facilities, and implementation costs.
SSDA has served as a resource to the bill’s author and sponsors as
they work to respond to CCSA’s concerns. It is widely recognized
that no one is more familiar with the capacity issues that must
be dealt with and obstacles that can be encountered with the
development and maintenance of a school nutrition program for
a small student population, nor more adept at addressing the
multitude of issues that can arise than the members of SSDA.
SSDA’s collaboration with the other stakeholders to support
AB 1871 has led to the bill successfully moving through the
legislative process. SSDA’s relationships at the Capitol allowed
for the voices of members to be heard as the bill was shaped
to meet the needs of California’s students.
AB 1871 has already been approved by the California Assembly and is now before the State Senate for consideration. If the
bill is approved by the Senate as well, it will then be sent to the
Governor for action.
SSDA and the members of the AB 1871 support coalition are
not always on the same side on issues. Each organization has its
own policy perspectives, interests and objectives. That is what
makes looking for opportunities to partner and to share common goals whenever possible so important. Good relationships
lead to good public policy, for our children and for California.
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MMARS™
Multiple Measures Assessment Reporting Service™
How it
Works

Roles

School Board

District Evaluators

Site Administrators

Teachers / Parents

Some
Great
Features
Pre-Built Reports






Batch Reporting

Electronic Report
Delivery

Growth Reports

Customer Support

Ask us for a FREE TRIAL with your data.
30% off SSDA Pricing: $1.75 per student for State Reporting (SBAC, ELPAC, CAA, PFT).
Add your Interim Assessments (iReady Diagnostic, Renaissance STAR, NWEA-MAP, etc.)
See [Reports Gallery] and [Support / Information] at our website.

tech@multiplemeasures.net
SSDA

Data Privacy
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Net Neutrality and Schools:
The Fight for Equal Access to the Net
Barrett Snider
Partner
Capitol Advisors Group

Upon returning from their monthlong summer break for the final
month of the 2018 Legislative Session, California legislators set their sights on tackling one
of the year’s most politically charged issues: enacting statelevel Net Neutrality rules after the Trump Administration
torpedoed the federal rules earlier this year.

Fighting AT&T, Comcast, and Verizon

What is Net Neutrality?
Net neutrality is the idea that internet service providers
(ISPs) are not allowed to play favorites when it comes to
online services or websites. For example, in a net-neutral
infrastructure, ISP-A has to allow all internet traffic to flow
freely over their network, regardless of how big or small a
website or service is, or how much traffic and revenue the
website or service may generate. The same rules would apply to ISP-B, and ISP-C, all the way down the line.
Conversely, non-neutral infrastructures would allow ISPs
to pick and choose who they favor. ISP-A might force small
businesses to pay a surcharge to be granted equal access
to their network. ISP-B might limit the amount of data a
streaming service can use in a one-week period.
Neutrality Fight Back From the Dead
The fight for Net Neutrality in California is somewhat of a
resurrection story. As you may recall, in late June the bill attempting to institute Obama-era Net Neutrality rules in California (SB 822 by Senator Scott Wiener from San Francisco)
was effectively gutted by hostile amendments forced into
the bill by the Assembly Committee on Communications
and Conveyance, chaired by Assembly Member Miguel
Santiago (D - Los Angeles).
While the hostile amendments angered the author and supporters of SB 822, it was the manner by which those amendments were forced into the bill that riled folks even more. At
SSDA

the June hearing, Assembly Member Santiago orchestrated
a committee vote to amend the bill before it was heard, a
move that goes against the spirit of public debate and may
have violated Assembly rules. The ensuing response to Assembly Member Santiago was loud and unexpected. Backers of Net Neutrality initiated intense and effective grassroots lobbying that included billboards in his district and a
strong media campaign. Their efforts worked. Just after the
Legislature’s Summer recess began, Senator Wiener and Assembly Member Santiago held a joint press conference to
announce the bill would be amended to include provisions
that effectively returned the bill to its prior state.

