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Application for Federal Assistance  SF-424 

* 1. Type of Submission: * 2. Type of Application: * If Revision, select appropriate letter(s): 

Preapplication New 

Application Continuation * Other (Specify): 

Changed/Corrected Application Revision 

* 3. Date Received: 4.  Applicant Identifier: 

07/15/2016 

5a. Federal Entity Identifier: 5b. Federal Award Identifier: 

State Use Only: 

6. Date Received by State: 07/31/2016 7. State Application Identifier:  n/a 

8. APPLICANT INFORMATION: 

* a. Legal Name: Youth Empowerment Services, Inc.  

* b. Employer/Taxpayer Identification Number (EIN/TIN): * c. Organizational DUNS: 

74-2731870 9330580260000 

d. Address: 

* Street1: 
 

Street2: 
 

* City: 
 

County/Parish: 
 

* State: 
 

Province: 
 

* Country: 
 

* Zip / Postal Code: 

e. Organizational Unit: 

Department Name: Division Name: 
  

Youth Empowerment Services, In Educator Effectiveness Process 

f. Name and contact information of person to be contacted on matters involving this application: 

Prefix: 
 

Middle Name: 
 

* Last Name: 
 

Suffix: 

Title: Executive Project Director  

Organizational Affiliation: 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. 

 * Telephone Number: Fax Number: 
  

* Email:    

511 Fredericksburg Road  

 

San Antonio  

Bexar  

TX: Texas 

 

USA: UNITED STATES 

78201-6344  

* First Name: Mrs. Claudette 

Yvonne  

Yarbrough 

 

OMB Number: 4040-0004 

Expiration Date: 8/31/2016 
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Application for Federal Assistance  SF-424 

* 9. Type of Applicant 1: Select Applicant Type: 
 

M: Nonprofit with 501C3 IRS Status (Other than Institution of Higher Education) 

Type of Applicant 2: Select Applicant Type: 

 
Type of Applicant 3: Select Applicant Type: 

 
* Other (specify): 

* 10. Name of Federal Agency: 
 

U.S. Department of Education 

11. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Number: 
 

84.374 

CFDA Title: 

Teacher Incentive Fund 

* 12. Funding Opportunity Number: 

ED-GRANTS-053116-002 

* Title: 

Office of Innovation and Improvement (OII): Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) CFDA Number 84.374A 

13. Competition Identification Number: 
 

84-374A2016-2 

Title: 

14. Areas Affected by Project (Cities, Counties, States, etc.): 

 
     Add Attachment Delete Attachment          View Attachment  

* 15. Descriptive Title of Applicant's Project: 

Educator Effectiveness Process 

Attach supporting documents as specified in agency instructions. 

     Add Attachments Delete Attachments         View Attachments  

 



Application for Federal Assistance SF-424 
 

16. Congressional Districts Of: 
       

* a. Applicant TX-35 * b. Program/Project TX-35 
 

Attach an additional list of Program/Project Congressional  Districts if needed. 
 

Add Attachment Delete Attachment View Attachment 
 

17. Proposed Project: 
       

* a. Start Date: 10/01/2016 * b. End Date: 09/30/2021 
 

18. Estimated Funding ($): 
 

* a. Federal 10,306,064.88 
 

* b. Applicant 0.00
 

* c. State 0.00
 

* d. Local 0.00
 

* e. Other 0.00
 

* f.  Program Income 0.00
 

* g. TOTAL 10,306,064.88 
 

 * 19. Is Application Subject to Review By State Under Executive Order 12372 Process? 
 

a. This application was made available to the State under the Executive Order 12372 Process for review on 07/31/2016 . 

b. Program is subject to E.O. 12372 but has not been selected by the State for review. 
 

c. Program is not covered by E.O. 12372. 
 

* 20. Is the Applicant Delinquent On Any Federal Debt?  (If "Yes," provide explanation in attachment.) 
 

Yes No 
   

If "Yes", provide explanation and attach  
Add Attachment Delete Attachment View Attachment 

 
21. *By signing this application, I certify (1) to the statements contained in the list of certifications** and (2) that the statements 
herein are true, complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge.  I also provide the required assurances**  and agree to 
comply with any resulting terms if I accept an award. I am aware that any false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements or claims  may 
subject me to criminal, civil, or administrative penalties. (U.S. Code, Title 218, Section 1001) 

 

** I AGREE 
 

** The list of certifications  and assurances,  or an internet  site where  you may obtain  this list, is contained  in the announcement  or agency 
specific instructions. 

 
Authorized Representative: 

 
Prefix: Mrs. * First Name: Claudette 

 
Middle Name: Yvonne 

* Last Name: Yarbrough 

Suffix: 
 

* Title: Executive Project Director 
 

* Telephone Number:  Fax Number: 
 

* Email:  
 

* Signature of Authorized Representative: Claudette Yarbrough * Date Signed: 07/15/2016 
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Previous Edition Usable Standard Form 424B (Rev. 7-97) 

Authorized for Local Reproduction Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102 

 
 

ASSURANCES - NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 

OMB Number: 4040-0007 

Expiration Date: 01/31/2019 

 

NOTE: Certain of these assurances may not be applicable to your project or program. If you have questions, please contact the 

awarding agency. Further, certain Federal awarding agencies may require applicants to certify to additional assurances. 

If such is the case, you will be notified. 
 

As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, I certify that the applicant: 
 

1. Has the legal authority to apply for Federal assistance 

and the institutional, managerial and financial capability 

(including funds sufficient to pay the non-Federal share 

of project cost) to ensure proper planning, management 

and completion of the project described in this 

application. 
 

2. Will give the awarding agency, the Comptroller General 

of the United States and, if appropriate, the State, 

through any authorized representative, access to and 

the right to examine all records, books, papers, or 

documents related to the award; and will establish a 

proper accounting system in accordance with generally 

accepted accounting standards or agency directives. 

 
3. Will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from 

using their positions for a purpose that constitutes or 

presents the appearance of personal or organizational 

conflict of interest, or personal gain. 

 
4. Will initiate and complete the work within the applicable 

time frame after receipt of approval of the awarding 

agency. 

 

5. Will comply with the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 

1970 (42 U.S.C. §§4728-4763) relating to prescribed 

standards for merit systems for programs funded under 

one of the 19 statutes or regulations specified in 

Appendix A of OPM's Standards for a Merit System of 

Personnel Administration (5 C.F.R. 900, Subpart F). 

 
6. Will comply with all Federal statutes relating to 

nondiscrimination. These include but are not limited to: 

(a) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352)  

which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color 

or national origin; (b) Title IX of the Education 

Amendments of 1972, as amended (20 U.S.C.§§1681- 

1683, and 1685-1686), which prohibits discrimination on 

the basis of sex; (c) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation 

Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. §794), which 

prohibits discrimination on the basis of handicaps; (d) 

the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended (42 U. 

S.C. §§6101-6107), which prohibits discrimination on 

the basis of age; (e) the Drug Abuse Office and 

Treatment Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-255), as amended, 

relating to nondiscrimination on the basis of drug 

abuse; (f) the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and 

Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation 

Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-616), as amended, relating to 

nondiscrimination on the basis of alcohol abuse or 

alcoholism; (g) §§523 and 527 of the Public Health 

Service Act of 1912 (42 U.S.C. §§290 dd-3 and 290 

ee- 3), as amended, relating to confidentiality of alcohol 

and drug abuse patient records; (h) Title VIII of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. §§3601 et seq.), as 

amended, relating to nondiscrimination in the sale, 

rental or financing of housing; (i) any other 

nondiscrimination provisions in the specific statute(s) 

under which application for Federal assistance is being 

made; and, (j) the requirements of any other 

nondiscrimination statute(s) which may apply to the 

application. 

7. Will comply, or has already complied, with the 

requirements of Titles II and III of the Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 

Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646) which provide for 

fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced or 

whose property is acquired as a result of Federal or 

federally-assisted programs. These requirements 

apply to all interests in real property acquired for 

project purposes regardless of Federal participation in 

purchases. 

8. Will comply, as applicable, with provisions of the 

Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. §§1501-1508 and 7324-7328) 

which limit the political activities of employees whose 

principal employment activities are funded in whole 

or in part with Federal funds. 

 

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 15 minutes per response, including time for reviewing 

instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of 

information. Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for 

reducing this burden, to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (0348-0040), Washington, DC 20503. 

 

PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR COMPLETED FORM TO THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET. SEND 

IT TO THE ADDRESS PROVIDED BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY. 
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SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED CERTIFYING OFFICIAL TITLE 

  
Claudette Yarbrough Executive Project Director 

APPLICANT ORGANIZATION DATE SUBMITTED 
  
Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. 07/15/2016 

Standard Form 424B (Rev. 7-97) Back 

9. Will comply, as applicable, with the provisions of the Davis- 

Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. §§276a to 276a-7), the Copeland Act 

(40 U.S.C. §276c and 18 U.S.C. §874), and the Contract 

Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. §§327- 

333), regarding labor standards for federally-assisted 

construction subagreements. 
 

10. Will comply, if applicable, with flood insurance purchase 

requirements of Section 102(a) of the Flood Disaster 

Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234) which requires 
 recipients in a special flood hazard area to participate in the 

program and to purchase flood insurance if the total cost of 

insurable construction and acquisition is $10,000 or more. 

11. Will comply with environmental standards which may be 

prescribed pursuant to the following: (a) institution of 

environmental quality control measures under the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190) and 

Executive Order (EO) 11514; (b) notification of violating 

facilities pursuant to EO 11738; (c) protection of wetlands 

pursuant to EO 11990; (d) evaluation of flood hazards in 

floodplains in accordance with EO 11988; (e) assurance of 

project consistency with the approved State management 

program developed under the Coastal Zone Management 

Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§1451 et seq.); (f) conformity of 

Federal actions to State (Clean Air) Implementation Plans 

under Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act of 1955, as 

amended (42 U.S.C. §§7401 et seq.); (g) protection of 

underground sources of drinking water under the Safe 

Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (P.L. 93-523); 

and, (h) protection of endangered species under the 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (P.L. 93- 

205). 

13. Will assist the awarding agency in assuring compliance 

with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. §470), EO 11593 

(identification and protection of historic properties), and 

the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 

1974 (16 U.S.C. §§469a-1 et seq.). 

14. Will comply with P.L. 93-348 regarding the protection of 
human subjects involved in research, development, and 
related activities supported by this award of assistance. 

15. Will comply with the Laboratory Animal Welfare Act of 
1966 (P.L. 89-544, as amended, 7 U.S.C. §§2131 et 
seq.) pertaining to the care, handling, and treatment of 

warm blooded animals held for research, teaching, or 
other activities supported by this award of assistance. 

16. Will comply with the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning 

Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. §§4801 et seq.) which 

prohibits the use of lead-based paint in construction or 

rehabilitation of residence structures. 

17. Will cause to be performed the required financial and 

compliance audits in accordance with the Single Audit 

Act Amendments of 1996 and OMB Circular No. A-133, 

"Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit 

Organizations." 

18. Will comply with all applicable requirements of all other 
Federal laws, executive orders, regulations, and policies 
governing this program. 

12. Will comply with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 

1968 (16 U.S.C. §§1271 et seq.) related to protecting 

components or potential components of the national 

wild and scenic rivers system. 

19. Will comply with the requirements of Section 106(g) of 

the Trafficking Victims Protection Act (TVPA) of 2000, as 

amended (22 U.S.C. 7104) which prohibits grant award 

recipients or a sub-recipient from (1) Engaging in severe 

forms of trafficking in persons during the period of time 

that the award is in effect (2) Procuring a commercial 

sex act during the period of time that the award is in 

effect or (3) Using forced labor in the performance of the 

award or subawards under the award. 
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DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES  

Approved by OMB 

Complete this form to disclose lobbying activities pursuant to 31 U.S.C.1352 0348-0046 

1. * Type of Federal Action: 2. * Status of Federal Action: 3. * Report Type: 
a. contract a. bid/offer/application a. initial filing 

 
b. grant b. initial award b. material change 

c. cooperative agreement 
c. post-award 

d. loan 

e. loan guarantee 

f. loan insurance 

4.   Name and Address of Reporting Entity:   
  
 Prime SubAwardee  
   

* Name  
Youth Empowerment Services, Inc.   

  
* Street 1 Street 2   511 Fredericksburg Road 

  
* City State Zip 

San Antonio TX: Texas 78201-6344 

 
Congressional District, if known: 

5. If Reporting Entity in No.4 is Subawardee, Enter  Name and Address of Prime: 

6. * Federal Department/Agency: 7. * Federal Program Name/Description: 

US Department of Education Teacher Incentive Fund 

 
 

CFDA Number, if applicable: 84.374 

8. Federal Action Number, if known: 9. Award Amount, if known: 

$ 

10. a. Name and Address of Lobbying Registrant:  
 

 
 

Prefix * First Name  Middle Name  
n/a  

  
* Last Name Suffix  

n/a 
 

 
 

* Street 1 Street 2  
 

   
* City State Zip 

 
 

b. Individual Performing Services (including address if different from No. 10a)  
 

  
Prefix * First Name    Middle Name  

n/a 
  
 * Last Name   Suffix 

n/a  
 

  
* Street 1 Street 2  

   
* City State Zip 

 
 

11.   Information requested through this form is authorized by title 31 U.S.C. section  1352.  This disclosure of lobbying activities is a material representation of fact  upon which 
reliance was placed by the tier above when the transaction was made or entered into.  This disclosure is required pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1352. This information will be reported to 

the Congress semi-annually and will be available for public inspection.  Any person who fails to file the required disclosure shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than 

$10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure. 
 

* Signature:     Claudette Yarbrough 

*Name: Prefix * First Name  Middle Name 
Claudette 

* Last Name Suffix 
Yarbrough 

 

Title: Telephone No.: Date:  07/15/2016 

Authorized for Local Reproduction 
Federal Use Only: Standard Form - LLL (Rev. 7-97) 
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NOTICE TO ALL APPLICANTS 

OMB Number: 1894-0005 

Expiration Date: 03/31/2017 
 

The purpose of this enclosure is to inform you about a new be discussed in connection with related topics in the 
provision in the Department of Education's General application. 
Education Provisions Act (GEPA) that applies to applicants  
for new grant awards under Department programs. This Section 427 is not intended to duplicate the requirements of 
provision is Section 427 of GEPA, enacted as part of the civil rights statutes, but rather to ensure that, in designing 
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 (Public Law (P.L.) their projects, applicants for Federal funds address equity 
103-382). concerns that may affect the ability of certain potential 

beneficiaries to fully participate in the project and to achieve 
To Whom Does This Provision Apply? to high standards. Consistent with program requirements and 

its approved application, an applicant may use the Federal 
Section 427 of GEPA affects applicants for new grant 

funds awarded to it to eliminate barriers it identifies. 
awards under this program. ALL APPLICANTS FOR 

NEW AWARDS MUST INCLUDE INFORMATION IN  
THEIR APPLICATIONS TO ADDRESS THIS NEW What are Examples of How an Applicant Might Satisfy the 

PROVISION IN ORDER TO RECEIVE FUNDING UNDER Requirement of This Provision? 

THIS PROGRAM.  

The following examples may help illustrate how an applicant 

may comply with Section 427. 
(If this program is a State-formula grant program, a State  
needs to provide this description only for projects or (1) An applicant that proposes to carry out an adult literacy 
activities that it carries out with funds reserved for State-level project serving, among others, adults with limited English 
uses. In addition, local school districts or other eligible proficiency, might describe in its application how it intends 
applicants that apply to the State for funding need to provide to distribute a brochure about the proposed project to such 
this description in their applications to the State for funding. potential participants in their native language. 
The State would be responsible for ensuring that the school 

 
district or other local entity has submitted a sufficient 

(2) An applicant that proposes to develop instructional section 427 statement as described below.) 
materials for classroom use might describe how it will 

make the materials available on audio tape or in braille for 

What Does This Provision Require? students who are blind. 

 
Section 427 requires each applicant for funds (other than an 

(3) An applicant that proposes to carry out a model 
individual person) to include in its application a description of 

science program for secondary students and is 
the steps the applicant proposes to take to ensure equitable 

concerned that girls may be less likely than boys to enroll 
access to, and participation in, its Federally-assisted program 

in the course, might indicate how it intends to conduct 
for students, teachers, and other program beneficiaries with 

"outreach" efforts to girls, to encourage their enrollment. 
special needs. This provision allows applicants discretion in 

developing the required description.  The statute highlights  
(4) An applicant that proposes a project to increase six types of barriers that can impede equitable access or 
school safety might describe the special efforts it will take participation: gender, race, national origin, color, disability, or 
to address concern of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and age. Based on local circumstances, you should determine 
transgender students, and efforts to reach out to and whether these or other barriers may prevent your students, 
involve the families of LGBT students. teachers, etc. from such access or participation in, the 

Federally-funded project or activity. The description in your  
application of steps to be taken to overcome these barriers We recognize that many applicants may already be 
need not be lengthy; you may provide a clear and succinct implementing effective steps to ensure equity of access and 
description of how you plan to address those barriers that are participation in their grant programs, and we appreciate your 
applicable to your circumstances. In addition, the information cooperation in responding to the requirements of this 
may be provided in a single narrative, or, if appropriate, may provision. 

Estimated Burden Statement for GEPA Requirements 

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless such 

collection displays a valid OMB control number.  Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 

1.5 hours per response, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the 

data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. The obligation to respond to this collection is required to 

obtain or retain benefit (Public Law 103-382). Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection 

of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to the U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Ave., SW, 

Washington, DC  20210-4537 or email ICDocketMgr@ed.gov and reference the OMB Control Number 1894-0005. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
Optional - You may attach 1 file to this page. 

Section 427 GEPA Requirement.pdf     Add Attachment    Delete Attachment     View Attachment  

 
 

mailto:ICDocketMgr@ed.gov


 

Section 427 GEPA Requirement 
 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. as the fiscal and lead agency is 

proposing to meet all requirements of the new provision in the Department 

of Education’s General Education Provisions Act (GEPA. 

 

We will ensure that there is no barrier to impede equitable access or 

participation in all EEP activities. Race, gender, national origin, color, 

disability, or age will not be barriers to participating and will not be factors 

in any EEP activities due to the involvement of all stakeholders in all 

planned activities. The proposed TIF5 provides multiple opportunities for 

the involvement of all stakeholders in the program. 
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* APPLICANT'S ORGANIZATION 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. 

* PRINTED NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE 

Prefix:  Mrs. * First Name: Claudette Middle Name: Yvonne 

 
* Last Name: Yarbrough Suffix: 

 
* Title:  Executive Project Director 

* SIGNATURE: Claudette Yarbrough * DATE: 07/15/2016 

 

 

 

CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

 

Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements 
 

The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that: 
 

(1) No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned, to any 

person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of an agency, a Member of 

Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with 

the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the 

entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or 

modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
 

(2) If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for 

influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an 

officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with this Federal 

contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard 

Form-LLL, ''Disclosure of Lobbying Activities,'' in accordance with its instructions. 

 
(3) The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award documents 

for all subawards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and contracts under grants, loans, and 

cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients shall certify and disclose accordingly. This certification 

is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this transaction was made or 

entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction 

imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be 

subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure. 
 

Statement for Loan Guarantees and Loan Insurance 

The undersigned states, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that: 

If any funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer 

or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of 

a Member of Congress in connection with this commitment providing for the United States to insure or 

guarantee a loan, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, ''Disclosure of Lobbying 

Activities,'' in accordance with its instructions. Submission of this statement is a prerequisite for making or 

entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the 

required statement shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 

for each such failure. 
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Abstract 

The abstract narrative must not exceed one page and should use language that will be understood by a range of audiences. 

For all projects, include the project title (if applicable), goals, expected outcomes and contributions for research, policy, 

practice, etc. Include population to be served, as appropriate. For research applications, also include the following: 

 

· Theoretical and conceptual background of the study (i.e., prior research that this investigation builds upon and that 
provides a compelling rationale for this study) 

· Research issues, hypotheses and questions being addressed 

· Study design including a brief description of the sample including sample size, methods, principals dependent, 
independent, and control variables, and the approach to data analysis. 

[Note: For a non-electronic submission, include the name and address of your organization and the name, phone number and 

e-mail address of the contact person for this project.] 
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Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) TIF5 Project Abstract 

 
One hundred percent (100%) of the educators employed by the participating LEA’s have 

voiced a unanimous “YES VOTE” to the submission of this TIF5 project by signing their campus’ buy- 

in form included in the attachments. The Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) has been an extremely 

successful addition to each campus’ comprehensive school improvement processes during the past six 

years as educator effectiveness has increased so has the academic performance of the students. With this 

request, all educators have agreed that the next component to add to the Evaluation System with 

supports and the PBCS is the addition of an HCMS process. 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. is the name of the non-profit, 501(c) partner and the 

fiscal agent for this TIF5 project. Four LEA’s representing 100% of their 13 campuses are part of the 

TIF5 partnership: 1) George Gervin Academy, 2) Por Vida Academy, 3) Positive Solutions Academy, and 

 
4) Southwest Preparatory Academy. We are all part of the Texas Education Equity System (TEES) 

Partnership with a vision of “ensuring that all students have equitable access to effective educators.” 

Within this TIF5 project narrative is the documented evidence that our project meets the 

components of the Absolute Priority I, Competitive Priority 2, and Invitational Priority 1 by aligning the 

shared instructional improvement vision of “ensuring all students have equitable access to effective educators” with 

the LEA’s improvement efforts and comprehensive reforms that include alignment with the existing 

evaluation system with supports, the PBCS and the requested HCMS. 

All of the 13 LEA individual schools qualify as high-need campuses. The 13 schools are 

three (3) the George Gervin Campuses (two in San Antonio and one in Phoenix); three (3) Por Vida 

Academy campuses (one in San Antonio and two in Corpus Christ, Texas); one Positive Solutions 

Academy campus in San Antonio, Texas and six (6) Southwest Preparatory Campuses; five in San 

Antonio and one in Seguin, Texas. 

Our goal is to utilize a multi-faceted, robust and relevant approach to add an effective human 

capital management system (HCMS) to the existing effective USDE-approved PBCS evaluation to ensure 

that all students especially special-needs and ELL students have equitable access to effective educators! 
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Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) TIF5 Project Narrative 
 

(a) SIGNIFICANCE (20 points) One hundred percent (100%) of the educators including 

teachers, teacher leaders, principals and the four (4) LEA Superintendents representing all 13 

LEA-wide campuses and four (4) LEA’s unanimously agreed and have bought into this TIF5 

project being presented as evidenced by the names and signatures in Attachment 5.“Buy-in” 

commitment activities took place on each campus after all four targeted LEA Superintendents 

met and agreed to unanimously create the shared instructional vision that will serve as the 

foundation of this TIF project, “TEES ensures that all students have equitable access to effective 

educators” … a) by ensuring that the evaluation system with supports is effectively implemented 

on all 13 campuses within all four (4) LEA’s, b) by providing a well-designed PBCS that focuses 

on compensating effective educators, and c) by implementing the first-of-it’s-kind HCMS for 

charter schools in San Antonio, Texas.” This aligns directly with Competitive Priority 2 which 

states a focus on improving teacher effectiveness and promoting equitable access to effective 

educators. Texas Education Equity System is the group name the four (4) Superintendents agreed 

to. Supported by Youth Empowerment Services, Inc., the fiscal/lead agent, for this TIF5 project, 

TEES includes four (4) San Antonio-based LEA Charter Superintendents, representing 13 high- 

need campuses, high-poverty campuses, and persistently lowest-achieving campuses that have 

been successfully making progress while implementing TIF projects since 2010 in the San 

Antonio and Corpus Christi areas of Texas. The most significantly high-need schools in San 

Antonio as identified by the Texas Education Agency’s (TEA) Title I priority school list schools 

are participating in this TIF5 project. Of the forty (40) San Antonio Area LEA’s identified as 

Title I priority schools in the state, 20% are represented by the TEES thirteen campuses. Thus, 

eight (8) of the thirteen (13) high-need schools identified for this Texas Education Equity System 
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(TEES) TIF5 project, represent the lowest performing schools in San Antonio and all 13 

campuses meet the TIF5 high-need documentation criteria detailed in Attachment 5.4. Three 

new campuses within existing participating LEA (one in Corpus Christi, TX one in Phoenix, AZ, 

one in San Antonio, TX) will join the 10 existing campuses for this TIF5 project. Part 5 the 

attachment 1 shows the 13 campuses and the timeline in section e highlights the major activities 

that will ensure that the new campuses have access the EEP evaluation and PBCS activities in 

order to experience the effectiveness activities that will lead to effective educators and improved 

st
student performance .The instructional vision created (May 31 ) and approved by the teachers 

st
(June 21 ) has been fueled by the commitment and determination of each LEA to accelerate the 

comprehensive school improvement efforts happening within each LEA. The focus on our vision 

ensures that the LEA’s meet the TIF absolute priority by 1) continuing to provide and improve 

the current USDE-approved evaluation system with supports, 2) continuing with an updated and 
 

improved PBCS to provide compensation to effective educators, and 3) expanding the EEP 
 

project to include a strong Human Capital Management System (HCMS).
 

 1) Continuing to 

provide and improve upon the current USDE-approved evaluation system with supports: The 

current system that was funded in 2010 by USDE is called the Educator Effectiveness Process 

(EEP). Sponsored by Youth Empowerment Services, Inc This system has been responsible for 

creating and implementing a 1) USDE-approved teacher evaluation system, a 2) USDE-approved 

principal evaluation system and a 3) USDE-approved PBCS that has targeted ten (10) campuses 

over six years focusing on over 1500 students served by over 150 teachers and 10 principals. The 

three (3) new campuses’ leaders and teachers will receive all of the initial support that the 

existing schools received in order to have high levels of fidelity implementing the project see 

EEP at a Glance significance attachment b and c. We will continue to improve the evaluation 
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system as stated in Absolute Priority I. With this request, EEP will be expanded to include 

additional professional development supports using the evaluative data to align with educators’ 

needs. This support will include induction professional development for new teachers, coaching 

for all teachers and principals, and mentoring for teachers. The increase in the level and type of 

evaluation system supports will ensure that the current vision of providing equitable access to 

effective educators is achieved for all students. Details of the comprehensive, USDE-approved 

evaluation system is included in section b, program design. There is significant evidence of the 

success of the current 2010 TIF project to support continuing to make the system more robust 

and relevant. One of EEP’s focuses was on the high need subjects Math and Science, of the 

thirteen (13) high need schools participating in the Texas Education Equity System (TEES), ten 

participated in the 2010 TIF3 Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) and six of the nine campuses 

had double digit increases in the percent of students meeting and exceeding standards in math 

and science over the EEP TIF3 5 year grant period, see the three powerful depictions in 

significance attachment f, g and h. This is an example of what this comprehensive Educator 

Effectiveness Process will continue doing for all students in all subjects including hard to staff 

subjects such as math, Science, Special education and English Language Learners and the not so 

hard to staff subjects such as Reading. The targeted campus educators have been unanimous in 

the belief that the comprehensive evaluation system played a significant role in ensuring that 

educators became more effective at instructing students to improve academically. All principals 

have indicated that EEP is one of the major factors in the improvement of teaching and learning 

within their schools. Continuation of EEP through TIF5 is critical for the students that depend 

upon their effective educators. 2) Continuing with an updated, improved PBCS to provide 

compensation to effective educators:  The current USDE-approved PBCS has provided 
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significant levels of support to struggling participating teachers .The five years of survey data 

(see attachment g), improved educator observation results, the value added data as well as the 

campus’ achievement data, along with the letters and comments and the personal expressions to 

EEP from participating educators (see part 5 attachments 11 and 12), leave-no-doubt that during 

the past six years of implementation, we have made significant progress towards achieving our 

vision of equitable access to effective educators for our students. The PBCS has been updated to 

include Superintendents beginning in year 1, and “other professionals” beginning in year 

2involved in the provision of direct academic support to students .Other professionals include 

assistant principals, college and career counselors, social workers, psychologists, Special 

Education Directors and ELL Coordinators .The inclusion of “other professionals” will help 

ensure that effective educators are differentially compensated throughout the LEA and will assist 

in meeting our instructional vision of “equitable access to effective educators” for all students so 

th 
that students’ academic careers from PK – 12 grade are relevant and rigorous and prepares for 

careers and college after graduation. The design of the improved PBCS is detailed in the section 

b, and will help the LEA’s have reliable and valid data to document effective educators in order 

to provide relevant PBCS payments (see attachment a, b, and c) .The attachments clearly 

identify the planned, updated PBCS to provide compensation to effective educator’s program 

design as stated in Absolute Priority 1. 3) Expand to include a strong Human Capital 

Management System .The theory behind creating a HCMS with “equity compensation” as a goal 

is strong as it is based upon the premise that well-compensated educators will continue to 

perform well and become more effective as they continue in the education system. Currently, 

EEP does not provide for a HCMS to the participating LEA’s and the planned TIF5 HCMS will 

be a new feature of the comprehensive approach to school improvement that will help ensure that 
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all students have equitable access to effective educators with compensation that matches the 

effectiveness of educators .The HCMS will ensure that educators who are not effective are given 

support and resources to become effective so that they can move up in the HCMS or move out of 

the education system .“A quality teacher is the critical factor in determining student achievement 

in the classroom.” In the past, educational attainment, experience, and subjective 

recommendations from others, have been used to recruit teachers but these measures have 

consistently fallen short of ensuring that all students have equitable access to effective teachers. 

Each high need school is ready to embrace the use of other high-stakes measures using a 

strategic HCMS based upon a comprehensive evaluation system to recruit, hire, place, retain, 

dismiss, compensate, train and support, with tenure and promotion opportunities to ensure all 

students have equitable access to effective teachers. Each high-need LEA leader has confirmed 

through surveys, questionnaires and through extensive meetings and discussions that the 

recruitment of effective teachers is extremely difficult especially in the areas of math and science. 

One of the reasons for the difficulty in recruiting effective teachers is that the thirteen (13) high- 

need schools targeted for this TIF 5 HCMS/PBCS grant are always competing with the 16 larger 

traditional public LEA’s that have more resources to pay teachers, the recruitment and retention 

of effective teachers by LEAs is more difficult because the multitude of options when deciding 

what school district to apply for employment. Recruitment is also hard when it comes to hard-to- 

staff areas like math and science, Special Education and English Language Learners because 

surrounding districts sometimes offer hard-to-staff teachers for math and science incentives 

when the teacher selects their school district. The targeted LEA salaries are usually between 

$5000 - $20,000 lower than the base salaries at the competing local district schools see the 
 

“average teacher salary chart” in attachment b depicts the San Antonio area average teacher 
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salary and each of the thirteen (13) targeted high need school’s average teacher salary. The State 

of Texas average salary of $50,715 is higher than all of the average salaries at each of the 

thirteen (13) targeted high need schools and in some cases the State Average Teacher Salary of 

$50,715 is almost $16,000 higher. This is evidence of the dire need for a continuation of  the 

EEP PBCS that compensates based on effectiveness and the additional resources to implement 

HCMS that includes recruitment and retention by year 3. The current PBCS and the planned 

HCMS to be implemented will definitely ensure that each campus lives the vision for the sake of 

all of the participating students. Even though retaining teachers continues to be a challenge in our 

participating LEA’s, 80% of the teachers in a 2015 survey would rate their job as satisfaction as 

good and very good. See survey results in attachment g. 68% of the teachers surveyed would 

“stay at their current schools longer because of EEP. This TIF5 project includes a provision to 

establish a significant “base pay” provision that will help to equalize participating LEA’s teacher 

and principal salaries and will close the gap” for the teachers and principals. Base pay step is one 

of the first steps in creating our HCMS .The project design section (b) of this project narrative 

provides a comprehensive, detailed accounting of how the improvements made to EEP and the 

inclusion of the HCMS will improve the teaching and learning that support rigorous academic 

standards as well as include the strong theory that supports the EEP project design (see the end of 

section a (See Significance Additional Information - part a). Project narrative attachments in 

letter (a), provides additional significance support. 

(B) QUALITY OF THE PROJECT DESIGN (40 POINTS) The comprehensive school 

reform efforts of the participating LEA’s and their community of educators (including over 250 

teachers, principals, other professionals and Superintendents serving over 2000 students in San 

Antonio) that have been involved over the past six years in implementing the 2010 TIF project 
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have been eagerly anticipating the opportunity to implement a comprehensive HCMS so that 

effective educators receive differentiated salaries based upon effectiveness as measured and 

analyzed by the observation data and student performance/valued added data. Our project design 

is comprehensive, has already been effective at improving the teacher and learning for students, 

and will, with this TIF5 project be more robust and relevant resulting in greater academic gains 

for all students with the implementation of TIF5 HCMS .(1) Comprehensive Evaluation System 

With Supports, PBCS And Nine HCMS Initiatives .The Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) is 

the 2010 USDE approved PBCS and Evaluation System currently being implemented in the 

LEA’s that are a part of this TIF5 project. Through the first planning year of the grant from 

2010-2011, the USDE approved the PBCS for teachers and principals, the teacher evaluation 

system and the principal evaluation system see significance attachment b and c. This was the first 

time that the participating LEA’s had been a part of a comprehensive educator evaluation process 

and the results have been astonishing especially when reviewed through the experiences of the 

educators who have lived through the process so far. In addition, EEP was the first TIF III 

project approved for the first-ever 12 month USDE “no cost extension TIF” and received an 

unprecedented “sixth year” to continue the project beyond the initial five-year completion date 

due to effective implementations and results. The evidence is strong that supports the reasons 

and rationale behind the successful implementing of the TIF project, but the main reasons are a) 

high-level of fidelity exists among the educators implementing the project at the campus level so 

that “no stone is left unturned” and every attempt is made to follow the details of the project 

explicitly, and b) the strongest support possible from the EEP TIF personnel responsible for 

training, supporting, retraining, meeting, planning and delivering evaluation and PBCS guidance 

and resources everyday throughout the school year and the summer year. The details describing 
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the EEP project that have led to the “great achievements” are described below in the 

comprehensively detailed elements of EEP, and also detailed in the EEP Implementation Rubric 

see Attachment 5 .The goal of the Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) evaluation process is to 

improve the teaching and learning that occurs in the classrooms so that students are supported by 

effective educators using rigorous academic standards and thus able to compete throughout their 

education experience. The goal of the EEP PBCS is to compensate educators based upon their 

effectiveness towards ensuring that all students successfully meet their academic goals. These 

goals are aligned with the overall instructional vision to ensure that all students have equitable 

access to effective educators in order to meet the academic standards. What follows is the 

comprehensive EEP evaluation and PBCS system explained as it currently exists and the new 

processes that will be added following approval of this application .Then a detailed overview of 

the HCMS to be implemented beginning in the third year of this project is provided. 

(i) EEP Observation System – EEP observations are research rubric based observations see the 

project design attachment p. Each teacher receives a minimum of three (3) formal observations 

each year, one unannounced that consist of one pre conference and a post conference and two 

unannounced which consist of a post conference for each. Each principal receives four (4) formal 

observations each year. One observation is announced and includes a pre-conference and a post 

conference. All other observations are unannounced and include a post-conference. All post- 

conferences include a discussion of a reinforcement goal for the educator to continue reinforcing 

what they are doing well and a refinement, something they can do more effectively. All 

observation are based on the instructional rubrics, only focused EEP instructional rubric and the 

evidence from the observation. These processes are transparent in that all participants are kept 

updated throughout the entire observation procedures. The observation processes do not happen 
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to the educators; the processes happen with them, as they are instrumentally and very 

deliberately involved throughout the entire observation procedures. a) EEP Observations 

Process: Teachers and principals are scored and assessed in writing using the EEP tools created 

to be a transparent overview tied to the rubric of the effectiveness of the educator’s lesson. The 

process is a comprehensive systemic one that includes professional development tied directly, 

specifically and explicitly to the observation data of the observed educator. The process includes 

the following components. 1) A pre-observation conference to review with the educator the 

planned lesson or meeting that will be assessed, the planned outcomes that are expected and the 

ways the educator will implement the rubric throughout the lesson or meeting. This pre- 

conference is usually scheduled during the teacher’s planning time and lasts approximately 40 – 

45 minutes .2) The actual observation is scheduled before the pre-conference is held and occurs 

within 24 hours of the pre-conference .3) The actual observation lasts the length of the lesson or 

meeting from beginning to the ending .4) The post-conference is held within 48 hours of the 

observation allowing the observer to create a written post-conference plan that will be used to 

review the observed lessons effectiveness tied to the instructional rubric highlighting the 

refinement and reinforcement goals that will be discussed during the 45-minute post conference 

meeting .b .EEP Certified Observers – All observers are required to be “certified observers” in 

order to observe campus teachers, teacher leaders and Principals .The EEP Co-Director and 

Regional Coordinator will be certified trainers and will provide the Teacher Observation and the 

Principal Observation Certification Training each year during the summer institute and 

throughout the year as needed to ensure that all observers are certified to implement the 

observation process described above. The four-day training is intensive and involves all 

participates engaging in all facets of the teacher observation and the principal observation, 
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including inter-rater reliability, and how to conduct and implement pre and post observation 

conferences. Selected teacher leaders and principals will participate in this training. 

Superintendents and principals selected by their Superintendents qualify for principal 

observation training. At the end of the Teacher Observation Training must test by completing a 

complete observation on a teacher or principal. The test are then sent to an outside service 

provider to be scored. This is apart of the robust and transparent process of EEP. EEP Multiple 

Teacher Observations – The three (3) required teacher observations are conducted by three 

different leaders over the course of a school year beginning shortly after the school year starts 

st 
and ending by March 31 the beginning of testing season each year. The principal, the expert 

teacher leader and the career teacher conduct the observations per the scheduled created by the 

leadership team (See Project Design and Additional Information - part b). Teacher Observation 

is a consistent agenda item on the weekly Leadership team meetings, the leaders discuss and 

schedule professional development based upon the outcomes of the teacher observations. While 

one of the purposes of the observation processes is to determine the level of effectiveness and to 

improve the effectiveness of each educator by using the results to provide supportive coaching, 

mentoring and additional targeted professional development so that the subsequent observations 

results in higher proficiency levels . 

d .EEP Multiple Principal Observations – As the principal becomes more of the instructional 

leader rather than the building/operational manager, the observation processes focuses on the 

principal in multiple instructional roles as the principal leads the educational attainment of the 

campus. Principals are observed by a set of different leaders in a variety of different instructional 

settings. The principal receives one (2) observations from an EEP staffer and peer educator using 

a tool to assess how the principal leads the leadership team in a meeting where data, evaluation 
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results/decisions for professional development, unit meeting preparation, and instructional 

strategies are addressed with action items and follow up items .The principal receives two (2) 

observations from the LEA Superintendent where the focus of the principal is observed 

coaching/mentoring another educator .One observation is announced and three are unannounced 

.e .EEP Teacher Observation Rubric –  see project design attachment p, The standards-based 

EEP Teacher Observation Rubric provides a rigorous means for measuring teacher effectiveness 

through observation as it methodically establishes standards and expectations around researched- 

based proven detailed indicators and sub-indicators of educator effectiveness. The EEP 

Observation Rubric articulates teacher expectations by defining performance criteria from novice 

to expert using indicators and sub-indicators. It is designed to evaluate teachers’ planning, 

delivery of instruction and use of formative and summative assessments. The rubric has four 

Domains. Domain I focuses on facilitating student learning and has twelve indicators .Domain II 

focuses on educator planning for learning, Domain III focuses on the teacher’s ability to ensure a 

balance exists around students’ mental, physical and emotional learning needs and Domain IV 

focuses on each individual campuses input into the teacher evaluation system. Domain IV is 

evaluated by each set of educators. Career teachers evaluate their teacher leaders. EEP 

Observation Levels of Proficiency – There are three (3) overall levels of proficiency used to 

identify to what extent does-an-educator-implement the research-based, specific twelve (12) 

instructional indicators detailed in the instructional rubric. Educators’ observations are scored 

using the three proficiency levels. Educators can receive the following scores on any indicators – 

“1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, 4.5 and a 5.” The levels are 1) The Expert Teacher Level – An 

observation score of a five “5” in any of the 12 indicators that the educator is “above 

proficiency” in the ability to utilize the particular indicator to guarantee that “students will learn 
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the content being taught. The question the observer has to answer in order to rate an indicator a 

“5” is “to what extent did learning occur for all of the students in meeting the stated objective for 

the day’s lesson by demonstrating the criteria in the specific indicator?”   2) Career Teacher 

Level – An observation score of a 3 through a 4.5 indicates that the proficiency of the educator to 

provide instruction guaranteeing that students learn based upon the lesson’s objective is 

“proficient and adequate to guarantee a majority of the students are mastering the day’s learning 

objective” as evidenced by the formative assessment that is required to occur during the lesson. 

