
Board Accountability Committee  

September 26, 2017 Meeting Notes    

 

Dr. Hoskins-Brown called the meeting to order at 3:48pm in the Board Room at 2 Laura Ave.  

In Attendance  

Board Member Dr. Dionne Hoskins-Brown, Board Member Larry Lower, Board Member Shawn 

Kachmar, Board Member Irene Hines; Superintendent Dr. Ann Levett; Committee Member Dr. 

Keenya Mosley; staff members David Feliciano, Kurt Hetager, Vanessa Miller-Kaigler, Kristy Collins-

Rylander, Larry Jackson, Ramon Ray, Aretha Rhone-Bush, Derrick Dozier-Muhammad, Marshall 

Withers, Heather Tawes, and Gequetta Jenkins; and PTA President Tina Kelly.   

OPENING COMMENTS  

Dr. Hoskins-Brown welcomed everyone and opened the meeting with a group activity designed to 

help give perspective to the tasks that lie before us. A key message of the activity was that "We are in 

the best possible position to handle the challenges we are facing."  Dr. Hoskins-Brown observed that 

we are going to face challenges, but this hard work, is the best work we could possibly do.  

Dr. Levett thanked Dr. Hoskins for putting things into perspective and indicated that she would like to 

use this exercise in the future. 

DRAFT MINUTES FROM THE AUGUST 29th BAC MEETING FOR APPROVAL  

Dr. Hoskins-Brown asked for a review and approval of the minutes for our last meeting held on 

August 29th. The minutes were approved without exception. 

DISCUSSION ON CHEVRON REPORTS – IMPACT SCHOOLS DISCUSSION (GOAL 1: SPECIAL 

INITIATIVE) 

Dr. Hoskins-Brown asked Mr. Feliciano and his team to provide discussion on the Impact Schools 

Chevron Reports. He began by stating that 13 schools are monitored via the report, one of which is 

Thunderbolt Elementary, which closed at the end of SY 2016-17. Among these schools, 10 of the 13 



began the year with less than 10% of students on track in math, which indicates that many students 

are not prepared when entering kindergarten. Below are highlights on math performance. 

Math - Top Performers - On Track 
Brock Grade K: 5% to 55% - 50 point gain 
Butler Grade K & 1: 8% to 74%, 52% to 78% - 66 & 26 point gains 
Butler Grade 2, 3, & 4: 2% to 39%, 10% to 62%, 2% to 29% - 37, 52, & 27 point gains 
East Broad Grade K: 5% to 62%, Grade 6 - no students met the Math target.  
Gadsden Grade K & 1: 22% to 88%, 38% to 75% - 66 & 37 point gain 
Gadsden Grade 2, 3, 4, & 5: 0% to 35%, 1% to 75%, 1% 71%, 3% to 41% - 35, 74, 70, & 38 
point gains 
Garden City Grade K & 1: 11% to 62%, 44% to 65% - 51 & 21 point gains 
Hodge Grade K & 1: 6% to 68%, 33% to 63% - 62 & 30 point gains 
Shuman Grade K & 1 6% to 49%, 35% to 57% - 43 & 22 point gains 
Spencer Grade K & 1: 2%-84%, 39% to 72% - 82 & 33 point gains 
Spencer Grade 2, 3, & 5: 0% to 50%, 1% to 35%, 2% to 50% - 50, 34, & 48 point gains 
Thunderbolt Grade K & 1: 2% to 68%, 23% to 89% - 66 & 66 point gains 
Thunderbolt Grade 2 &3: 0% to 22%, 0% to 23% - 22 & 23 point gains 

  
In Reading, Grade 1, 8 out of 11 schools had less students On Track at the EOY than the BOY 

Brock, East Broad, Gadsden, Hodge, Low, Shuman, Thunderbolt, and Windsor Forest. Below are 

highlights on Reading performance.  