Fighting for Net Neutrality means going up against the
heaviest of hitters. AT&T is routinely the state’s biggest
spender on lobbying activity (including campaign donations and retaining firms to represent their interests), and
the other telecom giants are not far behind. The telecom
companies also rely upon umbrella industry groups, like
the California Cable & Telecommunications Association,
to coordinate attacks/defense on issues of common interest. Combined, these groups have already spent millions to
lobby against Net Neutrality and, according to rumors, will
spend whatever it takes to stop SB 822 from becoming law.
Why Net Neutrality Matters for Small School Districts
California’s schools depend on broadband internet for almost all of their day-to-day activities, including daily classroom instruction, state testing, and administrative functions. For example, the state’s testing system consists of
online adaptive student assessments. If internet service
providers (ISPs) are not subject to Net Neutrality, it is possible they could force schools to pay higher rates just to
maintain the stable internet connection required during
testing windows.
Additionally, fast and reliable internet is quintessential as
students often, and increasingly, use websites like YouTube,
Kahn Academy, and a gaggle of Google products. Without

Page 10

Continued on page 11
September/October 2018

Net Neutrality and Schools:
The Fight for Equal Access to the Net
Continued from page 10
the protections afforded by Net Neutrality, ISPs would be
free to develop pricing structures that include “menus”
where schools would be required to pay more for adequate
access to highly-trafficked websites during peak times.
Equity is another concern. Without the protections of Net
Neutrality in California, students whose families can afford
to pay more will have access to more educational resources
outside the classroom. In order to ensure all students in California receive the highest quality education possible, the
internet needs to remain free and open to everyone, especially our most vulnerable populations. Net Neutrality will
help ensure all families, regardless of socioeconomic status,
are able to reliably access the internet.
Indeed, the protections provided by Net Neutrality are
particularly important for small school districts, which are

SSDA

often located in disparate geographic regions around the
state. With small district already having difficulties finding
stable internet connections, they would be particularly impacted by a lack of net neutrality laws.
What’s Next?
As of submission, SB 822 is still making its way through the
legislative process in the final few weeks of the legislative
session. While many Democrats have already signaled their
support for the bill, the telecom industry will spend a lot of
money to lobby key Democratic members of the Assembly
to stop it.
The remaining wild card here is Governor Brown. The telecom industry is wise to try to kill the bill before it gets to
him seeing as, with the Governor entering his final months
in office, he is primarily concerned about his legacy, and
less influenced by special interests with deep pockets.

Page 11

September/October 2018

Save the Date!
SSDA’s 36th
Annual Conference
March 31-April 2, 2019
Hilton Sacramento - Arden West

Sunday:
PreConference Sessions
& Golf Tournament
Monday & Tuesday:
20+ Sessions • Exhibit Hall
Plus Keynote Speakers,
Raffles, & More!

Registration opening soon at SSDA.org
For more information: 916.662.7213 or corrie@ssda.org
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The NGSS program in which students talk,
read, write, think and argue like real scientists
and engineers through the investigations of
real-world problems and scientific phenomena!

To learn more, contact:
Harrison Potasnik at
212.796.2485 or
hpotasnik@amplify.com
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ED Suite
Utilizing the power of the Laserﬁche document management software,
the RMC EDSuite empowers your educational organization to review,
approve, reject and track processes that are critical to your success.

Educational Suite Workflows
Parent/Private driver:
Give school sites the ability to review, approve and instantly view
and track driver status.
• Reduce liability of expired Insurance, License, and Registration
• Increase visibility for school sites and available drivers
• Average schools save thousands of dollars by reducing the
number of hours reviewing and approving driver forms
HR Onboarding:
Automate your onboarding process for both credentialed and
non-credentialed employees.
• Online forms for data collecting
• Automate document tracking and routing
• Decrease the number of hours spent onboarding new employees
Expiration Assistant:
Notify Staff before documents and certifications expire.
• Automatically track documents that expire
• Track everything from teaching credentials to TB test
• Automatic notifications are sent out for expiring documents

Email: laserfiche@raymorgan.com - Phone: (530) 343-6065
Visit our New Education Solutions Website www.raymorgan.com/education/
Ray Morgan Company is a total business solutions company
specializing in Copiers, Printers, Managed IT Services, Document
Ray Morgan Company Management Services, Paperless Solutions, Managed Print Services,
BPO Business Process Outsourcing, and Pure Water Systems.
DOCUMENT TECHNOLOGY SOLUTIONS
SSDA
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