“Three (3) is where you want to be” is the motto used when initially training educators so that 

they can obtain consistent threes at the beginning of their introduction to the EEP process as they 

pursue a goal of eventually becoming a level 5 teacher. The level 3 indicates that the teacher is 

providing instruction using instructional strategies and activities that aid students in mastering 

the learning objectives. 3) The Novice Level is represented by teachers who earn 1 – 2.5 scores 

on their instructional indicators and indicates that the educator is below proficiency in 

implementing the instruction, instructional strategies and content knowledge. Scores at this level 

are a strong indication to the observer that the educator would need additional coaching and 

mentoring to improve. Scores that are at this level on any indicator always end up being a 

“refinement goal” for the educator during the “post-observation conference.” The teacher and 

principal observation system tools are included in attachment b. g) Inter-rater reliability – 

Achieving “inter-rater reliability” is a major responsibility of the principal as instructional leader 

working with the leadership team each week. All leadership members observe instructional 

videos, review observation scores, indicator evidence notes and post-conference plans to achieve 

inter-rater reliability throughout the school year usually on a monthly basis (during at least one 

of the weekly leadership team meetings each month.)  The level and depth of discussion 
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surrounding the rubric indicators helps the principal lead the team towards achieving a high level 

of inter-rater reliability .For the EEP program, inter-rater reliability focuses on each indicator 

being no more than “one point off” among the observers. All members are required to document 

their scores based upon evidence tied to the observed behavior related to the scored indicator. 

Then when discussing the indicator and the score, the observers must “prove” by the rubric the 

score .As long as all observers are equal or no more than one point off, inter-rater reliability is 

obtained on the indicator being addressed. When a score is more than one point off, then the 

principal leads the discussion to show proof of the score to help all members come together to 

agree on the indicator score for the observation being reviewed. h. Teacher Education Data 

System – TEDS – TEDS is the online evaluation platform where all educator observation data is 

documented and stored for use by leadership staff members to analyze and make professional 

development decisions for each educator. Teachers also can assess the system to store their self 

evaluations. i. Other Professionals Evaluation Systems – This is a new EEP component of the 

evaluation system .For this TIF5 opportunity, the LEA’s agreed that there was a need to provide 

a comprehensive evaluation system to Superintendents and the “other professionals” that directly 

impact student learning and to expand the current evaluation system from principals and teaches 

to “other professional educators”. On May 31, 2016, with input from 100% of the schools the 

following positions were added to the evaluation system to be developed and thus would become 

a part of the PBCS once developed. Superintendents’ evaluation system would be completed and 

implemented in Year 1 .Assistant principals, academic deans, Special Education Directors, ELL 

directors and coordinators, social workers/psychologist and career and college counselors’ 

evaluation system would be finalized and implemented during Year 2 with the PBCS following 

.All other professional positions to be included in Year 3 with the implementation of the HCMS 
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include the strategic HR directors, Academic Data Analysts .The timelines included in section d 

below provides more information related to the tasks completion so that we meet the goal of 

implementing the HCMS in Year 3 with ALL positions evaluated to ensure that all students have 

access to effective educators. All “other professionals” were identified and approved with input 

from all stakeholders as positions regarding additional academic degrees and or positions 

requiring a special certification. Interventionists are not included in the “other professional 

educators” as there are degree requirements for interventionists .j Multiple Career Paths – “The 

consensus in the research about multiple career paths is that employees who have the 

opportunities for career advancement are motivated to improve the quality of their work,” 

(KRUETZ, T 2006) This quote supports EEP strong theory for including multiple career paths as 

a significant segment of EEP. The Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) allows for effective 

teachers to advance in the teaching profession without having to leave the classroom to become 

administrators in order to earn better pay opportunities .In the past effective educators left their 

students and their classrooms in order to earn more. EEP is designed to allow effective teachers 

the ability to take on leadership roles to strengthen the campus as a whole, while still teaching 

students. EEP provides teachers with growth options to move from being a career teacher, to a 

career teacher leader and to an expert teacher leader. The progress through the higher levels of 

the teaching profession is competitive, rigorous and performance-based so that all professional 

career teachers will be better able to work towards increasing their pursuit of the highest levels of 

the teaching profession. The opportunities provided through multiple career paths will be used in 

recruiting effective teachers to the LEAs. k .Career Teacher (CT) – The CT is a professional 

teacher who is either a new or established teacher working towards becoming a more effective 

teacher. As campus CT’s increase in effectiveness they will have opportunities to complete for 
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Career Teacher Leader and Expert Teacher Leader positions. The CT’s collaborate with the more 

experienced CTL’s and ETL’s during unit meetings, observations, pre and post conferences 

during the evaluation process and during the teaching processes, lesson planning sessions, group 

meetings, student assessment activities and the other professional development supports 

provided. The CT’s duties include, preparing and presenting effective lessons to students, 

analyzing student data, identifying needs and using the lesson planning process to address the 

students’ needs, using data to develop intervention plans for students, collaborating with CTL’s 

and ETL’s to increase their expertise in meeting students’ academic needs in a more robust and 

relevant manner. In teacher to qualify at an LEA as a Career Teacher, the teacher must be highly 

qualified for a Charter School. 

l .Career Teacher Leader – The CTL is a proven is an effective teacher based upon the 

observations and the value added teacher and school level data. CTL’s are selected through a 

thorough and comprehensive interview process to ensure that teachers selected to become CTL’s 

have the capacity to effectively coach, mentor and training other teachers. CTL’s are trained by 

EEP staff in all aspects of the EEP observation process and must pass the certification test in 

order to be qualified to observe teachers. The CTL serves in a campus leadership role, supporting 

6-8 teachers. With oversight and support from the principal and the ETL, the CTL spends 80% of 

the time in the classroom as a classroom teacher and 20% (one day each week or 8 hours spread 

throughout the week). CTL additional duties include 1) working with the ETL to plan and 

prepare agendas for unit meetings based upon the data collected from walk-throughs and 

evaluative observations, 2) attending and co-facilitating unit meeting; 3) analyzing student data 

to identify needs, 3) working collaboratively with teachers to develop intervention and academic 

plans, working with the leadership team to develop the school plan and plans based upon 
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assessment data, 4) conducing pre and post observation conferences and formal observations and 

using the data to help plan professional development sessions, and 5) coaching and mentoring 

teachers towards effectiveness. Expert Teacher Leaders – The ETL is the top-ranked, highly 

skilled professional educator next to the campus principal. The ETL shared significant leadership 

responsibilities and authority for instruction with the principal. To qualify to become an ETL, a 

teacher must have demonstrated expertise in instruction, content, curriculum development, 

student learning, data analysis, coaching and mentoring. A minimum of three (3) effective years 

in the classroom is also required with effectiveness being based upon student academic 

performances and teacher observation results. ETL’s are held to higher performance standards 

and are looked upon for overall guidance and support while the campus is implementing EEP. 

The ETL completes all of the tasks as the CTL and also oversees the campus professional 

development schedules of activities, strategies and events, facilitates the curriculum and 

instructional calendar planning, team teaches and performs demonstration lessons on strategies 

and with teachers as needed, takes the lead in ensuring that the leadership meeting agendas and 

unit meeting agendas are prepared and presented 24 hours in advance of the scheduled meetings. 

 (iii) Performance Based Compensation System – EEP’s USDE-approved PBCS currently targets 

and supports teachers and principals only. However, with this TIF5 plan, EEP intends to expand 

the PBCS to include 1) Superintendents, with the teachers and principals; 2) Academic Deans 

including instructional coordinators, assistant principals, special education, ELL and 504 

directors and coordinators, 3) Project Directors including social workers, career and college 

counselors and psychologists, parent liaisons, and specialized data analysts .a) EEP’s Current 

PBCS – Please see attachment for the EEP PBCS graphic for more information .EEP’s PBCS is 

two-fold, the teacher PBCS and Principal PBCS are included .Within the teacher PBCS, there are 
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two approaches to differentiating teacher compensation .One approach is for teachers who have 

responsibilities for teaching students who are required to be assessed using the STATE EXAM 

st 
(the 50/30/20 approach) and the other model is for teaches who teach PK – 1 grade and teachers 

who teach elective classes and other non-state-tested classes (the 50/50 approach). The 50/50 

model/approach allows for 50% of the teachers differentiated compensated to be based 50% on 

the teachers’ observation scores (an average of the three) and 50% of the teachers’ differentiated 

compensation to be based upon the school-wide value added score. Thus teacher observation and 

student data is included in the differentiated compensation to be awarded to the teacher in a one- 

time payment after all of the data has been received, verified and supported. The 50/30/20 

model/approach is for all teachers who teacher students and subjects required to take the STATE 

rd th 
TESTS. The are the 3 – 8 grade reading, math, science, writing and social studies teachers for 

th th 
the elementary grade levels and the 9 & 10 grade teachers for biology students, Algebra I and 

English I and English II teachers. Their differentiated compensation is based upon 50% of the 

teachers observation scores (an average of the three), 20% of the school-wide average score and 

30% of the teacher-level value added score if the teacher taught enough students to generate a 

teacher level value added score. If a teacher in this model does not generate a teacher value 

added score, the teacher defaults to the 50/50 model to assess whether a differentiated payout has 

been earned. To earn a payout on either model a minimum score of a Level 3 is required. For 

principals, career teacher leaders and expert teacher leaders, a minimum score of a Level 4 is 

required. For purposes of extra duty pay for career teachers leaders and expert teacher leaders, 

extra duty pay is included as a part of the additional scope of work required unit the evaluation 

system where each career teacher leader qualifies for an annual amount of $8,000.00 in salary 

addendum and the expert teacher leader qualifies for an annual salary addendum of $12,000.00. 
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The principal model is assessed on a 40/40/10/10 model where 40% of the PBCS is based upon 

the level of effectiveness the principal had in implementing the EEP evaluation system on the 

campus (see attachment 5 for a copy of the EEP implementation rubric), 40% was based upon 

the school-wide valued- added score, 10% was based upon the principal observations (four 

averaged together) and 10% was based upon accountability ratings .b .The EEP Implementation 

Rubric is a comprehensive results-driven tool that is used by the principal for a guide in 

implementing EEP with fidelity to all of the processes involved in the evaluation and PBCS 

models. Through out the year the principal with the leadership utilize the rubric and then a 

formal mid-year review is conducted by the campus leaders to determine any areas that need 

refinement, areas that need additional human and financial resources allocated, and areas where 

implementation is occurring as planned. An end of the year, the EEP implementation review is 

then conducted by the EEP staff to as a part of the principal PBCS rubric model. A summative 

report and score are generated from the end-of-the year review. The principal and the leadership 

staff utilize the summative report to prepare an action plan for the upcoming school year based 

upon the areas of challenge, need and reinforcement. c .New Improved and Enhanced PBCS – 

EEP staff lead the LEAs and the leadership team in reviewing, updating an enhancing the PBCS 

so that the PBCS included a) Superintendents, b) other professional staff with direct involvement 

with students and included c) updated teacher models that help to highlight all educators who 

impact the learning of the students. In addition, principal salary addendums have been added to 

support the enhanced “scope of work” for principals to become the “school instructional leader”. 

The budget includes a salary addendum of $15,000.00 for principals. A copy of the updated 

graphic is included in Attachment 5 and has received input from all Superintendents, principals 

and teacher leaders who have shared them with the teachers on their campus. We plan to finalize 
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the improved and enhanced PBCS model upon approval of this request for TIF5 funding per the 

timeline details provided in section d.d .Human Capital Management System (HCMS) – The 

strongest evidence, from the significance of the EEP project including the impact EEP had on the 

participating LEA’s staff and students, exists to support the continuation of the Educator 

Effectiveness Process (EEP). With the addition of the highly structured, well supported, 

strategically planned, Human Capital Management System (HCMS) we will guarantee that all of 

the charter LEA’s students have equitable access to effective educators. Each participating 

LEA is continuing to implement the current PBCS and the current evaluation system through the 

EEP process, there is no current HCMS in place within any of the LEA’s. This TIF5 request will 

allow the LEA’s to improve and enhance the existing PBCS and evaluation system with support 

and allow for the establishment of a HCMS. Each LEA has all been actively engaged in 

researching and learning more about the benefits of implementing an HCMS, we have been 

limited by the time, effort and funds required to establish a well-functioning HCMS. We believe 

a comprehensive, strategically-designed, HCMS is important to ensuring that the LEA’s can 

recruit and retain effective educators making our vision a reality for the students we serve. We 

plan to complete the RFP process per the EDGAR regulations to obtain the best possible entity to 

assist us in creating, designing and implementing the HCMS, what follows is the information we 

believe will be a part of the HCMS once finalized, approved and implemented within 3 years. 

We plan to reach out to the Texas Association of School Boards to assist us as they assisted the 

Teacher Advancement Process (TAP) to establish an HCMS in other Texas Public Schools or 

another entity like TASB that help establish our HCMS .(1) The LEA’s not only came together 

to agree on an instructional vision that would cover all four (4) independent LEA’s, they also 

agreed to form a group specifically designed to ensure that the HCMS is fully implemented and 
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can be sustained. The LEA-wide instructional vision that each LEA’s Superintendent and all 

LEA’s teachers, teacher leaders and principal had opportunities for input is the “TEES ensures 

each student’s equitable access to effective educators.” We have 100% confidence in the 

knowledge that the HCMS created within the next two years can be implemented with a high 

degree of fidelity and support because of the high level of commitment, determination and 

support from all stakeholders. The instructional vision is aligned with the planned HCMS and it 

is also the propeller guiding the creating of the HCMS to ensure that all students on each campus 

have access to effective educators (vision) .This is the number one goal of the HCMS being 

creating to begin in the school year 2018-2019. Every effort will be taken to ensure that through 

the design of all nine (9) of the HCMS initiatives that the vision is taught, reviewed, experienced 

and becomes “alive” as the HCMS is created and implemented. The EEP evaluation system with 

supports will provide the information that will be used to guide the human capital decisions 

required for a high-functioning HCMS .The nine initiatives to be included in the design of the 

HCMS are 1) the recruitment of effective educators, 2) the hiring of effective educators to 

include a well-designed induction program, 3) the placement of effective educators particularly 

in classrooms that are high poverty classrooms, 4) the retention of effective educators including 

their renewal, the dismissal of ineffective educators, the compensation that is differentiated for 

all educators, the professional development to be provided to all educators (See section c), the 

tenure and promotion of effective educators. (2) Information from the evaluation system 

including observation reports and results, student level achievement and value added data 

information will be used extensively to 1) inform the design of the HCMS, 2) inform the design 

and delivery of professional development (section c above) and 3) ensure that the HCMS is 

implemented in year three of this project (2018-2019 school year.) a) Recruitment – When the 
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LEA Superintendents met on May 31, 2016, to create the Texas Education Equity System as a 

way to create and establish a strategic HCMS, one of the first initiatives discussed was the ways 

in which the LEA’s currently recruit effective teachers. Discussions led to an understanding that 

assistance would be needed to create a comprehensive recruitment plan designed to attract 

effective educators. Also discussed as a part of the recruitment initiative were the inequities in 

salaries (discussed in section a, significance of project.) An agreement soon was obtained that 

planned a “base salary for teachers and principals” a part of the recruitment process. Further 

discussions took place, during an eight-hour work session on June 29, 2016 where decisions 

were made to establish a “base pay salary structure” as the beginning of the HCMS being 

development. See the budget narrative for the amounts. It is expected that the base-pay for 

current teachers beginning the school year in 2016-2017, will be beneficiaries of the new base 

pay salary structure as the first part of the HCMS which will most qualified teachers go from 

earning $33,000 - $37,000 per year to earning $50,000 per year to be in alignment with the other 

16 San Antonio public LEA’s as well as slightly under the regional public teacher salaries. 

b) Hiring – The HCMS to be development will lead to a comprehensive hiring process that will 

follow the vision of ensuring that students have equitable access to effective educators. All 

LEA’s agreed that support is needed to ensure that the hiring that is done leads to more effective 

educators being employed in the LEAs .c) Placement – A discussion of “placing” teachers lead 

to quite a few questions about the best fit for the students and the teachers .The LEA’s had 

several questions about the best way to place educators. A review of the State of Texas initiative 

on ensuring that all students have equitable access to effective educators was helpful and the 

group selected through the RFP process will be asked to address this issue very thoroughly to 

make sure that the HR departments in each school are trained and able to follow-through on the 
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procedures to be established to place the most effective educators in the highest-need campuses 

and classrooms. d) Retention – All of the LEA Superintendents strongly agreed that the HCMS, 

the base salary and the other supports guarantee that their retention issues will be resolved and 

they are expecting a teacher mobility rate to decline more than 20% over the five year TIF5 

project year. All the LEA’s have seen mobility rates of over 30 – 50 % with some LEAs 

campuses at 70% or higher over the past years. To obtain a consistent mobility rate of less than 

20% is a worthy goal and will help ensure that students have consistent, effective educators in 

the classrooms each year. e) Dismissal – The dismissal initiative of the HCMS will help 

transition ineffective educators out of the classrooms. In the past, LEA’s had been at the mercy 

of ineffective educators, often requiring “a body” to be in the classroom just to keep students 

safe, even if the body of that of an ineffective teachers. Having a dismissal system based upon 

the evaluation system the PBCS will help identify educators earlier and provide support earlier 

and help those who are not benefitting from the support move out of the classrooms. This will be 

a great benefit for the campuses and the students .f) Compensation – The first topic of 

conversation at the first TEES LEA meeting was the inequities among the LEA’s related to 

compensation. The first decision discussed was the implementation of a “base salary” for all new 

teachers to the LEA’s and all existing teachers within the LEA’s to assist with recruitment and to 

serve as the basis for furthering the discussions regarding the HCMS salary information. A base 

salary was approved the first year of the TIF5 when funded for principals and teachers. In 

Attachment 5 is a breakdown of the resulting HCMS listed criteria, scores and possible salary 

amounts. This is one aspect of the HCMS that will be determined in order to communicate to all 

stakeholders by August 2018 .g) Professional development – Professional development supports 

are an intricate part of the current PBCS system and all professional development inputs and 
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outputs will continue as described in section c below. The data from the professional 

development activities and strategies and the results of the use of the training received by the 

teachers participating in the PD will be required to be used in the HCMS that is developed. 

h) Tenure – The LEAs are excited about the opportunity to create an HCMS that will provide 

tenure security to effective educators. The HCMS will be required to include a well-thought out 

tenure process to ensure that the most effective educators are retained for multiple years and 

hopefully leading to retirement from the LEA. This would be a part of the sustainability process. 

i) Promotion – The HCMS to be developed will retain the very positive aspects of the multiple 

career opportunities that exist within the existing evaluation system and allow for more 

opportunities for promotion that allows the most effective educators to remain in the classroom, 

working alongside educators, mentoring and coaching educators and continuing to ensure that all 

students have equitable access to effective educators. We know that the HCMS to be created and 

implemented will include strategies that ensure that 100% of each LEA’s high-need schools will 

be able to attract and retain effective educators based upon the focus of the planned HCMS on 

the nine initiatives described above. We also know that we plan to meet the invitational priority 

of matching our HCMS to the State Plan for ensuring that all students have equitable access to 

effective educators. This is ultimately our number one goal and objectives based upon the needs 

of our students to have access to robust and relevant instructions from the most effective 

educators. (4) The timelines included in section d below address specifically the plan to 

rd 
implement on time and on schedule within budget the HCMS no later than the 3 year of this 

TIF5 initiative. The system will address all of the requirements of the Priority I Absolute for an 

LEA-WIDE HCMS that aligns with our vision that ensures all students have equitable access to 

effective educators .Invitational Priority—Promoting Equitable Access Through State Plans To 
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Ensure Equitable Access to Excellent Educators: Our TIF5 promotes equitable access to all 

students as identified in the State of Texas plan including Special Education and ELL Learners. 

We will ensure TIF5 campus teachers are supported with professional development through 

mentoring, coaching and modeling for all teachers to ensure that we will have a master teacher in 

every classroom .The unqualified, inexperienced and out of field teachers will attend weekly unit 

meetings, participate in weekly walk-throughs with follow up coaching, mentoring from an 

effective teacher or teacher leader, coaching from teacher leaders and qualified outside 

contractors, teacher observation with one-on one post conference as job-embedded professional 

development. The support the inexperienced and the unqualified teachers receive will transition 

them to qualified and experienced. We will use the HCMS planning process to ensure that by the 

rd 
3 year of the TIF5 project we will not have out-of-field educators in the classroom. EEP will 

continue the communication plan that involves Superintendents, principals and teacher leaders, 

sharing information and collecting feedback from the career teachers. The EEP staff is 

committed to continuing the involvement of all stakeholders in the evaluation system with 

supports, the PBCS and the soon-to-be implemented HCMS. Specifically because the HCMS 

system to be implemented in year three of the project will be new to 100% of the stakeholders, 

the following communication plan and feedback strategy will be utilized to guarantee that 100% 

of the stakeholders have multiple opportunities to share their input into the design, creation and 

implementation of the HCMS. This will ensure that before the plan is officially adopted by the 

Superintendents in June of 2018, every stakeholder has had multiple opportunities to have their 

voices heard regarding the HCMS’ policies and procedures, the formation of the policies and 

procedures, and the final policies and procedures. This TIF5 request is to implement the HCMS 

in the third year of the five (5) year project. Please see the Communication Plan attachment in 
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letter d detailing how we plan to utilize all stakeholders in the process to keep all stakeholders 

involved with a “voice” in the decisions that will lead to the HCMS. The process includes 

forums, advisory councils, and multiple opportunities for everyone to be involved in the creation 

of the HCMS. (2) STRONG THEORY – (Please see the strong theory chart in attachment b 

letter “r”.) The Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) was modeled after the Teacher 

Advancement Program (TAP) established by the National Institute for Excellence in Teaching 

(NIET). While TAP led the way in the early 2000s on recognizing and rewarding highly 

effective teachers, there has been considerable work done outside of TAP to study what teacher 

in-service training programs need to provide to support teacher effectiveness, what recognition 

motivates teachers to become increasingly effective, and what school leaders need to require and 

model to support a culture of continuous improvement in effective schools. Through the 2010 

TIF 3 award, EEP began to go beyond the value-added outcomes based results to a theory of 

educator effectiveness that required alignment of all the feedback a teacher received about 

instructional effectiveness to be tied to the same model. Within EEP, all the feedback and 

coaching a teacher received regarding instructional feedback was directly tied to the 

distinguishing teacher behaviors demonstrated during direct instruction that separated out 

effective teachers from less effective teachers. Whether those data points were from routine 

walkthroughs, quarterly observations, individual coaching, or professional development sessions, 

the focus was always to move more and more teachers into the effective categories. The 

continued success of the EEP process is, in large part, a function of this integrated system of 

feedback that continually focused on reinforcing evidence-based teacher instructional behaviors 

that have been shown to result in significant student learning growth as measured by the 

Sanders’ value-added model. The success of EEP has been in part due to the research and work 
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done by TAP .Several EEP campuses were TAP campuses before becoming a part of the 

leadership group that created what has been the Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) .The work 

done by NIET and an early report titled the WIDGET REPORT identified a gap between schools 

and students who were failing while teachers continued to earn high observation scores. The 

Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) adopted six years ago the strong theory that “effective 

educators can be produced utilizing resources; human and financial, providing voice and input to 

all educators, identifying and providing extensive supportive services and encouraging 

collaboration between and with effective educators as a part of a system to improve instruction 

for students.” What we have learned is that this theory could be made stronger with integrated 

and consistent messaging and modeling what an effective teacher does in the delivery of direct 

instruction. In EEP, teacher effectiveness is not a once or twice a year conversation with a focus 

on financial gain. It is a continuous conversation and consistent focus on effective practices. The 

logic behind the strong theory is depicted below in the Logic Model Chart for the Educator 

Effectiveness Process with HCMS .We plan to continue developing the logic model on the 

HCMS as we utilize the next two (2) years to fully develop the strategic HCMS. Please see 

additional program design information in the project narrative attachments under letter “b”. 

(c) Professional development systems to support the needs of teachers and principals 
 

identified through the evaluation process (15 points) “EEP shapes us – we are like a puzzle 

being put together to be an effective teacher,” wrote a 2015 campus career teacher as part of an 

anonymous survey request. This quote is confirmation of the strength the professional 

development provided to all EEP educators because EEP uses the disaggregated information 

generated by the proposed educator evaluation and support system to identify the professional 

development needs of individual educators and school. All participating educators have multiple 
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and diverse ways and means to grow into an effective educator through the vast amount of 

professional development opportunities provided .Professional development opportunities are 

managed in three (3) different categories, 1) required job-embedded professional development 

that occurs on-site at the campus level, 2) EEP mandated professional development provided by 

the personnel identified in the budget narrative and 3) external professional development 

provided by the local Regional Service Center, other external vendors selected through a 

required RFP process and subject-specific professional development related to math, science, 

reading and writing .1) Required Job-Embedded Professional Development is educator 

training and support that occurs at the campus level allowing for educators to learn where they 

educate without leaving the campus. This level of professional development is targeted to 

educators based upon data from teacher observations, walk-throughs and formative and 

summative student data and occurs during the regular school day during planning periods and 

scheduled times when students are in electives or extra – curricula activities, during that time 

teachers have support to spend time learning relevant and robust skills based on data .There are 

three (3) current professional development categories of activities that are the foundation of EEP 

and required of every educator: i) weekly unit meetings led by teacher leaders (30 throughout the 

school-year), ii) pre-observation conferences (1 each year) with teacher leaders and iii) post- 

observation conferences (2 each year) with teacher leaders .There is also Required Job- 

embedded professional Development for the teacher leaders .Not only do the teacher leaders 

participate in the three categories of professional development listed above, they are required to 

participate in a Leadership Team weekly meetings (30 per year) led by the principal and other 

teacher leaders in order to become more effective educators. Attachment q includes a 

professional development chart listing all the required Professional Development (a) Current 
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EEP Job-Embedded Professional Development to be continuous provided through TIF – The 

Educator Effective Process (EEP) has always included highly structured job-embedded 

professional development based upon the needs of the teachers, the results of the teacher 

observations and the data from formative and summative student assessments. The entire 

description of the job-embedded professional development is comprehensively-detailed so that 

consistency occurs on every campus .The project narrative attachments include additional 

information about the job-embedded professional development. 1)Weekly leadership team 

meetings, 2) Weekly Unit Meetings (PLC’s), 3) walk-throughs with feedback sessions 4) pre 

conferences (annually), 5) post conferences (three each year.) Please see the attachments for a 

detailed review of these job embedded professional development opportunities (See Professional 

Development Additional Information - part c). b) New Job-Embedded Professional 

Development to be added to TIF5 Project 

iv) Pre-service induction professional development is training provided to all new teachers as 

well as teacher new to the LEA. This professional development will include introductory 

sessions on the EEP process, the professional development opportunities that exists within the 

LEA and within EEP, the lesson planning process .This process is called EEP 101 .All teachers 

will receive the EEP 101 on boarding to ensure an understanding of the process so that when 

participating in walk-throughs, teacher observation, unit meetings and all other professional 

development they are aware and can become more effective as an educator .v) Coaching and 

Mentoring is a training that will be added to the TIF5 project .All leadership team members 

including, teacher leaders and principals will receive training on how to coach and mentor 

teachers to effectiveness (See Professional Development Additional Information - part c).The 

leaders will participate in an active training that will how to communicate teachers, how to 
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discuss effectiveness, how to approach teachers and how to have tough conversations that are 

focused on moving teachers to effectiveness. Coaching and mentoring professional development 

will assist the teacher leaders in becoming more effective in leading teachers and becoming more 

effective leaders. vi) -Principal Coaching – Principals will be coached on all aspects to assist 

with the development in the position as the instructional leader in their school. Principal 

coaching will assist principals to define areas of needs, define goals, day to day challenges, asks 

questions what improvement will look like, principal perspective and facilitating tough 

conversations .As the instructional leader of the building principals are charged with being the 

model of learning and growing as well as being the leader in growing their students through the 

development of the leaders, teacher leaders, and teachers in their school .This Principal coaching 

is imperative for the entire school community because it will increase the leadership skills of the 

principals and success within their school . Current EEP Required Training – Monthly PD 

Academies- Monthly PD Academies are held once a month for 8 months with all leaders, 

principals .Superintendents from all the TIF5 project schools .These monthly meetings bring all 

leaders together from all schools for relevant, robust professional development that focuses on 

teacher leadership and how or what they can do to move the teachers or to become more 

effective as leaders .The leaders are able to receive professional development as well as learn 

from each other .a .Summer Institute for Educational Leaders- Summer Institute is a four-day 

training session that focuses on the gaps identified from the observation systems, and formative 

and summative student data. Educators get to choice based upon their needs the sessions that will 

be benefit them most towards becoming more effective. 

b .Weekly Visits to School allow for EEP staff to support the campus leaders in all components 

of the evaluation system by attending unit meetings, leadership meetings and observing pre/post 
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conferences. EEP staff provides feedback, support, and guidance enabling the campus leaders to 

gain confidence in leading the evaluation process on their campuses. EEP staff work with 

campus staff from one – eight hours weekly to ensure that the evaluation system is implemented 

effectively. New EEP Required Training – a. Annual Campus level reflective/renewal retreats- 

During the reflection/renewal retreats all LEA’s will have the opportunity to analyze the data 

from the previous year, create the school plans and unit plans, renewal their commitment to 

becoming more effective and generally prepare for the upcoming school year. Multiple 

opportunities will be presented to allow educators to come together and reflect, share and learn 

from each other. Campus leaders prepare the reflective/renewal retreat agendas and EEP staff 

review and approve. Current External Professional development – Educators will continue to 

have opportunities based upon their needs, to increase their content knowledge through that 

focuses specifically on content, strategies, methods and activities that will help them become 

more effective educators. Each campus will have up to $50,000 to contract with for external 

professional development aligned with each school’s needs. Educators will make data driven 

decisions to before attending specific training that will assist them with closing their gaps and 

becoming more effective. In the past, the Conference advancement of Science teachers (CAST) 

and the Conference for the advancement of Math teachers (CAMT) have been attended by 

participating educators based upon science and math data per campus. Consisting of over 750 

sessions with a focus on content and pedagogy for K-12 teachers as well as curriculum and how 

to use manipulative effectively, campus leaders will make decisions based upon their needs. 

LEA’s will have multiple external professional development options to improve the teaching and 

learning on their campuses. Additional information is in the project narrative attachments. 



31 PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e46 

 

(d) Quality of the management plan (15 points): The management plan is designed to ensure 

that the TIF goal/vision of all students having equitable access to effective educators. Classrooms 

where instruction is robust and relevant, allows students to reach their goals after high school. 

Three sets of individuals are critical to the successful implementation of this TIF5 project; EEP 

staff, Campus leadership staff and the newly created LEA Superintendent group, the Texas 

Education Equity System (TEES) .The management plan will ensure that the project’s timelines 

and deadlines are accomplished within budget and include clearly defined roles, responsibilities, 

specific timelines and milestones. One of the most critical components of our TIF5 management 

plan is the EEP and the campus leadership staff that will serve in critical positions germane to 

the successful management of 100% of this project at the EEP level, the LEA level and at the 

campus level. The existing staff and the staff to be hired will be chosen very diligently and 

deliberately in order to ensure that the highest level of oversight is provided to cover all tasks 

successfully. (1) EEP Staff/Personnel. Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. plans to continue to 

hire, train, support, and provide 100% of the staff needed to support the TIF project. The staffing 

pattern and clear lines of responsibility and communication have allowed YES, Inc .to have a 

singleness of purpose, vision and mission when managing the many facets of the PBCS, 

evaluations systems and now the HCMS to four (4) independent LEA’s operating 13 charter 

campuses with over 2000 students and over 250 teachers and other professionals. Specifically, 

the Executive Project Director has been responsible for the hiring, selecting and training of all 

TIF staff. Then staff is repositioned to train and support each campus’ leadership staff and they 

in turn train and support their career teachers who work directly with students. This staffing 

model has worked very well during the past six (6) years and we expect this model to continue 

being effective .The staffing model for TIF personnel and campus extra duty pay is shown in the 
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attachments .EEP Staff Roles and Responsibilities: Planned staff for this TIF5 project is 18 

highly tasked positions that will come under the leadership of the Executive Project Director. 

Each position is detailed in the budget narrative and only the Executive Project Director and Co- 

Director positions are described within these pages .The eighteen positions are 1 executive 

project director, 1 co-director, 1 regional district coordinator, 1 EEP Coordinator for the 

evaluation and PBCS systems, four executive Expert Teacher leaders, 1 grant manager, 1 budget 

contract manager, 1 HR/HCMS director, four HCMS specialists, two (2) administrative 

associates. During the 2011 required scheduled USDE monitoring visit to the EEP project, the 

project was praised for being fully staffed (and able thus to fulfill all tasks and requirements of 

the project) and for having staff that met the requirements of the positions. During the USDE 

regularly-scheduled monitoring visit of  2011, EEP receive  two (2)  very  rare  commendations 

for exemplary performance in the management of the time and efforts reporting and for 

management of the fiscal reporting. We will continue managing the funds and the program        

in an exemplary manner. Our staffing plan plans a major role in our ability to manage the TIF5 

project in a manner that ensures that all services to the LEA’s are delivered in a manner that 

supports the achievement of all goals and objectives. We will continue our to have a high-profile 

focus on the selection of EEP staff charged because staffing is a critical component of our 

management plan as they help to manage the varying and various responsibilities necessary to 

deliver project goals and objectives to over 200-250 staff including principals and 

Superintendents. The Executive Project Director (EPD) is responsible for overseeing the day-to- 

day operations of all TIF5 evaluation activities, support activities, PBCS activities, and HCMS 

activities. The current TIF Initiatives have continued to ensure that Educator Effectiveness is    

the  major priority facing San  Antonio’s charter students and  educators  with an emphasis   on 
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ensuring that all students have equitable access to effective educators (See Project Evaluation 
 

Information - part d). Having seen the magnitude of the difference the 2010 TIF project has 

had on the targeted charter schools, the Executive Director’s role will continue to be the 

capacity builder, the person to oversee all grant functions and activities for grant staff, and 

for the four LEA’s (4) Texas Education Equity System Superintendents (See Project 

Evaluation Information - part d). Added to the responsibility of the EPD, is the task of 

ensuring that the Superintendents are successful at sharing management of assisting in the 

communication needed to establish a HCMS that is aligned with the vision and the 

timelines. Resumes and job descriptions are in the Part 5 attachment number 16. The Co- 

Director will assist the Project Direct in all areas of managing the evaluation system with 

supports and PBCS the two major components of the Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) and 

in all areas of oversight and management of the HCMS system .The Co-Director will lead and 

collaborate with TIF staff all professional development academies designed, implemented 

and created to provide embedded Job Development to all TIF LEA’s, the planning and 

implementation of the LEA-wide educator effective retreats and oversee the HCMS 

Director, and Evaluation/PBCS Director. Additionally, a major responsibility of the Co- 

Director will be to provide, training, coaching to principals and to lead principals in 

implementing with fidelity the evaluation with supports processes and the PBCS. (2) TIF5 

Specific Objectives and Timelines .The timelines presented within this session are designed to 

ensure that 100% of the milestones for implementing the goals and objectives of this TIF project 

are met with a focus on the shared instructional vision of “ensuring that all students have 

equitable access to effective educators in all classrooms”. The four (4) major milestones to be 

achieved over the five-year project are described below. Following the four major milestones are 
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the detailed timelines that will lead to the achievement of the four major milestones. Evaluation 
 

Milestone – By the end of each year, 1) all teachers (new and returning) would have been 

observed no less than three times from principals and teacher leaders with appropriate pre and 

post observation conferences used as professional development opportunities, 2) teacher leaders 

would have completed 30 weekly unity meetings and 30 leadership team meetings with follow- 

up walk-throughs with feedback that has been supported with, 3) coaching and mentoring 

sessions designed to ensure that all teachers receive support to continue reinforcing the effective 

teacher practice and refining the teacher practices that required more robust and relevant 

implementation into the teacher’s daily practice. Professional Development Milestone – By the 

end of each year, 1) all teachers and teacher leaders would have utilized the results from the 

observations and the walkthroughs with feedback to… a) schedule all teachers for coaching and 

mentoring designed to assist in the educator becoming more effective, b) schedule all teachers 

for professional development sessions that are based upon the data from the teacher observations, 

c) schedule LEA-wide PD for the external vendors based upon the teacher observation data, 

ensured that 100% of the required teacher leaders have fully participating in the EEP required 

monthly PD academies, summer institutes and the campus led reflective retreats. PBCS 

Milestone – To ensure that effective educators are compensated at differentiated rates, by the end 

of year one, all teachers, principals and Superintendents will have completed all 

observations/evaluations, received all linked value-added data and be actively participating in the 

PBCS with compensation for payouts based upon the revised PBCS model (See Adequacy of 

Resources Additional Information - part e). By the end of year two, all other professionals 

including assistant principals, academic deans, special education and ELL directors, career and 

college counselors, social workers and professional student support staff will have been included 
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in the PBCS based upon their observations results. HCMS Milestone – By end of year one, all 

teachers and principals will be a part of STEP 1 of the HCMS by being including in the BASE 

PAY System. By the beginning of year two, all educator positions including teachers, principals, 

Superintendents and all others, are including the ’s HCMS so that all nine initiatives are fully 

implemented and lead to a salary structure based upon effectiveness and differentiated pay for 

the most effective educators. By the beginning of year three, all educators will be included in a 

strategic HCMS designed to ensure that the most effective educators are compensated 

differentially .What follows is summary of the major objectives, milestones, and timelines. 

