TITLE I COMMITTEE OF PRACTITIONERS MEETING
TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

MARCH 8, 2011, 8:30 AM – 4:00 PM

1ST FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM

ANDREW JOHNSON TOWER, NASHVILLE

MINUTES

Debbie Owens, LEA Support and Improvement, Tennessee Department of Education, welcomed all in attendance and asked that everyone introduce themselves to the group.

Dr. Owens presented an overview of Title I data (Consolidated State Performance Report [CSPR]):

· State Achievement Data collected from economically disadvantaged elementary/middle school and high school students.
· Schools making AYP Data 
Achievement Data – AYP vs. ETT

Definition of AYP, Adequate Yearly Progress.  Students that are continuously enrolled are tested – first time test taker’s best score.
Definition of ETT, Every Test Taker.  Every student that is tested and every assessment attempt during the school year.
Charts were shared with the Committee with explanations of Elementary/Middle School Achievement Data for Math and Reading/Language Arts.   AYP Benchmarks for 2009-2010 were discussed as well as what the data shows for each subgroup in both Math and Reading/Language Arts, ethnic percentages, economically disadvantaged, students with disabilities and the limited English proficiency.  

Charts were shared with the Committee with explanations of High School achievement Data for Algebra 1 and English II.  AYP Benchmarks for 2009-2010 were discussed as well as what the data shows for each subgroup in both Algebra 1 and English II, ethnic percentages, economically disadvantaged, students with disabilities and the limited English proficiency. 
A comparison of schools making AYP was shown for SY 2009-10.  Out of 1,653 TDOE Schools, 1,294 (78%) made AYP.   Out of 1,717 Title I Schools:  862 (74%) made AYP – 162 (14%) were Target Schools – and 147 (13%) were High Priority Schools.

· Supplemental Education Services (SES).    Committee Members were asked for the definition of SES.  Definition given as services from an outside vendor (SES provider) to provide extra tutoring services to those students at risk of failing.  There were 43,257 SES eligible students – 7,214 received services and funds spent were $7,399,022.
· Public School Choice (PCS).  The definition of PCS was given as a family’s choice to place their child in another school, if the school they are attending is designated as a high priority school.  There were 80,342 students eligible for PSC, 3,283 were transferred and funds in the amount of $1,913,297 were spent.

· Dr. Owens asked that the Committee Members split into groups to discuss their perceptions of needs and support for Title I Schools.  The teams were to discuss their analysis of the achievement data and write 2 main conclusions.  The following comments were made:

Topic – Analysis of Achievement Data - 
· In a high poverty  ELL district, kids are far behind.  Parents cannot write their own signature.  Lots of transition due to economy.  Need parent literacy skills.
· Lots of movement required each year  for achievement – giant steps.
· Not surprising that ELL scores are low.

· Economy has had a real impact on test scores.

· Subgroups who are really struggling – LEP students with disabilities.
· AYP vs ETT Curriculum – look at what type of English is spoken at home (standard English, non- standard English) discrepancy is larger than Reading and Math.  Find some commonality – reading is taking a hit.  How can we intervene?
· Reading Language Arts – differentiated.

· Vocabulary – huge efforts.
· Curriculum.
· Look at other ways – look beyond AYP – look at every child.  

· Middle School issue from data – very difficult to reach 40% and 60% proficiency.
· Reading/Arts are getting better – bigger push – seems to be getting better.
· Math left behind – not a big push.  Need to find a method of teaching math that works.

Dr. Owens thanked Committee Members for their comments and suggested that all let her know of other thoughts they may have by contacting her.  Dr. Owens continued by discussing what statewide supports systems were in place.

Discussion continued regarding Statewide Systems:
· Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP).
· Tennessee Comprehensive Systemwide Planning Process (TCSPP) where the data is collected and analyzed to identify priority needs, keeping everything student focused.  Analyze best practices focusing on the educator to identify practice challenges and to establish goals and action plans. 

· Scopes of work – district activities under First to the Top (FTTT).
She shared and explained the Tennessee Technical Assistance pyramid – State Support, NCLB, FTTT and SIG. 
Cory Curl from the Department of Education’s Delivery Unit spoke to reaching student performance goals under Tennessee’s First to the Top program.

· Tennessee has no choice but to make dramatic improvements in student performance - 
· Need for statewide economic growth and jobs.
· Tennessee is behind other state – we have concentrated geographic pockets of underperformance and there are groups of students that are far behind in meeting standards, statewide.

· The United States is behind in student achievement compared to other countries.

· The student performance targets communicate the state’s aspirations and help us reach them -
· In 2014-15 the target is to complete performance management for RTTT and identify state and district level targets.

· In 2019-20 the state’s highest aspirations for the system.

