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SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 6, 2020



Agenda

 Teacher of the Year Recognition

 FY19 LEA Authorizer Fee Reporting

 Authorizer Evaluation Development

 Transition of Work to Tennessee Public Charter School Commission



Teacher of the year 

Recognition



Teacher of the year

 Shawna Bissonette, Geometry Teacher 

 Bluff City High School



FY19 LEA Authorizer 

Fee Reporting



Background

 T.C.A. § 49-13-128 allows local boards of education to collect an annual 
authorizer fee of the lesser of 3% of the annual per student state and local 
allocations or $35,000 per school.

 State Board rule 0520-14-01-.05 lays out the allowable uses of the authorizer fee 
for local boards of education.
 Funds shall be used exclusively for fulfilling authorizing obligations (e.g. approval 

process, monitoring and oversight, renewal process, etc).

 May fund personnel costs for supporting charter school above and beyond the scope 
and capacity of the LEA duties.

 Local boards of education must submit annually a report to the Tennessee 
Department of Education by December 1st of every year detailing the use of 
the authorizer fee.



Background

 In school year 2018-19 (Fiscal Year 2019), the following local boards of 
education collected authorizer fee funds:
 Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools

 Shelby County Schools

 Hamilton County Schools

 Knox County Schools



Discussion Questions

 Several districts allocated funds across various district offices supporting the 
work of charter schools. What additional information would you like collected 
from districts in the future about this work?

 Several districts allocated funds to personnel supporting authorizing functions. 
What additional information would you like collected from districts in the future 
about this work?

 What report review process should occur after the reports are submitted?

 What else would you like to see changed or added to the template for next 
year’s reporting?

 How can we use the authorizer evaluation process to provide further feedback, 
if necessary?



Authorizer Evaluation 

Development Update



Statutory Charge

 Pursuant to T.C.A. § 49-13-145:
 The State Board shall ensure the effective operation of authorizers in the state and shall 

evaluate authorizer quality.

 The State Board is charged with conducting periodic evaluations of authorizers to 
determine authorizer compliance.

 An authorizer’s failure to remedy non-compliance may result in the reduction of the 
authorizer fee. 

 The following authorizers in the state will be evaluated:
 Metro Nashville Public Schools, Shelby County Schools, Knox County Schools, Hamilton 

County Schools

 Achievement School District and the Tennessee Public Charter School Commission



The History of 

Authorizer Evaluations



Authorizer Accountability: 

NACSA’s Position

 Authorizers should be held accountable. Both front-end accountability, ensuring 
authorizers are aware of and prepared for the requirements of the job, as well as back-
end accountability, ensuring authorizers are doing their job well.

 There should be strong consequences for bad authorizing. State oversight should include 
consequences for low-performing authorizers, such as freezing their ability to authorize 
new schools, removing schools from their authority, or terminating their authorizing 
authority altogether.

 Removing low-performing authorizers is only an option when there is a quality 
alternative. When a jurisdiction’s applicants and schools have access to only one 
authorizer, removing that authorizer is not an acceptable option.



Minnesota - History

The Year: 
• 2009 

Conditions: 
• Charter performance 

questioned 
• “Wild West”

The Change: 
• “Sponsors” applied to the MDE –

reviewed for quality
• “Authorizers” now evaluated by 

MDE on quality every five years.

’09 ’14 ‘19

# of authorizers 51 26 15

# of charter schools 152 n/a 169

Difference 

between 

charters and 

state average

Math 18% 12% 13%

Reading 17% 11% 9%

Source: Great MN Schools



Ohio - History

The Year: 
• 2012 

Conditions: 
• Inconsistent charter school 

performance
• High-profile poor authorizer 

decisions 

The Change: 
• Initial pilot evaluation 
• Sponsors are now evaluated 

annually, the evaluation 
considers academic 
performance, compliance, 
and authorizing quality.

2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019
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RATINGS

Poor Ineffective Effective Exemplary

# of sponsors 65 45 34 25



’15 ’16 ’17 ’18 ‘19

# of sponsors 69 65 45 34 25

# of community 

schools
279 277 260 250

Avg. letter grade D+ 1.99 D 1.52 D 1.67 D+ 1.72 C- 2.23

+/- academic 

performance n/a -0.47 +0.15 +0.05 +0.51

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Community-Schools/Annual-Reports-on-Ohio-Community-Schools

Ohio Sponsor Evaluation – school performance

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Community-Schools/Annual-Reports-on-Ohio-Community-Schools