# Milestones Obj. Major Timelines – Occurring Annually Begin Act. End Activity 

 

 

1 

Implement EEP 

evaluation 

system with 

supports within 

each of the 

LEA’s 

qualifying 

campuses in 

order to ensure 

that all students 

have equitable 

access to 

effective 

educators. 

1 .EEP staff works with campuses to 

interview and select teacher leaders. 

August, 2016 August, 2016 

2 .EEP staff assists campus leaders in 

using their prior observations and student 

data to create their annual school plans, 

observation schedules, weekly unit and 

weekly leadership schedules. 

August, 2016 August, 2016 

3 .EEP staff assists each campus in 

introducing the EEP Evaluation System 

and with supports to all educators. 

August, 2016 August, 2016 

4 .EEP staff train and certify all 

observers in the observation process and 

the walk-through process 

August, 2016 August, 2016 

6 .Campus staff begins teacher and 

principal observations activities 

including walk-throughs with coaching 

feedback. 

September, 

2016 

March, 2017 

9 .EEP staff assists Principals in their 

mid-year reviews using the 

January, 2017 February, 

2017 
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  Implementation Rubric   

10 .EEP staff complete campus 

summative review using the 

Implementation Rubric 

May, 2017 June, 2017 

2. Provide 

multiple highly 

structured 

professional 

development 

activities based 

upon teacher 

observations 

feedback, 

coaching, 

mentoring and 

student data. 

1 .EEP staff observes the campus leaders 

pre and post observation conferences and 

walk-through feedback sessions using 

the EEP protocols to ensure that 

professional development happens for 

each educator being observed 

September, 

2016 

March, 2017 

2 .Campus leaders schedule professional 

development sessions, create weekly 

unit plans using data from teacher 

observation, and analyze student data. 

September, 

2016 

March, 2016 

3 .EEP staff presents six monthly 

Professional Development Academies 

using data from campus visits, teacher 

observation data and school data . 

October, 2016 March, 2016 

4 .Campus leaders complete RFP process 

for their Professional Development 

Contracts . 

September, 

2016 

September, 

2016 

5 .Principal utilizes coaching services. October, 2016 May, 2017 

6 .Campus staff begins weekly unit and 

leadership meetings using data to make 

decisions. 

September, 

2016 

April, 2017 

7 .EEP staff completes RFP processes 

for Principal Coach&Mentor Contracts 

September, 

2016 

September, 

2016 

8 .EEP staff begins visits to campuses to 

observe and support their weekly unit 

and leadership meetings and their walk 

through observations. 

September, 

2016 

March, 2017 
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  9 .EEP staff presents Summer Institute 

based upon data collected during the 

school year from observations, coaching 

and mentoring, testing data. 

June/July, 

2017 

June/July, 

2017 

10 .Campus staff presents their reflective 

/ renewal educator retreats. 

July, 2017 July, 2017 

3. PBCS – Use the 

evaluation and 

student  results 

to present PBCS 

payments to 

effective 

educators 

including 

Superintendents. 

1 .Complete RFP process for vendor 

assistance with creating Superintendents 

Evaluation System 

September, 

2016 

September, 

2016 

2 .Obtain USDE approval of 

Superintendent Evaluation System 

November, 

2016 

November, 

2016 

3 .Implement Superintendent Eval .Sys De ber, ‘16 November‘17 

4.Ensure all educators have had input 

into improvements to the PBCS 

including all changes and upgrades by 

scheduling LEA-wide information 

sessions. 

November, 

2016 

De ber, 2016 

5 .Make adjustments as needed using 

information gathered during information 

sessions, from the surveys and from the 

Texas Education Equity System (TEES) 

decisions. 

De ber, 2016 January, 

2016 

6 .Link teacher and student data in 

preparation for value-added analysis 

activities 

March, 2017 June, 2017 

7 .Submit data for value-added analysis 

activities and have vendor conduct value- 

added analysis activities 

July, 2017 November, 

2017 

8 .Prepare and present first PBCS payout 

based upon observation data. 

November, 

2017 

November, 

2017 

9 .Prepare PBCS payouts based upon December, January, 
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  observation data to ensure reliability and 

validity in a review o all value added 

reports presented for campus-wide scores 

and teacher s scores 

2017 2018 

10.Make 2
nd 

PBCS payout – value-added February, 18 February, 18 

Include “other 

professionals” 

in the PBCS 

processes based 

upon the 

approved 

evaluation 

systems. 

11 .Utilize vendor who helped created 

Superintendent’s evaluation system to 

create the “other professional” evaluation 

systems, including assistant principals, 

academic deans, counselors, special 

education and other directors. 

January, 2017 June, 2017 

12 .Obtain USDE approval on “other 

professional” evaluation systems. 

July, 2017 August, 2017 

13 .Implement evaluation system leading 

to PBCS for all other professionals 

September 

2017 

November 

2018 

14 .Payout to other professionals November‘18 November18 

4. Implement a 

strategic, com- 

prehensive 

HCMS to aligns 

with the vision 

of ensuring all 

students have 

equitable access 

to effective 

educators . 

1 .Complete HCMS RFP process to help 

create strategic HCMS process 

October, 2016 November, 

2016 

2 .Implement Base Pay for T and P November, 16 November,16 

3 .Follow HCMS Communication Plan 

detailed on page 27 by establish LEA 

campus teacher advisory counsels 

January, 2017 June, 2017 

4 .Finalize HCMS Plan for approval by 

all LEA educators including teachers, 

principals, Superintendents and other 

professionals 

December, 17 December 

2017 

5 .Implement HCMS Plan with all 

effectiveness measures. 

August 2018 November 

2019 

6 .Complete HCMS salary adjustments November‘19 November19 

7 .Continue implementing the EEP December ‘19 October, ‘21 
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  evaluation system with professional 

development supports, the PBCS and the 

HCMS 

  

(e) ADEQUACY OF RESOURCES (10 POINTS) (1) Stakeholder Involvement in PBCS. As 

described in the first sentence of this Project Narrative, 100% of the educators to be served by 

TIF5, have unanimously signed their agreement to participate, participated in surveys and gave 

input into the development of the PBCS. Please see the project narrative attachment letter “l”. 

There are no unions that exist in the targeted LEA’s and every educator had equal opportunity to 

provide input. The EEP PBCS has been created, developed and implemented successfully for the 

past six (6) years with input from both teachers and school leaders. The success of our 

collaboration is evidenced by 100% of the original participating LEA’s continuing for the entire 

six years of the original TIF funded evaluation and PBCS system. Each year, teachers and school 

leaders have provided input through the monthly professional development sessions, the monthly 

Superintendent meetings and the annual Summer Institutes. Surveys, questionnaires, workshop 

sessions, and feedback from the weekly, monthly and annual sessions provided the EEP staff 

with the necessary information to continue to implement and improve the USDE approved 

PBCS. The commitment attachment includes comments, letters and a sampling of the survey 

results that attest to the evidence that input from teachers and school leaders has been provided 

and used for implementing the PBCS and their readiness to continue the PBCS as we transition 

into the implementation of the HCMS. Specifically for this TIF5 project, over 1200 participant 

hours between March and June 2016 were spent focusing on critiquing and improving the 

evaluation systems with support and the PBCS. Superintendent meetings (168 hours) and teacher 

leaders meetings (1000 hours) were held between March and June 2016 for the purpose of 

refining the PBCS the sign-in sheets are included in the mandatory attachments. The newly 
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designed PBCS pictorial is included in the project narrative attachment a and showcases the 

changes that came from the recommendations of educators. Sign-in sheets from the input- 

gathering meetings, along with the feedback comments from the meetings are in the attachments. 

The commitment attachment includes letters and comments from educators satisfied with their 

involvement in the process. (2) Sustainability Plan. The TIF5 budget fully supports the 

implementation of all planned services and activities of the PBCS, evaluation system with 

supports and the HCMS ensuring that 100% of the services, activities, events, trainings, and 

implementation of a strategic HCMS can occur per the goals and objectives and the timelines. 

The $800,000.00 worth in-kind support from the LEA is a strong has committed significant non- 

TIF resources to support this TIF5 project during and after the grant period. The budget narrative 

details the TIF resources to be used to fully implement the TIF5. Sustainability of the TIF project 

will be a primary focus of the Executive Project Director working together with the 

Superintendents along with the staff person tasked with coordinating all of the sustainability 

efforts. A major task of the sustainability expert will be to assist the LEA’s in using average 

daily attendance rate of students, including increasing enrollment and increasing retention rates 

to generate additional funds. Each LEA is fully prepared to work very hard to close the gap in 

order to support the sustainability and continued implementation of the PBCS, evaluation system 

with supports and now the HCMS. (3) Integration of Similar Efforts. Each of the participating 

LEA’s have one or more schools part of the Texas Priority School project over the past five 

years and has allocated funds to continue EEP. EEP has been a significant, integrated component 

of each campus’ school improvement plan during the past six years. This year the State of Texas 

required campuses to choose the evaluation system to be used and 100% of the EEP campuses 

choose to stay with the EEP evaluation system. 
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TIF5 Project Narrative Attachments 

 

a) Significance Attachments 

a. EEP Current PBCS 

b. EEP At-a-Glance p1 

c. EEP At-a-Glance p2 

d. EEP New TIF 5 PBCS 

e. LEA Average Teacher Salaries -graph 

f. Growth Percentage of Students in Math -graph 

g. Growth Percentage of Students in Science –graph 

h. Students that met Standard in Reading 

i. PVA Article 1 from Blessed Sacred Academy Website 

j. PVA Article 2 from ComCasta Website 

k. Charter Equity HCMS Communication Plan 

l. PBCS Educator Involvement -Survey Results 

m. Alamo Barrio Democracy Project Trust Letter 

n. Youth Empowerment Services Support Letter 

o. Significance Additional Information 

 

b) Project Design Attachments 

m. Principal Observation Rubric –LT Meeting 

n. Principal Observation Rubric –Teacher Post-Conference 

o. EEP Implementation Fidelity Rubric 

p. EEP Teacher Observation Rubric 

q. Project Design Additional Information 

r. Strong Theory 

 

c) Professional Development Attachments 

q. Professional Development Chart 

r. Professional Development Additional Information 

s. Leadership Team Meeting Rubric 

t. Unit Meeting Rubric 

u. Boston Collegiate Protocol (BCP) Walk-Through Form 

 

d) Management Plan 

u. HCMS Draft 

v. Overview of Management Priorities 

w. TIF 5 EEP Organizational Chart 

x. Management Plan Additional Information 

y. Project Evaluation Information 

 

e) Adequacy of Resources 

a. Adequacy of Resources Additional Information 
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Payouts 
 

 
 
 

EEP 
Implementation 

40% 

 

Principal 
Observations 
10% 

AYP 
10% 

 
 
 

School-wide 
Value-added Score 
40% 

 
 
 
 

 
Teacher 

Observations 

 
50% 

 
 
 
 

 
School-wide 
Value-added 
Score 

50% 

 
 
 
 

 
Teacher 

Observations 

 
50% 

 
School-wide 
Value-added 
Score 
20% 

 
 

Teacher 
Value-Added 
Student Score 

30% 
 
 

30% 

 
 

 
PRINCIPALS 

Teacher 

-Subjects Not Tested 

 
Teacher 

-Subjects Tested 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
YES 

YES 

 

 

 

YES 

 

YES YES  
Youth Empowerment Services, Inc.  June 2016 
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50% 

 

Teacher 

 
School-wide 
Value-added 
Score 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

50% 

School-wide 
Value-added 
Score 

 
20% 

Observations     50% 

 
 

Teacher- 

Subjects 

Teacher 
Observations 

 
30% 

 

Teacher 
Value-Added 
Student Score 

Transparent 

Rigorous 

Fair 

 

1 by Principal 
1 by ETL 

not tested 

 
True EEP 

AYP 
10% 

Teacher- 

Subjects tested 

10% Principal 

1 by CTL 

Implementation 
40% 

Observations 
 

40% School-wide 
Value-added Score 

PBCS Observations  
...is where you 

wanna  to be! 
Principal- T.A.P.S. *ETLs & CTLs 

must earn a 4 

 
 
 
 
 

YES 

 

 

YES 

YES 

Professional 
Options 

Professional 
Development 

 

 
YES 

 

YES 

 

 

CT 
CTL 

 
ETL 

D ata 

Unit 
Evaluations 

Improvement 

T rue Implementation 

 
 

-Weekly- 

Leadership Team Meetings 

Unit Meetings 

 

EEP Training 

 
 

Contracted 
Professional 
Development 

 
 

Job-Embedded 
Professional 
Development 

• EEP 101 Conference 
• EEP Observation I & II Training 

• EEP Summer Institute 

 
 
 

• Accelerated Schools Process 
• McNeil Foundation Trainning 

• Region 20 Training 
• CAMT-and- CAST 

 
 
 

• Weekly Unit Meeting Activities 
• Pre and Post Observation Conferences 

• Walk-Through Observations 
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1 Learning Goals 

2 Rigor 

3 Differentiation 

4 Hands-on Learning 

5 Comprehensible Input 

6 Time Management 

7 Formative Assessment 

8 Checking for Understanding 

9 Student Engagement 

10 Cooperative Learning 

11 Student HOTS 

12 Active Learning 

 

1 Learning Structure 

2 Learning Tasks 

3 Evidence of Learning 

 

 

1 Behavior Norms 

2 Positive Mental Attitude 

3 Learning Climate 

4 Learning Interactions 

S
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t
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Cesar E. Chavez Charter Academy George Gervin Academy George Gervin Technology Center 

 

    ★  ★  ★ ★ ★     
“To have the greatest impact 

on student learning, every educator   needs 
to be an instructional leader,” said Ingrid Carney 

(President -NSDC). 
The Educator Effectiveness Process offers a strategic approach 

to  improving  the performance 
of educators at high-need targeted schools 

by focusing on teacher effectiveness, 
performance base pay, and more 

importantly our STUDENTS! 

Core Process A 
A differentiated performance 
based compensation system 

(PBCS) that allows for 
differentiated payments to 

educators based upon value - 
added student performances, 

and principal and teacher 
observations. 

Core Process B 
Transparent, rigorous, and 
fair observations that occur 
throughout the year and use 

pre and post observer- 
teacher conferences that 

focus on the standards-based 
instructional rubrics 

including plans for growth. 

 

 

Educator Effectiveness 

Process 

Principal 

ETL 

(16-18 CTs) 

 
CTL CTL 

 
(6-8 CTs) (6-8 CTs) 

 
Core Process C 

A comprehensive practical- 
use professional 

development system that is 
based upon each high need 

school's educator 
observation and student 

assessment data. 

 
 
 
 
 

EEP-Educator Effectiveness Process 

 

 
Core Process D 

Professional options for 
educators that lead to 

recruitment and retention. 

 
 

-Be Patient 

-Be Positive 

-Be Relevant 

PBCS-Performance Based Compensation System 
LT-Leadership Team 

EETL-Executive Expert Teacher Leader 
ETL-Expert Teacher Leader 
CTL-Career Teacher Leader 
CT-Career Teacher 
CAST-Conference for Advancement of Science Teachers 
CAMT-Conference for Advancement of Math Teachers 

AYP-Annual Yearly Progress 

Powerful Learning 

 
-Authentic- 

-Interactive- 

-Learner-Centered- 

-Inclusive- 

-Continuous- 

 
 

 

 

 
EEP 

Summer 
Institute 

-LT & CTs- 

 

 
CAMT 
-ETLs, 
CTLs, 
CTs- 

 
 
 

 
Observation 

I & II 
Training 

-LT- 

 

 
Accelerated 

Schools 
Process 

Powerful 
Learning 

-LT & CTs- 

 
 

 
Weekly 

Leadership 
Team 

Meetings 
-LT- 

 
 

EEP 101 
-NEW EEP Members- 

 

 
Weekly 

Unit Meetings 
-ETL, CTL, CTs- 

 
EEP Leadership 

Academies 
-Principals, ETLs, & CTLs- 

 
 

Superintendent 
Sustainability 

Retreats 

 

 
CAST 

-ETLs, 
CTLs, 
CTs- 

 
 

 
McNeil Foundation & 
Region 20 Training 

-Principals, ETLs, 
CTLs, & CTs- 

 
Director !!! C. Yarbrough 

Asst. Director !T. Harper 
Executive Expert Teacher Leader 

M. Bowman 
EEP Staff in Training 

K. Chattum 
Special Project Manager !E. Ortega 

June July Sept & Jan Aug & Jan Aug-June Aug-June September Oct-Sept November October 1-September 30 

Southwest Preparatory School-Southeast RadianPcRe/AwAacrda#dUe3m74Ay16o0f08L4earning-Westlakes Positive Solutions High School 
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VISION FOR INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT:  Texas Education Equity System ensures that 
all students have equitable access to effective educators. 

E1 E2 E3 E4 

 

 

 

 

EEP 

Implementation 
Fidelity Rubric 

 
Observation 
Evaluations 

20% 

 
School-Wide 

 
 
 
 

Observation 
Evaluations 

 
School-Wide 
Value-Added 
Score 
25% 

 Teacher 

 
 
 
 

Observation 
Evaluations 

Teacher Value-Added 
Student  Score 

10% 

Observation 

School-Wide 
Evaluations 

 
 

School-Wide 
Value-Added 
Score 

40% Value-Added 
Score 

40% 

50% Value-Added 
Student Score 
25% 

50% Value-Added 
Score 
40% 

50% 50% 

 
 

 
Other Professionals 

-Superintendents 

-Principals 

-Assistant Principals 

-Academic Deans 

-Deans of Instruction 

-Human Resources Director 

-Counselors 

-Social Workers 

-Special Education Director 
-ESL Coordinator 

 
Subjects Tested  

-Teachers with direct link 

to subject-tested students 

 
Subjects Not Tested  

-Teachers with indirect link 

to subject-tested students 

Subjects Not Tested  

-Teachers with no link 

to subject-tested students 

-Special Education Teachers 

-College & Career Readiness Instructors 

-504 Coordinator 

-Data Equity Analyst 

-Parent Liaison 

-Psychologist 

 
Youth Empowerment Services, Inc.  June 14, 2016 

*Leading to 2018-2021 HCMS 

**Updated for 2016-2018 

YOUTH EMPOWERME NT 

SERV ICES, INC. (YES) 
P.O. Box 18854 

San Antonio, Texas 78218 

210-735-2341 

E1, E2, E3 & E4 

E = Equity 
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Avgerage Teacher Salary 
 
 

$60,000 San Antonio Area (Region20) Teacher Average Salary $54,101 
 
 

$50,000 
 
 
 

$40,000 

 
 
 
 

$39,459 

 
 

 
$39,741 

 
 
 
 
 

$36,790 

 
 
 

$43,366 

 

$45,473 
 

 
$44,717 

$49,372  
 
 

$43,874 

 
 
 
 
 

 
$35,614 

 
 
 
 
 

$37,404 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$33,151 

 

$30,000 
 
 
 

$20,000 
 
 
 

$10,000 
 
 
 

$0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reference: Texas Education Agency 2014-2015 School Report Cards 
Texas Education Agency 2009-2010 School Report Cards 
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     Positive Solutions Charter George Gervin EDU. & TRA. George Gervin Academy PV Cesar E Chavez Por Vida Academy Charter HS 
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Growth in Overall percentage of Students 

Meeting Standard in Math over 5 year period 
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Positive Solutions Charter George Gervin EDU. & 
TRA. 

George Gervin Academy PV Cesar E Chavez Por Vida Academy 
Charter HS 

20 

25 
22 

59 60 
63 

65 

2015 SCIENCE 2010 SCIENCE 
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Growth in Overall percentage of Students 

Meeting Standard in Science over 5 year period 
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Percent of Students Meeting Standard in Reading 
- 2014-2015 

80 

 

Texas Percent Meeting Standard 77% 
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Bles1ed Sacrament Academy 
BIHMd Soctamont Ac.odel

- 

..  T_ 

 mim   youthond,_'Ii.. -king • betterfuture 
 
 

 
 

San  Antonio, TX78210 

Providing education, --- ond for  child,..,, 

 
ChildDevelopment• PaNnting Cl• aNa • Family Counaellng SeNICN• 
CharterHl9h School 

1135 Mlaalon RC>Od 

Phone 210.532.4731 

Beese<!Sacrament Academy Sharing tt>eWon:t Recent P06!S Programsand Serv<ces Map Gnmg    OppOlt\Ml- 

 

-PorVda AcaOemy Baoca.eaurate C'..assof 

20 14 
A '-"'Ina eaves beques.1 -  

 
Blessed... 

Por Vida Academy rolllng In a new school year 
PostedonAuguS119 , 201' byma,y-a<:arter 

PorVida Academy Chaner HighSchool is currmlly•orolliJ>& £or th • 20 14· '5 schoolyear. 

R,gi.<ttation will,al<, placefrom9:ooam-3:oo pm, Augost 18thlh,ough 23rd.Por Vida 

loobforward10welcomingdoS< to :WOstuden ts on tho firstdayof,chool Monday, Augest 

25th. 

Por\1daoffi!nthrtttypesofdiplomas,ro  lltUdcotssockingan  a.Jttmati,-. to pubticIIChoo ls. 

• Traditionaldiploma 

, Cr<dit m:m1?ry( with noage limit) 

, GEDc:laues(Por Vidois llioanofficial GEDTestingCenter) 

 

 

 
Por VidatelCbm&n!participatingin the 

Eduator Ef!ecti,-.oea Process( EEPJag;ain 

this)1?11.  EEP•• P"'1!TlntaftbcYooth 

F.nioo..-.ermentSen ices, lnc.(YFSJ.1 San 

Antonio-based nonprofitorganiza tion 

whose missioo is tD"'helpensure thatyoung 

pcople.lh,ougheduclllioo.  CID growup 

' self-sufficient' without a depcndt'IlC)' onthe 
·5).tem' ... 

 
In2010.YES, Inc.was""'-aided the·reacher 

lnoeotiveFund grantto"'Wkwith ten ch.arterschools inSan Antonio. including Por Vida 

AcademyCharter HighSchooL to help impro,-.educator effecti,·meso.,.,..rdsthegoalof 

increased 5tudentachin-ement. The EEPo.ffer.t a compnhensives.trategy k>rin:pt'O\iQg t he 

pe:rformaDCe ofeducators.The E£Pperformance-basedcompensationS)'Stem define.Ci a 

differentiated \\"'a)' to pro,ideinoenth-esfbonll.c;es.to individual prlllcipalsandteachers., 

ba...edOD  LJoieir le\ 'elofeffecthwi,ess.. 

 
'"Quality tead:ersarethecriticalfactor in deten:ninin,gstudents' ach.ieo.-ementsin the 

claw-oom,• stated JO"l'h Rendon, Por VI& Principal"Beinga partofthe E!:Phelps us 

recruit. motl\11.te andretaineffe.cth', teachers andadm.t!l t?ation/ saaff teadin:gto pas.iti\.-e 

gains forour students' acade!llic:acltie\·ml!E?nl! andi:nJ!l\fl.  1Slm (.e\-elopment 

opportunities.• Pa!?- t65 

lllil475 llkes .., 

. (#tit" ' 
D  Lljce Page 

 

HelptulUnka 
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PARTKER 

SA20 20 " 
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Por Vida Academy: Achance to 

success 
ThtrflnodenyingSinAnconaoNs   • &,rge numberd  )'OUlhand tu ns h.....,.°"""" 
the  prKipKe -   in danger of fallioginto IM!s asunder ted, chronic.alt)' 

unemployedadul ts:alcohol or drugabusers;or perhapsincarceration. Sni ce 199S. Por 

Vida Aad emy Cha rter Hi,ghSchool locatedon thecampusof Bless ed Sacrament 

Jade/ff/ at 1135MissionRoadhasbeen throwinga lifeline tosomeof chemost 

vuln«ilbleinour community. Pr:w-Vida- which  ansforli!e'-offersthrHtypeso1 

diplomas.•ncludlnaGeo. f«  studentsseeklna ,n lbrNuvttopublicschools. 

 
Cande.J.ario Alva rez, clas s of 1996malntains the teachenat Por Vidamake.. the 

difference. -The teachers hereapp roach the SOJderc:switha different perspectwe.• he 

explacls.'"They don't seea SbJdent'spastbehavior or problems, but approacheach  

ind Md ual as a first-time student.That way, you are nocbeinggivena "secondchance" 

but yourfirstchance tosua:ffd.• 

 
Reoandymired from tht \tanna.Atv1rezrotumtdcoSinAntonio with his wit and 

thrttchidrentoattend St.PhilllfsCollegewhere rssed:ii,gatea<h tngdeg:rft1n 

l<tt9ology. 

 

PotVidateachersparticipatein the Educator EffeaiwnessProcess(EEP)..EEPis a 
pn:igramof the  Yout h Empowerment Services, Inc..(YES).a San  Antonio-based 

nonprofit orp  nlzarionwhosermsionrsto 'tlt lp tnSUrtchityounaJM<)p&t. owour 
tO.!C.lbOO, c,n grow up 'Mff''1Uff'dtnt'without • dependfflcyon tht "systt nt : joMph 

Rendon. Po,-Vida Principal.stated.•Being a partof the E.EPprog ram h e lps us reau1t. 

rnocva:eand  r etain  effeaiw     teachersand ad m1rwsuationlstaffleading to poSJtivrre 

ga ins for our st ud en ts' acadenicachievements and impro,,ed professional 

dewlopment    opportunities.• 

 

 
 

Community fNdback 

 
'ilo tonWTW:'flU hJvt'bt1-nm.a'1c')'l'1. 

 

Anochtf"PorVidagradUit,t  AdNn Garcia, wrote •1 ed from Por W\ 1993. I 

an'ttxptssenoghuhow,rMefulI am to N\11•a:tndtd J'IVAdurlrc•,d M   omt  1n 

m, kft.1   had  great memonnandtnjoyed making newfriendswhen I wasthere.. twas 

asteppingstone to cononue my educational dream. Now h.avtng comp leted my 

Master'sdegree I never forg_et wher'e I came from.• 

 

Withacurrent enrollment ofjuslunder 2,00PorVida tNChers and staff areschecluling 

1 1fieldtripsto<CllltCH. NASAIn Hous ton.youthleadership confttenCH. 

vkiulOlht libra ry, 1nd coordinltircgroup projt as .., sdenct• nd student 

gtMtnVntnt.This year, P0t\\da 1Sor ganizing ColTVr'U'llty Tuesdrys.P.artntsand 

othersfromthe Sout hside convnur111tyare invited to comeand learn how usethe 

computer, createa resume..dance Zumba, takec.ooking lessons, learn to eat healthy. 

and joinin theactivitiesin thegym. 

 
formore1nformatlon,bout PorVkt,Ac.ademy Chirttr Hif'ISchool, p,tneCOtUa 

PrlnopMJostph Rondon acJ,-ndonOpor•vlda.ors  or ull 210·532·9161. 
PRA0.,.8Id# U31tA1600:'H 

blessedsacrament academy charterhigh schools charter sch 1fs on road Por 

Vidas educatoi n teen Youth:ducation 
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Charter Equity System (CES) HCMS Communication Plan 
 

 
Stakeholder Group 

 
Communication 

Content 

 
Communication 

Method 

 
Timeline / 

Frequency 

 
Communication 

Objective 

Teachers and 

Principals 

Feedback on 

implementation, 

policies and 

procedures 

Campus Teacher 

HCMS Advisory 

Panel, Conference 

Calls and in-person. 

12 times (6 times each 

year for two (2) years) 

of the development of 

the HCMS) 

Seek input on and 

garner support for 

proposed HCMS, 

create FAQ doc. 

Teaches, and (other 

professional staff) 

Career & College 

Counselors, 

Counselors 

Social Workers, 

Special Education 

Directors 

Description of the 

implementation plans 

and end goals 

TIF V LEA-wide pre- 

service professional 

development before 

the school year. 

Annually Increase awareness of 

the HCMS goals & 

plans. Information 

dissemination of 

HCMS resources, 

gather additional 

feedback each year on 

HCMS. 

Teachers, Plus Other 

Professionals (listed 

above), Home Office 

Staff 

Updates on the 

progress of 

implementation and 

resources 

EEP website, each 

LEA’s website, EEP 

monthly written 

updates, and live 

streaming of Teacher 

Advisory Panel 

meetings 

Monthly Provide easy access to 

information & 

resources & multiple 

opportunities to query 

regarding the HCMS 

being developed. 

Principals, (other 

professional 

administrators) 

Academic Deans, 

Assistant Principals 

Feedback on 

implementation and 

policies 

Leadership Team 

Meetings with EEP 

staff 

12 times (6 times each 

year for two (2) years) 

of the development of 

the HCMS) 

Seek input on and 

garner support for 

proposed HCMS, 

create FAQ doc. 

Superintendents Actively involved in 

planning the HCMS 

with the EEP staff. 

Texas Education 

Equity System group 

planning sessions 

Monthly Share input, make 

decisions based upon 

input from all 

stakeholders, increase 

awareness of the 

HCMS. 

LEA School Board Actively involved 

through Quarterly 

Communication with 

superintendents 

School Board meeting 

and/or emails with 

assigned 

superintendent 

Quarterly Share input, assist with 

making decisions from 

all stakeholders, 

increase awareness of 

the HCMS. 

Students and Parents Introduction to 

purpose & goals of the 

HCMS 

Newsletters & Parent 

Workshop 

Annually Increase awareness of 

the LEA’s work 

towards meeting the 

vision. 
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NEW Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) 
Performance Based Compensation System (PBCS) Survey Results 

Survey Monkey-July 2016 
 

Educator Involvement in the PBCS 

 
A great deal of significant preparation helped us achieve a very high level of educator involvement in the design 

of EEP’s PBCS and we expect the high-level of educator involvement to continue throughout the grant period 

and especially during the sustainability of the grant after the grant concludes. To begin the process of preparing 

the Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP), 100% of the high-need schools' principals submitted evidence of 

their support using an online survey to participate in the development of the PBCS and HCMS evaluation 

system. Educators submitted their input and volunteered to serve on the grant design and implementation 

committee. The LEA’s teachers were surveyed to gain educator feedback and input.  Of all the teachers 

surveyed from both LEA’s, (92%) of the teachers at the high-need schools responded in the affirmative that 

they were committed to support and to be involved in the process to implement a PBCS HCMS and evaluation 

system to their school. Throughout the timeline implementation period and throughout the implementation of 

EEP, teacher and principal input will be gathered through committees, staff meetings, small group discussions, 

questionnaires, and grade level meetings. 

Q1: E2 Model-For Teachers with a direct link to subject-tested Students. The categories in the E2 model 

did not change, however the percentage for School-wide Value-added changed from 20% to 25% and the 
percentage for the Teacher Value-Added Student Score changed from 30% to 25%. The observation 
evaluation percentage stays at 50%. Please answer the following questions on the E2 Model: In the E2 
Model, the percentages in the school-wide value-added category have changed from 20% to 25% and the 
teacher value-added score from 30% to 25%. If you agree with the changes in the percentages, please 
explain the reason you agree. 

(Answered: 24 Skipped: 2) 
 

-It appears that it places increased value on the school as opposed to the individual. 

-Please see question number 8 for answers to questions 2-7 
-I agree. 
-I agree with the changes because the responsibility of ensuring the student succeeds should be a partnership 

between teachers and other members of the school staff. 
-I agree with this change. I like that the school-wide value is counted more because that could work as a positive 

when it comes to teachers helping other teachers.... More of us working together as a whole because our 
accountability as a school is important and in turn that will also help our individual progress as teachers. 

-I agree with this because I think this represents the measurement of student growth and performance better for a 
payout. 



2 PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e69 

 

-I agree because the School-wide value should ultimately have the greater percentage than the Teacher-Value. 
-The responsibility is now spread out amongst all teachers who work with the students rather than being focused on 
one teacher who is not completely responsible for that students learning. This gives more incentive for all teachers 
to work with all students on tested subjects. 

-I agree with the changes in percentages for the E2 model because they appear to be equitable. 
-Agree, the percentages are satisfactory 
-Agree, percentages seem fair 
-Yes, I agree with the percentages 
-I agree with the changes in the percentages since there weren't any major real changes. Percentages were shifted 
slightly. I do agree that those teachers who do intervention to fall under E3 should be able to attain credit for 
their indirect work with the students. 

-I think it will be beneficial. 
-The school wide and teacher value-added scores should be the same because the teachers participated in assisting 

the students in some manner weather teacher of record or tutoring/mentoring, therefore, the percentages should 
be the same because the results should be equally reflected due to the same people are working with the students. 

-I agree in that the educator's impact can be measured more efficiently. 
-Yes I agree with the changes. I am glad to see the teacher value added score lowered. 
-Maintaining the teacher observation percentage continues to place a strong emphasis on teacher performance of 

their instruction techniques. As for the Value Added percentage changes; it places equal emphasis on Value 
Added whether the teacher was directly involved or not. 

-Agree 
-I agree. School and teacher value added should be equal since we are a team and equally responsible. The teachers 

already feel a lot of pressure so this could help with the anxiety we feel. 
-I think these percentages are better because a teacher can concentrate on teaching and not so much on teaching to 

a test. 
-I agree to the percentage change on the teacher value added score because just because a student didn't score high 

doesn't mean that they didn't make gain in growth. So the % should be 25%. 

-Fine 
-Entire school should have more focus, not just that teachers subject area. 

 

 
Q2: If you do NOT agree with the changes in the changes in the percentages, please explain the reason 

you do NOT agree. (Answered: 6 Skipped: 20) 
 

-N/A 
-Please see question number 8 for answers to questions 2-7 
-Non-applicable 
-Not applicable 
-I do not agree because as a middle school teacher I would feel the need to be competing against the high school 

teachers as they have more tested subject areas than the middle school, therefore more emphasis would possibly 
be placed on observing them. Also if students in a middle school grade level are split between a high school 
teacher who is a certified generalist and a middle school teacher and there is no opportunity during the workday 
to communicate about resources being utilized, resources that are graded, etc. it creates a rift within that particular 
grade level should any students need to be transferred from one class to the other. Another perspective would be 
that what students learn in one subject area such as Algebra or Chemistry should not count against teachers of 
other subjects as far as the School-Wide Value goes. 

-N/A 
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Q3: Do you think a different percentage for each of the categories in the E2 Model would be more 

beneficial? Please list your percentages and explain why they would be more beneficial. 

(Answered: 17 Skipped: 9) 
-NA 
-Please see question number 8 for answers to questions 2-7 
-Non-applicable 
-No, 50/50 is fine with me. 
-No 
-No, the percentages that are listed will provide the best results for the students. 
-N/A 
-No 
-I agree with the percentages in the E2 model because if the teacher gets value-added for student score the school 

wide score will also benefit them. 

-No 
-n/a 
-Yes. I believe the E2 should not have a school wide added value if it is specifically designed to observe those 

teachers and educators who have a direct link to subject tested areas. 

-I think the percentages are fine and will assist with overall progress of the school. 
-Yes the Value-Added Student Score changed from 30% to 25%. This change supports that sometimes there are 

factors when it comes to students testing that a teacher cannot control. For example, test anxiety, student with 
special needs. 

-No. 
-No 
-No 

 

Q4: E3 Model-This is a NEW Model for Teachers with an indirect link to subject-tested students (not 

teacher of record). This NEW E3 model shows the category of observation evaluation at 50% (the same as 
the E2 & E4 Models), the category of school-wide value-added at 40% and the category of Teacher value- 
added student score at 10%, allowing the non-teacher of record to get credit for any services provided that 
aided in the improvement of subject-tested students improvement. Please answer the following questions 
on the E3 Model:  Do you think there is a need to add the NEW E3 Model? Please explain: 

(Answered: 24 Skipped: 2) 
 
-I would say yes, but how does it account for a variable amount of service. Example, one teacher assists 50% of the 

time another only 5%, are they weighted the same? 

-Please see question number 8 for answers to questions 2-7 
yes, because so very often special education teachers do not receive the recognition they deserve when the 
student(s) succeed. 

-Not necessarily.... Although an aid or a non-teacher of record do help... The teacher is the constant in helping these 
students become successful. 

-Yes. Because many staff members work with our students. 
-Yes, because schools should continuously evolve in order for students to do the same. 
-I do think this is a good idea. I feel that many teachers who are not teaching in a tested subject still have impact on 

students on those particular subjects. An art teacher might influence map scores by teaching geometric figures. 
-Yes, I believe that there is a need to add the E3 model because non-teachers can have just as much an impact on 

student improvement as the teacher of record. 

-Yes 
-Yes, because other staff members contribute to student success as well. 
-I agree with adding of the E3 model because teachers who assist with interventions can receive credit. 
-Yes I think all teachers should be held to some accountability, regardless of the subject taught. 
-In some cases yes, and in some cases no. I am not sure how each campus would be allowed to make these 
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decisions if the consortium of schools should be acting as one. Some teachers will only assist students 10% due to 
the courses that they teach, however, some teachers will assist students more than 10% but less than 40% due to 
after school tutoring, etc. 

-Yes, especially for those teachers teaching RTI classes who are not the teacher of record for that specified subject. 
-If I am reading this correctly, I think it is a great idea and will cause for more collaboration among educators. 
-Yes, all teachers who interact and support students should get credit. 
-I don't think there is a need for the E3 Model. I think it is going to be difficult to actually track the impact of value- 

added support someone else may have provided to a given student at a given time. 

-Agree 
-Yes, I think it will help aid with cross-curricular incentive. 
-Yes because some teachers do not teacher tested subjects so there should be a model for them. 
-Yes, I believe that students learn from all teachers and all teachers should get credit for their accomplishments. 
-Yes anyone that has worked the a student to help them gain growth in learning, should be counted in as one of the 

educators that played apart of the teaching process. 

-Fine 
-Yes, many non tested area teachers plan to support student needs in tested areas and should also benefit from 

student growth. 

 
Q5: If you agree with the percentages of 10% for the teacher value-added student score category and 

40% for the school-wide value-added score category, please explain the reason why you agree. 

(Answered: 22 Skipped: 4) 
 

-Please see question number 8 for answers to questions 2-7 
-Agree. 
-Ultimately, the school as a whole is responsible for the academic achievement of all students. 
-Yes I agree. I think those are good percentages. 
-I agree because, although teachers are in charge of their individual classrooms it's still a team effort with the entire 

school. 

-I think all teachers have impact on student learning. 
-Yes, because the appear to be equitable. 
-Yes 
-Seems right 
-Yes, I agree because that individual is more apart of the school wide value of the student 
-I agree with the percentages because although they are supplementing the actual teacher they are only working with 

the student a small percentage of the time in comparison to full time. 

-Holds them to some standard. 
-n/a 
-It helps teachers in smaller schools such as ours who are doing RTI classes or who are pulling kids for extra 

tutoring time in order to help them understand the subject better. 

