COMMITTEE OF PRACTITIONERS MEETING
APRIL 18, 2006

TENNESSEE PREPARTORY SCHOOL-AUDITORIUM
NASHVILLE

MINUTES

Following the welcome, Dr. Julie McCargar, Executive Director, Federal Programs stated the purpose of the meeting, gave a brief overview of the agenda items that would be discussed during the meeting.
Purpose of the Meeting:  Under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, it is a requirement that a Committee of Practitioners be assembled to provide input on Title I issues, state priorities and state policies.

Dr. McCargar introduced Cory Curl, Senior Policy Analyst for the Tennessee Department of Education.  Cory discussed changes to the Tennessee’s Accountability Plan-Proposed Changes and Growth Model Pilot (see Changes to Tennessee’s Accountability Plan-2006 handout).  Cory explained each change.  Cory answered numerous questions from committee members.  Cory’s answers provided a better understanding of each change.
· Displaced Students

· What’s the rational for doing this?

· Was staff added for these 2600 students?

· Are these 2600 students K-12? Yes
· Extended-time Graduation rate

· How are we going to keep up with this? The systems will send in a report and students will be counted.

· Will extended time be used to calculate adequate yearly progress (AYP)? yes

Beginning in 2006/2007, there’s a commitment nationally to change our graduation rate-tracking students individually.  A discussion followed about this new way of thinking in regards to graduates.  Do you think this is a positive thing for students? Yes
· Suspend Use of LEP Alt Assessment for AYP

· Committed to developing a test for English Language Learners.  We currently have Comprehensive English Language Learner Assessment (CELLA).

· Why does CELLA not meet requirement for Title I? CELLA did not demonstrate that it could meet the technical quality standards required by the United States Department of Education (USDOE)
· Student with Disabilities Flexibility-2%

· Very technical to explain

· Flexibility for students with disabilities

· A different group of students 2%

· LEA Identification for Improvement

· Very technical

· Rules for identifying districts for improvement are different from rules to identify schools.  Every state does this different.  The USDOE provided four examples.  The state had to identify which one we used.  Our identification process was not close to any of the four.  Therefore, the state selected the example that was the closest---same subject, all grade spans.
· 2-and 3- year averages for Safe Harbor
· Very important part of AYP

· A subgroup does not meet the standard

· Growth Model
· Any model that examines individual students over time—Secretary of Education is open to this

Break
After the break, Dr. McCargar gave an overview of Equitable Distribution of High Quality Teachers to High Poverty Schools web cast.     This webcast is located at the following web address.   http://www.ncctq.org/  
Key Points:

Webcast #1

Forces for Teacher Distribution

· Uniform salary schedule independent of job placement or performance

· Teacher placement driven by teacher choice

· Difference in job challenge

· Seniority provisions in labor contracts

· Finance structure

· Desire for school to hire the best possible teacher

Most Teacher Quality Investments Don’t Address the Distribution Problem

· Teacher quality provision in No Child Left Behind (NCLB) aimed to make all the teachers “highly qualified”.

· Teacher licensing problems

· Base salary

· Intensive professional development

· Teacher mentoring/induction programs

· District investment in longevity and increased teacher education (via salary)  impact schools that retain teachers

Levers of Change

· Title I comparability provision

· State initiatives

· District level

· Civil Rights Implications

· Equal Protection Implications

The Equitable Distribution of Teachers: A Policy

Webcast #2-Do All Students Get the Teachers They Need to Succeed-Eric Hirsch
Webcast #3-Quality Teachers=Student Success-Lisa Judd Graitcer

· Key to development and retaining high quality teachers

· Benwood Foundation

· Osborne Foundation

· Public Education Foundation

· Data/Information Reported Before the Initiative

· 2001 Benwood pledge $5 million dollars over five years

· 2002 Osborne committed $1.5 million, joined University of Tennessee-Chattanooga, teachers committed to four years in the school

· Five Year Goals Benwood/Osborne Foundation

· 100% of third graders reading at or above grade level

· Tennessee Value Added Assessment System (TVAAS)

· Core Strategies

· Setting clear goals

· Create Office of Urban Schools (so everyone knows this is important)

· Building strong leadership teams

· Review data constantly Investing in effective teaching

· Focus areas on professional development-climate, leadership, instructional, balanced literacy approach

· Provide incentives and rewards for working in these schools

· Attracting and Retaining Highly Qualified Teachers

· New teachers survey-reveals reasons teachers choose a Benwood school
· Principal

· Professional development

· Leadership plans

· mentoring

· Teacher Incentive Program

· Information about the number of teachers involved in the incentive programs

· Team Bonus Awards

· Osborne Fellows Initiative

· Osborne Master’s Degree

Lunch-A working lunch followed the webcasts.  At their tables, committee members were asked to discuss/answer four questions related to Equitable Distribution of Teachers
Group Feedback and Whole Committee Discussion of Teacher Quality Issues in High Poverty Schools, Angie Cannon, Executive Director, Title II Part A facilitated this discussion.