Reading - Top Performers - On Track 
Brock Grade K: 47%-82% - 35 point gain 
East Broad Grade K: 48%-72% - 24 point gain 
Gadsden Grade K: 55%-84% - 29 point gain 
Gadsden Grade 2, 3, 4, & 5: 1% to 63%, 17% to 66%, 31% to 83%, 25% to 79% - 62, 49, 52, 
& 54 point gains  
 

Attendance 
Eight of 13 schools have a high absent rate of students missing >5 days 
Brock 52%, East Broad 52% & 61%, Garden City 41%, Haven 46%, Low 40%, Shuman 40%, 
Thunderbolt 48%, & White Bluff 44% 

 
Mobility 

Seven of 13 schools have 30% or more in mobility rate 
Brock 36%, Haven 36%, Hodge 31%, Low 31%, Shuman 30%, Spencer 30%, Thunderbolt 
33% 

 
Highest Referrals: Brock 398 
Lowest Referrals: Gadsden 8, Hodge 7 
Class Size maximums: East Broad 33, White Bluff 32 
Retention Rate: East Broad ranges from 50-64% retained students 
Teachers: Eight of 13 schools have over half the teachers with less than 3yrs experience. 

East Broad 62%, Garden City 74%, Hodge 71%, Low 73%, Shuman 75%, Thunderbolt 53%, 
White Bluff 51%, Windsor Forest  69% 

 



Dr. Hoskins-Brown opened the floor for questions about the data. Dr. Mosley asked for clarity on why 

we have so many new teachers and would like to know how it is being addressed. Ms. Rhone-Bush 

stated that our Impact schools do have a relatively high number of new teachers and retirement is a 

factor. She noted that Academic Affairs is collaborating with Human Resources on strategies to 

address the issue, such as holding the voluntary transfer process for these sites first, and offering a 

signing bonus for teachers at high needs schools.  Ms. Rhone-Bush also noted that it can be 

challenging to attract and retain Science and Special Needs Teachers.  

 

Ms. Hines asked about the reasons for East Broad’s high retention rate, and stated that training on 

classroom management has taking place. Ms. Rhone-Bush stated that Governance is monitoring the 

situation closely, including monitoring progress reports by school and teacher. Some teachers have a 

higher failure rate than others, and it is critical to work with them as well as the students. Dr. Hoskins-

Brown asked that we consider looking at a multiple linear regression analysis of retention, absentee 

information, teacher experience, and mobility over 5 years.  Ms. Rhone-Bush added that she would 

like to capture data on vacancies in the analysis as well.  

 

Dr. Mosley noted the disparity in teacher-assigned grades relative to GMAS scores in science and 

social studies. Ms. Rhone-Bush observed that in the past, there was a lack of adequate teacher 

training in and focus on these subjects. Dr. Levett added that across schools there was evidence of a 

heavy focus on ELA and math, and a lack of attention to science in particular. Science was not being 

integrated into other areas, and teachers must understand the new instrument and new science 

standards. The state’s train-the-trainer model, in which only one district person was trained for 

redelivery, was not realistic or effective for a district with over 50 schools, therefore our School 

Improvement team is taking on the responsibility for training. 

 



Mr. Kachmar observed that it is very evident that students are entering school unprepared, and that 

we are essentially remediating students from the first day of Kindergarten.  This indicates that we 

must do more with our community partners to support students from birth to age 5.  

 

Dr. Hoskins-Brown stated that we need to take note of what models are working in our top/strongest 

performing schools, and take that to our struggling schools. Ms. Rhone-Bush discussed the priorities 

of instructional leadership; quality of classroom instruction; true job-embedded professional 

development; investment in Instructional Coaches in schools based on teacher feedback; 

collaboration among schools to share best practices; and reorganization of the Academic Affairs 

division to provide for better direct support and interventions to assist schools. 

 

Dr. Hoskins-Brown noted that collaboration can be difficult, and it is important to know from teachers 

and administrators what the obstacles are. Mr. Lower observed there has to be a concerted effort to 

collaborate and it has to be in a friendly environment. Ms. Rhone-Bush stated that it begins with the 

leadership, and that the more opportunities there are to work together, be together, and cross train, 

the more collaboration follows.  Upon her request, Mr. Muhammad spoke to address some ways that 

his team collaborates to perform focus walks and present to one another.  Mr. Kachmar agreed that 

collaboration is necessary, as evidenced by the challenges of the 5th to 6th and 8th to 9th grade 

transitions, but also observed that it is important to make sure that every teacher is ready, prepared, 

and has the materials to implement the initiatives.  He provided an analogy of “the telephone game,” 

and concluded that one of our biggest and most continuous challenges is reaching all of the school 

faculty and staff. There is clear articulation from high levels, but it seems to be lost at the lower levels. 

They know they need the materials, but don’t ask or find out where it is.  