-I agree because I feel a teacher has a direct impact of the student's learning experience. 
-Yes, all teachers who interact and support students should get credit. 
-N/A 
-Agree 
-I agree with percentages but I don't have a reason. 
-Since this is the first year for non-teachers of record to be scored on these criteria, I think this is a good percentage 

value to begin. 

-I agree. 
-The percentages are fair as it relates to the TEKS and the amount of tested areas they would possibly cover in their 

curriculum 
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Q6: If you do NOT agree with the 10%/40%, please explain the reason you do NOT agree. 

(Answered: 7 Skipped: 19) 
 

-It goes back to my answer to number 5, variable amounts of teacher impact. 
-Please see question number 8 for answers to questions 2-7 
-Non-applicable 
-I don't see why it's necessary for the non- teacher of record to get any for of credit or evaluation for the tested 

students. Doesn't necessarily matter. 

-Not applicable 
-Please see my response to #4. 
-N/A 

 

Q7: Do you think a different percentage for each of the categories in the E3 Model would be more 

beneficial? Please list your percentages and explain why they would be more beneficial. 

(Answered: 12 Skipped: 14)) 
 

-N/A 
-Please see question number 8 for answers to questions 2-7 
-Non-applicable 
-No. I like what is being said. 
-No, the percentages that are listed will provide the best results for the students. 
-N/A 
-No 
-20%/30% 30%/20% The percentages depends on how much each teacher is directly involved with the students 

and should be a campus to campus decision if possible. 

-No. 
-N/A 
-As explained earlier, I don't think the E3 Model is necessary. 
-No 

 

Other Comments: 

-Good with it. 
-I respectfully decline to participate in this survey only because as a new teacher in this state and district I am not 

familiar enough with EEP or this data to make/have an informed decision/opinion. Thanks 

-No further comments 
-N/A 
-Not applicable 
-I am praying that we get this opportunity granted to us because our complete staff works hard and everyone 

deserves a piece of the pie when the entire school is successful. 
-I think this new PBCS allows for the entire staffing of the school to benefit from improvement so the incentive 

motivates all to reach exemplary standards 
-E1: needs to have PRE-K Directors listed. It is unclear to me why Human Resources would be included in this list 

of people. 

-The E2 model needs more revision. 
-None 
-None 
-What are the anticipated payouts? Are there going to be the required number of unit meetings as in the previous 

grant? 

-I think it is fair and will benefit all staff. It's definitely a motivation for me to perform at a higher level. 
-I like that there are different PBCS for different categories of teachers. Everyone at the school will know how they 

are being evaluated. 
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Systematic observation and feedback based on the Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) observation rubric 

has helped me improve my level of teaching effectiveness.  

2015 (N=109) 36% 57% 5% 2% 1% 109 

2014 (N=150) 31% 59% 5% 1% 4% 150 

Professional development has helped me change my instructional practices to a great extent. 

2015 (N=109) 29% 62% 6% 1% 2% 109 

2014 (N=150) 37% 50% 7% 2% 4% 150 

I believe the EEP incentive and compensation system will help to improve the student achievement in the 

district. 

2015 (N=109) 34% 49% 13% 3% 2% 109 

2014 (N=150) 33% 45% 15% 4% 3% 150 

Because of EEP Implementation, there has been more focus on individual student achievement. 

2015 (N=109) 28% 58% 11% 2% 2% 109 

2014 (N=150) 30% 49% 14% 2% 5% 150 

Because of EEP Implementation, there has been more collaboration in my school. 

I feel well prepared to implement EEP strategies in my classroom. 

 
I am becoming a better teacher because of the support and collaboration in my school. 

2015 (N=109) 37% 52% 8% 3% 0% 109 

2014 (N=150) 33% 53% 9% 3% 3% 150 

Because of EEP, I will remain a teacher in my current school longer. 

2015 (N=109) 28% 40% 19% 5% 8% 109 

2014 (N=150) 25% 44% 13% 3% 15% 150 

33% 

33% 

58% 

52% 

5% 

10% 

1% 

2% 

4% 

3% 

2015 (N=109) 

2014 (N=150) 

109 

150 

Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Disagree   
Strongly 
Disagree 

N/A 
8. For each statement mark one answer to indicate your 

response. 
Response 

Count 

34% 

31% 

52% 

47% 

9% 

15% 

2% 

2% 

3% 

4% 

2015 (N=109) 

2014 (N=150) 

109 

150 
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10. The greatest success so far with the EEP program on my campus has been: 

 
Becoming a better teacher and more effective teacher 

05-2015 05-2014 

Response Response 

Percent Percent 

N=109 N=150 

44% * 

Cooperative learning strategies 6% * 

Differentiating instruction 3% * 

Effective collaboration among teachers and administrators 9% * 

Getting feedback 6% * 

Improved classroom management 2% * 

Improved communication among staff 2% * 

Improved engagement with parents 0% * 

Improved student understanding and success 2% * 

Increased knowledge of data interpretation 4% * 

Instructional consistency from class to class 0% * 

More cohesive campus 3% * 

More relevant content in meetings 1% * 

Professional development 8% * 

Transparent educator evaluation process 5% * 

Unified behavioral standards 0% * 

I don't know 3% * 

No comment/None 4% * 

Other (please specify) 0% * 
answered question 109 139 

*Question 10 was asked as an open-ended question in 2014. 

“Other” Response Text for 2015:  None 
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11. I think the strength of the performance-based compensation system is: 

 
Fairness 

05-2015 
05-2014 

Response Percent 
Response 

N=109  
Percent 
N=150 

6% * 

Feedback 5% * 

Higher pay 11% * 

Improved teacher performance 21% * 

Increased collaboration 6% * 

Increased communication with teachers 1% * 

Increased cooperation between teams 3% * 

Increased morale 4% * 

Increased motivation 10% * 

Increased school-wide alignment 4% * 

Increased student learning and success 7% * 

Increased teacher growth 8% * 

Don't Know 6% * 

No Comment/None 6% * 

Other (please specify) 4% * 
answered question 109 139 

*Question 11 was asked as an open-ended question in 2014. 

“Other” Response Text for 2015: 

- I don't think that most people are as motivated by compensation increases as they think they are. Other factors weigh much 

higher, like a collaborative work place and support from supervisors that facilitate job growth of employees. I support a blended 

system of pay raises that involves both performance and sheer longevity. 
 

- I do not believe in the performance-based compensation, teachers should always follow the EEP rubric if they want to help 

their students succeed. The EEP program helps us establish a firm foundation and helps me to meet my goals. I benefited 

from using the rubric. 
 

- Performance based compensation, without adding parental and student accountability into the mix, does not give anyone a 

clear picture. 
 

  - Some of the articles I read for EEP help survive the school with a different and more positive attitude  

3 
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Alamo Barrio Democracy Project 
IN COLLABORATION WITH THE DR. HECTOR P GARCIA GOTHV PROJECT 

 

IGNITE THE VOTE 
 

To Whom It May Concern: June 15, 2016 

 
I am a co-founder of The Education Trust, and currently retired. The Ed Trust is a 20 year-old 

child education advocacy and research-based organization working out of Washington, D.C. It 

works with school districts and colleges throughout the U.S. to improve achievement among all 

students and to close gaps in performance. It focuses, in particular, on low income and African 

American and Latino students. Moreover, its work on policy and advocacy matters seeks to 

improve education systems for all students, especially those in greatest need. 

 

This proposal has brought together several LEAs over the past several years, and the systems 

leaders and teachers in this collaboration have been at the forefront of the Education 

Effectiveness Process (EEP) since its inception five years ago.  The multiple LEAs and its 

leaders involved in this project have demonstrated a remarkable ability to conceptualize the work 

that needs to be implemented, and have demonstrated a deep capacity to work within their 

respective and very different independent LEAs to do this very important and difficult work. 

Their success to date has been remarkable, with all students learning more and gaps between 

high and low income students closing over time. 

 

The high levels of commitment and communication that exist between YES and the Charter 

LEAs have been instrumental in advancing the successful implementation of the project. And, 

this has resulted in honor teachers more often, all students learning more, and low income 

students catching up to their more affluent peers. 

 

Now, the proposed actions and provision of the HCMS to close the pay gaps between their 

charter educators and their counterparts will strengthen their organizational efforts. This will 

help guarantee the successful and sustainable efforts of these LEAs to continue improving 

student learning while ensuring effective educators are attracted to and incentivized to remain 

teaching within their respective classrooms. 

 

Paul F. Ruiz, PhD 

Founder, Alamo Area Democracy Project 
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IF V Grant Narrative: Significant Additional   Information 

 
Section A:   Significance 

• We will use Allen Odden's book Strategic Management of Human 

Capital in Education as one of plethora or resources we will 

reference in to inform our planning and design of our HCMS 

system rooted in researched-based practices specific to school 

systems rooted in strong theory (pg.  7). 

◦ "Strategic Management of Human Capital in Education guides 

educators toward putting more effective teachers, teacher 

leaders, and principals in the country’s schools-especially in 

poverty-impacted urban and rural communities-equipping  

those  teachers  and  principals  with  instructional  and 

leadership expertise, and rewarding and retaining those who  

are successful in attaining these objectives. Drawing from 

cases, experiences, and deliberations from a national task  

force, this book outlines a comprehensive framework for how 

to transform current human resource management practices 

into authentic, strategic talent management systems in order   

to  improve  student achievement." 

◦ Source:  http://www.smhc-cpre.org 

 

http://www.smhc-cpre.org/
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Principal Observation Rubric:  The EEP Leadership Team Meeting 
 

Indicators (5) Outstanding (3)Effective (1) Unsatisfactory 

1. 

Attendance & 

Promptness 

 All Leadership Team members present- 

100%. 

 Sign-In sheet completed. 

 Meeting was re-scheduled immediately. 

(if applicable). 

 Meeting started at assigned time. 

 Most Leadership Team members 

present -51% to 99%. 

 Most members present signed in on 

Sign-In sheet 

 Meeting re-scheduling was discussed. 

 Meeting started within five (5) minutes 

of assigned time. 

 Less than 50% of Leadership 

Team members present. 

 No sign-in sheet. 

 Meeting was not re-scheduled. 

 Meeting started more than 15 

minutes later than assigned time. 

2. 

Meeting 

Facilitation 

 Norms were referenced, posted and 

followed. 

 All team members remain focused on 

agenda items. 

 Principal is prepared and following 

leadership team meeting protocol. 

 Models leadership team behavior for 

leadership team members to learn. 

 Roles are assigned and rotated weekly 

 Previous action items completed before 

meeting. 

 Team members prepared with all 

materials. 

 Follow-Up criteria identified. 

 Follow-Up activities assigned. 

 Due date of action items determined. 

 Norms were referenced and posted 

 Team members somewhat focused 

on agenda items. 

 Principal is somewhat prepared and 

generally follows leadership team 

meeting protocol. 

 Roles are assigned. 

 Some action items completed before 

meeting. 

 Some team members are prepared 

with all materials. 

 Some follow-up criteria identified. 

 Some follow-up activities assigned 

 Norms were not present. 

 Members were not focused on 

agenda items. 

 Principal was not prepared and 

did not follow leadership team 

meeting protocol. 

 Roles are NOT assigned. 

 Action items not completed 

before meeting. 

 Team members not prepared 

with materials. 

 Follow-Up criteria not identified. 

 Follow-Up activities not assigned. 

 Due date of action items not 

determined. 

3.  Agenda  Agenda presented 24 hours prior to 

meeting to allow time for Leadership 

Team members to add agenda action 

items. 

 All action items on agenda were 

addressed. 

 Agenda presented at time of meeting 

with a few action items to allow for 

discussion time. 

 Most action items on agenda were 

addressed. 

 No agenda presented. 

 Agenda action items not 

discussed. 

4. Principal 

Fosters 

Authentic 

Participation 

 Encourages staff members to participate 

in making staff decisions on student 

achievement. 

 Encourage full participation; solicits 

questions; listens closely and openly; give 

thoughtful and honest responses; 

 Team members volunteer for tasks. 

 Staff members make suggestions on 

staff decisions on student achievement. 

 Some participation by team members; 

sometimes solicits questions; generally 

listens to discussion; some responses 

do not deepen the discussion and/or 

move the discussion forward. 

 Team members are assigned tasks. 

 Does not engage staff members 

to make staff decisions on 

student achievement. 

 Dominates discussion. 

 Does not encourage participation. 

5. Inter-rater 

Reliability (if 

applicable) 

 Leadership team members watch videos 

and/or discuss teachers that they both 

have seen teaching and calibrate creating a 

plan for improvement. 

 Use of a protocol that is collaborative, 

rigorous, action-centered, fair, and 

transparent. 

 Principal facilitates the leadership team 

members by watching videos and/or 

discussing teachers that they both have 

seen teaching and calibrate. 

 Use of a protocol. 

 Principal facilitates leadership team 

members in discussion by watching 

videos and/or discussing teachers 

that they both have seen. 

 No protocol is used. 

6. DATA 

Review 

(if applicable) 

 The analysis of walkthroughs, high stakes 

tests, TEDS, attendance, drop out rates, 

suspension rates, and/or observations and 

make decisions for student and teacher 

effectiveness to meet school goal. 

 Principal facilitates leadership team to the 

uses of data to inform instructional 

decisions connected to the school goal. 

 Principal facilitates leadership team in 

looking for underlying causes and 

solutions based on data. 

 Principal facilitates leadership team to use 

data on grades, attendance, behavior, and 

other variables to monitor and drive 

continuous improvement. 

 Examine data and make decisions for 

student and teacher effectiveness to 

meet school goals. 

 Principal facilitates the leadership team 

to the uses of data to inform 

instructional decisions. 

 Principal facilitates leadership team in 

looking for underlying causes. 

 Principal facilitates leadership team to 

use data on grades, attendance, 

behavior, and other variables. 

 Data examined. 

 Principal facilitates the leadership 

team to the uses of data. 

 Principal does not facilitate 

leadership team to look for 

underlying causes. 

 Principal does not facilitate 

leadership team to use data on 

grades, attendance, behavior, or 

other variables. 

 



PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e81 
 

Indicators (5) Outstanding (3)Effective (1) Unsatisfactory 

7. Unit 

Meeting and 

Leadership 

Meeting 

Connections 

(if applicable) 

 Discussions about previous unit 

meeting(s) and their connection to 

instructional leadership and development 

of a plan of action. 

 Evidence of unit meeting gap analysis and 

alignment to teacher improvement plan. 

 Discussions about previous unit 

meeting(s) and their connection to 

instructional leadership. 

 Evidence of unit meeting gap analysis 

and alignment to teacher improvement. 

 No discussions about previous unit 

meeting(s) and their connection to 

instructional leadership. 

 No evidence of unit meeting gap 

analysis and alignment to teacher 

improvement. 

8. 

Evaluation/ 

Observation 

(if applicable) 

 The schedule for teacher observation is 

examined to make sure team is on target 

for EEP completion dates. 

 Team observed teacher /video together 

and go over scores for inter-rater 

reliability. 

 Data from TEDS or 

evaluation/observation is used to target 

professional development. 

 The school schedule for teacher 

observation is checked for completion 

of observations and updated. 

 Team compared scores from same 

teacher for inter-rater reliability. 

 The school schedule for teacher 

observation is checked for 

completion of observations. 

9. 

Improvement 

of Teacher 

Instruction (if 

applicable) 

 Team shares data from walkthroughs, 

TEDS, or evaluation/observation to 

create and implement a plan for particular 

teachers that are not effective. 

 Team shares data from walkthroughs, 

TEDS, or evaluation/observations and 

identifies gaps. 

 Team shares data from 

walkthroughs, TEDS or 

evaluation/observations. 

10. True EEP 
Implementation 

(if  applicable) 

 All action items on agenda are EEP 

related and ensures fidelity to the EEP 

model 

 Some action items on agenda are EEP 

related as outlined in the EEP Fidelity 

Rubric. 

 Items on agenda are not EEP 

related as outlined in the EEP 

Fidelity Rubric. 

11. Principal 

Relates 

decisions, 

programs, and 

initiatives to 

school goal 

 Reviews school goal at each meeting and 

makes changes to school goal if needed 

 Action items help unit meeting planning 

move toward accomplishing school goal. 

 School goal is part of some decisions, 

programs, and initiatives 

 School goal is read at each meeting 

 Some action items help unit meeting 

planning move toward accomplishing 

school goal. 

 Focus is on problems and does not 

integrate school goal into  

decisions, programs and initiatives. 

 School goal is not a part of action 

items or unit meeting planning. 

12. Closing 

the Loop 
 A reflection activity was used to 

summarize meeting. 

 Team members debriefed.  Team members did not debrief. 

 
 
 

 
Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. 100512 
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The following rubric will be used for observing the Teacher Observation Post-Conference 
Meeting. 

Principal Observation Rubric:  Teacher Observation Post-Conference Meeting 
 (5) Outstanding (3) Effective (1) Unsatisfactory 

1. Reinforcement 

Guiding Questions 
 Guiding questions 

force deep thinking 

and guide teacher to 

reinforcement goal. 

 Guiding questions 

force deep 

thinking, but do 

not guide the 

teacher to 

reinforcement 

goal. 

 Guiding questions 

do not force deep 

thinking. 

2. Reinforcement 

Goal 
 Reinforcement goal is 

supported by scripting 

notes with specific 

language from the 

chosen indicator and 

is relevant and 

communicated well. 

 The 

Reinforcement 

goal is supported 

by scripting notes, 

with specific 

language from the 

chosen indicator. 

 The 

Reinforcement 

goal is not 

supported by 

scripting notes. 

3. Specific Examples 

of Reinforcement 

Observed 

 Evidence of three (3) 

specific examples 

from scripting notes 

that directly relates to 

the chosen indicators 

and includes direct 

quotes. 

 Evidence of three 

(3) specific 

examples from 

scripting notes that 

directly relates to 

the chosen 

indicators. 

 No evidence of 

specific examples 

from scripting 

notes that directly 

relates to the 

chosen indicators. 

4. Refinement 

Guiding Questions 
 Guiding questions 

force deep thinking 

and guide teacher to 

refinement goal. 

 Guiding questions 

force deep 

thinking, but do 

not guide the 

teacher to 

refinement goal. 

 Guiding questions 

do not force deep 

thinking. 

5. Refinement Goal  Refinement goal is 

supported by scripting 

notes with specific 

language from the 

chosen indicator, is 

relevant and 

communicated well. 

 The refinement 

goal is supported 

by scripting notes 

using specific 

language from the 

chosen indicator. 

 The refinement 

goal is not 

supported by 

scripting notes. 

6. Specific 

Examples of 

Refinement Area 

 Evidence of three (3) 

specific examples 

from scripting notes 

that directly relates to 

the chosen indicators 

and includes direct 

quotes. 

 Evidence of three 

(3) specific 

examples from 

scripting notes that 

directly relates to 

the chosen 

indicators. 

 No evidence of 

specific examples 

from scripting 

notes that directly 

relates to the 

chosen indicators. 

7. Solicited Feedback  Post conference 

concludes with 

reflection on how the 

Reinforcement and 

Refinement plans will 

improve teacher 

effectiveness. 

 Post conference 

concludes with 

reflection on how 

the Reinforcement 

and Refinement 

plans will improve 

teacher 

effectiveness. 

 Post conference 

concludes with no 

reflection on how 

the Reinforcement 

and Refinement 

plans will improve 

teacher 

effectiveness. 

8. Post- Conference 

Plan 
 Post conference plan 

is followed with 

observable emphasis 

on job-embedded 

professional 

development. 

 Post Conference 

plan is followed. 

 Post Conference 

plan is not 

followed. 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. 100512 
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EEP Implementation Fidelity Rubric 2015-16 
 
 

0-lt.2115 

Name of Principal:  ,Name of School:  _ 

 

Date Completed:  _ E Staff Name:  _ 
 

TheEImPplementation Fidelity Rubric includes several non-negotiable items. Each of the non-negotiable items exists as 

requirements for all EEP principals throughout the school year. The EEP Implementation component represents 40% of the 

Principal Evaluation System. The component represents 40% of the payout for principals. Non-negotiable items, if not met in 

its entirety, will result in a reduction of the cap for the EEP Implementation component payout. If one or more of the non 

negotiable items is not met the 40% is reduced to half or 20% of the component's payout (only on the EEP Implementation 

component). 

Non-Negotiable Items (all six  (6) items must be met) 

 

 

 
 

  1. The Principal attended the observation certification training 

and/or re-certification training during the school year for 2014- 

15. 

Prior to the first day of 

school year. 

  2. The Principal met standards for observation certification or re 

certification. 

Prior to the first day of 

the school   ear 

    

  4. Prior to Principals la.st 

day of school 

  5. Prior to principal,s first 

da  of school 

    

I:  Principal Leadership 

Strong principal leadership on an Educator Effectiveness Process campus is represented or is visualized by effects to 

building capacity among teacher leaders to improve  instruction. 

      1. Prifleipal "ill attet>cl '\\eekry Leaclership Team (L1) meetiags: Ohse"ecl at>cl/e, e, icleaee sigt>atttre-eft 

LT meeciag siga ;,, sheets - 

1. Principal will ensure that effective EEP  rubric based leadership meetings are facilitated weekly. Observed/ 

E, idencc: Pluses and Deltas or reflection acti\'ities from all attendees and sign in sheet out of 26 

meetings-. 5=23-26, 4=17-22, 3=12-16, 2=5-11, or 1=  1-4. 

   2. Prtl'leipal and e1:l1er admiflistraters  isit Unit theetings ,¥eekly:  E, ideaec  prifleipal er :11:dministrnter 

sigflattlre ea  lh1it flleetiflg sign ifl sheet 

2. Principal and/or orher administrator will facilitate or co--facilitate an EEP l.1 nit mC'eting hased on EEP rnbric as 

11ceded. Ohserved/ Evidence: Pluses and Deltas or reflection actiYities from all attendees and sign in 

sheet. out Of26 meetings-5=23-26, 4=17-22, 3=12-16,  2=5-11, or 1=  1-4. 

   3. Principal regularly monitors Teacher Evaluation Data System (TEDS) to ensure teachers are entering 

scores, to check for inter-rater reliability amongst leadership team and to chose professional 

Development based off the findings Evidence-Leadership Team meeting agendas and request forms 

for professional development-5= 6 or more times, 4=5  times, 3=3-4 times, 2=2  times, or 1=1  time. 

   4. Attend Principal EEP  Monthly Professional Development Academies:  Obse1Table and/or evidence 

-signature on EEP  Leadership Traini9ng sign-in sheets- 5=5 meetings, 4=4 meetings, 3=3 

meetings, 2=2 meetings, or 1=1 n1eeting. 

5. Make sure that ALL LT members attend EEP Professional De,-elopment Academies: Observable and/or 

evidence -signature on EEP Monthly Leadership Training sign-in sheets- 5=5  meetings, 4=4 

meetings, 3=3 meetings, 2=2 meetings, or 1=1 meeting. 
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6. Principal performs EEP teacher obserrntions and post-obseITation conferences; Evidence-ObserYation 

Reports completed- 5= 100% completed, 4=80% completed 3=60% completed, 2=40% completed, 

or 1=20% completed). To receive credit far EEP obsenwtions. a principal mllst obsen•e teachers.facilitate post 

conference ll'ith teacher, and enter data into TEDS. 

   7. Principal ensures that appropriate and complete Registrations and Submission Applications for Summer 

lnstitute 2015 are submitted by the deadhne.  S=All submitted   U=All not submitted 

   8. Principal ensures that all LT members attend the required data/planning session at Summer Institute  2015. 

5=All  LT me3mbers attend  O=All LT members did not  attend. 

            9. Principal ensures that all campus participants attending Summer Institute 2015 attend all sessions required 

by their campus as evidenced by sign-in sheets. 5=All participants attend O=All participants did not 

attend. 

   10. Principal ensures that all EEP  documents are correctly completed and submitted by the required 

deadlines.   5=All documents submitted on time.  O=Not all documents submitted on  time. 

 

  Total/10=  Average 

II: EEP Leadership Team (LT) Responsibilities 

Leadership Team Meetings 

   1. All LT members meet weekly:  Observed or evidence- LT meeting Sign-in sheet -out of26 meetings- 

5=23-26, 4=17-22, 3=12-16, 2=5-11, or 1= 1-4. To get credit AIL members (Expert Teacher Leaders, 

Career Teacher Leaders and Principals mllst attend each LT meeting. 

   2. LT meeting agenda and minutes recorded and filed in LT EEP Binder: Evidence- LT meeting agenda - 

Out of26 meetings- 5=23-26,  4=17-22, 3=12-16, 2=5-11, or 1=  1-4. 

      3. LT agenda focus is on Data. 5=10-9, 4=8-7, 3=6-4, 2=3-2, 1=1 

      4. LT agenda focus is on Unit. 5=10-9, 4=8-7, 3=6-4, 2=3-2, 1=1 

   5. LT agenda focus is on evaluations/observations. 5=10-9, 4=8-7, 3=6-4, 2=3-2, 1=1 

   6. LT agenda focus is on teacher Improvement.   5=10-9, 4=8-7, 3=6-4, 2=3-2, 1=1 

   7. LT agenda focus is on EEP Implementation. 5=10-9, 4=8-7, 3=6-4, 2=3-2, 1=1 

   8. Leadership Team ensures inter-rater reliability of observation scores on tl1eir campus by monitoring TEDS 

and by conducting inter rater reliability activities monthly during Leadership Team meetings: 

Evidence- times agenda items and minutes address inter-rater reliability -out of 7 meetings: 5=7, 

4=4-6, 3=3, 2=2, or 1=1. To getfidl credit a principal mllst bat eiidence ofmilmtes and/ or agenda. 

   9. The School Plan is referenced in every Unit Meeting and documented on the Unit Meeting Record 

Observable and/or evidence -as times recorded on Unit Meeting record: S=Yes -or- O=No. In order lo 

gel any credit all Unit meetings mnsl reference the schoolgoaL 

 

The  School Plan 

The School Plan is a plan based on data and need for the school to improve with a focus on schools 

improving students. 

   10.The School Plan is de,•eloped before the end of the EEP Summer Institute Conference: fa·idence - 

school plan S=draft completed -or- O=draft not completed. 

            11. EEP annual unit and unit cycle goals are based on school need and are aligned with the school goal: 

Evidence-school plan 5=all annual unit and unit cycle goals aligned -or- O=not all annual unit and 

l 1nit cycle goals are aligned. 

   12. All LT members participate in the development of the School Plan:  Observable -and, or-fa·idence - 

school plan signature page and 5=all LT members signed -or- O=not all LT members signed To get 

mdit principal. expert tead,er leaders a11d career teacher leaders 011J'Ollr campns al that time J1111st have helped dei,hp 

the school plan and sign the signal!lre page. 

   13. Data including, but not limited to STi,.AR, EOC exams and other local/district assessments are 

analyzed to determine specific goals:  Observed-data brought to EEP summer institute and used 
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dlJ,.,,,,. 

to determine specific goals- 5=Yes  -or-  O=No. 

   14. The School Plan is referenced in every Leadership Team meeting and documented on the Leadership 

Team Meeting Agenda. Observable and/or evidence -as times recorded on Leadership Team Meeting 

Agenda: 5=Yes -or- O=No. In order to get Oil)' credit all Leadership meetings mnst reference the schoolgoal 
   15. The School Plan is referenced in ewry l'nit meeting and documented on the Unit Meeting   Record. 

Ubsen-able and/ or endence -as  times  recorded on l  rnt l\!eetmg record: 

5=Yes -or- O=No. In order to get all)' credit all Unit meetings must refereuce the school goal 

  Total/15 Indicators Observed=  Average 

III: EEP Leadership Team (LT) Training/Hiring 

Strong EEP Leadership team members are represented by members who are able to deliver professional 

development to other teachers with the same level of rigor and vigot with 100% fidelity to the way they 

were trained. 

EEP Training 

      1. Expert Teacher Leaders attend all ETL EEP Monthly Professional Development  Academies:  EEP 

campus principals are responsible for making sure that an ETL representative of the Leadership 

Team attends each EEP monthly meeting by informing and ensuring there is someone to cover their 

responsibility for the day. Observable  and/or evidence  -sign-in sheets Attended  5=4, 4=3,  3=2,  

and 2=1. To receive ji,ll credit the e:,..pert teacher leader(s) must sho,v ,vritten evidence that thry have trained the other 

ETLr. 

1. EEP teacher Leaders will attend, actively participate to turnkey the learning to all teachers with the same 

vigor and rigor Obsen-ed/ Evidence: Subsequent Unit Meeting agenda and reflections, walk-through 
documentations. 

   2. Prineipal lfainecl on the Powerful Leaming Fraffiewerk:  Obsefiable ancl/or e,idenee  sign in sheets: 

5 attenclecl or O clid flOt attend. To gerfi,!l ,mli:p,;,,d:pti!,""":tlfle11d Pon etfi,f Lea,,.;,,g :,,,;,.;,,g mtd ,;,.,,, 

,CFtifo.wte ofcolf/plelion of the hmoi,,gftom the ttecele,,md ,ehools. 

   3. AH LT members a,e trained'"'  the Pewerful Learfliflg Framewerk:   Obse"al,le   and/er e,ielenee 

si@:fl in sheets: 5 atteflded er O die! net attend. To meitefal! mdit 11m;:be:, {e,.pcrt tetteher leaders 
'"'""' teache, /e,,,1e1>) ,,,,,,: tt.'te,.d PonerfolLeai ..i,,g trdi,ti,,g, ,him ce,tijictt.'e ofea•,ple:i,11 of the l,m11i,,gft,m the 

,,c,e/e,":et/ schools, and ,him•" ,itte,. et.idetce thttt t½· h/j/,1,,,;,.ed :he ,:he,· n,em/,ei, of the Letitler,J,ij, Tea,.,. 

   4. All Educators new to the EEP receive training on the EEP structure and processes through a program 

presented by the campus (i.e. 'bootcamp'). Observable and/or evidence -sign-in sheets: 5=Attended 

-or- O=did not  attend. To receive full credit nett' EEP members must show 1nitte11 evidence that th f!)1  have been 

trained 011 EEP. 

E1idei1<·e: EEP Test S,m J' 

   5. ,\H LT members, assig,,ecl-a,t-that-time, reeei,ed training Ofl EEP strneltlre ancl rroeesses by attefldiflg  

the EEP Somme, Institute before the start ofsehoel eaeh year: Obsef\ able afld/or e,idence sign ifl 

sheets: 5 Attended er O did net attefld. To ,<eeitefal! dedit mffl:be,, (e.,:Pf>'I ledche,-!e,,,1ers aml/orta:<er 

.'eache,- le,,de,:,j m«sf at:md Pou erfo l betifli'ifll, lraifli,'I!,, ,hon certijka.'e ofcon,pletiofl of lhe .,-,,i:1i1,gft•m :he acce!crtt.'ed 

,ch,./s, a:,d ,1,,. nf'itle1> nidei,.-, :ha: th'!)· hate 11m11etl the other met1:ber, oflhe Leadership Tea,::. 

   6. All LT members attend Teacher Observation I and ll  training or Re-certification training: Observable 

and/or evidence -sign-in sheets- 5=All attended -or- O= all did not  attend. 

           7. All LT members pass the Teacher Observation Certification or Re-certification Test during the school 

year for 2013-2014: fa·idence pass/fail notification-5=All, 3=Principal certified and all but one are 

certified, 2=Principal certified and all but two are certified, !=Principal not certified 

   8. Career Teacher Leader release time is at least 1 class period per day (on average) for observations and 

providing  instructional  assistance:   Evidence-  time log, master schedule, etc. 

5= At least one hour -or- O=less than one hour 

   9. Each campus pro,•ides at least two presentations at the EEP Summer Institute 2014 in  Las \'egas. 

fa·idence- SI 2014 Schedule  5= At least 2 presentations-or- O=less than two presentations 

EEPHiring 
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   10. All LT members hired were interviewed by a panel consisting of at least one Career Teacher, Career 

Teacher Leader or Expert Teacher Leader, one administrator, and one Human Resource (HR)  

designee: Evidence -sign in sheet from interview-S=yes -or- O=no. To recei,•e Ji1ll mdit each 111ember of the 

LeadersNp Team 11111st go thro11gh the panel hiri11gprocess. 

11 . .\.11 LT members meet the 111inimum gualifications for the position: EYidence in HR fik: 

S=yes -or- O=no. 

   12. Expert Teacher Leaders and Campus Career Teacher Leaders have copies of contracts  or description 

outlining tl1eir position  responsibilities:  Evidence -contracts of positions:  S=yes -or- O=no. 

   13. Expert Teacher Leader-to-Career Teacher ratio is 1:18 or less:  Observed or evidence-organizational 

chart: S=yes -or- O=no In order to get fi,ll mdit 1111mbers m11st be 11ithi11 the required limit. 

   14. Career Teacher Leader-to-Career Teacher ratio is 1:8 or less:  Observed or evidence -organizational 

chart: 5 =yes -or- O=no. In order to get fi,ll credit numbers must be ,vithi11 the required limit. 

 

  Total/15 =  Average 

 

IV: EEP Unit Meetings (Based on 36 week school year with 26 unit meetings per year.) 

      1. Unit Meetings are held weekly:  Observable and/or evidence-Unit meeting sign-in sheets  and/or Unit 

Meeting record- S=yes -or- O=no. To get f,1/l credit 26 Unit meetings must be held each school)'ear. 

   2. Unit Leader connects unit learning to School Goals and unit Goals:  Observable connection:   S=Yes - 

or- O=No. In order lo get airy mdit Unit leader m11st alwqys connect school goal to U11it meeti11g. 

    3. The EEP Observation Rubric is used and referred to in Unit meetings:   Observed- S=Always, 

4=frequently, 3=occasionally, 2=rarely, l=one time). In order to get fi1ll credit Unit leader must be fac11sed 011 

co111iecli11g EEP Observatio11 mbric indicators to Unit meeti11g acti1ities. 

   4. Unit meeting follows EEP Unit meeting protocol:  Observable connection- S=Yes -or- O=No. In order 

to get mdit unit leader must ahvqys fa/km• Unit 111eeti11gprotocol duri11g U11it meeti11g. 

            5. Principal and Expert Teacher leader develop Unit meeting record: Evidence-signatures on sign in sheet 

from Unit Meeting Prep Meeting- S=yes -or- O=no. To get credit Pri11cipal and Expert Teacher leader(s) mm/ 

hold 111eeti11gs to prepare far U11il meetings. 

     6. Principal and Expert Teacher leader develop Unit Meeting Record (may be witl1 a CT who attended 

training) to present new strategies from provided EEP training within 4 weeks of the training: 

Evidence-signatures on sign in sheet from Unit Meeting Prep Meeting- S=yes -or- O=no. Toget credit, the 

1wv strategies leamed at training must be presented within faur weeks. 

   7. Unit meetings are at least 40-60 minutes from start to finish, as recorded on Unit meeting record and 

follows Unit meeting protocol:  Observed and/ or evidence-Unit Meeting Record S=yes -or- O=no. 

A111st include all unit meetings held nith 11otatio11 of meeti11g start a11d end time. 

  Total/7-  Average 

 

V:  Career Teacher Training 

   1. All Career Teachers are trained on EEP observation system:  Evidence-Unit meeting record 

S=)'es -01' O=No 

   2. All Career Teachers have copies of The EEP Handbook: Observed or evidence 5=yes -or- O=no 

   3. All Career Teachers are trained on the Performance Based Compensation System (PBCS) payout model 

during Unit meeting.  Evidence-Unit meeting record-  S=yes or O=no. 

  Total/3 =  Average 

 
VI:  Monitoring Student Progress 

   1. Student progress is monitored by the classroom teachers, l1nit members and the Leadership Team 

during the Re,·iew section of tl1e l'nit Meeting: fa·idence- l 1nit meeting record and/or Leadership 

Team meeting agenda- S=Always, 4=frequently, 3=as needed, 2=occasionally, or l=rarely. 

   Total/1-  Average 
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VII: EEP Observations & Data collection 

Observauon Procedures: 

   1. There is a standard policy for keeping documentation and scripting notes for obsen'ations:  EYidence 

EEP   Binder- S=yes -or- O=no. 

   2, There is a review system in place to ensure  inter-rater reliability  on  performance  observations: 

fa·idencc- ReYiew system is documented (Lf  agenda and/or minutes) and kept 111 EEP  Binder- S=yes 

-or-O=no. 

   3. An obserYation schedule is in place before the start of the school year: Evidence-rough draft is 

completed  and submitted  to YES/EEP-   S=yes -or- O=no. 

   4. Every  Career Teacher  had  one  announced  and  two unannounced  observations  with post-observation 

conferences: Evidence- TEDS data input- S=yes -or- O=no. To get fitll mdit obsen,atio11s must be i11p11tted 

into TEDS 

   5. Every Career Teacher receives at least one observation from an Administrator, one from a 

Expert Teacher Leader and one from a Career Teacher Leader: Evidence-TEDS data input of 

observation-  S=yes -or- O=no. 

 

 
   6. Every Expert Teacher  Leader & Career Teacher Leader receives at least one observation from an 

Administrator, one from an Expert Teacher Leader, and one from a Career Teacher Leader: Evidence 

TEDS data input  of observation- S=yes -or-  O=no. 

      7. All observations are completed  and entered into the TEDS database by the deadline: Evidence-TEDS 

data    S=yes -or- O=no. 

      8. All SAS-EVASS data is accurately collected and submitted by the deadline and verified by EDUTEK: 

Observed or Evidence-documentation for SAS-EVAAS confirming date of submission- S=yes -or- O=no 

 

  Total/8 =  Average 

 

VIII:  Teacher Retention 

l. Percent of teachers of who are eligible, return next school year: Evidence-teachers who return- 

5=100%-90%, 4= 80%-89%, 3=70%-79%, 2= 60%- 69%, or 1=  59% and below. 

2. Percent of teachers who earn a payout: Evidence-payout documentation from TEDS- 5=100% -90%, 

4=80%-89%, 3=70%-79%, 2=60%-69%, or 1=59% and  below. 

   3. Written plan to recruit new teachers:  Evidence-written plan- S=Yes -or-  O=No. 

  Total/3 =  Average 

IX: Professional Development 

   1. Required professional development (PD) completed/ or intended to be completed by  September 30, 

2015.  Evidence -PD   documentation  forms/or campus PD  Plan-  S=Yes -or- O=No. 
 

   2. Copies of all professional development forms completed or intended to be completed filed with the 

YES/EEP office:  Copies of PD forms.-  S=Yes -or- O=  No. 

  Total/2=  Average 

X:  End of Year EEP Summative  Report Review  Meeting 

  1.Attended end of year EEP  SummatiYe Report review meeting before the end of the school year: 

Observed-S=Attended meeting-or- O=Did not attend meeting. 

  '.'.. Submit a written plan for improYement based on end of year EEP SummatiYe Report at the following 

the EEP Summer Institute: EYidence-EEP implementation improvement plan written and ready to be 

discussed at the EEP  Summer Institute- S=submitted written plan -or- O=Did not submit written  plan. 