Minnesota Ohio Missouri Tennessee 

First Cohort 2009 2014 2013/2019 2020

Timing 5 years Annually; less frequently 
highly-rated 

3 years Bi-annual

Primary 
Purpose

Continuous 
improvement

Accountability Continuous improvement 
+ accountability 

Continuous 
improvement + 
Accountability for 
authorizer fee

Focus Capacity, quality 
practices, compliance 

Academic, 
compliance, and 
quality practices

Capacity, quality 
practices, compliance 

Quality practices

Initial 
Engagement

Extensive Minimal; unilateral Extensive Extensive 

Pilot Year No Yes No Yes

Evaluators External (SchoolWorks) External (SchoolWorks 
and ICF)

No Internal and external

Sanctions Corrective action; 

termination

Immediate action; right 

to appeal

Remediation; Hearing; 

Corrective Action 
TBD (Possibly fee 

reduction)

Existing State Evaluation Systems Characteristics



Ohio’s evaluation 

process



Ohio –

Standard 

Categories



Documents submitted and reviewed:
• Applications received from new school applicants, replicator applicants, 

and/or schools seeking a change in sponsor during the 2018-19 school year; 
• Scoring documents, comments, and/or completed checklists or rubrics for 

each application received during the 2018-19 school year; 
• Evidence of final decisions made for each application

Ohio – Documents and Criteria

Criteria 

Criteria 
broken up 
by rating



Ohio – Evaluation Form & Report

Rating 

Formative, 
evaluative 
comments 



Ohio –

Final 

rating



Ohio Ratings

QUALITY PRACTICES

Points

Percentage of 

Substantiated Sponsor 

Items

Rating

4 90 – 100% Exceeds Standards

3 75 – 89.9% Meets Standards

2 55 – 74.9%
Progressing Toward 

Standards

1 35 – 54.9% Below Standards

0 0 – 34.9%
Significantly Below 

Standards



Minnesota’s 

evaluation process



Minnesota –

Standard 

Categories



Minnesota –

Criteria and 

Ratings

Criteria 

Criteria 
broken up 
by rating



Minnesota -
Evaluation 

Form & Report

Rating 

Formative, 
evaluative 
comments 



Minnesota –

Final rating

Final Rating

Rating 

calculatio
n



Implementation Timeline

 July 2020 – Authorizer evaluation rule on first reading for the State Board

 Fall 2020 – Pilot of authorizer evaluations with two to three authorizers

 Fall 2020 – Rulemaking hearing on authorizer evaluation rule

 February 2021 – Authorizer evaluation rule on final reading for the State Board

 August 2021 – Authorizer evaluation rule effective

 2021-2022 – First evaluation cycle begins



Topics for Discussion



Overall Ratings

Ohio

Score Rating

83 – 100% Exemplary

58 – 82.9% Effective

25 – 57.9% Ineffective

0 – 24.9% Poor

Minnesota

Score Rating

90 – 100% Exemplary

70 – 89.9% Commendable

50 – 69.9% Satisfactory

25 - 49.9% Approaching Satisfactory

0 – 24.9% Unsatisfactory/Incomplete

The score is determined by the percentage of standards met.



Evaluation Ratings

 The Fall pilot of the Tennessee Authorizer Evaluation will inform the Board’s construction 
of overall ratings and consequences associated with those ratings.  

 Task Force recommendation

Tennessee

Score Rating

Exemplary

Commendable

Satisfactory

Approaching Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory/Incomplete



Overall Ratings - Exemplary

Minnesota  Ohio

Exemplary (overall rating of 3.60-4.00 out of 4)

 “Exemplary” authorizer performance 
recognition (certificate and publicity) 

 Expedited review of authorizing plan 
updates for the next five years 

 Expedited review of affidavits and other 
requests 

 Eligible to be identified for best practices 
in authorizing 

 Invited by commissioner to share 
authorizer practices at the Minnesota 
Department of Education (MDE) 

 Other recognitions as determined by MDE 

Exemplary two or more consecutive years

 Two-year exemption from the sponsor 
evaluation process

 Renewal of sponsorship agreement with the 
Department

 Ability to extend contract term with school 
beyond the term included in agreement 
with the Department

 Exemption from the preliminary agreement, 
contract adoption, and execution deadline 
requirements

 No limit on the number of community 
schools sponsored

 No territorial restrictions on sponsorship*



Overall Ratings – Commendable or Effective

Minnesota  Ohio

Commendable

 “Commendable” authorizer performance 
recognition (certificate) 

 Expedited review of authorizing plan 
updates for the next five years 

 Expedited review of affidavits and other 
requests 

 Eligible to be identified for best practices 
in authorizing 

 Other recognitions as determined by MDE 

Exemplary or Effective

 May sponsor new or additional community 
schools

 Sponsored community schools may apply 
for a Charter School Program (CSP) Grant*



Overall Ratings  - Satisfactory or Ineffective

Minnesota  Ohio

Satisfactory

 Eligible to submit authorizing plans for the 
next five years 

 Other recognitions as determined by MDE

Ineffective

 Cannot sponsor any new or additional 
community schools.