· In meeting these targets, Tennessee will make unprecedented progress -
· In 2014-15 – Tennessee will have performance around national averages.
· In 2019-20 – Tennessee will have surpassed current performance of the highest performing state.

· The state has established 15 indicators, from grade 3 through postsecondary, to clarify its FTTT goals which were developed by the State Board and Higher Education Commission -
· School readiness, College and Career Readiness and Postsecondary Access and Success.
· The state has identified four initial indicators on which to focus:

· 3rd grade TCAP reading – baseline 42%, 2014-15 target 60%, no. of additional students in 2014-15 (13,597) and this year’s cohort.
· 7th grade TCAP math – baseline 29%, 2014-15 target 51%, no. of additional students in 2014-15 (16,610) and this year’s 3rd grade cohort.
· HS graduation rate – baseline 82%, 2015-4-15 target 90%, no. of additional students in 2014-15 (5,545) an this year’s 8th grad cohort.
· Postsecondary-going rate – baseline 56%, 2014-15 target 62%, no. of additional students in 2014-15 (5,579), and this year’s 9th grade cohort.
· The state has selected five strategies to meet the 3rd grade reading target by 2014-15:
· These strategies involve real concrete work.
· Look at the research – use of available data to improve instruction to increase student’ proficiency in early grades – early warning data system (P-12 and teacher and leader evaluation.

· Look at the scale of the project – consistent professional development related to curriculum standards – common core standards, curriculum maps and pacing guides.
· Estimate what impact the strategies have on children – what we are likely to achieve – effectiveness of instructional practices in early grades – toolkit for effective instructional practices.

· Engage families and communities in the educational literacy success of their children – resource guide of community agencies, partnership with the United Way.
· Routinely have check-point meetings (quarterly) to see where we are.
· Look at leading indicators – cohort rates.
· Effective teaching methods – positive classroom learning environments which ensure educational literacy success – SBE elementary policy, high standards for all classrooms.
· Middle grade math has five strategies and 21 total projects.
· Content – ELC content, common core standards training supports for students – early warning data system.
· Extended time and afterschool programs.
· Teaching strategies – SITES M, Oak Ridge Associated Universities STEM PD Academy.
· Workforce – Uteach, Pre Service Training of TVAAS and Common Core.
· Community Involvement – STEM Innovation Network.
· The graduation rate team selected four strategies to help the state exceed the target -
· Use of Data, Early Warning Data System and training, professional development on use of data.
· Workforce stability – TFA and TNTP, Teach Tennessee expansion, professional development on human capital decisions.
· Learning environment – dropout prevention Toolkit, AP and IB course offering needs, School Climate Survey.
· College and career ready – Common Core standards PD, curriculum an pacing guide frameworks, formative assessment and diagnostic review of ASD school curse offerings.

· Four strategies to help more public high school graduates enroll in postsecondary education:
· Student planning – Common 6-year student planning tool.
· Competencies to succeed – Capstone projects tied to postsecondary goals -
· College access training for pre-service and in-service school counselors.
· STEM Innovation Network.
· School and community culture – College access and success network and marketing plan for postsecondary credit.
· Interventions and support – P-12 data system.
These plans combine the estimates into a trajectory towards meeting each goal. (chart showing trajectory – Use of Data, Workforce, Learning Environment and Ensure CCR) -
· Regular routines are a key element of our culture change efforts.
· Performance indicators are monitored to meet target every quarter.
· Indicator data based on evidence from the field and project management.
· Make recommendations/decisions on mid-course corrections.
· Oversight of project management by -
· Monitor progress (deliverables and tasks) within the projects

· Approve and make decisions on projects.

· Ask districts to commit to reaching individual targets:

· Suggested targets on the first three indicators were sent to all districts on November 1, 2010.

· Most districts have selected targets -
· Most districts selected the suggested targets.
· More chose a higher target than a lower target.
· If all districts meet targets, the state will meet or exceed its targets.

This means that by 2014-15, there will be a substantial shift in performance across Tennessee.

      The state has examined district-level performance along a continuum McKinsey & Co. used to examine the performance of systems across the world.

      The state has mapped what this will look like once the targets are reached in 2014-15.  Examples of were reviewed and explained.

· Moving district from good to great and beyond will require real changes in practice – teachers helping each other.

· The following questions were asked by Committee Members:

· What about local school climate? – how is climate related in the classroom - what really matters in the classroom?  What about talking to the kids and asking them what the climate is in their school?  
· A survey (Safe & Supported Schools) will be conducted to find out the climate of the schools.  Interventions will be done as a result of the findings of this survey.

· What happens if we don’t meet goals and what are the repercussions?
·   We will meet goals – there is no way we will not meet our goals. 

Groups were formed to discuss and report on the groups’ perception of needed intervention and support.  The following were comments made by these groups:

· Look at teaching methods – what is the best method to teach subgroups.