· Each group shared responses to discussion questions
1. What were the main points of the 3 webcasts? 
2. What solutions do you think are the most promising in addressing this issue?
3. In our state, Hamilton County Schools (Chattanooga) has implemented some innovative programs.  What is your group’s reaction to these programs?
4. What can be done at the state level to address this issue?
5. Karen Moody will provide a summary of comments.
Equitable Distribution of Highly Qualified Teachers
Discussion Questions to Consider
What were the main points of the webcasts? Does your group agree with the points? What points do you think are the most important for the state and local educational agencies to consider about this issue? What solutions do you think are the most promising in addressing this issue? In our state, Hamilton County Schools has implemented some innovative programs. What is your groups’ reaction to these programs? What can be done at the state level to address this issue?
Big Ideas from Webcast:

· A teacher gap exists –  inequities exist between low and high poverty schools 
· No one reason – availability of teachers, salary schedules, lack of support

· Redesigning policies and procedures for improvement of equity in teacher quality is necessary

· To staff the high priority schools, there will be a need for financial reforms and non-financial reforms
· If the climate and culture are strong and positive, teachers are attracted to high poverty schools, while poverty and student learning are factors that do not attract teacher to high poverty schools

Discussion Group - Suggestions for local and state initiatives:

· During the year 2006 – 2007 
· Create a bridge between state and local activities – include parents and the community in state level activities to obtain a broad level perspective

· Conduct parent involvement workshop and conferences
· Sponsor cultural competence training – educate principals as instructional leaders
· Hire a parent coordinator by the Fall 2006
· Every district is to hire a Parent Coordinator and School/Cluster liaison

· Train parents to be members of state committees
(Hire Pastor Larry Mathis and another parent representative as monitors for SSPs) 

· Hire people , don’t expect all volunteer work 

· Market teaching as a profession with brochures and website 

· Set standards and then allow schools to move forward – give them the flexibility to hire and fire the ineffective teachers

Areas of Concern related to attracting and retaining teachers:

· Burnout within three years 

· Parent-Teacher connect of teachers

· Methodology vs Practical Experience in teacher preparation programs

· Address college preparation training for cultural issues

· Need for State Induction and Mentoring Policy 

· Testing and curriculum requirements discourage college students

· Perception of teaching as a career at the university level

· Respect and acknowledgement of teachers as professionals

· Changes to State’s Mandate Operating Procedures-Christie Lentz, Director of Budgets and Field Services for the Office of Federal Programs discussed each change (see handout-Mandated Operating Procedures for the Administration of No Child Left Behind Consolidated Application Funds).
1. delete-districts under the current review cycle for their Technology Plan, formatting changes 

2. formatting changes

3. no changes    

4. no changes 

5. no changes  

6. no changes 

7. no changes   

8. delete-will, insert-shall   

9. delete-all district should record obligations (as defined in EDGAR Section 76.707) made in the 15 month project period on FACTS before October 1st. 
10. -18.  no changes
19. - 24. formatting changes
25.  delete-increase the percentage of teachers reporting receipt of high       quality professional development and meet or exceed their predetermined benchmark of percentage of core academic subjects taught by highly qualified teachers.
An LEA that fails to meet at least one of these requirements for one year will be identified as “target.”  If the LEA misses the same indicators(s) for two consecutive years, then the LEA will be identified as in Title IIA “improvement” status.  If the LEA meets the benchmark (s) the subsequent year after having been identified as Title IIA “target” or “improvement” status, it will be categorized as in “good standing” status, formatting changes.

Break

Supplemental Educational Service-Proposed Monitoring and Evaluation-Sandra Gray, Director Charter School and Public School Choice and Dr. Carol Groppel, Education Consultant for Supplemental Educational Services facilitated this discussion.
· See handouts associated with this presentation

· State responsibilities
· Provider responsibilities
· Evaluating Effectiveness and Quality of SES
· Provider Status
· Monitoring Provider’s Compliance
· Timeline
· Discussion/Feedback
· Questions/Answers followed this presentation
Wrap Up/Adjourn

Dr. McCargar thanked the members for their attendance and participation in today’s meeting.  The meeting adjourned.
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No comments

