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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ADVISORY GROUP MEETING SUMMARY

	ADVISORY GROUP: RTA Steering Committee
LIAISON: Judy Halasek

	MEETING DATE: March 13, 2014
NOTE-TAKER/CONTACT: Pamela Pickens


	ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: Lindy Harmon-Committee Chair, Lena Wilson, Cheri Murrey, Sharla Six, Connie Cobb, Kim Willhoite, Kathi Haley, Johnny Collett, George Hruby, Kathy Garrett
Guests Present: April Pieper, Pamela Pickens, Susan Cantrell, Tom Stratton, Jason Kendall, Charles Harman


	Agenda Item: Welcome, updates and introductions
Discussion/Action: Lindy Harmon called the meeting to order at 9:05 am. Everyone introduced themselves and welcomed new member, Connie Cobb, certified library media specialist from Clark County.
Key Questions/Concerns: 


	

	Agenda Item: Approve minutes of November meeting
Discussion/Action: Time was allowed for committee members to review the minutes from the November meeting. Kim Willhoite asked for clarification on bonus points awarded in the RFA.  The committee had asked for 25 points but 20 points were awarded. George Hruby moved to accept the minutes of the November meeting.  Sharla Six seconded.
Key Questions/Concerns: 



	

	Agenda Item: Report on the Request for Application (RFA)
Discussion/Action: Charles Harman, director of the Division of Budgets and Financial Management, reported that 431 schools submitted an RFA for the 2014 Read to Achieve grant. He discussed that the next budget is still in the legislature.  Coal severance money in the budget was cut $900,000. There are currently 320 schools with the RTA grant. Lindy Harman asked how many schools submitted applications before the original deadline of February 4 and how many submitted between February 4 and February 17. He said 4 submitted new applications after February 4 and several schools resubmitted.  George Hruby asked about why some current schools did not reapply and wondered if it was because of the loss of some programs. Lena Wilson suggested a survey be sent to those schools to see why they did not reapply. 
Lindy Harman shared a document she prepared with concerns she had about the RFA process and the timeline.  She stated that the process was different than it had been in the past. She said the separate rubric found on the website that many applicants used was not the one the scorers used. Tom Stratton clarified that the separate rubric was more detailed and would have helped schools write better applications.
Lindy Harman asked why applicants of unapproved programs were scored. Judy Halasek said scorers wanted to provide those schools feedback on the strengths of their applications so they would be able to write better applications if the grant ever reopens.  Charles Harman assured the committee that no grants were awarded to schools that did not select an approved program.
Charles Harman showed a spread sheet, based on last year’s budget of $15,617,000, of all the numbered applications. 322 schools could be awarded $48,500 if the cutoff was 92 points. Seventeen schools scored 120 points, which is the highest possible score. Lindy Harman asked about $2.2 million dollars being taken from this budget to assist focus and priority schools. Kim Willhoite clarified that the minimum of $15,617,000 would be budgeted for RTA and asked about the chance of the budget being cut. Charles Harman said the legislative session has not ended so there is no way to know. Lindy Harman clarified that the committee can recommend changing the award amount. Kim Willhoite asked how many of the awarded schools were new to RTA and Charles Harman said he did not have that information at this time but could get it. Charles Harman reported that 105 of the top 322 were from coal counties.  Lena Wilson asked if this was rechecked and was told that the counties do change from year to year and it was rechecked. Lindy Harman asked how a decimal score was given.  Charles Harman explained that three scorers scored the same application and the scores were averaged. Kim Willhoite asked about geography to make sure the grant is spread over the state. Charles Harman said that would be checked and the committee would know when the schools are made public. Charles Harman said that $5.2 million more would be needed for all that applied to be funded.
Lindy Harman asked how scorers were selected.  Judy Halasek said that the applicants completed the reviewer application on the KDE website and submitted a resume.  90 reviewers were selected and worked in teams of three, reading fourteen or fifteen applications over three days.  17 of the reviewers were public school teachers/media specialists, 8 were public and private college professors, 5 were central office staff, 41 were retired public school teachers and principals, 2 were private school teachers, 17 had various other qualifications such as substitute teaching, grant coordinators, grant reviewers, grant writers, etc. All were asked to read http://www.lrc.ky.gov/Statutes/statute.aspx?id=3589 before the training and sign that they were not involved in writing any of the applications. Lindy Harman expressed concern that the reviewers did not give consistent answers at the training when asked what an RTA school should look like.  Johnny Collette said he understands the concerns and asked if the responses were inconsistent.  Lindy Harman did not have notes of responses but stated that primary teachers should know about interventions. Charles Harman asked if the committee would like to review the Call to Reviewers and the committee said they would like to approve this with the next RFA.  Judy Halasek asked about notes from Lindy Harmon that said Reading Recovery teachers were excluded from the scoring process. There were past and current Reading Recovery teachers who scored. Current RTA teachers were not scorers to avoid a conflict of interest.  George Hruby agreed if this was qualitative scoring that grant scorers would be fine to serve as scorers. He reinforced that there is a need for both kinds of scorers, scorers who have knowledge of the program and scorers who have knowledge of grant writing. Charles Harman suggested that in the future, scoring teams could be arranged so that each team had a percentage of both types of scorers.
Lindy Harman asked for clarification on Section 6.Charlie Harman clarified that this section was scored in three parts; 5 points for a brief history of RTA at the school, 10 points for showing the effectiveness of prior RTA grants, and 5 points for describing programmatic changes. 
Key Questions/Concerns: 
· How many schools applied after the original deadline? That can be sent to the committee 
· How many current RTA schools did not apply? 24 or 25 but that can be confirmed and sent to the committee.
· Were any grants funded for schools that requested to use a program not approved? No. The number of schools that wrote for unapproved programs can be sent to the committee when the funded schools are made public.