  Total/2 =  Average 
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Total of Scores 
 

divided by  _ 
 

ThNeumber of indicators observed 
 

 
 

= 

Final Score    
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EEP OBSERVATION RUBRIC 
Domains & Indicators 

-Revised 03/03/16 

 

Domain 1.   Facilitating Student  Learning 
 

1 Learning Goals  LG 

2 Rigor RIG 

3 Differentiation  DIF 

4 Hands on Learning  HOL 

5 Comprehensible Input CI 

6 Time Management  TM 

7 Formative Assessment  FA 

8 Checking for Understanding  CU 

9 Student Engagement  SE 

10 Cooperative Learning  CL 

11 Student HOTS  SH 

12 Active Learning  AL 

Domain 2. Planning for Learning 
 

1 Learning Structure  LS 

2 Learning Tasks  LT 

3 Evidence of Learning  EL 

Domain 3:  Mental, Physical, and Emotional Learning 
 

1 Behavior Norms  BN 

2 Positive Mental Attitude  PMA 

3 Learning Climate  LC 

4 Learning Interactions  LI 

 
Domain 4: Campus Responsibilities 
[Created by each individual campus] 
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Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
1. Learning Goals 
Teacher explicitly 
communicates 
aligned and logically 
sequenced learning 
goals to reach high 
expectations for 

continued growth. 

1) Teacher explains all 
learning goals before 
instruction including 
posting goals and 
referring to them during 
the lesson. 

2) Short-term learning 
goals are woven into the 
learning cycle and 
checked off when 
completed. 

3) Learning goals are 
derived from gaps in 
student learning 
identifies by pre-testing, 
student profiles, and 
student  interests. 

4) Students participate in 
establishing high 
student learning 
standards and are active 
in setting personal 
learning goals. 

5) Students understand the 
state standards and 
know which learning 
goals apply. 

6) Students know their 
progress towards 
mastery and set goals to 
achieve final mastery. 

1) Learning goals are 
posted and referred to 
during the lesson. 

 
 

2) Short-term goals are 
aligned to the main 
learning  goal. 

 
 

3) Learning goals integrate 
prior learning. 

 
 

 
4) Students know the 

standards for successful 
learning and can set 
goals. 

 
 

5) Students understand the 
posted state standards. 

 
 

6) Students keep track of 
their mastered learning 
goals and goals in 
progress. 

1) Learning goals are 
posted. 

 
 

 
2) Short-term goals are 

vague. 

 
 

3) Learning goals reference 
content being taught. 

 
 

 
4) Standards for successful 

learning are evident. 

 
 

 
5) State standards are 

posted. 

 
 

6) Students know if they 
have mastered the 
learning goal. 

2. Rigor 
Teacher shares 

extensive conceptual 
understanding with 
students, employs 

research-based subject 
specific instructional 

strategies, teaches 
conceptual knowledge 

insufficient depth, 
prioritizes and links this 

knowledge with other 
important concepts. 

Rigorous instruction 
is relevant instruction 
when you meet your 
kids where they are. 

1) Teacher engages 
students in the extensive 
conceptual 
understanding. 

2) Teacher implements a 
variety of research- 
based subject specific 
strategies to increase 
student conceptual 
understanding. 

3) Teacher prioritizes 
conceptual knowledge 
and links it to multi- 
disciplinary  concepts. 

1) Teacher shares extensive 
conceptual 
understanding. 

 
2) Teacher employs 

research-based 
instructional strategies 
to increase student 
conceptual 
understanding. 

3) The teacher prioritizes 
conceptual knowledge 
and links it to another 
concept. 

1) Teacher demonstrates 
simplified conceptual 
understanding. 

 
2) Teacher employs generic 

instructional strategies 
to increase student 
conceptual 
understanding. 

 
3) Teacher presents 

disjointed conceptual 
knowledge. 
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Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
3. Differentiation 
Teacher displays an 
understanding  of 
each student’s 
identified learning 
needs and alters 
instructional 
methods, strategies 
and learning activities 
to meet the individual 
needs of students, but 
does not alter 
standards. 

1) Teacher targets 
students’ learning 
needs through 
customized learning 
plans. 

2) Students participate in 
the design of learning 
activities that allow for 
student interests, skills 
and different cultural 
perspectives. 

3) Students engage in 
multiple learning 
strategies, techniques 
and modalities in which 
the teacher facilitates 
rigorous understanding 
by altering the 
classroom environment 
and the learning 
activities. 

1) Teacher displays 
significant 
understanding of each 
student’s identified 
learning needs. 

2) Teacher designs learning 
activities with student 
choice to encourage 
student interests and 
skills. 

 
3) Teacher alters 

instructional methods 
and learning activities to 
meet the individual 
needs of students, but 
does not alter standards. 

1) Teacher demonstrates 
knowledge of students’ 
learning needs. 

 
 

2) Teacher incorporates 
student interests into 
lessons. 

 
 

3) Teacher differentiates 
instructional methods or 
content. 

4. Hands-On 
Learning 

Teacher engages 
students through 
activities that support 
the learning goals, 
utilize manipulative 
materials, are 
challenging, and elicit 
a variety of thinking. 

Teacher fully engages the 
students with materials and 
learning activities that: 
1) Lead to and reinforce the 

learning goals. 
2) Engage all students. 

3) Encourage all student 
interaction. 

4) Inspire self-direction and 
monitoring. 

5) Simulate reality relevant 
to students 

6) Spark all students’ 
interests. 

7) Induce student inquiry. 
8) Enhance student choices. 
9) Engender creativity. 

10) Encourage exploration 
and discovery. 

11) Integrate technology. 
12) Led to a product. 

13) Build background 
knowledge. 

14) Evoke problem solving. 
15) Force deep thinking. 
16) Relate to students’ lives. 
17) Facilitate metacognition. 

Teacher adequately engages 
the students with materials 
and learning activities that: 
1) Lead to the learning 

goals. 
2) Engage most students. 

3) Encourage some student 
interaction. 

4) Are student-directed 
activities. 

5) Simulate reality. 
 

6) Spark some students’ 
interest. 

 

7) Offer students a choice. 
8) Engender creativity. 

 
 

9) Integrate technology. 
10) Lead to a product. 

11) Build background 
knowledge. 

12) Evoke problem solving. 
 

13) Relate to students’ lives. 

Teacher minimally engages 
the students with materials 
and learning activities that: 
1) Are connected to the 

learning goals. 
2) Engage some students. 

 
 
 
 

 
3) Spark a few students’ 

interest. 
4) Are teacher directed. 

 
 
 

 
5) Lead to a product. 

6) Build background 
knowledge. 

 

7) Relate to students’ 
interests. 
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Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
5. Comprehensible 

Input 
Teacher provides 
comprehensible input 
for all learners using 
effective 
communication with 
multi-sensory 
contextual cues that 
promote vocabulary 
development and 
understanding. 

Teacher provides excellent 
comprehensible input for 
all learners with contextual 
cues that include: 

 
 

1) Effective 
communication: Clear 
and distinct and in 
sufficient volume for all 
to hear. 

2) Visual representations of 
all content meaning. 

3) Physical gestures that 
cue meaning. 

4) Total physical response 
to auditory cues. 

5) Auditory cues to 
contextual meaning. 

6) Multi-sensory cues to 
meaning. 

7) Written vocabulary 
definitions with visual 
cues. 

8) Examples, illustrations, 
analogies, histories, and 
stories. 

9) Word walls. 
10) Vocabulary 

development including 
word parts, antonyms, 
synonyms, homonyms 
and etymology. 

11) Exemplars of high 
performance standards. 

12) Natural flow of ideas 
connected to concepts. 

Teacher provides adequate 
comprehensible input for 
most learners with 
contextual cues that 
include: 

 
1) Effective 

communication: Clear 
and distinct and in 
sufficient volume for 
most students to hear. 

2) Visual representations of 
some content meaning. 

3) Physical gestures that 
cue meaning. 

 

4) Auditory cue to 
contextual meaning. 

 
 

5) Written vocabulary 
definitions with visual 
cues. 

6) Examples, illustrations 
and analogies. 

 

7) Word walls. 
8) Vocabulary 

development including 
word parts. 

 
 

9) Natural flow of ideas 
connected to concepts. 

Teacher provides moderate 
comprehensible input for 
some learners with 
contextual cues that 
include: 

 
1) Effective 

communication: Clear 
and distinct in volume 
for some students to 
hear. 

 
 

2) Physical gestures that 
cue meaning. 

 
 

3) Auditory cues to 
contextual meaning. 

 
 

4) Written vocabulary 
definitions. 

 
5) Examples. 

 
 

6) Word walls. 
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Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
6. Time 

Management 
Teacher manages and 
protects allotted 
learning time and 
eliminates down-time 
with a structured 
lesson, a sense of 
urgency, and efficient 
use of time. 

1) Teacher was prepared 
with all materials before 
class begins. 

2) The lesson starts as soon 
as the bell rings. 

3) Students are engaged in 
learning from the 
moment they walk into 
the class. 

4) The value of student 
time is respected all of 
the time. 

5) Teacher eliminates all 
down time. 

6) Students are integrated 
in the lesson’s structure 
and learning cycle. 

7) All learning activities 
have time limits. 

8) Learning activities allow 
for all students who 
progress at different 
learning rates. 

9) Routines for 
distributing materials 
were executed 
efficiently. 

10) Engaged learning time 
is sufficient. 

11) Transitions between all 
learning activities take 
minimum time. 

12) Teacher incorporates 
learning into all 
classroom routines 
(lining up, taking roll, 
grouping, etc.) 

1) Teacher was prepared 
with most materials 
before class begins. 

2) The lesson starts as soon 
as all students arrive. 

3) Students are engaged 
when they are directed 
to do so. 

 
4) The value of student 

time is respected most of 
the time. 

5) Teacher eliminates most 
down time. 

6) Students are integrated 
in the lesson’s structure. 
and learning cycle. 

7) Most learning activities 
have time limits. 

8) Learning activities allow 
for some students who 
progress at different 
learning rates. 

9) Students know where to 
get materials when 
needed. 

 

10) Engaged learning time 
is planned. 

11) Transitions between 
some learning activities 
take minimum time. 

12) Teacher incorporates 
learning into most 
classroom routines 
(lining up, taking roll, 
grouping, etc.) 

1) Teacher was prepared 
with some materials. 

 
2) The lesson starts within 

three minutes of the bell. 
3) The teacher waits for all 

students to focus. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4) Students are integrated 
in the lesson structure 
and learning cycle. 

5) Some learning activities 
have time limits. 

 

 

 

6) Teacher passes out all 
materials. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7) Teacher incorporates 
learning into some 
classroom routines 
(lining up, taking roll, 
grouping, etc.) 
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Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
7. Formative 

Assessment 
Teacher assesses 
student progress and 
provides high quality 
feedback and 
provides 
opportunities for 
students to improve 
based on that 
feedback during each 
class. 

1) Teacher provides clear 
learning expectations 
aligned to learning 
standards through 
modeling, high quality 
exemplars and 
performance rubrics. 

2) Students’ performance is 
compared to the 
standards and areas of 
growth clearly identified 
verbally and/or in 
writing. 

3) Teacher feedback 
includes methods to gain 
mastery in growth areas. 

4) Feedback is timely 
-immediate to 24 hours. 

5) Feedback is given during 
guided practice and 
homework review. 

6) The teacher circulates 
during learning activities 
to support engagement 
and monitor student 
progress. 

7) Teacher solicits feedback 
from students about the 
effectiveness of learning 
activities and adjusts 
learning activities 
accordingly. 

8) Students are given 
multiple opportunities to 
improve based on 
feedback in rough drafts 
or retakes. 

9) Students provide clear 
feedback to peers that 
identify growth areas 
and methods for 
obtaining mastery. 

1) Teacher provides clear 
expectations aligned to 
learning standards 
through high quality 
exemplars. 

 
 

2) Students’ performance is 
compared to the 
standards and areas of 
growth are clearly 
identified verbally. 

 
3) Teacher provides 

feedback for 
improvement. 

4) Feedback is timely- 
immediate  to  48 hours. 

5) Feedback is given during 
guided practice. 

 

6) The teacher circulates 
during learning activities 
to support engagement 
and monitor student 
progress. 

7) Teacher listens to 
student concerns and 
adjusts learning 
activities accordingly. 

 
 

8) Students are given a few 
opportunities to improve 
based on feedback in 
rough drafts or retakes. 

1) Teacher provides 
learning expectations. 

 

 

 

 

2) Evaluation of student 
performance is loosely 
connected to standards 
and focused on getting 
the answer right or 
wrong. 

3) Teacher provides 
feedback. 

 

 

 

 

 

4) The teacher circulates 
during learning activities 
and identifies student 
errors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5) Students are given an 
opportunity to show 
learning from mistakes 
through second chances. 
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Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
8. Checking for 

Understanding 
Teachers’ questions 
are varied and high 
quality providing a 
balanced mix of 
question difficulty. 
Teacher involves the 
whole class in asking 
and answering 
questions, both 
individually and as a 
group.  Teacher 
checks for 
understanding before 
continuing to the next 
topic. 

1) Teacher questions 
scaffold to build on each 
other using higher levels 
of Bloom’s Taxonomy 
(‘applying’, ‘analyzing’, 
‘evaluating’ and 
‘creating’). 

 
2) Questions are prepared 

beforehand. 
3) Questions are designed to 

incite deep thinking and 
problem solving. 

4) Questions are designed to 
check for specific levels of 
understanding before 
continuing to the next 
topic. 

5) Questions are aligned 
with all learning goals. 

6) The teacher employs a 
variety of active response 
techniques to engage the 
whole class such as TPR, 
think pair share, and 
answering in unison. 

 
7) Teacher uses individual 

student questions 
sparingly. 

8) When the teacher seeks 
clarity or is checking for 
understanding of 
individual students, wait 
time is provided before 
the questions is assigned 
and after the question. 

9) Teacher employs student 
directed techniques for 
discussion like Socratic 
Seminars and games. 

10) Students design and ask 
questions that incite 
higher order thinking. 

11) Teacher creates learning 
environments that 
promote student led 
inquiry. 

1) Teacher questions 
scaffold to build on each 
other using Bloom’s 
Taxonomy (beginning 
with ‘remembering’ and 
working through 
‘understanding’ and 
‘applying’). 

2) Questions are prepared 
beforehand. 

3) Questions are designed to 
facilitate problem solving. 

 
4) Questions are designed to 

check for specific levels of 
understanding. 

 

5) Questions are aligned 
with some learning goals. 

6) The teacher employs 
some active response 
techniques to engage the 
whole class such as think 
pair share, and answering 
in unison. 

 
7) Teacher uses individual 

student questions 
sparingly. 

8) When the teacher seeks 
clarity or checking for 
understanding of 
individual students, wait 
time is provided. 

 
9) Teacher employs student 

directed techniques for 
discussion such as 
Socratic Seminars and 
games 

1) Teacher questions are 
mainly ‘remembering” 
and ‘understanding’ 
questions. 

 

 

 

2) Questions are created on 
the spot. 

3) Questions are yes or no, 
procedural, and/or short 
answer. 

4) Questions are designed to 
maintain student 
attention. 

 

5) Questions are loosely 
connected to the learning 
goals. 

 

 

 

 

 
6) Questions are mostly 

directed at the group. 
 

7) Sometimes wait time is 
provided. 
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Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
9. Student 

Engagement 
Teacher creates 
learning experiences 
that intrinsically 
motivate student 
learning, and 
reinforce and reward 
effort in a way that 
motivates students to 
further learning. 

1) Learning is active and 
interactive with a focus 
on engaging all students 
at multiple levels of 
understanding and skills. 

 
2) The teacher creates 

learning environments 
that intrinsically 
motivate all students’ 
learning. 

3) Learning experiences 
require high levels of 
inquiry, curiosity and 
exploration. 

4) The teacher encourages 
continued student 
learning by reinforcing 
and recognizing student 
achievement and effort. 

5) Students create learning 
plans and projects as 
individuals and small 
groups that authentically 
demonstrate learning 
mastery. 

1) Learning is active and 
interactive with a focus 
on engaging most 
students at multiple 
levels of understanding 
and skills. 

2) The teacher creates 
learning environments 
that intrinsically 
motivate most students’ 
learning. 

3) Learning experiences 
require moderate levels 
of inquiry, curiosity and 
exploration. 

4) The teacher encourages 
continued student 
learning by recognizing 
student achievement and 
effort. 

5) Teacher allows students 
to choose certain 
learning activities to 
demonstrate learning 
mastery. 

1) Learning is passive and 
teacher driven through 
lecture, entertainment, 
note taking, worksheets, 
and/or teacher directed 
discussion. 

2) The teacher creates 
learning activities to 
engage students based 
on extrinsic incentives 
and rewards. 

3) Learning activities are 
teacher driven and 
procedural in nature. 

 
4) The teacher encourages 

continued student 
learning. 

 
 

5) Students demonstrate 
mastery using teacher 
prepared evaluations. 



PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e97 

Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) Observation Rubric 
 

 

Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
10. Cooperative 

Learning 
Teacher groups 
students 
appropriately for 
each lesson objective 
in order to maximize 
student learning. 

1) Teacher organizes 
student groups 
according to size 
composition and 
collaboration methods 
appropriate to each 
lesson objective in order 
to maximize student 
learning. 

2) Teacher models effective 
collaboration techniques 
for all group work. 

3) Student leadership roles 
and responsibilities are 
rotated in cooperative 
learning activities. 

 

4) Students create their 
roles and responsibilities 
for individual and group 
work. 

 
5) Students hold each other 

accountable for group 
work and individual 
work. 

6) Students set goals, 
reflect on and evaluate 
the effectiveness of their 
own group learning. 

1) Teacher organizes 
student groups 
according to size 
composition and 
academic levels. 

 

 

 

2) Teacher models effective 
collaboration techniques 
for most group work. 

3) Student leadership 
assigned roles are fixed 
in cooperative learning 
activities. 

 

4) Students fulfill their 
roles and responsibilities 
in group work. 

 
 

5) Students are held 
accountable for group 
work and individual 
work. 

6) Teacher facilitates 
opportunities for 
students to set goals, 
reflect on and evaluate 
the effectiveness of their 
own group learning. 

1) Teacher organizes 
permanent or long-term 
student  groups 
according to seating 
charts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2) Student leadership roles 
and responsibilities are 
randomly assigned in 
cooperative learning 
activities. 

 

 

 

 

3) Students are only held 
accountable for group 
work. 

 
4) Teacher evaluates the 

effectiveness of group 
learning. 
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Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) Observation Rubric 
 

 

Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
11. Student HOTS 
Teacher creates 
learning 
environments that 
require students to 
incrementally use 
Bloom’s Taxonomy 
and metacognitive 
strategies: 
Remembering, 
understanding, 
applying, 
analyzing, 
evaluating, and 
creating. 

Teacher creates learning 
environments that require 
students to: 
1) Apply knowledge to 

personally relevant and 
real-life situations. 

2) Students generate 
methods of applying 
knowledge. 

3) Students create new 
knowledge from existing 
knowledge. 

4) Analyze by comparing 
and contrasting, 
conjecturing, estimating 
and clarifying. 

5) Students use analytical 
tools to reveal 
relationships and 
significance of data. 

6) Students design and 
build practical models. 

7) Students evaluate the 
value and importance of 
the knowledge. 

8) Students prioritize 
learning based on 
personal and social 
values and make 
decisions and judgments 
according to multiple 
perspectives. 

9) Students understand the 
learning process and 
utilize metacognitive 
strategies to evaluate 
their own thinking 
process. 

10) Students use Bloom’s 
Taxonomy as a tool to 
ensure deep thinking 
and adequate academic 
investigation. 

Teacher creates learning 
environments that require 
students to: 
1) Apply knowledge to real- 

life  situations. 

 

 

 

2) Students create new 
knowledge from existing 
knowledge. 

3) Analyze by comparing 
and contrasting, 
conjecturing, estimating 
and clarifying. 

 

 

 

4) Students build models. 
 

5) Evaluate the value and 
importance of 
knowledge. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6) Students understand the 
learning process and 
utilize metacognitive 
strategies to evaluate 
their own thinking 
process. 

Teacher creates learning 
environments that require 
students to: 
1) Apply knowledge to 

isolated problems. 

 

 

 

2) Students remember and 
understand existing 
knowledge. 

3) Analyze by comparing 
and contrasting, 
conjecturing, estimating 
and clarifying. 

 

 

 

 

 

4) Evaluate the importance 
of knowledge. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5) Students understand the 

learning process. 
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Domain 1:  Facilitating Student Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
12. Active Learning 
Teacher implements 
activities that teach 
and reinforce a 
variety of problem 
solving strategies. 

Teacher facilitates learning 
environments that 
encourage students to: 
1) Explore new ideas. 

2) Discover new ways of 
looking at things. 

3) Inquire regarding 
purpose and function. 

4) Clarify and increase 
student comprehension 

5) Apply knowledge to 
abstract principles. 

6) Organize knowledge by 
category or class. 

7) Seek solutions to 
challenges. 

8) Research possible 
options. 

9) Hypothesize outcomes. 

10) Experiment to prove 
hypotheses. 

11) Evaluate the 
importance of 
information. 

Teacher creates a learning 
environment that 
encourages students to: 
1) Explore new ideas. 

 
 

2) Inquire regarding 
purpose. 

3) Clarify and increase 
student comprehension. 

4) Apply knowledge to 
abstract principles. 

5) Organize knowledge. 
 

6) Seek solutions to 
challenges. 

7) Research a possible 
option. 

8) Hypothesize an outcome. 

9) Experiment to prove 
hypotheses. 

Teacher directs learning 
through class discussion in 
order to: 
1) Explore new ideas. 

 

 

 

2) Clarify student 
comprehension. 

3) Apply knowledge to 
concrete principles. 

 
 

4) Seek solutions to 
challenges. 

 
 

5) Hypotheses outcomes. 
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Domain 2:  Planning for Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
1. Learning 

Structure 
The teacher creates 
an instructional plan 
that is aligned to 
specific learning 
goals, scaffolds up 
Bloom’s taxonomy, 
includes multiple 
opportunities to 
learn, differentiates 
according to student 
needs, and 
formatively assesses 
learning. 

1) The teacher creates an 
instructional plan that is 
aligned to specific 
learning goals derived 
from state learning 
objectives and national 
standards. 

2) The plan is pedagogically 
sound and rigorous for 
grade level and subject. 

3) The plan scaffolds up 
Bloom’s Taxonomy 
through ‘creating’. 

4) The plan is cyclical and 
includes multiple 
opportunities for student 
learning. 

5) The plan uses various 
learning strategies and 
modalities. 

6) The plan includes 
multiple sensory inputs. 

 

7) The plan differentiates 
according to all students’ 
needs. 

 

8) The plan consistently 
checks for 
understanding before 
proceeding. 

9) The plan formatively 
assesses learning. 

10) Adequate time for 
learning and mastery is 
included in the plan. 

11) The plan includes 
assessment of student 
learning aligned to the 
learning goals. 

12) The plan pulls in 
learning across the 
disciplines and 
incorporates it into the 
current learning goals. 

1) The teacher creates an 
instructional plan that is 
aligned to specific 
learning goals. 

 

 
 

2) The plan is pedagogically 
sound for grade level 
and subject. 

3) The plan scaffold up 
Bloom’s Taxonomy 
through ‘analyzing’. 

4) The plan is sequential 
and includes more than 
one opportunity for 
student learning. 

5) The plan uses various 
learning strategies. 

 

6) The plan provides 
auditory and visual 
sensory inputs. 

7) The plan differentiates 
according to some 
students’ needs. 

 

8) The plan periodically 
checks for 
understanding. 

 

9) The plan formatively 
assesses learning. 

10) Adequate time for 
learning is included in 
the plan. 

11) The plan includes 
assessment of student 
learning aligned to 
learning goals. 

1) The teacher creates an 
instructional plan. 

 

 

 

 

2) The plan is minimally 
appropriate for grade 
level and subject. 

3) The plan scaffolds up 
Bloom’s Taxonomy 
through ‘understanding’. 

4) The plan is sequential 
and includes single 
opportunities for 
learning. 

5) The plan uses one main 
learning strategy. 

 

6) The plan is primarily 
auditory in delivery. 

 
7) The plan is designed for 

the median student 
needs. 

 

8) The plan proceeds 
whether students 
understand or not. 

 

9) The plan assesses 
learning summatively. 

 

 
 

10) The plan includes 
assessment of student 
learning aligned to what 
was taught. 
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Domain 2:  Planning for Learning 
Indicators (5)EXPERT (3)CAREER (1)NOVICE 
2. Learning Tasks 
Students engage in 
learning projects that 
require them to not 
only know the 
content, but be able to 
apply, analyze, create, 
and connect the 
content with their 
own values and 
experiences. 

1) Students design learning 
projects that require 
them to know the 
content and be able to 
apply, analyze and 
connect the content with 
their own values and 
experiences. 

1) Students engage in a 
learning project that 
requires them to know 
the content and be able 
to apply, analyze and 
connect the content with 
their own experiences. 

1) Teacher directs learning 
projects that require 
students to remember, 
understand and apply 
the content. 

3. Evidence of 
Learning 

Assessments, pre and 
post, are created 
before instruction 
begins and align 
learning goals with 
clear standards. The 
design of the 
assessment measures 
student performance 
in multiple ways. 

1) Assessments, pre and 
post, are collaboratively 
created by the teacher 
and students before 
instruction begins. 

2) Assessments align to 
clear learning standards. 

3) Assessment requires 
extended written 
responses. 

4) Formative assessments 
provide learning 
progress throughout the 
year. 

5) The design of the 
assessment measures 
student learning in 
multiple ways and 
establishes value-added 
data. 

1) Assessments, pre and 
post are created before 
instruction begins. 

 
 

2) Assessment aligns to 
clear learning standards. 

3) Assessment requires 
written responses. 

 

4) Formative assessments 
provide learning 
progress. 

 
5) The design of the 

assessment measures 
student learning in 
multiple ways. 

1) Assessments, pre and 
post are created during 
instruction. 

 
 

2) Assessments follow 
learning activities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3) The design of the 
assessment measures 
student performance 
through paper and pencil 
tests. 
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Domain 3: Mental, Physical & Emotional Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
1. Behavior 

Norms 
Teacher and 
students agree 
to create a high 
performance 
learning team 
that allows 
students to 
learn in a risk- 
free 
environment in 
order to reach 
and exceed 
learning  goals. 

1) Teacher and students create 
and agree to follow behavior 
expectations that will create a 
high performance learning 
team. 

2) Teacher and students create a 
learning environment that 
allows students to learn from 
mistakes in a risk-free 
environment. 

 
3) Students set daily intermediate 

learning goals in order to reach 
and exceed major learning 
goals. 

4) Students keep track of their 
success and make plans to 
improve. 

5) Students evaluate their 
performance based on the 
agreed upon high expectation 
norms. 

1) Teacher and students 
agree to follow behavior 
expectations. 

 
 

2) Teacher and students 
create a learning 
environment that allows 
students to learn from 
mistakes in a risk-free 
environment. 

3) Students set daily 
intermediate learning goals 
in order to reach and 
exceed major learning 
goals. 

4) Students keep track of their 
success. 

1) Teacher establishes 
behavior expectations. 

 

 

2) Teacher seeks to create a 
positive learning 
environment. 

 

 

3) Teacher sets intermediate 
learning goals in order to 
reach minimum learning 
goals. 

2. Positive 
Mental 
Attitude 

Students follow 
roles and know 
the procedures 
and 
consequences. 
Teacher models 
behavioral 
norms, and 
addresses 
misbehavior in 
a fair, 
respectful, and 
firm manner. 

1) Teacher encourages students 
to share positive attitudes 
through specific and sincere 
praise of each other. 

2) Students create and follow 
rules and know the procedures 
and consequences. 

3) Teacher models behavioral 
norms and praises students 
who also model norms. 

4) Teacher considers student 
safety in applying and 
administering behavior 
consequences. 

 
5) Teacher uses effective 

behavior modification such as 
proximity, waiting, behavior 
identification and choice 
among others to promote 
student adherence to norms. 

6) Teacher addresses 
misbehavior individually in a 
fair, respectful and firm 
manner. 

7) Teacher facilitates class 
resolution of difficulties. 

1) Teacher establishes 
positive attitudes through 
specific and sincere praise. 

 
2) Students follow agreed 

upon rules and know the 
procedures and 
consequences. 

3) Teacher models behavior 
norms and praises students 
who also model norms. 

4) Teacher considers student 
safety in applying and 
administering behavior 
consequences. 

5) Teacher uses effective 
behavior modification such 
as proximity, waiting, and 
choice to promote student 
adherence to norms. 

 
 

6) Teacher addresses behavior 
individually in a fair, 
respectful and firm manner. 

1) Teacher praises students as 
necessary. 

 
 

2) Students follow teacher 
created rules. 

 
 

3) Teacher models behavior 
norms. 

 
4) Teacher considers student 

safety in applying and 
administering behavior 
consequences. 

5) Teacher uses behavior 
modification techniques 
such as social approval, 
contingent activities, and 
consequences to promote 
student adherence to 
norms. 

6) Teacher addresses 
misbehavior as a group. 
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Domain 3: Mental, Physical & Emotional Learning 
Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
3. Learning 

Climate 
The classroom 
is cheerful, 
welcoming and 
organized to 
promote 
learning and 
inquiry. The 
walls promote 
student 
learning with 
exemplars of 
students’ best 
work, useful 
information 
and interest 
grabbing 
visuals. The 
room is well 
stocked with 
hands-on 
resources. 

1) The classroom is cheerful, 
welcoming and organized to 
promote inquiry. 

 
2) The walls promote student 

learning with exemplars of 
students’ best work, useful 
information and interest 
grabbing visuals. 

 
3) The room is well stocked 

with hands-on learning 
materials  and resources. 

 
4) The lighting, noise level, and 

temperature of the room 
(heating, and air 
conditioning) are conducive 
to learning. 

5) Students and teachers take 
pride in creating a learning 
environment connected to 
the current topics of study. 

1) The classroom is 
cheerful, welcoming and 
organized to promote 
learning and inquiry. 

2) The walls promote 
student learning with 
exemplars of students’ 
best work, useful 
information and interest 
grabbing visuals. 

3) The room contains and 
adequate amount of 
hands-on learning 
materials  and resources. 

4) The lighting and noise 
level are conducive to 
learning. 

1) The classroom is neat 
and organized to 
promote good behavior. 

 
2) The walls promote 

student learning with 
useful information or 
interest grabbing visuals. 

 
 

3) The room has some 
hands-on learning 
materials  and resources. 

4. Learning 
Interactions 

Teacher 
interacts with 
students as 
individuals 
possessing 
intelligence and 
infinite capacity 
to learn, 
regardless of 
ethnicity, 
gender or 
economic 
status. The 
teacher and the 
students enjoy 
the learning 
process and 
have fun while 
learning. 

1) The teacher interacts with 
students as responsible 
individuals. 

2) Teacher addresses students 
with positive regard and 
with the understanding that 
the student possess 
intelligence and the infinite 
capacity to learn. 

3) The teacher interacts the 
same with all students 
regardless of ethnicity, 
gender or economic status. 

4) The teacher depends just as 
much on the students to do 
their part as the students 
depend on the teacher. 

5) The teacher and the 
students enjoy the learning 
process and have fun while 
learning. 

6) The teacher solicits the 
concerns and opinions of 
the students to adjust 
classroom activities. 

1) The teacher interacts 
with students as 
individuals. 

2) Teacher addresses 
students with the 
understanding that the 
students possess 
intelligence and the 
infinite capacity to learn. 

3) The teacher interacts the 
same with all students 
regardless of ethnicity, 
gender or economic 
status. 

4) The teacher depends on 
the students to do their 
part. 

5) The teacher and the 
students enjoy the 
learning process and 
have fun while learning. 

1) The teacher interacts 
with the students as a 
group. 

2) Teacher addresses 
students at their grade 
level and level of 
understanding. 

 
 

3) The teacher interacts 
with all students 
regardless of ethnicity, 
gender, or economic 
status according to their 
needs. 

 
 

4) The teacher periodically 
attempts to help the 
students enjoy the 
learning process and 
have fun while learning. 
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Domain 4: Campus Responsibilities 
[Created by Individual Campus] 

Indicators (5) EXPERT (3) CAREER (1) NOVICE 
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  Bloom’s Taxonomy  

 

 Competence Demonstrated skills and key verbs  

 

 

 

Evaluation  Compare and discriminate between ideas 

 Asses value of theories, presentations 

 Make choices based on reasoned argument 

 Verify value of evidence 

 Recognize subjectivity 

Verbs: 
assess, decide, rank, grade, test, measure, recommend, 
convince, select, judge, explain, discriminate, supported, 
conclude, compare, summarize 

Evaluation: 

appraise, assess, rank, 

recommend, convince, 

explain, summarize, 

compare, conclude, criticize, 

estimate, evaluate, judge, 

measure, rate, score, select, 

value, explain 

Synthesis  Use old ideas to create new ones 

 Generalize from given facts 

 Relate knowledge from several areas 

 Predict, draw conclusions 

Verbs: 

combine, integrate, modify, rearrange, substitute, 

plan, create, design, invent, what if…?, compose, 

formulate, prepare, generalize, rewrite 

Synthesis: 

arrange, assemble, collect, 

combine, compose, 

construct, create, design, 

devise, formulate, generate, 

invent, manage, organize, 

plan, propose, set-up, 

modify, rearrange, what if…? 

generalize 

Analysis  Seeing patterns 

 Organization of parts 

 Recognition of hidden meanings 

 Identification of components 

Verbs: 

analyze, separate, order, explain, connect, 

classify, arrange, divide, compare, select, explain, 

infer 

Analysis: 

analyze, appraise, infer, 

categorize, compare, outline, 

contrast, criticize, debate, 

diagram, inspect, arrange, 

connect, order, discriminate, 

differentiate, examine, test, 

classify, experiment, solve, 

inventory, question, rate 

Application  Use information 

 Use methods, concepts, and theories in 

new situations 

 Solve problems using required skills or 

knowledge 

Verbs: 

apply, demonstrate, calculate, complete, illustrate, 

show, solve, examine, modify, relate, change, 

classify, experiment, discover 

Application: 

apply, compute, calculate, 

show, solve, modify, change, 

classify, demonstrate, 

dramatize, employ, illustrate, 

interpret, operate, practice, 

prepare, produce, schedule, 

use, play, complete, relate 

Comprehension  Understanding information 

 Grasp meaning 

 Translate knowledge into new context 

 Interpret facts, compare, contrast 

 Order, group, infer causes 

 Predict consequences 

Verbs: 

summarize, describe, interpret, contrast, predict, 

associate, distinguish, estimate, differentiate, 

discuss, extend 

Comprehension: 

convert, describe, predict, 

discuss, differentiate, 

contrast, distinguish, 

explain, express, extend, 

generalize, give example of, 

identify, locate, paraphrase, 

report, restate, review, 

select, summarize, translate 

Knowledge  Observation and recall of information 

 Knowledge of dates, events, and places 

 Knowledge of major ideas 

 Mastery of subject matter 

Verbs: 

list, define, tell, describe, identify, show, label, 

collect, examine, tabulate, quote, name, who, 

when, where, etc. 

Knowledge: 

define, describe, identify, 

label, list, match, name, 

recall, recognize, record, 

quote, tell, collect, who, what, 

when, where, relate, repeat, 

state, underline, write, 

record, circle 
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TIF V Grant Narrative: Significant Additional   Information 

 
Section B: Quality of the Project  Design 

• Multiple Teacher Observations (pg. 19) - "Strong theory" based on the 

Gates Foundation's Measures of Effective Teaching   Project 

◦ "The MET Report recommends averaging observations from 

more than one observer, such as another administrator in a 

school or a peer  observer." 

◦ “If we want students to learn more, teachers must become  

students of their own teaching. They need to see their own 

teaching in a new light. Public school systems across the 

country have been re-thinking how they describe   

instructional excellence and let teachers know when they’ve 

achieved it,” said Tom Kane, Professor of Education and 

Economics at Harvard’s Graduate School of Education and 

leader of the MET project. “This is not about accountability. 

It’s about providing the feedback every professional needs to 

strive  towards excellence.” 

◦ Source: http://www.gatesfoundation.org/media-center/press- 

releases/2013/01/measures-of-effective-teaching-project- 

releases-final-research-report 

http://www.gatesfoundation.org/media-center/press-
http://www.gatesfoundation.org/media-center/press-
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Strong Theory Chart 
 

Resources Activities Inputs Outcomes Goal 

-EEP Evaluation 

System 

-EPP Staff 

-Campus Staff 

-Observations 

-Professional 

Development 

-Mentoring 

-Number of 

observations 

completed 

-Frequency and time 

of PD provided 

-Number of hours of 

mentoring 

-Increase in number 

of effective 

educators due 

based in part to 

high-quality 

targeted PD and 

mentoring 

provided. 

-100% of the students 

in our high need 

schools / classrooms 

will have equitable 

access to effective 

educators who present 

rigorous and relevant 

instructional enabling 

all students to 

graduate from high 

school ready for 

careers / or college. 

PBCS – 

-Identified 

effectiveness 

levels 

-Assessment of 

effectiveness data 

-Payouts for 

Effectiveness 

-Number of 

qualifying for 

payouts based 

upon effectiveness 

indicators 

-Increase in number 

of educators 

qualifying based 

upon effectiveness 

for a PBCS 

payout. 

-*HCMS -Salary for 

Sustainability 

-Number of 

Qualifying for 

strategic 

compensation as a 

part of salary 

-Increase in the 

number of 

educators moving 

into the HCMS. 
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EEP  Professional  Development Chart 
Comprehensive Plan or Creating Effective Educators 

Based on Observation Data and Student   Data 
  

    

 

Job-Embedded 

-EEP Weekly Leadership 
Team  Meetings (30) 

-Unit Meetings (30) 

-Pre-Observation 
Conferences (1) 

-Post-Observation 
Conferences (3) 

-Walk-Through with 
Feedback  (weekly) 

-*Targeting Coaching 

-*Mentoring 

-*EEP Induction or Renewal 
Program 

-*Individual Growth Plan 
(IGP) 

 EEP Required 
(Principals & Teacher Leaders) 

-EEP Monthly Professional 
Development   Academies (6) 

-Weekly Site Visits by 
Executive Expert Teacher 
Leaders 

-Summer Institutes 

-Summative Review Report 
Conferences 

-  Individual Campus 

-*Reflective Renewal Retreats 
(Teachers & Teacher Leaders) 

  
External PD 

-Contract –campus based 
on educator need 

-Subject Specific PD based 
upon student data and 
educator data 

-Special Conferences, 
Seminars  and Workshops 

-school climate and 
culture 

-at risk youth 
-classroom management 
-HCMS PD determined 

during the RFP 
process 

*New  Additional Support 
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PROJECT NARRATIVE ATTACHMENT 

c) Professional Development Additional Information – Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) 

 
 

What follows is a completed description of what happens at campuses implementing the job-embedded 

components of EEP as a part of the Evaluation system with professional development supports. All of the 

professional development presented is based upon disaggregated information generated by the evaluation 

system and the resulting supports help to identify the professional development needs of individual 

educators and schools. 

