Small Learning Communities Grant

Consortium Oversight Team Meeting

February 5, 2008

4-8 pm

Eastland Park Hotel

Present: Joe Findlay, Kevin Perks, Dick Landry, Chris Russo, Paul Andrade, (Noble High School); Joyce Turrell, Sue Orlowski, Beth Shultz, Irene Marchenay, (Bonny Eagle High School); Laurie Wood, Jeanne Crocker, Suzanne Godin (South Portland High School); Ted Moccia, Kathy Elkins (Oxford Hills High School); Gus LeBlanc, Bob Meyer, Dave Bowie, Mike Hutchins (Lewiston High School); Mary Hastings, John Newlin (Great Schools Partnership)

Welcome and Agenda Overview- John welcomed everyone and handed out materials to be used for the role-alike groups’ work.  Members of the group introduced themselves. 

Role- Alike- John described the various topics each group may want to address.  The groups will be:  district folks, principals, asst. principals, SLC school coordinators, data coordinators.  

Mary explained the role-alike small group process.  Role Alike groups met with the following results:

District group:  Topics discussed were Interventions, Challenges regarding dropouts (major point of both topics was the need to transform classroom practice to be more meaningful, relevant and engaging)

Principals: Topics were Interventions and challenges regarding drop-outs and attendance issue.  Similar interventions strategies in all schools, are we making progress with our strategies?  We think so but need more data collection.  Drop outs tied to classroom practice.  How are drop outs and attendance issues related to each other?

Asst. Principals:  Topics discussed were Interventions, which deal with about 30% of students in all schools (lots of focus on smaller number of students).

SLC Coordinators- Topics were Challenges of Role, NWEA and PLGs.  Level of coordinator input varies with school; some are involved in leadership teamwork, others more “independent” of this.  NWEA data accuracy is challenging.  PLG work is good news in all schools, protocols being used in several ways.

After Dinner Conversation- time split between Interventions and Classroom Practice

Time Sensitive COT Decisions, Fist to Five Process:

· Request for Massabesic and Windham to participate in seminars (if they get an SLC grant)- one question (negative consequences? Teachers new to grant process and teachers with experience with the grant; probably not since many of the current attendees in seminars are new to the work as well),  APPROVED

· First Report from Donahue- March or Summer?  Feds have changed their time frame for reports.  IF done this summer the second survey’s results can be included rather than doing one in March with only baseline data, as well as focus group results from students.  Lonnie will talk with each school for at least an hour to share thoughts with what they know so far from the data to help schools plan for next year.  Where is bulk of responsibility for APR?  John will check with Lonnie about Donahue’s responsibility on this.  How do we get enough information to help us make sure we are on track? We’ll get some form of reporting from Lonnie (not as formal as what Feds will require this summer) to help with planning.     Wait for full blown report until this summer- APPROVED 

· NWEA percentile as “cutoff” for being on “grade level” in reading and math at end of 10th grade- collective decision needed for all five schools.  Concern regarding different populations in the five schools, i.e. immigrant populations in certain schools.  Will those schools be penalized if they don’t meet the agreed upon percentiles?  David feels that the people running the SLC grant program are really thoughtful and sensitive to variations in schools.  Suzanne concerned about using grade level score since NWEA is a writ score.  Kathy Elkins compared MEA and NWEA scoring.  Would people rather see writ score than grade level score?  APPROVED    Writ scores are meaningful for instructional purposes.  Need to adjust writ scores to reflect other measurements as well.  Kathy says that writ scores are equivalent to MEA scores.  Do we want to be Maine or be national in terms of comparison?  Kathy feels that we will be okay either way and might buy us more acceptance in our schools.  Over next two weeks schools need to decide how they want to do this and John will check in with them for their final decision.  APPROVED

· Adding questions on teaming to the student surveys-okay with Lonnie and Joe to add questions that are parallel to teaming questions on teacher survey.  Tables 10-12 in teacher survey contain the teacher questions (p. 20-23).  Ted feels that comparative information will be useful in examining school culture and the effects of teaming.  Can we define the grade level of teams? (yes)  Will take extra time for students to complete survey.  John suggests that Lonnie will put out a draft of the student questions and principals will make final decisions on questions.  Several points were made about the transferability of the teacher questions to potential student questions.  What do we hope to learn/gain from this?  Can we trust Donahue to come up with some prospective questions?  BLOCKED  Further discussion about seeing what questions they come up with:  APPROVED 

· iWalkthrough Data, collecting, sharing, using:  what to do about our neglect of this data?  Do we need to adjust this?  Kevin wonders how to unpack this dilemma, why are we struggling with this?  Different groups doing it in different schools (admin teams, admin teams and teachers, certain teachers, i.e. PLG facilitators).  Staff questioning how helpful the results are.  Time is an issue.  We have issues with technology, although teachers are trained they haven’t seemed to want to do it.  Analysis has varied from school to school, i.e. whole school/departmental.  The whole purpose of this is to examine classroom; are teachers resistant because it forces them to make practice public.  Jeanne feels that she now knows more about what’s going on in classrooms with the walkthrough practice. Suzanne reminds us that “this is a long march”; it is still early in the process.  She appreciates being able to get into classrooms as a superintendent.  Perhaps we need to examine the walkthrough data in smaller groups for it to be really a learning experience and result in change in practice.  David emphasizes the technical change of doing the walkthroughs to the adaptive change of improving practice.  Could we propose a way to measure changes as evidence of the value of the walkthroughs?  Final thoughts:  this is not a full blown crisis.  We’ll keep the required numbers as they are for now.

· Fall seminars- topics?  Sign ups will be in May and our next COT meeting isn’t until June, so we need to get these organized.  John has listed some potential topics that fit with our current objectives, except for School Culture which is different from our current objectives and would need to be added.  What about focusing on specialty areas in the description?  Since the three focal areas of grant are reading, writing and Math why don’t we make sure these three areas are addressed in some way?  Is it too risky for people to work with these topics?  Why can’t we tie in NWEA data to these topics?  Some support for this since it would require that this data be used.   It’s about marketing;  make it interesting, tempting (make your class a piece of cake for students: layer it!).  Can we integrate things we’re doing in buildings already into the seminars?  The new topic that came up (in addition to those already listed) was the use of NWEA data.  Can we do something around interventions for students who are really hard to reach in the classroom?  

Whole group discussion:  


Joyce announced the use of Jamestown Navigator reading program and its success at Bonny Eagle.  She invited folks to visit the school and see how it works.


Ted is really looking forward to seeing all the Intervention strategies in the matrix, Jeanne agrees.


David emphasized changing the school culture to include ownership and responsibility for working with each student regardless of the gifts they bring to school.


Laurie agreed with this, as did Jeanne.  She worries about the sustainability of the cultural change once the grant is over.  Beth encourages us to keep the momentum going.  

Agenda items for June meeting:  Interventions will be on the agenda for sure.  How are we taking all this new knowledge from seminars back to our schools?  Action plans down the road, review other action plans for ideas/discussion.  What have we committed to do that we haven’t done yet? Or done well?  Could someone bring our attention back to what we still need to attend to?  Might be great discussion for monthly visits from now on.  

Meeting comments:  People liked fist to five process.  More problem based processing than sharing for the future discussions. SEXY is the key word for our work tonight.

Meeting adjourned at 8:00 pm.
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