· Look at how children are being raise - different cultures, single parents, grandparents raising children, different economic levels.

· Common planning time.  What can the state do to direct funding to allow for collaboration efforts?  Full-time PE teacher planning time.

· Means for School Board to have a voice in decision and county commissioners not have so much control.

· The schools need dollars plus flexibility.

· ELL teachers need reading and language training.

· Support to buy ELL student rewards – in SIP plan.

· ELL Mom’s don’t want to come to school – culture – need home visitation.

· ELL’s need o learn English and how to write it.

· Title I parents – educate them on how to help their kids.

· School Technology:  (a)  grades, lesson plans, etc.,  should be kept current – some schools use technology effectively – other teachers don’t update student records/lesson assignments on a regular basis. (b) ELL parents can’t use technology as it’s in the wrong language.

· Expectations need to be more clearly defined to parents and other stakeholders.

· Need better systems of support for teacher and parents.

· Need more intense training for K-8 teachers in core subject content areas (especially Math).

· Reading – lack of reading ability – creates low self-esteem.  Need more support for teaching reading.

· SDE assistance with setting up PLC’s to get positive results in schools and among schools.

· Information on what works with Title I population and parents.  Research of specific populations, ELL, etc… and time to share from top down to teachers.

· Help with parent involvement and parent education.  New/or different strategies to deal with at risk parents or specific populations.

· Need information on what works in schools and is effective, cost wise.

· ELL training in Reading/Language Arts who teaches what.

· Working with parents of poverty who were under-educated and don’t have skills themselves.

· Loosen up what Title funds can be used for.

· Is there a way to have all district initiatives put on the district TCSPP instead of duplicating in every school and placing their initiatives on school TSSIP’s?

· Need human intervention – RTI – Heart in order for students and parents to respond to intervention.

· Use methods of teaching that work – create different instructional programs – example: smaller groups, shorter times of instruction, based on abilities and not tracked.

· Move the students up as they improve.  Create a new method of teaching and screening kids.


· Need urban specialist and programs.
· Culture competencies. 

· Teaching tools to teach teachers – culture climates  need to be addressed.
· Need Summer School programs to help Title I schools.

· More support for teachers.
Dr. Owens thanked Committee Members for their comments and suggested that all let her know of other thoughts they may have by contacting her.  Dr. Owens continued by discussing what statewide supports systems were in place.  Debbie Owens to send out link to a blog on Title I Funding and the link to the findings from McKinsey & Co. on “How the World’s Most Improved School Systems Keep Getting Better” to committee members.
Rita Fentress addressed the School Improvement Grant for 2011-2012.  

· The funding priorities were:

· Tier I Schools.
· Tier II Schools.
· Tier III Schools in Restructuring and beyond.
· Tier III Renewal Schools (Corrective Action or Restructuring 1 and not Tier I).
· Tier III Focus Schools.
School that are eligible to receive SIG funds:

· Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools:
· Tier I schools.
Any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that is among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools in improvement, corrective action or restructuring in the state or the five lowest-achieving  whichever number of schools is greater) or high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in law that is below 60% over a number of years.
· Tier II schools

Any secondary school that is eligible for, but does not receive, Title I, Part A funds that is among the lowest-achieving five percent of secondary schools or a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in law that is below 60 percent over a number of years.

· Tier III Schools – any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that is not a Tier I school.

Ms. Fentress reviewed the School Improvement Grant Application with the Committee.  SEA, LEA (school and appendices).  Reviewed the school level descriptive information:  Needs of the school (planning data charts and needs assessment – summary of the school’s needs.).
She further explained that Tier I schools must adopt one of four intervention models:  turnaround, restart, closure and transformation in order to receive school improvement funds.  She presented an overview of each of the models in detail.
There were comments regarding the requirements of the Turnaround model, specifically the replacement of the principal and 50% of the staff in the Turnaround model.  Ms. Fentress’ response to the question of whether an LEA would choose to dismiss or reassign the replaced staff to other schools was that it would be an LEA decision.  Other comments from members were that it was the LEA’s first responsibility to serve students. 

Following the lunch break, Anita Raulston presented information on planning for Strategic Compensation.  Guidance for:  Competitive Supplemental fund,   Teacher Incentive Fund and Innovation Acceleration Fund.  

The common goals/strategy is educator compensation reform  - a new compensation systems based on differentiated roles/performance:

· How can we pay educators differently?

· Raise student achievement differently to get different results.

· When the funding ends, how do we stay within budget.