The Leadership Team Meeting is a weekly Job Embedded Professional Development that all 

teacher leaders, other leadership team members and principals attend.  During the leadership team 

meeting the members discuss data, EEP Implementation, teachers in need of assistance, Needs, Inter- rater 

reliability on teacher observations by watching a video or observing a teacher to ensure that the leaders 

are observing the teachers with the same consistency. The leaders also create the Unit Meeting agendas 

based on walk-throughs and the teacher observations. The leadership team members and the principal are 

able to create a plan to move all educators to effectiveness. 

Weekly Leadership Meetings – “Having regular leadership meetings has helped us make 

better decisions and be better prepared when discussing our school improvement goals with our 

teachers.” (2012 quote from teacher leader.) The campus leadership team lead by the principal includes 

the expert teacher leaders, the career teacher leaders. Other professionals are required to be a part of the 

team per each LEA’s discretion. The number of ETL’s and CTL’s is determined by the number of career 

teachers on a campus to be served in during the weekly unit meetings.  The relevant research indicates 

that small groups of six – eight educators result in better learning among all group members. CTL’s are 

identified to directly support, counsel and mentor groups of no more than 6-8 educators. An ETL exists 

for each group of 18 – 20 teachers and provides oversight to each CTL supporting each of the small 

groups.  Leadership team meetings are scheduled for one hour each week with a preplanned agenda 

created by the principal and ETL. The agendas are out-come-based agendas and are limited to two – three 

well-thought-out topics based upon the specific campus needs in the area of evaluation, evaluation 

supports including coaching, mentoring, walk-throughs with feedback, observation data, student data, 

individual group plans, unit meeting planning and inter-rater reliability on observation scoring.  Topics 

not listed here, but aligned with the evaluation system and the PBCS are also available for discussion. All 

topics have action items, with tasks and follow-up results included. Collaboration between leadership 

members happens as the topics are discussed. Revision of school goals results from these collaborative 

discussions, decisions are made regarding TINA’s and levels and types of specific support to be provided 
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to individual teachers as well as discussions on specific strategies the expert teacher leader will be field- 

testing and implementing. Actions that need to be taken, decisions are made and each leader is assigned 

follow up tasks. 

Unit Meetings – These weekly, 45-60 minute teacher-leader led meetings are the foundation of 

the job-embedded professional development that all educators receive throughout the school year. The 

agenda is prepared in advanced based upon strategy being taught to the educators connected to the EEP 

Rubric indicator so that immediate integration in the week’s lesson can occur. The unit meeting protocol 

keeps the Unit focused and allows time for the teachers to experience the strategy from the students’ point 

of view, plan implementation into their current lesson plan, scheduled follow-up observations or support 

in the classroom through modeling or team teaching with a mentor, and reflect on the connection of the 

strategy. The unit meeting protocol includes a) review the need-5min., b) learn/facilitate the topic for the 

day’s meeting, c) develop/plan on how to implement the topic (instructional indicator or strategy), d) 

schedule all educators in for a walk through during the upcoming week to check the implementation of 

the rubric indicator or strategy, e) reflect and review the learning that just occurred.  It is important that 

the leadership team strategically chooses Unit meeting topics that addresses areas of need for professional 

development that will facilitate the achievement of the school goal. Educators are better able to identify 

critical attributes or any modifications required for students to demonstrate mastery of the targeted skill. 

Beginning the unit meeting with the need includes focusing on the school goal and connecting to the 

previous unit meeting. These connections tie directly to aggressive growth in student achievement and 

individual growth plans of teachers. 

Weekly unit meetings have a focus of the Evaluation rubric and consist of 6-8 people. Each 

meeting is led by teacher leaders that are specifically assigned to the teachers in that specific Unit 

meeting. The unit meeting agendas are based on data from the teacher observation and/or the 

walkthroughs that are done weekly. During this meeting, teachers receive professional development based 

on the need of each teacher. The learning that happens during this meeting is relevant, robust and is used 

immediately in each classroom. Once teachers have mastered the instructional rubric, the Unit Meeting 

agendas focus on strategies that are field tested by the teacher leaders on the campus. The teacher leaders 

does the Field Testing on their campus by going into a classroom on their campus and facilitating a 

lesson using a strategy. Once the teacher leader learns that the specific strategy is effective with the 

specific students on their campus the teacher leader then provides professional development to the 

teachers on the strategies. Once the professional development was facilitated the teacher leader provides 

supports with modeling and walkthroughs to make sure the teachers are implementing the effective 

strategies correctly. This is done so teachers are more than prepared to be effective educators for their 
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students. The unit meetings are scheduled based upon campus needs but are 40 – 60 minutes in length. 

There are action agendas for the unit meetings are emailed out to teachers in advance, so teachers are 

aware of the focus for the meeting. During the meeting the teachers are collecting their learning in an 

“Individual Growth Plan” journal so they are able to refer back to it. The agendas are prepared during the 

leadership team meeting that include all teacher leaders, principals and other leadership staff members. 

During this meeting the agendas are created based on the data that is collected from weekly walk-throughs 

and teacher observations (3 a year for each teacher). There are using 30 weekly unit meeting scheduled 

within the 36-week school year. This is 30 hours of specifically, targeted PD, relevant to each indicator in 

the rubric and the weekly walk through information on each campus. One teacher stated, “I am learning 

more in Unit meetings than I did in my Masters’ program.” 

Unit Meeting Facilitation – During the leadership team meetings, decisions are made as to the 

teacher leader and or principal who will lead the week’s planned unit meeting. The agendas are designed 

so that time is allowed for educators to practice the new learning fully for immediate and real-time 

application. The Unit Meeting Records are used to plan and carry out unit activities.  Unit meeting 

leaders include three essential parts in facilitating each unit, 1) student analysis – analyzing student work 

samples to identify gaps related to the instructional strategy that was taught, 2) developing new strategies 

based upon a gap that was identified in the student work samples to “tweak” and make relevant strategies 

for specific students and student groups, and 3) time management – time is managed to allow teachers to 

beginning the planning processes so that teachers are not rushed to “hurry up” the implementation of the 

strategy but are instead encouraged to allot enough to time to integrate the strategy into the scope and 

sequence of the curriculum and the instructional calendar. 

Walk-Throughs – are specifically tied to the evaluation instructional rubric and the strategies 

being implemented and are part of the cornerstone of identifying specific professional development 

support that can be immediately provided to assist struggling educators. The major focus of the walk- 

through observations will be to help the educator improve their teaching strategies and activities 

immediately within the actual lesson while the lesson is being presented immediately occurring after the 

unit meeting has concluded and before the next unit meeting occurs. The walk-through observation 

process has changed the culture of the campus as it provides constant learning opportunities and is very 

motivating to the educators.  It has become a major factor in improving educator effectiveness and 

ensures increased student achievement. The specific walk-through protocol is used extensively throughout 

and within each EEP LEA.  The Boston Collegiate Protocol (BCP was obtained from the involvement 

with a 2006 TIF project called EPIC) is a process that was developed to observe lessons, meetings and 

presentations using videos.  The BCP was modified by EEP and became an effective tool to provide 
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insight on changing strategies and activities to provide more effective teaching. The BCP is a 

comprehensive note-taking process that allows educators to document everything seen and heard during a 

quick walk-through that lasts from 5 – 15 minutes.  A strict adherence to 15 minutes or less is important 

to maintain that the observation is on a walk- through and not a part of the evaluation system of 

observations that last the entire class period. 

Pre-Observation Conferences are scheduled at least once each year for the “announced 

observation” and precedes the observation by allowing the career teacher and the teacher leader to discuss 

what the career teacher has planned to teach when the teacher leader comes to observe. During this 

meeting the teacher leader is able to have a one-on-one preview of featured premiere, the lesson the 

teacher will facilitate during the observation. The professional development that occurs during this 45 

minute-session is based upon the teacher and the teacher leader discussing the lesson plan, the lesson 

objectives, the rubric indicators to be utilized and emphasized during the lesson, the formative assessment 

processes to be used during the lesson and other factors that may determine the success of the lesson. 

These opportunities for growth have been invaluable in helping to help teacher become more effective in 

daily lesson prep and presentation. 

Post-Observation Conferences are scheduled three times each year after each “ teacher 

observation, both announced and unannounced. Post-observation conferences are scripted to ensure that 

each educator is allowed to experience a “reinforcement objective” indicating what the educator has been 

effective at implementing as part of the lesson and should be continued to doing and a “refinement 

objective” indicating an area of growth specific to the educator becoming more effective, based on the 

lesson that was just observed. These 45 minutes sessions have produced some of the greatest “learning” 

experienced by individual educators as they use the “refinement discussions” to improve their lessons the 

very next time they enter the classroom. One quote from a participating educator sums this level of 

professional development in this way, “After every observation I am given a refinement and 

reinforcement. These are very helpful because I know what is working so I can continue to do those 

things in my classroom and I also know what I need to make better.” (taken from the 2013 APR) These 

PD sessions have been powerful tools that have helped the participating educators grow into becoming 

more effective based upon the needs of the individual educator. 
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LEADERSHIP TEAM MEETING RUBRIC 

Indicators (5) Expert (3) Career (1) Novice NOTES 
1. Attendance: 

All Leadership Team 

members are present 

and have signed in. If 

not held, the meeting 

was immediately re- 

scheduled. 

1) All Leadership Team 

members present. 

2) Sign-In sheet 

completed. 

3) Meeting was re- 

scheduled 

immediately if it was 

not held N/A 

1) Most Leadership 

Team members 

present. 

2) Members present 

signed in on Sign-In 

sheet and all others 

counted. 

3) Meeting re- 

scheduling was 

discussed. 

1) Less than 50% of 

Leadership Team 

members present. 

2) Members present not 

all signed-in. 

3) Meeting was not re- 

scheduled. 

 

2. Promptness: 

The meeting started and 

ended on time. 

1) Meeting started at 

assigned time. 

2) Meeting ended at 

assigned time. 

1) Meeting started 

within a few minutes 

of assigned time. 

2) Meeting ended 

within a few minutes 

of assigned time. 

1) Meeting started more 

than 15 minutes later 

than assigned time. 

2) Meeting ended more 

than 15 minutes later 

than assigned time. 

 

3. Norms: 

Norms were referenced, 

posted, and followed. 

1) Norms were 

referenced, posted, 

and followed. 

2) All participants 

remain focused on 

agenda issues. 

1) Norms were posted, 

and followed. 

2) Most participants 

remain focused on 

agenda issues. 

1) Norms were not 

referenced, posted, 

and/or followed. 

2) Participants did not 

focus on agenda 

items. 

 

4. Agenda: 

A completed agenda is 

presented ahead of time 

and all items are 

addressed. 

1) Agenda presented 

ahead of time. 

2) All items on agenda 

are EEP items and 

are planned. 

1) Agenda presented at 

meeting. 

2) All items on agenda 

are TEP and most 

are referenced to be 

addressed 

1) No agenda 

presented. 

2) All items on agenda 

were not addressed 

or are non -TEP 

items. 

 

5. Action Items: 

TEP referenced, and are 

completed before the 

meeting.  Participants 

are prepared with all 

materials. Follow-up 

criteria is identified, and 

activities and persons 

responsible are assigned 

with a due date of 

action. 

1) Action Items are 

EEP referenced. 

2) Participants prepared 

with all materials. 

3) Follow-Up criteria 

identified. 

4) Follow-Up activities 

assigned. 

5) Person responsible 

was assigned or 

volunteered. 

6) Due date of action 

was determined. 

1) All action Items 

related to school 

Goal. 

2) All action Items are 

TEP referenced. 

3) Some participants are 

prepared with all 

materials. 

4) Some follow-up 

criteria identified. 

5) Some follow-up 

activities assigned. 

6) Assignment of 

person responsible 

was discussed. 

7) Due date of action 

was determined 

sometimes. 

1) Action Items did not 

relate to school Goal. 

2) Action Items are not 

TEP referenced. 

3) Action items were 

not completed 

before meeting. 

4) Participants were not 

prepared with all 

materials. 

5) Follow-up criteria 

was not identified. 

6) Follow-up activities 

were not assigned. 

7) Person responsible 

was not assigned 

and/or did not 

volunteer. 

8) Due date of action 

was not discussed or 

determined. 

 

6. Closing the Loop: 

Team members close 

the loop with a 

reflection activity used 

to determine need for 

improvement. 

1) A reflection activity 

was used to debrief 

and determine need 

for improvement or 

set agenda priorities 

for next meeting 

1) Team members 

debriefed but limited 

planning evident for 

next meeting. 

1) Team members did 

not debrief or plan 

for next meeting. 
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UNIT MEETING RUBRIC 
Indicators (5) Expert (3) Career (1) Novice NOTES 

1.   Attendance: 

All Unit members 

are present, as well 

as a principal or 

superintendent, and 

all members as well 

as guests have 

signed-in. 

1) All Unit members 

present. 

2) Completed Sign-In 

sheet. 

3) Leadership Personnel 

(Principal, 

superintendent, etc.) 

present. 

1) Most Unit members 

present. 

2) Members present 

signed in on Sign-In 

sheet and others 

counted. 

3) Leadership 

Personnel (Principal, 

superintendent, etc.) 

walk-through. 

1) Less than 50% of 

Unit members 

present. 

2) Members present are 

not all signed in. 

3) No Leadership 

Personnel (Principal, 

superintendent, etc.) 

walk-through. 

 

2.  Promptness: 

The Unit meeting 

started and ended at 

the assigned times. 

1) Meeting started at 

assigned time. 

2) Meeting ended at 

assigned time. 

1) Meeting started 

within a few minutes 

of assigned time. 

2) Meeting ended 

within a few minutes 

of assigned time. 

1) Meeting started more 

than 15 minutes later 

than assigned time. 

2) Meeting ended more 

than 15 minutes later 

than assigned time. 

 

3.  Norms: 

Norms governing the 

meeting were posted, 

referenced, and 

followed. 

1) Norms were posted, 

referenced, and 

followed. 

1) Norms were posted 

and followed. 

1) Norms were not 

posted or followed. 
 

4. Review Need: 

The ETL/CTL 

followed the correct 

order of protocol, 

referenced the Long 

Range Plan, reviewed 

the activities for the 

day, and identified 

the student need. 

1) Followed correct 

order of protocol. 

2) The Long Range Plan 

referenced. 

3) Activities of the day 

reviewed. 

4) The student need was 

identified. 

1) Followed mostly 

correct order of 

protocol. 

2) The Long Range 

Plan is inferred. 

3) Some activities of 

the day were 

reviewed. 

4) The student need 

was partially 

identified. 

1) Did not follow 

correct order of 

protocol. 

2) The Long Range 

Plan was not 

referenced. 

3) Activities of the day 

were not reviewed. 

4) The student need 

was not identified. 

 

5. Learn/Facilitate: 

ETL/CTL presents 

the following -a 

theoretical 

understanding of the 

targeted skills, the 

connection of the 

new learning to the 

EEP rubric, the 

effectiveness of the 

strategy according to 

student evidence, a 

handout with critical 

attributes, and a 

verbal review of the 

new learning 

presentation. The 

application of new 

learning is 

experienced from a 

student’s point of 

view  and  is 

presented using all of 

the principles of 

Powerful Learning. 

1) Theoretical 

understanding of 

targeted skill 

provided. 

2) Connection made 

between the new 

learning and the EEP 

rubric. 

3) Effectiveness of 

strategy presented as 

student evidence 

provided. 

4) Handout with critical 

attributes of strategy 

provided. 

5) Quick complete 

verbal preview of 

presentation 

provided. 

6) Application of new 

learning was 

experienced by all 

teachers from a 

student’s point of 

view. 

1) Some understanding 

of targeted skill 

provided. 

2) Some connection 

made between the 

new learning and the 

EEP rubric. 

3) Some effectiveness of 

strategy presented as 

student evidence 

provided. 

 
4) Handout with 

strategy provided. 

 
5) Quick verbal preview 

of presentation 

provided. 

 
6) Application of new 

learning experienced 

by some teachers 

from a student’s 

point of view. 

1) Understanding of 

targeted skill not 

provided. 

2) No connection made 

between the new 

learning and the EEP 

rubric. 

3) No verbal review of 

presentation 

provided. 

 

4) Strategy explained, 

but handout not 

provided. 

5) No verbal preview 

of presentation 

provided. 

 
6) Application of new 

learning was not 

experienced by 

teachers from a 

student’s point of 

view. 
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Educator Effectiveness Process 8/2013 

Indicators (5) Expert (3) Career (1) Novice NOTES 
Learn/Facilitate 

continued: 

7) Leader frequently 

stops and explains 

what is being done 

and how it relates to 

the student need and 

the EEP rubric. 

8) Unit leader asks 

probing questions 

regarding student 

experience of applied 

strategy with focus 

on specific identified 

skill. 

 
9) Unit leader used ALL 

of the Powerful 

Learning principles. 

7) Leader sometimes 

stops and explains 

what is being done 

and how it relates to 

the student need and 

the EEP rubric. 

8) Unit leader 

sometimes asks 

probing questions 

regarding student 

experience of applied 

strategy with focus 

on specific identified 

skill. 

9) Unit leader used 

more than one 

Powerful Learning 

principles. 

7) Leader does not stop 

and explain what is 

being done and how 

it relates to the 

student need and the 

EEP rubric. 

8) Unit leader does not 

ask probing questions 

regarding student 

experience of applied 

strategy with focus 

on specific identified 

skill. 

9) Unit leader did not 

use Powerful 

Learning principles. 

 

6. Career Teacher 

Understanding: 

Career teachers 

ask clarifying 

questions 

regarding strategy 

application. 

1) Career teachers ask 

many clarifying 

questions regarding 

strategy application. 

1) Career teachers ask 

some clarifying 

questions regarding 

strategy application. 

1)  Career teachers do 

not ask any questions 

regarding strategy 

applications. 

 

7. Develop/Plan: 

Unit members 

complete a majority 

of their strategy for 

applying the new 

skill with coaching 

by the ETL/CTL. 

1) Unit members 

complete at least 50% 

of their strategy for 

application of the 

new skill. 

2) Coaching skills 

frequently used by 

ETL/CTL for deeper 

understanding. 

1) Unit members begin 

developing strategy 

for application of the 

new skill. 

2) Coaching skills 

sometimes used by 

ETL/CTL for 

deeper 

understanding. 

1) Unit members discuss 

their strategy for 

application of the new 

skill. 

2) Coaching skills rarely 

used by ETL/CTL for 

deeper understanding. 

 

8.  Schedule: 

Specific 

appointments are 

made for classroom 

support using the 

scheduling sheet, and 

teachers are asked to 

bring back specific 

student work. 

1) Specific 

appointments made 

for classroom 

support with specific 

focus. 

2) Appointments 

recorded using 

scheduling sheet. 

3) Teachers assigned to 

bring back specific 

student work. 

1) Specific 

appointments made 

for classroom 

support. 

 
2) Appointments 

recorded, but did not 

use scheduling sheet. 

3) Some teachers 

assigned to bring 

back specific student 

work. 

1) Specific appointments 

for classroom support 

were discussed. 

 

2) Appointments for 

classroom support 

were not recorded. 

3) Teachers were not 

assigned to bring back 

student work. 

 

9. Reflect: 

Unit members 

debrief using a 

reflection process, 

summarizing 

learning, and provide 

written feedback to 

unit leaders. 

1) Unit members 

debrief using a 

reflection process. 

2) Unit members 

provide written 

feedback to unit 

leaders. 

1) Unit members 

debriefed. 

 
2) Unit members 

provide verbal 

feedback to unit 

leaders. 

1) Unit members did 

not debrief. 

 
2) Unit members did 

not provide feedback 

to unit leaders. 
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Boston Collegiate Walk-Through Observation (BCP) 
Directions: Use this to observe teacher and student teaching and learning behaviors during a lesson. Then meet with the 
teacher to discuss what will be more effective next time the teacher teaches a lesson. 

Teacher: Grade Level: Subject:  Date: Day:    
Observer:      Title:    Time:    

TOPIC:    

What did you SEE? 
(Please document everything you see and hear that teachers and students are doing for no less than 5 minutes 

and no more than 15 minutes) 

What do you DO? 
(Identify changes and adjustments that would make the teacher or the lesson 

being taught more effective the next time.  Be specific with teacher behaviors. 
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NEXT STEPS TOWARDS MORE EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION: 

*Schedule a follow up time with the teacher to review your BCP observation so that the teacher can decide 
what “behaviors” will be more effective the next the teacher teaches.” 
*Walk-Through Follow-Up Conference Date:    Location:    

*Have the teacher identify which behavior (goal for next time) he/she will implement the next time they teach. 
 

 

 

 
 

*Observer Signature:    

Teacher Signature:    
 

Page 2 

Date:    

Date:    

What did you SEE? 
(Please document everything you see and hear that teachers and students are doing for no less than 5 minutes 

and no more than 15 minutes) 

What do you DO? 
(Identify changes and adjustments that would make the teacher or the lesson 

being taught more effective the next time.  Be specific with teacher behaviors. 
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Human Capital Management System (HCMS) 

Partners: Youth Empowerment Services, Inc., George Gervin Academy, Por Vida Academy Charter 
School, Positive Solutions Charter High School and Southwest Preparatory School 

 
The educator MUST have the same or higher effectiveness score than their own previous effectiveness score 
moving them into a different range to earn an increase in salary. When a score is lower than the previous score, the 
salary goes back to base + increase. When the salary score stay the same or is higher for five (5) consecutive years, 
the salary increase will be established and not change from that year on. 

 

All base salaries established for principals and teachers will take effect in the 2016-17 school year when the grant is 
awarded to the participating LEAs. 

Effectiveness score will include the following categories/ 7 (categories may be weighted): 

 

TEACHER HCMS Effectiveness Score Salary Increase 

 

1. Teacher observation score up to a score of a 5 

5=5 

4=4 

3=3 

2=0 

1=0 

 
2. Teacher Value-added student score up to a score 

of a 5 

5=5 
4=4 

3=3 

2=0 

1=0 

 
3. School-wide Value-added score up to a score of a 5 

5=5 

4=4 
3=3 

2=0 

1=0 

 
4. Teacher Attendance [*Special circumstances -i.e. 

extended medical leave, etc.] 

99-100%=5 

98-97%=4 

97-96%=3 

96-95%=2 

94-93%=1 

92-below=0 

 
5. Student Attendance [*Special Conditions -i.e. 

extended medical leave, etc.] 

97-100%=5 
96-93%=4 

92-89%=3 

88-85%=2 

84-81%=1 

80-below=0 

 
6. Student Academic Success 

97-100%=5 

96-93%=4 

92-89%=3 

88-85%=2 

84-81%=1 

80-below=0 

 
7. Student Retention Rate 

95-100%=5 

96-89%=4 

88-83%=3 

82-77%=2 

76-71%=1 

70-below=0 

 

HCMS Teacher Effectiveness Score Salary Increase  
3.0-3.3 -- $3,000.00 
3.4-3.7 -- $6,000.00 
3.8-4.1 -- $9,000.00 
4.2-4.5 -$12,000.00 
4.6-4.9 -$15,000.00 
5.0 -$18,000.00 
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Teacher Example: 
1. 5 54,000 (i.e. base salary) 
2. 5 54,000 + 18,000 = 72,000 
3. 5 54,000 + 18,000 = 72,000 (same) 
4. 5 54,000 + 18,000 = 72,000 (same) 
5. 5 72,000 + 18,000 = 90,000 (same) tenure Salary stands no matter what score 

 
 

PRINCIPAL HCMS Effectiveness Score Salary Increase 
Effectiveness score will include the following categories/ 8 (categories may be weighted): 

 

1. Principal observation score up to a score of a 5 
5=5 

4=4 
3=3 
2=0 
1=0 

 
2. Overall Average Teacher Observation Score up 
to a score of a 5  

5=5 
4=4 
3=3 
2=0 
1=0 

 
3. School-wide Value-added score up to a score of 
a 5 

5=5 
4=4 
3=3 
2=0 
1=0 

 

4. Principal Attendance [*Special circumstances 
-i.e. extended medical leave, etc.] 

99-100%=5 
98-97%=4 
97-96%=3 
96-95%=2 
94-93%=1 
92-below=0 

5. Overall Teacher Attendance [*Special 
circumstances -i.e. extended medical leave, etc.] 

99-100%=5 
98-97%=4 
97-96%=3 
96-95%=2 
94-93%=1 
92-below=0 

6. Overall Student Attendance  [*Special Condition
-i.e. extended medical leave, etc.] 

s 

97-100%=5 
96-93%=4 
92-89%=3 
88-85%=2 
84-81%=1 
80-below=0 

 

7. Overall Student Academic Success 

97-100%=5 
96-93%=4 
92-89%=3 
88-85%=2 
84-81%=1 
80-below=0 

 

8. Teacher Retention Rate 

95-100%=5 
96-89%=4 
88-83%=3 
82-77%=2 
76-71%=1 
70-below=0 

 

HCMS Principal Effectiveness Score Salary Increase 
3.0-3.3 -- $4,000.00 

3.4-3.7 -- $8,000.00 
3.8-4.1 -$12,000.00 
4.2-4.5 -$16,000.00 

4.6-4.9 -$20,000.00 
5.0 -$24,000.00 
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SUPERINTENDENT HCMS Effectiveness Score Salary Increase 
NO BASE SALARY – HCMS ONLY. 
Effectiveness score will include the following categories/ 8 (categories may be weighted): 

 

1. Superintendent observation score up to a score 
of a 5 

5=5 
4=4 
3=3 
2=0 
1=0 

 

2. Overall Average District Principal and Teacher 
observation scores up to a 5 

5=5 
4=4 
3=3 
2=0 
1=0 

 

3. District-wide campus average Value-added 
score up to a score of a 5  

5=5 
4=4 
3=3 
2=0 
1=0 

 

4. Overall Principal Attendance [*Special 
circumstances - i.e. extended medical leave, etc.]  

99-100%=5 
98-97%=4 
97-96%=3 
96-95%=2 
94-93%=1 
92-below=0 

5. Overall Teacher Attendance [*Special 
circumstances - i.e. extended medical leave, etc.] 

99-100%=5 
98-97%=4 
97-96%=3 
96-95%=2 
94-93%=1 
92-below=0 

 

6. Overall Student Attendance  [*Special Conditions 

- i.e. extended medical leave, etc.] 
97-100%=5 
96-93%=4 
92-89%=3 
88-85%=2 
84-81%=1 
80-below=0 

7. Overall Student Academic Success 
97-100%=5 
96-93%=4 
92-89%=3 
88-85%=2 
84-81%=1 
80-below=0 

8. Principal and Teacher Retention Rate 
95-100%=5 
96-89%=4 
88-83%=3 
82-77%=2 
76-71%=1 
70-below=0 

 

 
HCMS Su perintendent Effectiveness Score Salary Increase 
3.0-3.3 -- $4,000.00 
3.4-3.7 -- $8,000.00 

3.8-4.1 -$12,000.00 
4.2-4.5 -$16,000.00 
4.6-4.9 -$20,000.00 
5.0 -$24,000.00 
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EEP / TIF Personnel 

(18 staff) 
Resource Allocation (RA) 

 

TIF Personnel Major Roles/ Responsibilities 

(1) Executive Project Director: 

90% TIF 

-Lead all YES staff in implementation of all TIF project activities; 

Supervise Co-Director, Grant & Budget Manager 

(1) Co-Director: 100% TIF -Assist the EPD and supervise all other YES TIF staff 

(1) Budget/Contract Manager: 

90% TIF 

-Assist EPD in leading all budget and contract negotiations 

-Manage all budgets with timelines and deadlines 

(1) HCMS Director & (4) HCMS 

Specialists 

100% TIF 

Work together with each LEA to establish all nine HCMS initiatives to be 

ready in year 3. 

(1) Regional Coordinator: 100% 

TIF 
-Provide TIF training, support and resources to all campuses including 

those in San Antonio, Corpus and Phoenix. 

(1) EEP Coordinator & (4) 

Executive Expert Teacher 

Leaders: 100% TIF 

-Oversee all TIF evaluation and PBCS activities and provide one-on-one 

support, monitoring and oversight to all campuses. 

(1) Sustainability Expert: 100% 

TIF 
-Work with each LEA Superintendent to improve enrollment, retention and 

attendance rates of students and implement sustainability plan. 

(2) Program Associates: 100% 

TIF 
-Provide administrative support to the TIF project. 

Grant Manager -Provide support of the fidelity to the grant. 

 
 

13 Campuses – Staffing (58 

staff) 
Resource Allocation (RA) 

TIF Major Management Roles/ Responsibilities 

(13) Campus Principals: -Lead all campus staff in implementation of all TIF project activities. 

- Supervise teacher leaders. 

-Become campus instructional leader 

(15) Expert Teacher Leaders: -Lead weekly unit meeting agendas, coach and mentor teachers, 

observe/evaluate teachers, work with principal to implement all TIF project 

activities. 

(20) Career Teacher Leaders: -Support classroom teachers with coaching and mentoring, observations 

and evaluations. 

-Work together with principal and expert teacher leader. 

 
 

(4) Texas Education Equity 

System Superintendents 

-Meet monthly to provide oversight of all HCMS implementation activities 

-Vote on HCMS items after receiving input from all stakeholders 

-Participate in the selection of Grant Manager, and 

-Review all EPP RFP contracts for services 

 

Overview of Major Individual Management Priorities 



 

 

TIF 5 Educator Effectiveness Process 
Organizational  Chart 

 

Texas Education 
Equity System 

Executive  Project Director 

 

Project 
Associate 

 
 
 

 

Budget/Contracts 
Manager 

Project Co-Director Grant Manager Sustainability 
Director 

 
 

Project 
Associate 

 

 

PBCS/Evaluations 
Coordinator 

Regional 
Coordinator 

HCMS/HR Director 

 
 

 

Executive Expert 
Teacher Leaders (4) 

HCMS Specialists 
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TIF V Grant Narrative: Significant Additional   Information 

 
Section D: Quality of the Management   Plan 

• TEES would like to set the stage and model exemplary education 

reform not only in charter schools, but for all schools in San 

Antonio, Corpus Christi and Texas (pg.  35). 

• In addition, we believe that transparency and accountability will 

increase the effectiveness of program implementation which will 

thereby help us in attaining guaranteed success in reaching the 

vision that EEP staff and/or superintendents will prepare to share 

out plans and progress to their respective school boards at 

minimum on a quarterly basis. School boards will be in the know 

about planning and milestones and add another level of 

accountability and discussion to the effective implementation of  

the 9 program initiatives (pg.  35). 

• Why multiple measures should be included in our proposed revised 

PBCS model (pg. 37) - "Strong theory" based on the Gates 

Foundation's Measures of Effective Teaching   Project 

◦ "The report describes the trade-offs involved when school 

systems combine different measures (student 

achievement  gains,  classroom  observations,  and 

student surveys). However, the report shows that a   

more balanced approach – which incorporates the  

student survey data and classroom observations – has 

two important advantages: ratings are less likely to 

fluctuate from year to year, and the combination is more 

likely to identify teachers with better outcomes on 

assessments other than the state  tests." 
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Management Plan Additional Details – Evaluation Information 

 
We will contract for Project Evaluation services to oversee a project evaluation to support a high-quality 

implementation of the project, in coordination with project staff and stakeholders. The selected will have 

a focus on programs that support and improve the achievement of low-income, ELL, and diverse learners. 

The robust and cost effective evaluation design will be framed by the GPRA Indicators, project and 

program focused evaluation questions. Project measures were developed with the proposal planning team 

and have shaped the development of this initiative. Through a data-feedback-revision-planning cycle, the 

evaluation will support continuous data integration into decision-making at all levels, and processes to use 

this data for improvement throughout the grant period. 

 

The vendor will collect, synthesize, and analyze both qualitative and quantitative data to track outcomes 

and relationships between project components outcomes for teachers, administrators and students. Early 

formative data will be collected and used to ensure the project is meeting its milestones according to 

timelines and to make decisions that will ensure immediate and long-term success in achieving outcomes. 

 

The evaluation facilitates the successful collection of this data, beginning with input from stakeholder 

groups and service providers, and establishes a process by which project staff can use data to make timely 

program adjustments. 
 

The design focuses on four types of evaluation. I. Descriptive Evaluation. Annual and longitudinal data 

will answer: 1) What services/activities have been provided by the project? 2) Who has participated and 

in what services/activities have they participated? II. Formative Evaluation. Evaluators will work with 

project staff and districts to provide them with access to data on a timely basis for early review of 

progress on milestones.  III.A Quarterly Feedback Process with project staff, service providers, and 

district leadership will provide data summaries related to include issues as: 1) What is the quality of 

services provided by staff and partners adequate? 2) Have they been reviewed for quality assurance? 3) 

Is the professional development of high quality and closely aligned to the teacher and principal 

effectiveness measures? And, 4) What changes need to be made and are being made to the HCMS 

systems? IV. Summative Evaluation of Outcomes and Effects to include: 1) Using qualitative and 

quantitative data, what have been the (intended and unintended) student, teacher and administrator 

outcomes, school outcomes, system outcomes, and lessons learned? Which outcomes are linked to which 

individual project services or combination of services? 2) Has the project significantly changed the 

method of recruiting, hiring and developing teachers and administrators? 3) What is the impact of the 

professional development and how should the model be adjusted?  4) What changes have been made to 

the HCMS systems? 5) How are the evaluation systems improving each of the HCMS components and 

systems? The vendor will gather the following data to address the GPRA Indicators and other 

performance measures. 

 

Quantitative and Qualitative Data Collection: 1) annual and longitudinal documentation of participant 

information and their involvement in project services; 2) annual surveys of key stakeholders; 3) 

interviews of key administrators and teachers; 4) focus groups of administrators and teachers; 5) various 

levels of student achievement, individual student growth; 6) changes in levels of teachers and leadership 

effectiveness and their interrelationship; 7) the use of evaluation information and changes in the HCMS; 

and, 8) aggregated (by various groups with no personal identification) teacher and principal effectiveness 

data connected to student achievement data to gain greater understanding of the specific characteristics or 

behaviors that are related to high student achievement, in order to change HCMS components and provide 

greater support for those characteristics and behaviors. 
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Data Management & Analysis: The vendor evaluators will safeguard all data and ensure confidentiality 

of participants by keeping password-protected files and keeping data only on the password-protected 

computers of essential evaluation staff. All parts of the data management system will be protected to 

insure the utmost security with individual student (growth) information. As part of the summative 

analysis, data will be disaggregated by race, gender, socioeconomic status, LEP status and IEP status 

(special populations) to determine if, and to what extent, student characteristics affect outcomes. The 

vendor will assure protection of Human Subjections and protection of privacy of all individuals. 

 

Reporting – Each year the evaluation will provide information for the APR, updates, or other requested 

information for the U.S. Department of Education including that related to progress in meeting objectives 

and GPRA indicators. The evaluation will provide information for a yearly report to the district partners, 

including progress in implementing services, achieving the objectives and outcomes (and overall impact 

on the affected project participants), and necessary adjustments to components not achieving the expected 

results or enhancing teacher and principal practice and student learning. The evaluation will gather input 

from service providers and will ensure that data protocols and procedures are consistent and uniform. The 

evaluation will also provide information for the Final Performance Report (FPR) in year 5 with final data 

on progress toward goals, objectives and outcomes, and the results of the summative evaluation. A critical 

part of the evaluation will be assessment of the degree to which the various supportive measures and 

activities reach the groups they are designed to help, fidelity to the original design, and important changes 

occurring in the schools and classrooms during implementation. Data collection will occur on a 

continuous and systematic basis to become part of a regular feedback loop to project staff, through 

monthly meetings/conference calls, quarterly feedback, and annual reports to the funding agency and to 

the district school boards.  Evaluators will work closely with program managers and district 

administration to inform best practice in the districts and to make systemic and sustainable adjustments. 
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IF V Grant Narrative: Significant Additional   Information 

Section E: Adequacy of  Resources 

• Additional details on our approach to increasing enrollment as part of 

our sustainability plan led by the sustainability coordinator (pg.   

420 

◦ We will increase enrollment by implementing the Golden Rule  

and ensuring all students have equitable access to effective 

educators, thereby guaranteeing student growth towards a 

pathway to academic success. The sustainability coordinator 

will work closely with each LEA (or campus school leader)   

to develop their campus mission and vision and design a 

culture plan based on key values leading to exemplar 

behaviors respecting the personalized needs of each student 

and family. Students will feel safe in their learning 

environment as their social and emotional needs will be met, 

content will be engaging and rigorous and expectations set 

high. Each school and LEAs reputation will be positive and 

the schools will become highly sought after as best options   

for the students and families of San Antonio and Corpus 

Christi. 
-- 
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Section 427 GEPA Requirement 
 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. as the fiscal and lead agency is 

proposing to meet all requirements of the new provision in the Department 

of Education’s General Education Provisions Act (GEPA. 

 

We will ensure that there is no barrier to impede equitable access or 

participation in all EEP activities. Race, gender, national origin, color, 

disability, or age will not be barriers to participating and will not be factors 

in any EEP activities due to the involvement of all stakeholders in all 

planned activities. The proposed TIF5 provides multiple opportunities for 

the involvement of all stakeholders in the program. 



 

 

 
 

 
 
 

Tracking   Number:GRANT12216355 
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Funding Opportunity Number:ED-GRANTS-053116-002 Received Date:Jul 15, 2016 04:28:48 PM EDT 

Other Attachment File(s) 
 

 

 

 
 

* Mandatory Other Attachment Filename: 

 

 

 

To add more "Other Attachment" attachments, please use the attachment buttons below. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Add Mandatory Other Attachment    Delete Mandatory Other Attachment    View Mandatory Other Attachment  

   Add Optional Other Attachment     Delete Optional Other Attachment      View Optional Other Attachment  

Part 5 Mandatory Attachments 071516.pdf 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Part 5  Mandatory Attachments 

 
 
Requirement 2:  Documentation of High Need Schools Attachments 

1. High Needs School List 

2. Free & Reduced Lunch -graph 

3. Persistently Lowest Achieving Schools List 

4. Federal Identification Waiver Priority School List 

 
 

Charter School LEA Documentation Attachments 

5. Youth Empowerment Services-Non-Profit Status 

6. LEA Status-George Gervin Academy 

7. LEA Status-Por Vida Academy 

8. LEA Status-Positive Solutions Academy 

9. LEA Status-Southwest Preparatory 

 
 

Commitment Letters, Surveys, Other Evidence Attachments 

10. Memorandum of Understanding -signed 

11. EEP Support-Commitment Letters 

12. EEP Commitment-Educator Comments 

13. LEA-Wide Buy-In Documents 

14. EEP Superintendent-Leadership Meeting Agendas-Signature pages 

 
 

Indirect Cost Rate Agreement Attachment 

15. Indirect Cost Rate Agreement 
 

 

Individual Resumes for Project Directors and Key Personnel Attachments 

16. Resume Executive Director-C. Yarbrough 

17. Resume Co-Director- 

18. Personnel Job Descriptions 
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HIGH NEED SCHOOLS 
High Poverty 

Lowest Achieving 

Priority School 
 

 

 
 

 
School Code 

 

Hi Poverty 
Lowest 

Achieving 
Priority 
School 

 

 
School Name 

 
Campus ID 

    Student 

Count 

Teacher 

Count 

Principal 

Count 

Free & 

Reduced 

Avg. Tea. 