· How are the grants distributed geographically? It is similar to the current geographic distribution.
· How were reviewers selected? The Call for Reviewers was posted on the KDE website and reviewers completed that application and submitted a resume.
· For future RFAs can the steering committee approve the Call for Reviewers document? Yes.
· How much more money is needed to fund all the 431 schools that applied for grants? 5.2 million. 
· How many schools from coal counties were in the top 322? 105.
The committee requested that the following be sent to them:

· the list of previous RTA schools that did not apply for the 2014 grant
· the list of funded schools that met the first deadline 
· the score sheet used by the reviewers 
· the final RFA used by the reviewers
· the detailed rubric that was posted on the website
· the final list of schools funded.  

Kim Willhoite motioned, contingent on funding, that 322 schools, at the cut score of 92, receive $48,500 for the 2014/2015 school year. Sharla Six seconded.
Charles Harman asked, if the money for RTA increases, does the committee recommend increasing the dollars per school or adding more schools? Lindy Harman suggested opening a second round in the fall.  Kim Willhoite mentioned the money spent to open and score again could be given to schools and suggested looking at the cut score. Sharla Six suggested moving down the line of the next high scores.  Kim Willhoite asked if a minimum score should be set.  George Hruby expressed a concern about setting an arbitrary cut off.  Charles Harman asked the committee to decide which is better for RTA.  Sharla Six highlighted keeping the quality.  Lindy Harman said the grant was not intended to stand alone in providing all funding. He schools must make a commitment to supplement the budget.  Kim Willhoite emphasized that if schools got less money it would greatly affect the program.  Lena Wilson said the grant was intended to place an interventionist in all schools. Lindy Harman asked for the committee to agree on $48,500 now and if there is more money later, more schools will be added. Cheri Murray highlighted issues related to having an arbitrary cut off score.  George Hruby asked what issues will arise if some schools do not receive award, make plans, and then get an award.  Cheri Murray and Kim Willhoite discussed pink slip issues and concerns for schools trying to plan budgets for the future.  Lindy Harman reinforced the focus should be on the students.
Sharla Six made a motion, contingent on increased funding, to go down the list of schools that applied, funding those schools, in lieu of reopening the RFA.  Lena Wilson seconded the motion.
Tom Stratton discussed how the wording of the announcement would include the phrase “contingent on funding”.  He provided the tentative date of March 24 that the announcement would be made. Sharla Six expressed concern that schools will not understand the process and would like contact to be made to schools having lower scores.  Judy said that all scorers were asked to give feedback on the score sheets for strengths and weaknesses.


	

	Agenda Item: 2014/2015 Assurance Statement
Discussion/Action: It was suggested that the RTA teacher’s signature be added to the bottom of the first page.  On the back of the assurance statement, it was suggested that a list of dates for the year be included so the principal and teacher know expectations and deadlines for the year. At the bottom of the first page include the email address of the program office for notification if the principal or teacher changes after the assurance statement is signed and submitted.
Key Questions/Concerns: 



	Other Items (can include items not on formal agenda, action to be taken, next steps, food for thought): 
Lindy Harmon announced that the next meeting would be in the fall of 2014 unless the legislature approved significant additional funding for RTA. The meeting adjourned at 11:04.
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