Grants:

· Competitive Supplemental Fund (CSF) – First to the Top (FTTT) - $1.5 million (ARRA reporting).
· Innovation Acceleration Fund (IAF) – First to the Top (FTTT) – 12.0 million (ARRA reporting).
· Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) - $36.0 million (ESEA funding, not ARRA).
· Common Goals of these funds include:

· Communication.
· Professional Development.
· Technical Assistance.
· Combining Funds.
· Fiscal Procedures.
  Grants are performance-based compensation systems and are designed to raise student learning by:

· Encouraging, guiding and rewarding educators.
· Addressing challenges in the recruitment and retention of highly effective educators.
The expectation is that these systems become sustainable through district and other resources by the end of the grant.

Highlights of each grant were presented which included an overview of the grant, the planning strategies, core elements of the planning period, resources for planning, resources for LEAs, examples of funding formula, the next steps, timelines, and competition priorities.
Feedback was requested from committee members on how can strategic compensation improve/impact student achievement? 
The following points were made:
    How the teacher functions in the classroom:

         Empowerment.
         Not have a 180 day work year. 

        Standardized test so teachers don’t teach to pass the test.
        Look at the culture of the school and community and base activities on that culture.
        Develop a one-year teacher contract (extend contact based on performance).
        Pay teachers on a professional-pay salary.
        Evaluate as teacher groups, by school – all make it or all go down together.

       Question:  Can the state salary schedule be changed by approval of the Commissioner of Education.

Trish Kelly, Director, Data and Research presented TELL Tennessee (a statewide survey of school- based, licensed educators that assesses learning conditions at the school, district and state level).

The state’s educational leaders want to ensure that every Tennessee educator has the supportive environment necessary to help student achieve at the highest levels.

First statewide opportunity for all school-based, licensed educators in Tennessee to provide input on learning conditions, such as:

· Collaborative instructional planning time.
· Leadership, school and teacher.
· Facilities and resources.
· Professional development.
· Other supports needed for teachers to do their jobs well.
TELL replaces the CREP Professional Development Survey for Teachers that was used in prior years.

It is important that the TELL survey be completed because:

· Working conditions matter for students, teachers and other school-based educators.

· Survey results will enhance school improvement planning.

· TELL Tennessee is a Race to the Top initiative that is tied to compensation and school turnaround reforms.

· The project is research driven and aligned with an expanding body of research that shows that positive teaching conditions foster student learning and teacher retention.

High Response Rate by assuring anonymity:

· Principals receive a packet of access codes, which are distributed randomly in faculty meetings in collaboration with TEA.

· Principals are asked Not to use participant lists to track participation.
· Principals and district staff use the Live Response Rate on the Tell Tennessee website to track response rates.

· Survey results are not available until the survey closes.

· Survey results are made public only for schools with at least 5 teachers and a response rate of 50% or more.

· There are no questions on the survey that specifically ask about subject and grade levels.

· No demographic data will be available for individual schools.

· Administrators and other licensed educators do not take the same survey as teachers.

· All participants use the same website to access the survey using one of the anonymous access codes.

· At the beginning of the survey, each participant is asked to select a position (principal, assistant principal, teacher, other licensed educator).
· Each position receives a different question bank.

· Although the questions are similar, survey questions vary by position to help assess school, district and state support for different types of licensed educators.

If anyone needs help, lose their access code or don’t receive an access code, there will be a toll-free Help Desk number available from 7:30 am – 4:30 pm Monday through Friday during the survey window (1-888-280-7903).
· Principals or teachers not receiving codes should contact the help desk once the survey window opens.

· The survey is administers by The New Teacher Center (NTC).

· All data and responses are housed at the NTC, not the Tennessee Department of Education.
· Results will be posted online in mid-April.  A seven day embargo period will be given which allows individual schools and districts to review their results prior to the public announcement.  The results will be distributed to:  Parent/teacher organizations, news releases, press relations, flyers from districts, communication teams.
· Results will show answers to every question by school (for every school that reaches the minimum response rate of 50% and at least 5 teachers), district and state.

· There will be guides for districts and schools on how to use the data for school improvement planning.

· State results will be analyzed and reported in Fall 2011.

· SEA, LEA and school leaders will examine results, evaluate policy responses and develop technical assistance in collaboration with NTC and other partners including:

· Identify exemplars and schools most in need of assistance.
· Develop training tools, customized to school needs and integrate in school improvement plans.
· Provide technical assistance to schools.
· Evaluate results and revise assistance as necessary.
· Run TELL survey again in Spring 2013.
Dr. Owens commented on SES problems.
· SES has limited oversight the federal government may enact  – different requirements such as lessening the 20% of Title I budget set-aside for SES.  Districts are concerned about the quality of services.  She also shared the policy on the identification of Persistently Lowest-Achieving schools – directed toward student performance.

All Committee Members were instructed to turn in their travel claim forms in before leaving.  There were no changes in the Mandated Operating Procedures.  All were reminded to turn in the meeting evaluation forms.

With no other business the meeting adjourned.
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