Salary 

Por Vida Academy Charter HS 15801001 15801001 Y Y (33.3/26.7) Y 174 10.4 1 **51.1 $39,459 

PV Corpus Christi College Prep 15801002 15801002 Y N Y 77 6 1 72.7 $39,741 

PV Cesar E Chavez 15801003 15801003 Y Y (35.3/32.7) Y 101 7.9 1 78.2 $36,790 

Southwest Prep School NE 15807001 15807001 Y N Y 117 8.5 1 82.9 $43,366 

Southwest Prep Southeast 15807002 15807002 Y N Y 233 17.9 1 91.4 $45,473 

Southwest Prep School North West 15807004 15807004 Y N Y 231 11.9 1 66.7 $44,717 

New Directionw 15807005 15807005 Y Y (58.3/47.6) Y 126 9.7 1 61.6 $49,372 

Southwest Prep NW Elementary 15807101 15807101 Y N Y 191 12 1 94.2 $43,874 

Southwest Prep Seguin 15807102 15807102 Y     1   
George Gervin Academy 15802001 15802001 Y N N 1053 50 1 100 $35,614 

George Gervin EDU. & TRA. 15802004 15802004 Y N N 69 7.4 1 97.1 $37,404 

George Gervin Prep Academy AZ      133 7 1 98  
Positive Solutions Charter 15814001 15814001 Y Y (24.1/25.0) Y 172 8 1 93 $33,151 

Texas         58.8 50,715 

Reg20          54,101 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Campuses New to the Educator Effectiveness Process 

Reference: Texas Educational Agency 2014-15 School Report Cards 
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Reference: Texas Education Agency 2014-2015 School Report Cards 
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Solutions 
Charter 
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Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools 
By  Graduation Rate 

 
 
 

 
 Campus 2014 2013 Persistently Low 

Achieving 
1. Por Vida Charter  Academy 33.3% 26.7% YES 
2. Cesar E. Chavez 35.3% 32.7% YES 
3. New Directions 58.3% 47.6% YES 
4. Positive  Solutions  High School 24.1% 25.0% YES 

 
 

Reference:  Texas Educational Agency 2014-15 School Report Cards 



 

 

20 015801 POR VIDA ACADEMY 015801001 POR VIDA ACADEMY CHARTER H S TTIPS, Grad Rate 

20 015801 POR VIDA ACADEMY 015801002 CORPUS CHRISTI COLLEGE PREP H S TTIPS 

20 015801 POR VIDA ACADEMY 015801003 CESAR E CHAVEZ ACADEMY TTIPS, Grad Rate 

20 015807 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 015807001 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL Grad Rate 

20 015807 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 015807002 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SOUTHEAST CA Math/Reading Performance 

20 015807 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 015807004 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL-NORTH Grad Rate 

20 015807 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 015807005 NEW DIRECTIONS Grad Rate 

20 015814 POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER SCHOOL 015814001 POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER TTIPS, Grad Rate 

 

Region 

Number 

District 

Number 
District Name 

Campus
 

Number 
Campus Name Priority Reason 

Closed
 

Campus 

17 152901 LUBBOCK ISD 152901175      PARKWAY EL Math/Reading Performance * 

17 152901 LUBBOCK ISD 152901185      WHEATLEY EL Math/Reading Performance * 

17 152901 LUBBOCK ISD 152901190      WOLFFARTH EL Math/Reading Performance 

17 153907 WILSON ISD 153907001      WILSON SCHOOL TTIPS 

18 068801 RICHARD MILBURN ACADEMY (ECTOR COU 068801001      RICHARD MILBURN ACADEMY - ECTOR CO Grad Rate 

18 068801 RICHARD MILBURN ACADEMY (ECTOR COU 068801002      RICHARD MILBURN ACADEMY (MIDLAND) Math/Reading Performance 

18 068801 RICHARD MILBURN ACADEMY (ECTOR COU 068801003      RICHARD MILBURN ALTERNATIVE HS-LUB Math/Reading Performance 

18 068901 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 068901101      GALE POND ALAMO EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 068901 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 068901103      BURLESON EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 068901 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 068901105      CAMERON DUAL LANGUAGE MAGNET Math/Reading Performance 

18 068901 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 068901110      GOLIAD EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 068901 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 068901121      SAN JACINTO EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 068901 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 068901123      EL MAGNET AT ZAVALA Math/Reading Performance 

18 068901 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 068901124      NOEL EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 068901 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 068901126      MURRY FLY EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 114901 BIG SPRING ISD 114901102      GOLIAD EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 114901 BIG SPRING ISD 114901110      MARCY EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 114901 BIG SPRING ISD 114901113      WASHINGTON EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 165901 MIDLAND ISD 165901104      BURNET EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 165901 MIDLAND ISD 165901105      CROCKETT EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 165901 MIDLAND ISD 165901113      MILAM EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 165901 MIDLAND ISD 165901117      SOUTH EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 192901 REAGAN COUNTY ISD 192901101      REAGAN COUNTY EL Math/Reading Performance 

18 231901 MCCAMEY ISD 231901102      MCCAMEY PRI Math/Reading Performance 

18 248901 KERMIT ISD 248901101      KERMIT EL Math/Reading Performance 

19 071804 EL PASO ACADEMY 071804001      EL PASO ACADEMY Grad Rate 

19 071804 EL PASO ACADEMY 071804002      EL PASO ACADEMY WEST Grad Rate, Math/Reading Performance 

19 071902 EL PASO ISD 071902020      COLLEGE CAREER TECHNOLOGY ACADEMY TTIPS, Grad Rate 

19 071902 EL PASO ISD 071902027      TELLES ACADEMY TTIPS 

19 071905 YSLETA ISD 071905010      TEJAS SCHOOL OF CHOICE Grad Rate 

19 071909 SOCORRO ISD 071909009      OPTIONS H S Grad Rate 

20 007906 POTEET ISD 007906041      POTEET J H TTIPS 

20 015801 POR VIDA ACADEMY 015801001      POR VIDA ACADEMY CHARTER H S TTIPS, Grad Rate 

20 015801 POR VIDA ACADEMY 015801002      CORPUS CHRISTI COLLEGE PREP H S TTIPS 

20 015801 POR VIDA ACADEMY 015801003      CESAR E CHAVEZ ACADEMY TTIPS, Grad Rate 

20 015803 HIGGS CARTER KING GIFTED & TALENTE 015803101      HIGGS CARTER KING GIFTED & TALENTE TTIPS 

20 015805 NEW FRONTIERS CHARTER SCHOOL 015805102      EARLY CHILDHOOD ACADEMY Math/Reading Performance 

20 015807 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 015807001      SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL  Grad Rate 

20 015807 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 015807002      SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SOUTHEAST CA Math/Reading Performance 

20 015807 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 015807004      SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL-NORTH Grad Rate 

20 015807 SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 015807005      NEW DIRECTIONS Grad Rate 

20 015814 POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER SCHOOL 015814001      POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER TTIPS, Grad Rate 

20 015815 RADIANCE ACADEMY OF LEARNING 015815102      RADIANCE ACADEMY OF LEARNING (INTE Math/Reading Performance 

20 015816 ACADEMY OF CAREERS AND TECHNOLOGIE 015816001      ACADEMY OF CAREERS AND TECHNOLOGIE Grad Rate 

20 015819 SHEKINAH RADIANCE ACADEMY 015819001      SHEKINAH RADIANCE ACADEMY Math/Reading Performance 
 

Notes: * represents a closed campus 

School Improvement Grant (SIG) and Texas Title I Priority Schools (TTIPS) are synomous Page 6 of 7 8/28/2015 
 

Reference: Texas Educational Agency NOTE: Texas Education Agency has an agreement with the United States Department of Education for a 3 year 

school priority list including 2013-2014, 2014-2015, and 2015-2016. 

Nicole, Program Secialist in TEA School Improvement - # U374A160084 
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Federal Identification (Waiver) 

2014-2015 Priority Schools List 
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INTERNAL ltl!!VENUE SERVICE 

DISTRICT  DIRECTOR 

P.O. BOX 2508 

DEPARTMENT or  THE TREASURY 

CINCINNATI, OH 

D&tc: aus 2 5 1997 

45201 

Employer Identification Number: 

74-2731870 

DLN: 

 

YOUTH EMPOWERMENT SERVICES INC 

PO BOX 18854 

SAN ANTONIO, TX 78218 

17053129162007 

Contact Person: 

D. A.  DOWNING 
Contact Telephone Number: 

(513)'241-5199 

Accounting Period Ending: 

December 31 

Form 990 Required: 

Yes 

Addendum Applies: 

Yes 

 

Dear Applicant: 

Based on information supplied, and assuming your operations will be as 

stated  in  your  application  for  recognition   of  exemption.,   we  have   determined 
you re exempt from federal income tax under section 50l(a) of the Internal 

Revenue Code as an organization described in section 50l(c)(3). 

We have further determined that you are not a private foundation within 

the meaning of section 509(a) of the Code, because you are an organization 

described in sections 509(a)(l) and 170(b)(l)(A)(vi). 

If your sources of support, or your purposes, character, or method of 

operation change, please let us know so we can consider the effect of the 

change_ on your exempt status and foundation status. In the case of an amend 

ment to your organizational document or bylaws, please send us a copy of the 

amended document or bylaws. Also, you should inform us of all changes in your 

name or address. 

As o.£ January l, 1984, you are liable for taxes under the Federal 

Insurance Contributions Act (social security taxes) on remuneration of $100  

or more you pay to each of your employees during a  calendar year. You are 

not liable for the tax imposed under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FU'XA). 

 

Since yOu are not a private foundation, you are not subject to the excise 

taxes under Chapter 42 of the Code. However, you are not automatically exempt 

from other federal excise taxes. If you have any questions about excise, 

employment, or other federal taxes, please let us know. 

Granters and contributors may rely on this determination unless the 

Inte·rnal Revenue Service publishes notice to the contrary. However, if you 

lose your section 509(a)(l) status, a granter or contributor may not  rely 

on this determination if he or she was in part responsible for, or was aware  

of, the act or failure to act, or the substantial or material change on the  

part of the organization that resulted in your loss of such status,  or if he or 

she acquired knowledge that the Internal Revenue Service had given notice that 

you would no longer be classif ed as a section 509(a)(l)  organization. 

 

Donors may deduct contributions to you as provided in section 170 of  the 

 

Letter 947 (DO/CG) 
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YOUTH EMPOWERMENT SERVICES INC 

 

Code. Bequests, legacies, devises, transfers, or gifts to you or for your.use 

are deductible for federal estate and gift tax purposes if they meet the 

applicable provisions of Code sections 2055, 21 6, and 2522. 

contribution deductions are allowable to donors only to the extent th""at 
their contributions are gifts, with no consideration received. Ticket pur 

chases and similar payments in conjunction with fundraising evellts may not 
necessarily qualify as deductible contributions, depending on the circum 

stances. See Revenue Ruling 67-246, published in Cumulative Bulletin 1967-2, 

on page 104, which sets forth guidelines regarding the deductibility, as chari 

table contributions, of payments made by taxpayers for admission to or other 

participation in fundraising activities for charity. 

 

In the heading of this letter we have indicated whether you must file Form 

990, Return of Organization Exempt From  Income Tax. If Yes is indicated, you 

are required to file Form. 990 only if your gross receipts each year are 
normally more than $25,000. However, if you receive a Form 990 package  in the 

mail, please file the return even if you do not exceed the gross receipts test. 

If you are not required to file, simply attach the label provided, check the  

box in the heading to indicate that your annual gross receipts are  normally 

$25,000 or less, and sign the return. 

 

If a retUrn is required, it must be filed by the 15th day of the fifth  

month after the end of your annual accounting period. A  penalty of $10 a day 

is charged when a return is filed late, unless there is reasonable cause for  

the delay. However, the maximum penalty charged cannot exceed $5,000 or  5 per 

cent of your gross receipts for the year, whichever is less. This penalty aay 

also be charged if a return is not complete, so please be sure your return is 

complete before you file it. 

 

You are not required tp file federal income tax returns unless you are 

subject to the tax on unrelated business income under section 511 of the Code. 
If you are subject to this tax, you must file an income tax return on Form 990-

T, Exempt Organization Business Income Tax Return. In this letter we are 

not determining whether any of your present or proposed activities are unre 

lated trade or business as    defined in section 513 of the  Code. 

 

You nead an employer identification number even if you have no  employees. 

If an employer identification number was not entered on your application, a 

number will be assigned to you and you will be advised of it. Please use that 

number on all returns you file and in all correspondence with the Internal 

Revenue Service. 

 

If we have indicated in the heading of this letter that an addendum 

applies, the enclosed addendum is an integral part of this  letter. 

 

Because this letter could help resolve any questions about your exempt 

status and foundation status, ybu should keep it in your permanent  records. 

 

 

 
Letter 947 (DO/CG) 
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r 
TEXAS COMPTROLLER OF PUBLIC  ACCOUNTS 

 

SUSAN COMBS  •COMPTROLLER•  AUSTm, TEXAS 78774 

February 22, 2011 

 

 
 

YOUTH EMPOWERMENT SERVICES, INC 

PO BOX 18854 

SAN ANTONIO, TX 78218-0854 

 
According to the records of the Comptroller of Public Accounts, the following exemption(s) from 

Texas taxes apply to the above organization(s): 

 

Franchise tax, as of O1-20-1995 

Sales and use tax, as ofOl-20-1995 

(provide Texas sales and use tax exemption certificate Form 01-339 (Back) to vendor) 

The entity is not exempt from hotel occupancy tax. 

 
Texas taxpayer identification number: 17427318708 

 

This exemption verification is not a substitute for the completed exemption certificates that are 

required when claiming exemption from Texas taxes. Vendors should be fanliliar with the 

requirements for accepting the certificates in good faith from their customers. 

 

This exemption verification does not mean that the organization holds a permit for collecting or 

remitting any Texas taxes. 

 

Exempt organizations must collect tax on most sales. For more information, please see our 

publication Exempt Organizations. Sales and Purchases (96-122). Online registration is available. 

 

For information concerning sales taxpayer permit status, please use the vendor search we provide 

online. 

 

Corporations that are registered in Texas with the Secretary of State must maintain a current 

registered agent and registered office address. Information is available from Business and Nonprofit 

Forms pa2.e of the Secretaiy of State's Website. Additionally, out-of-state corporations, limited 

liability companies, or limited partnerships transacting business in Texas may need to file a 

Certificate of Authority or Registration with the Texas Secretary of State. More information is 

available from the Foreign or Out-of-State Entities page on the Secretary of State's Website. 

 
Our publications and other helpful information are available on our website. If you need more 

information, wTite to us at exempt.or!!.s,w.cpa.statc.tx.us, or call us at (800)  252-5555. 
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TEA 
 
 
 

 
Texas Education Agency Commissioner Mike Morat h 

 

April 25, 2016 

 
Mr. Roger Martin, Board Chair 

GEORGE GERVIN YOUTH CENTER, INC. 

6903 Sunbelt Drive South 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

 
Re: 2016 Discretionary Charter Renewal Approval for GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY (CON 

015802) 

 
Dear Mr. Martin: 

 
I am pleased to inform you that the charter renewal petition for GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

has been conditionally approved for a term of ten years. Congratulations on this milestone, and 

I thank you for providing a quality education to the students of Texas! 

 
The review of discretionary renewal petitions submitted on the part of open-enrollment charter 

schools is provided for under Texas Education Code (TEC) §12.1141 and includes consideration 

of several  standards under Texas Administrative Code (TAC)  Chapter 100. Specifically,    TAC 

§100.1032(3)(C)(ii) states that the commissioner may non-renew a charter contract for failure on 
the part of the charter school to operate a campus at which at least 50 percent of students are in 
tested grades. The following GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY campus does not meet this minimum 
threshold: 

 
• George Gervin Academy (CDCN 015802001) 

 
In order to meet the conditional approval of your renewal petition, either demonstrate 

through 2016-17 PEIMS reporting that 50 percent of your students are in tested grades or 

submit a plan demonstrating how the charter will make good on this requirement in the 
following school year. In the interim a waiver of this provision, supported by  a board 

resolution, must be submitted to the agency waiving the requirement listed above no later 

than Friday, June 24, 2016. For questions regarding the waiver process please contact Nina 

Gonzalez at nina.gonzalez@tea.texas.gov or 512-936-9279. 

 
The operation of a charter school is a difficult endeavor and not one to be taken lightly. Please 

accept the conditional approval of your charter petition as an extension of the state's confidence 

in your ability to responsibly serve students and, perhaps more importantly, your conviction to 

sustain and foster such successful operations. Please remember that the renewal of the charter, 

while conditionally approved for a ten-year term, does not provide for exemptions from statutory 

nor administrative provisions as specified in Texas Education and Administrative Codes. We must 

all remain steadfast in our commitment to the students of Texas and continually strive to exceed 

the accountability expectations and standards that cultivate success in and outside of the 

classroom. 
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Charter  Renewal Contract 

 
April 2, 2014 

 
Dr. Daniel Juarez, Board Chair 

San Antonio Positive Solutions, Inc. 

3006 Single Peak 

San Antonio, Texas 78216 

 
Re: Charter Renewal Contract for Positive Solutions Charter School (CDN 015814) 

Dear Dr. Juarez: 

I am pleased to inform you that the charter renewal is approved for Positive Solutions  Charter 

School with a contract ending date of July 31, 2023. After renewal, the charter contract shall 

consist of the following: 

 

• the representations and assurances made by the charter holder in the original request 

for application under the standard application system. including all revisions made during 

the contingency process; 

• the original contract for charter. as signed by the charter holder and the State Board of 

Education; 

• any condition, amendment, modification, revision, or other change to the charter 

approved by the State Board of Education or the commissioner of education, including 

any prior renewal documents with revisions based on contingency responses; 

• the final renewal application received in spring 2013, on file with the Division of Charter 

School Administration, including any revisions required by the agency and any 

amendments to the charter made through the renewal application; and 

• all statements, assurances, commitments, and representations made by the charter 

holder in its application for charter renewal and its attachments or related documents. to 

the extent that these documents are consistent with those listed above. 

 
By accepting these renewal terms, the charter holder represents that it understands that the 

charter holder, including any and all governance, at whatever level whether appointed or 

elected, employees, agents, and volunteers, shall fully cooperate with every Texas Education 

Agency investigation and/or sanction deemed necessary by the commissioner based on the 

authority and responsibility granted to the commissioner in state or federal law. This means that 

Texas Education Agency staff may conduct confidential interviews of charter school personnel 

and contractors outside the presence of representatives of the charter school's administration 

and board and that failure to timely reply with reasonable requests for access to site, personnel, 

documents, or other materials and/or items is a material violation of the contract for charter. 
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Southwest Preparatory School District 

Southwest Winners Foundation 
1258 Austin Hwy. San Antonio, Texas 78209 (210) 829-8017 opt. 1 

Gary L. Short, Ph.D. 

Superintendent 
 

Northeast Campus 

1258 Austin Hwy 

San Antonio, TX 78209 

(210) 829-8017 opt. 2 

Fax (210) 829-8514 

 

July 7, 2016 

Southeast Campus 735 

S WW White Rd San 

Antonio, TX 78220 

(210) 333-1403 

Fax (210) 333-3024 

New Directions 

1258 Austin Hwy 

San Antonio, TX 78209 

(210) 828-2161 

Fax (210) 826-9962 

Northwest Campus 

6535 Culebra Rd 

San Antonio, TX 78238 

(210) 432-2634 

Fax (210) 432-5482 

Northwest Elementary 

Campus 

4151 Culebra Rd 

San Antonio, TX 78238 

(210) 967-3206 

Fax (210) 637-9264 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 
 

Southwest Preparatory School District (015-807) is an accredited public school with the State of 
Texas. Below, please find a screenshot from the AskTED system on the Texas Education Agency 
site. Our first school opened in 1998 with subsequent campuses opening in later years. At the 
present, we have the following campuses:  Northeast Campus (015-805-001), Southeast Campus 
(015-807-002), New Directions Campus (015-807-003), Northwest Campus (015-807-004), 
Northwest Elementary Campus (015-807-101), and our campus in Seguin that will open in August, 
2016 (015-807-102).  In addition to TEA accreditation, our schools are also accredited by 
AdvancED/Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. 
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Please let me know if you need any additional information. 

Sincerely, 

 
Gary L. Short, Ph.D. 
Superintendent 
Southwest Preparatory School District 
Executive Director 
Southwest Winners Foundation 
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Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. (YES), the Non-Profit, Fiscal Agent and the 
Four (4) Chatter, Local Education Agencies (LEA's) as a patt of the Texas Education Equity System (TEES) 

MEMORANDUM  OF UNDERSTANDING {MOU) 
 

 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. (hereqfrer rejemd to as YES and or the "11011 profit agency") and the four (4) Charter 

LEA's (hereafter refemd to as TEES ([exas Education Equity System) named below agree to participate in the Teacher 

Incentive   Fund  5  (TIF  5)  grant  program  with  a  focus  on   the  continuous  implementation  of  the  Educator 

Effectiveness Process  (EEP)  that  includes  the  Performance  Based  Compensation  System  (PBCS)  and  Evaluations  

System along with  the  newly  designed  comprehensive,  strategic  Human  Capital  Management  System  (HCMS).  YES, 

Inc.,  non-profit  partner,  and  the 1EES Charter  LEA's  named  below  accept  the  following  requirements  and 

responsibilities: 

A. George Gervin Academy, LEA 

a. Campus #1: George Gervin Academy, San Antonio, Texas 

b. Campus #2:  George Gervin Technology Center, San Antonio, Texas 

c. Campus #3: George Gervin Prep Academy, Phoenix, Arizona 

B. Por Vida Academy, LEA 

a. Campus #4: Por Vida Academy Charter High School, San Antonio, Texas 

b. Campus #5: Cesar E. Chavez Academy, Corpus Christi, Texas 

c. Campus #6: Corpus Christi College Prep High School, Corpus Christi, Texas 

C. San Antonio Positive Solutions Charter, LEA 

a. Campus #7: San Antonio Positive Solutions Charter High School, San Antonio, Texas 

D. Southwest Preparatory Academy, LEA 

a. Campus #8:  Southwest Prep-Northeast, San Antonio, Texas 

b. Campus #9:  Southwest Prep-New Directions, San Antonio, Texas 

c. Campus #10: Southwest Prep-Northwest, San Antonio, Texas 

d. Campus #11: Southwest Prep-Northwest Elementary, San Antonio, Texas 

e. Campus #12: Southwest Prep-Seguin, Seguin, Texas 

f. Campus #13: Southwest Prep-Southeast, San Antonio, Texas 

The vision created and established on Tuesday, May 31, 2016 by the TEES Charter LEA's listed above is built upon 

the continued success and implementation of the current TIF and states that: The ... Texas Edruation Equity 

System (TEES) ensures that all students have equitable access to effective educators. The purpose for this 

MOU is to establish the framework through which, when the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE approves this 

application, the LEA's will collaborate to support, develop, and implement sustainable performance-based 

compensation systems for teachers, principals, and other personnel in high-need schools, the evaluation sysstems 

with support for all professionals  participating in the PBCS and the HCMS in order to increase educator 

effectiveness and student achievement in the TEES LEA's. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION TO THE SCOPE OF WORK 

Each LEA named in this MOU applicant agrees, with their signature, to participate in the proposed TIF project set 

forth in the group application for the FY 2016 TIF competition and conduct activities and carry out responsibilities 

identified in that application and the terms of the MOU as defined within this  document. 

 

II. WHEN FUNDED, YOUTH EMPOWERMENT SERVICES, INC. WILL BE GRANTEE OF THE U.S. 

DEPARTMENT  OF EDUCATION 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. accepts and understands that if the application is funded, the applicant will be a grantee 

and assume the legal responsibilities of a grantee for all grant activities, funds and the fidelity of the implementation of the 

grant activities in all LEA's and all campuses. 

 

III. LEAD APPLICANT AND FISCAL AGENT 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. (YES) will serve as the lead applicant.  As the lead applicant, YES will apply for  the 
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grant working and in collaboration with the four (4) LEA's targeted to receive services, and will serve as the fiscal agent in the 

event that a grant is awarded. As fiscal agent, YES understands that it is responsible for the receipt and distribution of all 

grant funds; and for assuring that the project is carried out in accordance with Federal requirements. 

 

IV. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS REPRESENTED IN THE MOU 

1. CEM - Charter Equity Model is the name of the HCMS that will be established through the implementation of 

the proposed 2016 TIF project The system per the program design will be approved and ready to implement per 

thegrant requirements in the third year of the grant during the 2018-2019 school years. 

2. EEP -  Education Effectiveness  Process is a USDOE program developed  to improve student achievement   by 

improving educator effectiveness and currently being implementing in all four (LEA's). 

3. FERPA - Family Education Rights and Privacy Act is the federal law that outlines parent and student rights 

4. Fiscal Agent-is the entity that will be responsible for tl1e dispersion and accountability of all funds as well as the 

implementation activities for all funded grant activities. 

5. Grantee -  is the entity awarded grant. 

6. HCMS - Human Capital Management System is the strategic ways and means to ensure that all 

professionals  are compensated  differentially based upon effectiveness  using the nine (9) major tasks  to 

ensure a comprehensive system exists. "A System by which decisions are made and implemented including 

decisions on recruitment, hiring, placement, retention, dismissal, compensation, professional  development 

tenure, and  promotion."  (RFP  page 10) 

7. LEA-Local Education Agency includes charter smools chartered by their State as independent school 

districts. 

8. Lead Applicant is the entity tl1atwill complete, submit and implement the grant  application 

9. MOU -Memorandum of Understanding established so that each participating entity is aware of the 

requirements, responsibilities and tasks mandated by the USDE in implementing the TIF Project. 

10. PBCS - Performance Based Compensation System - means a system of compensating teacher, principals and 

other school leaders that differentiates levels of compensations based in part on measurable increases in student 

achievement. 

11. TEES -Texas Education Equity System is the name that the four district Superintendents agreed when they 

formed the collaborative group to continue working togetl1er with the EEP project and to submit the TIF V 

initiative to establish the HCMS with Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. as the lead and fiscal agent 

12. TIF-Teacher Incentive Fund is a program that supports projects that develop and implement 

perfonnance-based compensation systems for teachers, principals, and other personnel in order to increase 

educator effectiveness and student achievement in high-need schools. 

13. USDOE- United States Department of Education is tl1e United States federal department tl1at administers all 

federal  progt:ll111ming. 

14. YES - Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. is the non-profit lad applicant and fiscal agent 
 

V. YOUTH EMPOWERMENT SERVICES (YES)' RESPONSIBILITIES - YES' major objective has been to 

support tl1e LEA's in their implementation activities so tl1at a high-level of fidelity is achieved for 100% of the TIF projects 

requirements, deadlines and timelines. \'ES is committed  to tl1e instructional  vision that exists to ensure that all students 

have equitable access to effective educators. To that end tl1e list of responsibilities and tasks can and will be expanded to 

whatever is necessary to ensure tl1at the LEA's needs are met and that tl1e TIF   requirements are   implemented 

1. Provide direction and oversight of the TIF project to include all tasks listed below and additional responsibilities as 

required  by the grant and  the USDE. 

2. Provide all TIF resources as budgeted to all LEA's being served per the grant. 

3. Provide guidance, training, follow-up activities and overall support so tl1at each LEA is able to implement with 
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fidelity all requirements. 

4. Plan, prepare and host the monthly required Professional Development Academies for all teacher leaders, host the 

annual Summer Institute for all teacher leaders, host the Monthly Oversight1EES meetings for all of the 

Superintendents. 

5. Ensure continuous implementation of the EEP project's evaluation system with the additional services and activities. 

6. Ensure continuous implementation of the EEP project's PBCS with the revisions for the first two years and provide 

a smooth transition into the 3"' year implementation of the HCMS per the timeline in the grant 

7. Implement the first of it's kind charter HCMS,vith the creation of the Charter Equity System. 

8. Oversee the provision of all resources per EDGAR. 

9. Assist in developing a sustainability plan for the TIF project beyond the life of the grant period to include the 

formalizing of the Texas Education Equity System1EES. 

10. Ensure all LEA's utilize the Professional Development provided is based upon educator data from walk throughs 

and follow up conversations and educator observation system reports alongwith formative and summative student 

achievement data. 

11. Program monitoring for all LEAs throughout the grant period; 

12. Monitor necessary contracts and REP processes for procurement to ensure compliance with EDGAR;  all 

13. Assign specific YES staff to serve as liaisons, trainers, and support to participating LEA's and their campuses; 

14. Promote, present and/or participate in all specific activities listed in the grant; 

15. Complete and submit reports, evaluations and surveys as requested by the U.S. Department of Education 

(USDOE). 

16. YES, Inc. will provide technical assistance for campus compliance with Data Requirements. 

 
VI. PARTICIPATING LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY (LEA) RESPONSIBILITIES 

Each participating LEA  agrees to: 

1. Implement the Performance Based Compensation System (PBCS), evaluation and support systems, the Human 

Capital Management System (HCMS) and other project components described in the approved TIF FY2016 

application; 

2. Attend all mandatory  Educator Effectiveness  Process  (EEP)  training throughout  the duration  of  the grant; 

a) The school leadership staff (Superintendents, Principal, and Teacher Leaders) agrees to attend and 

actively participate in the required summer training sessions and monthly training sessions with full 

attendance of required superintendents, principals and teachers per school. 

It is mandatory that all Teacher Leaders attend Monthly Professional Development Academies scheduled, 

and any other planned Professional Development trainings hosted by YES staff throughout the grant years in 

order to have fidelity to the TEES program. 

b) The School leadership staff (Superintendent, Principal, and Teacher Leaders) and School teachers 

identified by the School leadership team agrees to actively attend and participate in the School selected 

professional development/ training sessions for the required number of days, and hours based upon the 

School need for training and for follow-up training activities. 

c) Professionals, Principals, Teacher Leaders and teachers will attend and participate in all mandatory Unit 

meetings and Leadership Team meetings. 

3. The LEA agrees to follow all deadlines related to Performance Based Compensation System (PBCS) 

requirements and Human Capital Management System (HCMS) requirements including evaluation schedules, 

and timely use of all EEP systems and processes; 

a) Complete evaluations, data requests, and surveys as requested by YES or the Project Director. 

b) 111e LEA will ensure that'{ES, Inc. has all contact information for all professionals, principals and 

teachers. 
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c) The LEA agree to provide accurate data in the electronic format of student achievement/ demographics 

data when requested by the established deadline dates with appropriate releases. 

d) Submit required data to the TEES Project value-added vendor for value-added calculations. 

4. Inform all school staff about the TIF program and requirements in order to be in compliance with the 

program requirements; 

5. Report any misdeed, deficiency, or inability to fulfill any school/district responsibilities; 

6. Abide by the parameters determined by the TIF project regarding the allocation and distribution of effective 

performance incentives; and 

7. Provide input to work together to create a sustainability plan for the project beyond the life of the grant period. 

8. Meet all requirements of this MOU and the TIF project it references. 

VII. JOINT  RESPONSIBILITIES FOR COMMUNICATION  AND DEVELOPMENT  OF TIMELINES 

Each member of the group agrees to the following joint communication and timeline responsibilities- 

1. Each member of the group will appoint a key contact person to communicate with the campuses' leaders so that all 

information is shared expeditiously with all stakeholders  to allow for the maximum amount of input on all TIF   matters. 

2. These key contacts will maintain frequent communication to facilitate cooperation under this MOU for the 

implementation of all timelines and meeting of all deadlines. 

3. These key contacts will work together with the fiscal agent to ensure that timelines for the project along with updates 

and status  reports are shared with stakeholders. all 
Each member LEA has agreed to commit the Superintendent as the representative to serve the Texas Education Equity 

System (IEES) group in order to... 

1. Meeting monthly working together with YES to oversee the implementation of this project; 

2. Meeting monthly on an collaborative agenda to plan for the sustainability of the TIF project; 

3. Meeting monthly to finalize and formalize the by-laws that will help the Texas Education Equity System group of 

Superintendents position themselves for sustaining the project and meeting all of the projects goals and objectives. 

 
VIII. WORKING RELATIONSHIP AMONG GROUP MEMBERS 

Each member agrees to fully participate in all aspects of this project, notwithstanding the need for edits, changes and 

adjustments as we continue using data to implement EEP  based upon the needs of each LEA and as we continue creating 

the Charter Equity System HCMS. The intent is for the LEA's to continue the same working relationships that have been 

unbroken for six (6) years. However, in the event a member of the group is unable to fully participate is required by this 

MOU and the grant, the member LEA will be allowed to be removed from the program as per the termination clauses 

below. Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. and the LEA's have agreed that at any point in the implementation processes we

will communication in a highly transparent matter all concerns so thatwe can seek resolution to reach the goal of 100% of 

the LEA's continuation participation in this TIF project. 

 

 

IX. ASSURANCES 

Each member of the group hereby assures and represents that it: 

1) Has read and is familiar with the group's TIF application including all provisions of implementing the project design, 

professional development, management plan and budget, and is committed to working collaboratively to meet the 

responsibilities specified in this MOU in order to ensure the TIF project's success; 

2) Agrees to be bound to every statement and assurance made by the lead applicant in the application; 

3) Has all requisite power and authority to execute this MOU; 

4) Will comply ,vith all the terms of the grant and all applicable federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the 

Program, and  the applicable  provisions  of  EDGAR. 
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X. MODIFICATIONS 

1. Consistent with the group's responsibility to implement theapproved TIP application, this MOU may be amended 

only by written agreement signed by each of the group members. Modifications of this MOU do not relieve 

members of the group from implementing the content of the approved TIP application; therefore any modification 

that would require a change in the approved application must be approved by the US Department of Education. 

2. Moreover, in no case will a modification of this MOU relieve any member of the group of its responsibility to ensure 

that the MOU relieve any member of thegroup of its responsibility to ensure that the MOU details the activities that 

each member of the group is to perform, or release any member of the group from every statement and assurance 

made by the group applicant in the application. See section 735.128(b) of EDGAR (34 C.F.R. 735.128(b) 

 

XI. TERM OF MOU 

Ths MOU shall take effect upon the lead applicant's receipt of a notice of grant award ofTIFV funds from the USDOE 

and shall tenninate at the end of the grant period. Funding for September 1, 2016 -August 31, 2021 is contingent upon 

available funding by the USDOE. 

 

XII. ALLOWABLE COSTS AND PAYMENTS 

1. For the purpose of detennining the amount payable to the LEA under this MOU, allowable costs shall be 

detennined in accordance with the requirements of the Perf01mance Based Compensation System (PBCS) and 

Human Capital Management System (HCMS), and costs of professional development as stated in the approved TIF 

Vgrant application. Each LEA that is not the lead applicant agrees to use the funds itwill receive from the lead 

applicant under the MOU agreement in accordance with all Federal requirements that apply to the grant 

2. The participating LEA agrees to pay base salary to Teacher Leaders and not to supplant the base salary if 

and/or when  incentives and/or stipends are paid. 

3. The participating LEA shall bill and submit expenditure reports to YES for reimbursement of expenses. The 

district should certify that all payments requested are for appropriate purposes in accordance with the 

agreements set forth in the application and award documents. Supporting required documentation for all 

expenditures must be submitted. 

4. Funding for the first year of the grant project will be awarded. Funding for the second through fifth years is 

subject to the availability of funds and the approval of continuation awards (see 34 CPR 75.253). All parties 

acknowledge that YES does not serve as a guarantor of the TIP grant funding, therefore; YES shall not be 

liable for any costs to the school/district associated with the eliminations of grant funding this MOU. The 

loss of grant funding shall also constitute cause for immediate termination of this agreement. 

 

XIII. DATA REQUIREMENTS/ SECURITY AND FERPA COMPLIANCE 

1. Data Sharing-As part of TEES, YES' partners will collect and analyze student achievement data. In order  

to participate in this grant program, the LEA agrees to share requested data including state student 

assessment data as needed, and student demographic data with YES, Innovative Architects, SAS EVAAS and 

Battelle for Kids. Where practicable and warranted, YES and YES' partners will attempt to ameliorate the 

administrative burden on the School by creating an efficient process for data collection that maximizes 

existing School processes and data availability. The School will provide such data in an electronic format. 

By signing this MOU, the LEA hereby explicitly certifies that: 

a) TI1e LEA will submit state test, other student data, class roster data, and demographic data electronically 

in the acceptable format for the respective School years for every student who has attended the School and 

taken the state tests (See Data Requirements above); AND 

b) TI1e LEA will mal,e sure there is not a significant discrepancy between the number of test scores 

submitted  to YES/TEES and the number of students who were actually tested at the School in that  year. 



Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. (YES), the Non-Profit, Fiscal Agent and the 
 

Four (4) Charter, Local Education Agencies (LEA's) as a patt of the Texas Education Equity System (IEES) 

MEMORANDUM Of UNDERSTANDING  (MOU) 
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2. Data will be submitted in accordance with the guideline provided by YES. In order to protect the privacy and 

confidentiality of student records, as set forth in the Federal Educational Rights and Privacy Act, the Campus 

agrees to submit any such data by (i.e.) reliable overnight service (with proof of receipt) or (ii) encrypted and 

password-protected electronic mail. Once data is collected, it is submitted to for "value-added" statistical 

analysis to identify each campus school wide scores and teacher value-added scores.   Data will also be used 

to assist YES and LEAs in creating relevant professional development. 

 

XIV. MISCELLANEOUS   PROVISIONS 
This contract constitutes the entire agreement between the parties hereto with respect to the subject matter hereof 

and supersedes all prior oral, written discussions, and understandings (including any prior contract). Any 

modification or amendment to this contract or waiver by either party of any rights or remedies available to it shall 

not be effective unless, and only to the extent that, such modification, amendment or waiver is set forth in writing, 

fully executed by the relevant parties, and delivered to the other party. All provisions in this contract are severable 

and each valid and enforceable provision shall remain in effect and shall be binding upon the undersigned, 

notwithstanding that other provisions may be held by legislative or judicial process to be invalid or unenforceable. 

This contract may not be assigned by either party without the prior written consent of the other party, and shall be 

governed by the laws of the State of Texas without giving effect to any choice of law or conflict of law, rules or 

provisions that would cause the application of the laws of any jurisdiction other than the State of Texas. The parties 

agree that any action brought to resolve any controversy or to enforce any rights arising under or relating to this 

contract shall be subject to the exclusive jurisdiction of, and may only be brought or maintained in, the state or 

federal courts sitting in San Antonio, Texas.  Each part hereby submits to the jurisdiction of such state and federal  

course, and any right any party might have to a trial by jury in any action to resolve any controversy or to enforce any 

rights arising under or relating to this contract hereby irrevocably are waived. This contract may be executed in any 

number of copies, each of which will be deemed an original and all of which will constitute one and the same 

instrument. 