 Must develop and implement a quality 
improvement plan with the Department.

Ineffective three consecutive years

 Sponsorship revocation

 Sponsor may appeal the revocation within 
30 days of receiving the rating

 If a sponsor’s authority is revoked, the official 
revocation will not occur until the appeal 
process is finished



Overall Ratings – Unsatisfactory or Poor

Minnesota  Ohio

Approaching Satisfactory or 
Unsatisfactory/Incomplete

 Ineligible to submit authorizing plans for 
the next five years 

 May be subject to corrective action status 
(see MAPES Review Process document) 

 Does not have authority to charter new 
schools, accept transfers, or initiate 
expansion requests while in corrective 
action

Poor

 Authority revoked

 Sponsor may appeal the revocation within 
30 days of receiving the rating

 If a sponsor’s authority is revoked, the official 
revocation will not occur until the appeal 
process is finished

 Schools are assumed by the Office 
of School Sponsorship (OSS) at the 
Department for the remainder of the 
school year.

 OSS may continue to sponsor a school for up 
to two additional years or until the school 
finds a new sponsor, whichever comes first.



Topics for Discussion

1. Intervention Options 

Exemplary

 Public recognition

 Sharing best practices

 Exemption from next 

evaluation cycle

 No set amount for number of 

schools required for 

documentation

 Elimination of select standards 

for next evaluation

 Submit off-year narrative 

without additional 

documentation

Commendable

 Public recognition

 Sharing best practices

 Submit off-year narrative 

without additional 

documentation



Topics for Discussion

Intervention Options 

Satisfactory

 Submit documentation for 0 

and 1 evaluation ratings in off-

year narrative

Approaching Satisfactory

 Submit corrective action plan

 Submit progress toward 

corrective action plan; if no 

progress is made, may be 

subject to reduction in 

authorizer fee



Topics for Discussion

Intervention Options 

Unsatisfactory/Incomplete

 Monitored again the next year

 Submit corrective action plan

 Repeat rating leads to 

reduction in authorizer fee



Topics for Discussion

1. Intervention Options
 Question: Which interventions do we keep, change, add or remove?  

 Additional consideration: Earning a 0 or 1 rating in any standard disqualifies an 
authorizer from “Exemplary”. What are your thoughts?



Topics for Discussion

2. Annual Reports

 We plan to align the authorizer annual reports with the Tennessee Authorizer Evaluation 

process. 

 For authorizers evaluated within a given school year, the Tennessee Authorizer 

Evaluation Report would serve as an authorizer’s annual report to TDOE/State Board.

 For off-year authorizers, the narrative form from the evaluation process would be filled 

out as an authorizer’s self-assessment (next slide), then be used for their annual report 

to the State Board. If rated low in previous year evaluation, the authorizer must identify 

updated documentation to address deficiencies.

 Question: Should authorizers identify updated documentation for standards rated zero or 

zero and one?



Narrative

The narrative is a tool used in the 

evaluation. Authorizers rate their 

own practices and cite 

documentation they can produce 

to support the ratings. 

Narratives:

• 24 narrative answers

• Up to 1½ pages of text each

• Can be used to address low 

ratings from previous evaluations.



Topics for Discussion

3. Technical Assistance

 As the Board moves into its role as an evaluator of authorizers, it would be helpful for us 
to determine our position regarding technical assistance to authorizers.

 The Tennessee Authorizer Evaluation is our priority and we will now be viewed by 
authorizers as a body that evaluates them (rather than evaluates their decisions). 

 Board staff often engage in conversations to support the continuous improvement of 
authorizers and, in doing so, often makes informal recommendations.

 If an authorizer employs a recommendation from the State Board and it leads to poor 
practice, the authorizer could (at best) be confused or (at worst) accuse the Board of 
overstepping their authority.

 Question: Should the State Board provide support to authorizers that includes 
informal recommendations or avoid these in the future?



Transition to Charter 

School Commission



Progress to Date

 January 30, 2020 Webinar – Overview of the State Board work

 February 18 and 19, 2020 – Organizing Session
 Election of chair and vice chair; adoption of key policies

 Presentations on: open meetings, open records, rulemaking, charter school portfolio 
data and school turnaround plans

 Next Steps:
 Continue to provide support to Commission members in partnership with TDOE until 

hiring of executive director (timeline is mid to late summer 2020).

 Provide opportunities for Commission members and staff to shadow State Board 
functions.

 Next meeting of the Commission: April 22, 2020



Wrap Up



Thank you!