 

Ms. Rhone-Bush provided an example of the online Eureka Math resources. A wealth of information 

was provided, which was overwhelming for some, so the information is being rearranged in alignment 



with the pacing guides. Ms. Rhone-Bush stated that it is a delicate balance between providing 

resources without creating information overload.  However, it is encouraging that elementary schools 

did not want to stop with K-2, so we are now planning additional training for grades 3-5. Dr. Hoskins-

Brown wanted to make it known that the committee is here to help remove the obstacles that hinder 

success.  

CCRPI CHANGES FOR SY 2017-18 PRESENTATION (GOAL 1: KEY PERFORMANCE OUTCOME 

(KPO)) 

Ms. Collins-Rylander brought additional information on the CCRPI calculation changes that will be 

implemented for SY 2017-18. The discussion was on the scoring and to provide an opportunity for 

questions and answers.  She noted the plan is still in draft status and subject to change. The 

assessment plan is similar to what was in place in the prior year, with science and social studies EOG 

testing limited to grades 5 and 8. GADOE is seeking to expand the EOG exemption for middle school 

students taking EOC courses to include ELA in addition to science and math, which would eliminate 

double-testing in those areas. It is also important to keep in mind that the middle school students’ 

EOC scores count the same as an EOG score within the CCRPI calculation; thus, the additional rigor 

of an EOC course is not taken into account in the new CCRPI calculation.  

Overall, much of the new CCRPI aligns with or is similar to the prior calculation. Content mastery is 

an important piece of the new structure. It is based on the weighted GMAS performance levels and 

counts as 30% of the overall CCRPI score, compared to 20% in the former calculation. Progress will 

now be based on two measures, Student Growth Percentile (SGP) counts for 90% and Access for 

English Learners for the remaining 10%. The previous measure only used SGP for student 

performance. Overall, Progress is worth 35 points for elementary & middle schools and 30 points for 

high schools. An important change is that student SGPs in the 30th-40th percentile will now get ½ 

credit, while high growth is worth 1.5.  Similarly, students who progress less than a full performance 

band on ACCESS will contribute ½ point, and those who progress more than a full performance band 

will contribute 1.5 points.  Mr. Kachmar expressed concern about the rescaling of the instrument, 



which became more difficult for students to show progress.  Ms. Collins-Rylander explained that 

GADOE adjusted the ACCESS performance bands due to the rescaling. 

Mr. Kachmar also expressed that we should not just focus on GMAS.  For example, if fewer high 

school students need remediation, then that shows growth. Dr. Levett emphasized that we need to 

establish what we believe to be most the most important indicators to the district and communicate 

that information. We need to have a local district performance measure that shows the progress the 

district is making.  

Ms. Collins-Rylander continued with the Graduation Rate component. Weighting for high schools 

remains the same as in the past. A detailed example of scoring for the Closing the Gaps component 

was provided, as that area has prompted a number of questions since the changes were first 

introduced. Points are again awarded on a weighted scale based on subgroup performance; a key 

change is that the performance targets are set using a school-level baseline rather than a state-level 

baseline, and the target formula aligns with the formula used to set DAS targets.  

The Readiness component includes measures on LEXILES and attendance for all grade levels; 

course performance in non-core areas for elementary and middle schools; and accelerated options, 

pathway completion, and measures of college and career readiness for high schools. Based on the 

Governor’s feedback, the criteria for the Lexile-based indicator have been raised at all grade levels 

since the initial draft plan was released. 

Overall, about 70-80% of the new state-wide accountability system (CCRPI) is based on GMAS in 

some form.  The plan also includes language indicating that schools’ indicator scores will be 

penalized if GMAS participation falls below 95%. Some indicators that were in the former calculation 

have been eliminated, including the indicator that awarded 0 credit for students in the GMAS 

Developing level. 

  

The meeting was adjourned at 5:23pm. 

 



NEXT MEETING  

October 31st, 2017 – one-hour agenda 

ACTION ITEMS 

• October meeting moved from the 24th to the 31st. 
• Work on creating a Local District Performance Index. 

o Focus measures on student progress, true growth. Focus on national tests and norms.  
• Consider using a multiple linear regression analysis of retention, absentee information, teacher 

experience, and mobility over 5 years; include vacancies in the analysis. 
• Consider using community support to assist with preparing students for kindergarten. 
• Consider sharing best practices from top performing schools with struggling schools. 

 

 