XV. TERMINATION 
Written termination by any member LEA shall be effective at the end of the campus year during which the notice of 

termination is issued or the effective date in the termination letter. The campus must be actively implementing the 

TIF project for the entire school year in order to qualify for payouts, extra duty pay or HCMS pay. It is the 

commitment of YES, Inc. that YES, Inc. will not  move to terminate this contract with any LEA as long as the LEA 

is conducting the implementation of this TIF  project as per this MOU. 

XVI. CONSENT 
By signing this contract, YES and the LEA'a agree to all the requirements described above. YES and the LEA 

acknowledge and agree that any employees of the LEA are not at any time employees of YES, Inc., and that the 

LEA will retain control at all times over its employees. 
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To Whom  It May Concern, 
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During high school, young adults are always  pressured  to  make  a  career choice that  is expected 

to be your life long career; however, this is not necessarily the path I took. After graduation, I joined the 

military for 4 years. I then returned home, worked various jobs, and put  myself through  college. After 

college I worked for the YMCA as a Program Director, but never felt fulfilled. After a lot of thought, I 

decided  to  pursue a teaching career  in  Math  and found  a  position  at  Southwest  Preparatory School. 

Since it was my first teaching job, I did not realize some of the  challenges charter schools face with 

funding. These challenges come in to place when trying to compete with  the  ISDs for salaries, supplies,  

and  also  professional  development. 

My first few years teaching were challenging for a number of reasons, but then my district 

received a grant (TIF 3), which allowed us to fill in some of the gaps in places we were lacking. This grant 

provided a way for the district to provide opportunities for more income through performance based 

payouts and extra duty pay which was also provided a career path for advancement. I believe these 

opportunities have helped our campus maintain a stable staff which has allowed our campus to make 

advancements without dealing with high turnover. The payouts provide the district with a way to 

complete with salaries from the ISDs while at the same time recognizing effective teachers. The Expert 

and Career teacher leader positions  provide a path for advancement for teachers, which allowed them   

to continue their effectiveness through the mentoring of teachers, a way to increase their income, while  

at the same time keeping them in the  classroom where they continue to influencing kids. 

Another huge impact this grant has made is the opportunities for professional development. 

One of the requirements is to have campus embedded professional development, so weekly meetings 

focused on targeted strategies has been a routine on my campus because of TIF 3. I truly believe these 

meetings have made a significant impact on instruction on my campus. It has also allowed teachers to 

attend  professional  development off campus that they otherwise would  not have been  able to attend. 

As you see as evidenced in my letter, TIF 3 has made a significant impact on my campus, 

opportunities for teachers, and ultimately the education of our students. I truly believe the gains our 

campus has made would not be as significant without TIF 3. 

 

 

 

 
Sincerely, 

Ezekiel Eaglin 



June 30, 2016 
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To Whom  It May Concern: 

 
I am a teacher at George Gervin Academy and  have been  in the  TIF 3  program for several years.  I feel   

that this program has helped me  become  a  better teacher.  It has helped  me  understand  the  language  of 

how I am teaching and what I am teaching. The program is designed to help any teacher understand the 

importance  of  how  and  why they  must  be  able  to  get their students to  empower themselves  in their  

own  education.  This is done  by using the  rubric that is designed  by using the  twelve   indicators. 

 
I can truly say that since I have been in this program, I have learned how to believe in myself on how my 

direct teaching has made an impact on my students. It has helped me with showing my students what 

they are learning and why they are learning what they need to be successful in their grade. It has also 

helped me to understand that the correct language in each subject has an impact on how the students 

understand what is being asked in different types of questions. 

 
This is a program that has and will continue to have an impact on teachers because it allows teachers to 

grow and improve themselves without feeling like someone is out to get them. The training on the EEP 

rubric through the weekly unit meetings, walkthroughs/ follow ups and the and the multi-observations 

with post conferences has made the  entire process transparent and allows teachers to trust in the 

process. It allowed me to improve myself in my classroom instructions, classroom management, using 

hands on instructions, allowing me to empower my students by peer teaching (grouping), and most of  

all taking my teaching subject outside of my classroom into the real world to help my students 

understand the subject from their culture  (rigor). 

 
Therefore, I hope that the TIF 5 grant will be able to continue so that teachers are able to improve and 

strengthen their ability to  provide the  education that ourstudents need  in order to  be successful. 

 
Ella Floyd 
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June 29, 2016 

 

 

 

 
To Whom  It May Concern: 

 

 

My name is Keith Thomas and I serve in the role of a teacher leader at the George Gervin Academy in 

San Antonio, Texas. The indicators used within the TIF 3 grant really allows for all teachers to be on the 

same page as to how they will be evaluated. The indicators provided to in the  process are very simple 

and easy to explain, especially for incoming staff. Our new staff was able to integrate with our  older 

more seasoned staff much easier because we continue to go through the process each year. We are also 

able to bring departments together to learn more from each other because we are all on the same page. 

Being on the same page allows for all campuses to work together and become a much stronger united 

staff. 

The TIF 3 process breaks down all of the steps for at teacher to become successful. It keeps everyone on 

their toes each day and ready to make kids successful. It is a process that should be used at every school 

district. It develops teachers for success and it works. I would recommend this process to anyone. 

 

 

 

 
Keith L. Thomas 

George Gervin Academy 

Administrator 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

 
This letter is in reference to the impact ofTIF on the teachers of Southwest Preparatory School 

District. Having worked in the district for five years, I can state without hesitation that this 

program has enhanced instruction in our district and provided additional resources for teachers 

and administrators alike. 

 
First and foremost, the impact ofTIF can be seen with the teachers working in the  district. 

Many of the teachers who come to work in Southwest Preparatory School District have not had 

the benefit of student teaching; they have become certified through alternative certification 

programs. As such, they have not had the benefit of learning how to teach through student 

teaching. Through TIF, these teachers are provided with structure and guidelines that help  

them to learn to be effective educators. They are made aware of the  clear criteria associated 

with evaluations, and they can grow as educators as they perfect their craft. Having taught 

some adults who went through alternative certification  programs, I know for a fact that many 

of my students were concerned about structure and how to learn to  become educators when 

they were in the alternative certification program. Through TIF, our teachers have the structure 

that they  need. 

 
For more experienced  teachers, TIF provides opportunities for us to  mentor newer teachers 

and assist them as they learn how to teach. It also gives us the structure we need to continue to 

improve as teachers ourselves. 

 
Finally, the payouts associated with this program have allowed many of  us to  invest in our 

students. With the money I earned though TIF, I invested in a class set of Chromebooks for my 

students.  I could  not  have  done so without Tl F's assistance. 

 
In short, the TIF program has made our staff more knowledgeable and more capable of 

handling the rigors of teaching in the 21st century. I hope that we can continue our relationship 

with this organization. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Moran 

Southwest Preparatory School District 
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Educator Effectiveness Process Commitment: 
Educator Comments 

1. “I use to walk in my school and see a dark hole, now I can 
see the light at the end of the tunnel.” -Career Teacher, made 
during a December 2011 USDE site visit to the monitoring 
team. 

2. “I would do this (EEP) process even if I didn’t get paid for 
it!” -Campus Principal, June 2012. 

3. “This process is changing the culture of our school!” - 
Campus Career Teacher, June 2012. 

4. “The process (EEP) is an informative and effective 
process. It informs us on what is expected to improve our 
students’ performance. I felt like a student in a professional 
development or continuation education program. It taught 
me how to be an active and effective educator.” -Career 
Teacher 2012. 

5. “It has been a year full of learning! EEP is moving us in 
the right direction!” -Campus Leadership Team Member, May 
2012 

6. “I used my EEP-at-a-Glance all the time when I was 
planning my lessons.” -June 2012. 

7. “This rubric is so rich and deep, I needed several 
reviewers to arrive at accurate scores,” stated the 
Certification Evaluator from the local educational service 
center -April 2012. 
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8. “EEP has made such a difference on our campus… it 
made us successful, of course we want to sustain it!” - 
Superintendent, November 2014. 

 
9. “EEP has made me more aware of how I used to teach 
and how I teach now. EEP has allowed me to come out of 
my classroom and share my ideas as well as getting new 
ideas from other teachers. I have been in EEP now going on 
four years and every year I can find something new to 
improve on. EEP has designed a way for teachers to know 
and understand what they need to do and how to do it. It 
allows teachers to improve on things that will help not 
only the teacher but the students as well. I feel like I have 
become a better teacher since I have been in EEP. I believe 
that my lesson plans, classroom management, and the way 
I look at teaching have changed for the better. I feel very 
good with what I am doing and I believe it has made a 
difference with my students. This Educator Effectiveness 
Process is a way to make teachers more effective and 
should be continued. Every student deserves a teacher 
that was trained through the Educator Effectiveness 
Process” -Career Teachers, December 2014. 

 
10. “The Educator Effectiveness Process has motivated me 
to go back to school to become a teacher, an effective 
teacher” -2015 EEP School Non-Educator. 

 
11. “EEP has been a tool for me that has allowed me to 
evaluate myself and the progress that I’m making in my 
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teaching career. I’m more aware and in tune with what is 
expected of me and what I should be doing within my 
classroom. I’ve gained valuable knowledge by attending the 
various meetings and gleaning from other teachers within 
my grade level and beyond. I’ve received great feedback 
from peers and my administration that has helped me to 
reach the goals that I have set for myself. The one thing I 
know for sure … is that I still have a lot to learn, and I will 
keep growing and learning.” -2015 Quote from EEP Career 
Teacher. 

 
12. “Working at a charter school does not come as a 
surprise that our income falls below the average pay of a 
traditional public school district, for a teacher that invests 
in EEP, it provides a benefit for retaining teachers. With EEP 
we get so much more than just additional funds, we get 
learning that could change the face of education!” -2015 EEP 
Career Teacher. 

 
13. “This EEP process has made the school more effective as 

a whole! This is a process that we plan to sustain!” -EEP 
Leadership, 2015. 

 
14. “Through the EEP program, summer institutes and the 
evaluation rubric, I feel that my students are working and 
learning at a much deeper and meaningful level. The weekly 
unit meetings allow for personal and professional growth. 
Together these components have given our students a sense 
of pride, confidence in their ability and a safe learning 
environment built on success.” –2015 Expert Teacher Leader. 
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15. “The EEP process is a way to keep track of myself and 
my teachers “Am I doing this right? -The EEP process has 
made me more confident. I know that if we follow the 
process our students will achieve their goals. The scores 
let me know that I am on the right track, and therefore, I 
know the students are learning” -2015 EEP school Principal. 

 
16. “I am such a better teacher! I have learned what 
effective teaching look like and now that I know what better 
teaching look like. I will always teach better teaching!” - 
Career Teacher Leader 2015. 

 
17. “After every observation I am given a refinement and 
reinforcement. These are very helpful because I know what 
is working so I can continue to do those things in my 
classroom and I also know what I need to make better” –EEP 
Career Teacher, 2015. 

 
18. “The EEP process is a way to keep track of myself and 
my teachers “Am I doing this right? -The EEP process has 
made me more confident. I know that if we follow the 
process our students will achieve their goals. The scores let 
me know that I am on the right track, and therefore, I know 
the students are learning” -EEP School Principal, 2015. 

 
19. “I have been involved with this grant for three years 
now, and I can honestly say that it has been nice to be 
rewarded for my hard work. Teachers already work hard, 
but the EEP incentives help us to focus that much more. 
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Having worked at schools where no such incentives were 
available, I know how much this form of recognition means” 
–2015 EEP Career Teacher. 

 
20. “The way we become effective and the way that we 
sustain this must be embedded in the seams of our school, It 
is now the EEP way.” -2015 EEP School Superintendent. 

 
21. “The EEP process has held everyone accountable to be 
effective.” –Principal, 2015. 

 
22. “After every observation I am given a refinement and 
reinforcement. These are very helpful because I know 
what is working so I can continue to do those things in my 
classroom and I also know what I need to make better. My 
classroom runs smoothly thanks to the EEP process. I have 
no downtime because I know how to manage my 
classroom time. Transitions and activities have time 
limits. Materials are prepared before student enters the 
room. The environment is friendly and encourages 
student engagement and student learning. This is all 
because of the training from EEP rubric and observations.” 
-Career Teacher Leader, December 2015. 

 
23. "The weekly meetings help guide us as a campus to stay 
focused as a team." -2015 Career Teacher Leader. 

 
24. "EEP shapes us -we are like a puzzle being put together 
to be an effective teacher." –Career Teacher Leader 2015. 
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25. “EEP has allowed me to acquire the tools necessary to 
better help my students meet their diverse needs, learning 
styles and academic needs. It has helped me better 
understand how to implement rigor which helps students 
better understand various concepts. EEP has showed me 
how to have students work in collaborative groups and 
evaluate their own learning. EEP has shown me that there is 
more required to be an effective teacher than what I had 
originally thought. In the long run I feel it has been a 
positive experience that will help me be an effective teacher 
and my students become more effective students.” –2015 
EEP Career Teacher. 

 
26. “The EEP process has enabled me to become a more 
effective teacher by providing me with professional 
development.” –EEP Career Teacher, 2015. 

 
26. “Because of the training, I am more intentional in lesson 
planning and reflective on how productive my students are. 
I am very cognizant of what is necessary to ensure my 
students are rigorously engaged in learning as a result of 
participation in the EEP process. I am a better teacher for it 
and I welcome the opportunity to continue in the (EEP) 
process.” -2015 EEP Career Teacher. 

 
28. “I feel the EEP program has facilitated my growth as a 
teacher. I like the format of study/review of one element, 
which is followed up by a walk-through to ensure teacher’s 
ability to implement said element. This is one of the reasons 
I think that the EEP program would make a great 
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mentorship program for all teachers. If the program had to 
be limited or even if the financial component had to be 
dropped, I think all new teachers should be required to 
participate anyway.” -2015 EEP Career Teacher. 

 
29. “Student learning has improved due to EEP, but we are 
extremely excited about the support that we are getting 
from the TA.” –Superintendent, 2015. 

 
30. “The EEP process has enabled me to become a more 
effective teacher by providing me with professional 
development. Because of the training, I am more 
intentional in lesson planning and reflective on how 
productive my students are. I am very cognizant of what is 
necessary to ensure my students are rigorously engaged in 
learning as a result of participation in the EEP process. I 
am a better teacher for it and I welcome the opportunity to 
continue in the process” -Career Teacher, December 2015. 

 
31. “We know effective teachers often leave education 
because of money and growth opportunities. This grant 
has provided a path for teachers to become leaders 
through the Career Teacher Leader and Expert Teacher 
Leader positions. These positions allow effective teachers 
to help grow and mentor other teachers. The CTL and ETL 
opportunities help keep effective teachers in charter 
schools, and in turn these teachers are effecting student 
achievement” -Career Teacher Leader, December 2015. 
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32. “As an administrator, EEP gave me a better way of 
communicating to the new teachers through the rubric. 
When I first came into EEP it was in its first year. I looked 
at the rubric and saw it as a great way to develop 
uniformity at the school. What I saw in the rubric was 
things teachers should do automatically due to the type of 
teacher prep program I went through but then I realized 
that not all teachers go through the same type of prep. 
Some teachers go through alternative certification 
programs that may not cover these types of expectations. I 
believe EEP develops teachers more quickly and 
effectively than any mentoring system that a school may 
have. It creates an environment of improvement and all 
teachers strive to be their best.” –EEP Principal, 2015 

 
33. “I love to be able to hear and learn from others that have 
the same mission, focus and variables… we all learn from 
each other.” -2015 EEP Leadership Team Member 

 
34. “It’s easy here at the ISD. I have far less responsibilities 
than I did at my Charter School.” –Former Charter School 
Career Teacher and Former EEP Charter School Teacher, 2015. 

 
35. “It has been an extraordinary five-year adventure to 
watch each campus become transformed!” -EEP Staff 
February 2016 

 
36. “I'm sitting in a… training with some of the major 
schools in the area at Region 20 and the whole deal…. is 
just the EEP process slightly revamped, but completely 
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'borrowed', right down to the reinforcement and 
refinement goals. They are presenting it as the newest and 
greatest thing that TEA has developed, when we at EEP 
charter schools have been doing it for years now.” -EEP 
Expert Teacher Leader, 2016. 

 

37. “EEP has helped us to have an organized system to 
communicate expectations to teachers 
–especially new teachers i.e. the Teacher Observation 
Rubric,” -Career Teacher Leader, 2016. 

 
38. “I have been involved with this grant for three years 
now, and I can honestly say that it has been nice to be 
rewarded for my hard work. Teachers already work hard, 
but the EEP incentives help us to focus that much more. 
Having worked at schools where no such incentives were 
available, I know how much this form of recognition 
means” –EEP Career Teacher, 2016. 
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Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) by Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. 

 
 
 

LEADERSHIP PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACADEMY 
Saturday, May 21, 2016 - Hampton Inn & Suites, 34935 IH 10 West Boerne, Texas 78006 

9:30am -  4:30pm (Planned Lunch Time 12:30 -  2:15) 

 

AGENDA- Pleasefollow meeting norms! Thank you! 

Section A- Each leader will be able to create a pathway that leads to a great understanding, 

believe and appreciation for the ART OF GROWING as a leader able to impact themselves and 

those  around them. 
 

Part 1-TRUE  LIES 

Part 3 -  Using IGPs 

Part 2-  ReCap Mastering the ART of TEACHING for our kids sake 

Part 4 -  Thinking #1 and #2 Part 5 -  Joel's Message: Keep Growing 

 

Section B- Each leader will be able to use the ability to REFLECT to CONNECT information in 

order to  learn and grow towards  becoming a more effective educational  leader. 
 

Part 1-   Using the deliverables Part 2 - Growing from the ART of SHARING the article lessons 

Part 3 - Reflecting on past learnings to continuing growing 

 

Section C- Each Leader will be involved in Comparing, Connecting, Reviewing, Reflecting in 

order to create a more effective fidelity rubric capable of better identifictation of the wording 

needed to get the results desir ed. 

 
Part 1- Superintendent's Retreat and the Fidelity Rubric 

 

Section D- Each Leader will draft a plan based upon guidance in order to present the EEP 

Reflection Retreat? Hint: Thinking skills required . 

 
Part 1: Where and Why There is now an EEP Reflection Retreat? 

Part 2: Planning and preparing for a draft due Thursday, May  26
th

! 

 
Please complete the survey and tell us EXACTLY what you value and what you did not value about today's event! 

 

thank you  for your  full participation  and attendance  today! !i1ake it  worth  it      your time! 

 
Each EEP staff person is dedicated to ensuring that each campus level EEP leader receives all available resources and 

assistance towards becoming a more effective educator able to do the same for the teachers that they serve! 

 

 
Claudette Yarbrough - CEO Youth Empo werment Services, Inc. & Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) Project Director; 

Sharene Du<0n -  Educator EffectJveness Process (EEP) Co-Director; 

Tiffany Harper - Educator Effecttvess Process ( EEEP) Asst. Director & Executive Expert Teacher Leader; 

Mane Bowman -  Educator Effect1vess Process (EEP) Executive Expert Teacher Leader 
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Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP}  by Youth  Empowerment Services,  Inc. 

 
 

LEADERSHIP PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACADEMY 
Thursday, May 26, 2016- Luby's Restaurant, 4541 Fredericksburg Rd. San Antonio, Texas 78201 

8:30am -  4:00pm (Planned Lunch Time 11:30 -12:30 -on your own) 

 

AGENDA- Pleasefol/ow meeting norms! Thank you! 

Section A- Get in the Game! Each leader will be able to use 'Think Time' to review and share what was learned from 

our May 21
st 

Saturday Training and how it was or going to be used. 
 

Part 1 - What is your thought? Part 2 -  Light Bulb Moments Part 3 -  Survey Monkey Survey 

Part 4 - '5 Strategies' Article Summaries Part 5 - Dress to Impress & Progress 
 
 

"1l  

Jection B- 
w 

I towards becoming a more effective educational leader. 
ro   C 
ro   w 

rart 1-  Using the deliverables Part 2 - Reflecting on past learning to continue growing Part 3 - Battelie for Kids 

0

 Each leader will be able to use the ability to REFLECT to  CONNECT information in order to learn and grow 

'" 

ection C -  Each Leader will be involved in Comparing, Connecting, Reviewing, Reflecting in order to  create a more 

effective fidelity rubric capable of better identification of the wording needed to get the results desired. 

 
Part 1-  Superintendent's Letter Part 2 - The Fidelity Rubric 

 

Section D - Each District will draft a plan based upon guidance in order to present the EEP Reflection Retreat? Hint: 

Thinking skills  required. 

Part 1: Agenda focus and Big Ticket Items Part 2: Planning and preparing a draft agenda! 

 
Please complete the survey and tell us EXACTLY what you value and what you did not value about today's event! 

 

-...i Thank you for your full participation and attendance today! Make it worth it your  time! 
<,.) 

Each EEP staff person is dedicated to ensuring that each campus level EEP leader receives all available resources and assistance towards becoming a 

more effective educator able to do the same for the teachers that they serve! 
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EducatorEffectiveness Process (EEP) 
Higgs Carter King Gifted and Talented Charter Academy (1), Southwest Preparatory School (3), Por Vida School, 

District (2), Positive Solutions Charter School (1), George Gervin Youth Center (2), Radiance Academy (1) 

 
 

EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS PROCESS 

Superintendent Lunch Meeting:  TIF 5 Non-Negotiables 

Tuesday May 31, 2016  11:00am-12:45pm 
LUBY'S   911 North Main Avenue  San Antonio, TX 78201 

 

 

MAJOR AGENDA OUTCOME: 

1) EEP School Leader will be able to analyze the TIF 5 Non-Negotiables in order to make an informed 

decision for their educator community and their student community. 
 

  AGENDA  
 

 
A. Introduction -5 min 

 

REMINDER -  Please follow the norms! Thank you!  

-Tl F background information 

  

B. TIF 5 and our current TIF 3 -10 min 

 
-PBCS 

-Evaluations and Support (Professional Development) 

-HCMS 

 

 
 

C. TIF  5 Non-Negotiables -45 min 

 

1. Recruitment 

2. Hiring 
3. Placement 

4. Retention 
5. Dismissal 
6. Compensation 
7. Professional  development 

s. Tenure 

9. Promotion 
 

D. Non-Compete Agreement -30 min 

-Timeline 

-Reinforcements & Refinements 

-Teacher Quality Grant Program 

  
E. Q & A and Lunch -starting at 12:30 
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nn.      .      . 
EducatorEffectiveness Process (EEP) 

Jl'JJ!'Jlr
Higgs Carter King Gifted and Talented Charter Academy (1), Southwest Preparatoiy School (3), Por Vida School, 

District (2), Positive Solutions Charter School (1), George Gervin Youth Center (2), Radiance Academy (I) 

,,, ,",,'", "'"",'",''',"" ,,,,,,,  
 

EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS PROCESS 

Teacher Leader Summer Symposium 

TIF 5 
Tuesday June 22, 2016 8:45am-  4:00pm 

Embassy Suites at Buckhead 3285 Peachtree Rd NE  Atlanta, GA 30305 
 

 

 

DAY 1 
MAJOR AGENDA OUTCOMES: 

1. EEP Teacher Leaders will complete linkage so that principals can confirm and hit the button. 

2. EEP Teacher Leaders will be able to determine a good first draft for leadership team members and 

teachers Reflection Retreat. 
 

AGENDA 
 

 

 
A. Introduction 20 min. 

  
"Let's get Started" 

  

B. Linkage 120 min. 
 

REMINDER -  Please follow the norms! Thank you!  

 

 
 

C. Reflection Retreat 170 min. 

 
A. Set the Tone 

Report Out 

B. Thinking and Growing as a Way to Lead 

C. Fidelity Rubric 

D. Make the Agenda Your Own 
 
 

D. Q&A 10 min. 

 

 
Deliverables: Presenter View of Reflection Retreat Agenda due Wednesday June 22, 2016 
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EducatorEffectiveness Process (EEP) 
Higgs Carter King Gifted and Talented Charter Academy (1), Southwest Preparatory School (3), Par Vida School, 

District (2), Positive Solutions Charter School (1), George Gervin Youth Center (2), Radiance Academy (1) 

 
 
 
 

EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS PROCESS 

Teacher  Leader Summer Symposium 

TIF 5 
June 23, 2016 8:45am- 4:00pm 

Embassy Suites  at Buckhead 3285 Peachtree Rd NE  Atlanta,  GA 30305 
 

 

DAY2 
MAJOR AGENDA OUTCOME: 

1. EEP Teacher Leaders will be able to recommend suggestions for the creation for  the Charter Equity 

model. 

 

AGENDA 
 

REMINDER - Please follow the norms! Thank you! 
 

A. Closing the Loop: Present out Agendas for Reflection Retreats 30 min. 

 
B. Introduction 20 min. 

  
-TIF Background Information 

 
C. TIF 5 and Our Current TIF 3 40min. 

 
-What did you like most about Tl F 3?  

Discuss  

 
D. TIF 5 Non-Negotiables 20 min. 

  
-What is TIF 5? 

 
E. HCMS -the Nine (9) Initiatives 60 min. 

-Explore and share out about of the 9 components of the HCMS. 

1. Recruitment 
2. Hiring 
3. Placement 
4. Retention 
5. Dismissal 
6. Compensation 
7. Professional development- 

s. Tenure 
9. Promotion 

  

F. Q&A 10 min. 

 

 
 

 

 -DO-OVER! -If You Could Do TIF All Over Again, What Would You Do Differently? 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e207 79 



 

 

EducatorEffectiveuess Process (EEP) 
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 .. Higgs Carter King Gifted and Talented Charter Academy (I), Southwest Preparatoiy School (3), Por Vida School, 

District (2), Positive Solutions Charter School (1), George Gervin Youth Center (2), Radiance Academy (1) 

""•·>···'·'  _,.._,•;-v,.·,v",""'""  

 

EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS PROCESS 

Superintendent Lunch Meeting: TIF 5 

Tuesday June 14, 2016   1:00pm-4:00pm 
LUBY'S  911 North Main Avenue San Antonio, TX 78201 

 

MAJOR  AGENDA OUTCOME: 
1) EEP School Leaders will finalize a partnership agreement that we will use to make informed decisions to 

create HCMS initiatives of the TIF 5 project for their educator community and their student community. 

 

  AGENDA  
 

 

 

A. Communication -30 min 

REMINDER -  Please follow the norms! Thank you!  
 

1. We will establish communication role of YES 

2. We will establish all communication roles of all school partners 
 

 

B. Shared Vision for Instructional Improvement -30 min 

1. We will create Partnership Name 

2. We will create a shared vision for Instructional Improvement 

 

 

1. Revise Current PBCS 

2. We will identify and agree on the professional positions to be included in the HCMS  
  

 

 
D. Phase 1: Recruitment -45min 

  

1. We will review HCMS Initiative 1: Recruitment (1 of 9) initiative. 

2. We will review HCMS Initiative 6: Compensation 

 

  
E. Atlanta Agenda & Nashville Agenda and Q&A -15min 

 
 
 
 

 
C. Professional Positions for HCMS -60 min 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

1. We will need to finalize our agendas for The EEP Teacher Leader Symposium in Atlanta and 

the Superintendent Nashville Retreat on TIF 5. 

 
2. Q&A 
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Superintendent Retreat Nashville: TIF 5 

June 28-29, 2016 

Welcome Superintendents! 
 

Agenda 

Tuesday June 28, 2016 

Agenda:  TIF 5 

 

 

 
 

1. Participating  TEES Schools 

-Emailed MOU DRAFT 

2. School Salary Budget 
-Emailed School Salary Budget (digital-excel) 

***worksheet base salary only 

-Salary (include benefits):  $33,000 - $49,000 

-Set baseline salary 

 

3. FY 2016 Application FAQs 

-emailed FAQs 

4. FY 2016 Application 
-emailed FY 2016 Application -blank- 

s. Personal Emails Requested from Teacher Leaders to share request with teachers -  DUE July 1st 

[Dixon 02/27/16] 

6. Selection Criteria 

-emailed Selection Criteria 

7. Professionals included  PBCS 

-emailed Professionals included list 

-emailed Selection Criteria with NOTES 
 

 

 

PM Discussions 

8. Base Salaries for Teachers, Principals & Superintendents 

9. Review  Need Narrative -Pablo 
-indicated 'significant' findings 

NOTE: Talent Ed -Recruiting 

10. Closing the Loop 

 

All-Provide LEA charter renewal letter 

-Complete School Salary for Budget Worksheets 

Joseph-Please send newspaper articles 

Dixon-to Pablo: Promotions of EEP Leadership to higher positions 

(i.e. ETL to Principal) CTLs to ETLs and ETLs to Admin. 

Salary Worksheets 

Break Deliverables - RETURN 2:30pm 

-Read and edit MOU 

-Read and edit Abstract 

-Complete School Salary Budget worksheet 

-Narrative IN-KIND 

-Email Teacher Leaders reminder to 

return Support Letters by Friday 

-Vote on base salary after break 
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Superintendent Retreat 

Wednesday June 29, 2016 

Agenda: TIF 5 

 

1. Review Budget 

-Emailed Budget with notes 

2. Revise Timeline -DUE July 15th 

-Emailed Budget REVISED timeline 

3. Charter Equity Model -  Title of Grant  Application 

4. PBCS & Evaluation -EEP 

-Scenario A (Motion #1) 

Email updated timeline (+conference call July 1 2th) 

5. Closing -Feedback 
Delta 

-more time 

-all reps should be physically present 

(schedule face to  face) 

-more snacks and food 

(provide snacks and food) 

-regularly scheduled breaks 

(schedule breaks) 

-unexpected change in DUE  DAIB 

-tight timeline 

Plusses 

-good or kids 

-good grant outline 

-stakeholders  here physically to argue discuss 

-sec different  perspectives 

-good learning experiences 

-digging deeper into info 

-all transparent and honest 

-ALLIN 

-Interaction 

-single focus 
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Unrestricted Indirect Cost Rate *BASE 

Modified total direct costs, consisting of all direct salaries and fixed costs, supplies, services, 

travel and subgrants and subcontracts up to the first $25,000 of each subgrant or subcontract. 

Modified total direct costs excludes capital expenditures including capital project funds, 

(capitalized land, buildings, and equipment), capital outlay not included in a capital projects 

fund; debt including debt service fund and debt service not included in a debt service fund; TRS 

On-Behalf payments; Medicaid Part D payments; food and milk costs in a school food service 

program; monetary judgements against the district/school; payments to fiscal agents and 

member districts of a shared services arrangement; subgrants and subcontracts over the first 

$25,000 of each subgrant or subcontract; and intergovernmental transfers/charges. 

 
 
Restricted Indirect Cost Rate *BASE 

Modified total direct costs, consisting of all direct salaries and fixed costs, supplies, services, 

travel and subgrants and subcontracts up to the first $25,000 of each subgrant or subcontract. 

In addition, all indirect salaries, fixed costs, and expenses related to chief executive officers. 

Modified total direct costs excludes capital expenditures including capital project funds, 

(capitalized land, buildings, and equipment), capital outlay not included in a capital projects 

fund; debt including debt service fund and debt service not included in a debt service fund; TRS 

On-Behalf payments; Medicaid Part D payments; food and milk costs in a school food service 

program; monetary judgements against the district/school; payments to fiscal agents and 

member districts of a shared services arrangement; subgrants and subcontracts over the first 

$25,000 of each subgrant or subcontract; and intergovernmental transfers/charges. 
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C L A U D E T T E Y A R B R O U G H  

*E D U C A T IO N * 
•Certificate Principal Center Art of Leadership – Harvard Graduate School of Education, Cambridge, MA - 2008 

•MA , Urban Studies - Trinity University - San Antonio, Texas - 1996 

•BA , English - Chicago State University - Chicago, Illinois – 1980 

Dean' s List 1980 - 3.50 G.P.A. for last 60 credit hours 

 

*H IG H L IG H T S  O F  E X PE R IE N C E * 
•Authored the $13 million dollar Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) for ten schools targeting 

158 teachers and 2,000 students from 2010-2016! 

•Selected San Antonio Who’s-Who and Urban League School Leader 2011 for Educational Accomplishments! 
•Selected as Key Note Speaker at the 2006 & 2009 Accelerated Schools Process Winter Extravaganza Conference! 

•Served as Fiscal Agent Administrator and lead grant writer of USDE $2,400,000 21st Century Community Learning Center Grant 

for seven (7) independent Charter Schools! 

•Served as Coordinator for first San Antonio Drug Elimination Program Community Conference where then Governor Wilder 

and Presidential Candidate spoke as Key Note Conference Speaker! 

•Selected as lead community services grant writer for social services under the $48,000,000/SpringView Fights 

Back Coalition with the San Antonio Housing Authority and the 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development! 
•Selected as special grant writing consultant to the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation's 

San Antonio Fighting Back Neighborhood Committee! 

•Over twenty (26) years of governmental program management experience and thirty 30 years of educational experience! 

 

*S PE C IA L  R E C O G N IT IO N S*   
•Selected as first group of 100 principals for scholarship by Raise Your Hand Texas to attend 

Harvard University’s Principal Center – Art of Leadership (AOL) Institute 

•Received Jefferson Award for Distinguished Performance in the field of Public Service 

•Selected as a Trinity University Brackenridge Fellow 

•Selected to complete the Texas School / Community Partnership Prevention Training 

 

* P R  O FE S S IO N A L  E X PE R I E N C E *   
 

CHARTER SCHOOL CONSULTANT – 08/1/98 – PRESENT 

CONSULTANT 

•Provide technical assistance to individuals •Responsible for writing grants and charter school 

and entities planning to open charter schools applications 

•Evaluate grant applications •Review proposed charter school applications 

•Developed School Reform Programs for •Used model for successful Reading First program to 

five (5) local charter schools-Accelerated Schools establish two (2) additional Reading 1st programs at two (2) Dallas 

Charter Schools 

 
YOUTH EMPOWERMENT SERVICES (YES), INC. 12/1/94-PRESENT 

Founder, President, CEO 

•AGENCY – Chief Executive Officer (CEO) •Manage day-to-day operations 

•Managed over $40 million in school/grant programs •Human Resource Development – Hire, Orientate, Train 

•Implement polices, procedures and programs •Responsible for planning activities 

•Evaluate programs, procedures and programs •Oversee all aspects of Management Info. Systems 

•Prepare corrective plans •Oversee all financial reporting/tracking/auditing 

 
Executive Project Director, TIF Project (6 years) 

•Managed & oversee $13 million federal grant programs •Oversee Implementation in five LEAs and 10 campuses 

•Train all newly hired personnel in new evaluation system •Set-up new program in non-profit office and in LEA’s 

•Schedule and Orientate LEA Superintendents to TIF •Create communication plan to ensure a wide-range of inform 

•Gather and use input from all stakeholders to improve information is shared with all stakeholders 
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CHARTER LEA – Superintendent/Head Learner (18 years) 

•Higgs, Carter, King Gifted and Talented Charter Academy •Serve as Principal for the Charter and Independent Schools 

Open Enrollment Charter •Responsible for all curriculum programs 

•Evaluate staff, programs, and activities •Work with Board to enhance program services 

•Train staff and supervise vice-principals •Implement various grants/programs to enhance learning 

•Participate in staff development and conduct development •Work with parents and community to improve learning 

MCLENNAN COUNTY CHALLENGE ACADEMY (MCCA) 1996 -1997 

Director of Educational Operations 

•Implement new legislative mandate •Manage day-to-day operations 

•Report to twelve members Governance Board •Work with community members to establish new school 

•Manage $452,000 federal grant program •Human Resource Development - Hire and Train Staff 

•Implement polices, procedures and programs •Responsible for planning activities for stakeholders 

•Evaluated policies, procedures and programs 

GEORGE GERVIN YOUTH CENTER (GGYC) 9/6/94-12/31/94 

Mentoring Coordinator 9/6/94-12/31/94 

•Developed/implemented innovative program design •Authored Mentoring Training Manual 

•Made presentations to recruit mentors/mentees •Developed mentoring application process 

•Trained staff hired as Mentor Specialists documents 

TEXAS TEENAGE CRIME COMMISSION (TTCC) 11/20/90-8/05/94 

Upward Bound Program Director 9/1/92-8/05/94 

•Facilitated and implemented program •Hired staff with Executive Director 

•Prepared and managed budgets •Monitored and evaluated program and staff 

•Recruited participants •Supervised 18 staff persons 

•Counseled participants •Conducted home visits, site visits and field 

•Negotiated budgets with federal agencies experiences 

Director of Programs 6/91-9/93 

•Authored grants and proposals •Implemented Management Information System 

•Coordinated Youth Employment/Training Program •Hired and supervised 20 staff persons and 200 youth 

•Coordinated activities with 40 worksite-supervisors workers 

•Prepared budgets, invoices and payroll •Negotiated with City of San Antonio Contractor 

•Oversaw and coordinated all TTCC operations •Prepared End-of-Program report 

and management •Monitored and evaluated all aspects of the 

•Implemented programs, train staff and volunteers program 

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS HEALTH SCIENCE CENTER (UTHSC) 7/8/91-6/29/92 

Social Science Research Associate II (HIV/AIDS) 

•Facilitated focus groups •Conducted personal interviews 

•Performed data analysis activities •Worked with community organizations 

•Established alternative rewards for clients •Provided feedback to Principal Investigator 

•Served as a model for focus group facilitators •Worked directly with clients 
 

ELLA AUSTIN COMMUNITY CENTER (EACC) 2/6/91-1/31/92 

Project Coordinator-San Antonio Housing Authority (SAHA) Drug Elimination Program 

•Organized housing development residents •Trained residents as volunteers 

•Developed newsletter •Performed door-to-door outreach activities 

•Researched alternative resources •Organized seminars and training sessions 

•Worked with evaluators •Produced formative and summative evaluation reports 

•Created and implemented media campaign •Planned activities for youth, adults and families 

•Worked closely with community leaders and •Attended city meetings with residents 

organizations to assist in curbing the drug problem • Implemented all facets of program 

•Used desktop publishing skills to create materials 

EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL SERVICES FOR YOUTH/FAMILIES 1/90-91 

Volunteer Executive Director Volunteer Academy Director 

•Established non-profit organization designed to assist •Established Modern Metropolitan Community 

youth and families with educational options, employment Academy as a program offered by EESSY/F as the first 

leads and services and social services assistance through free private alternative high school offering a Texas 

Texas Department of Human Resources, other social Education Agency approved curriculum for the 

services agencies and counseling activities. awarding of a non-traditional high school diploma 

PR/Award # U374Ar1e6c0o0g8n4ized by the military and the employment 
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COMMUNITIES IN SCHOOLS-SAN ANTONIO 8/88-1/90 

BRACKENRIDGE FELLOW 

Assistant to the Executive Director 

•Developed and implemented new programs •Produced quarterly newsletter 

•Hired, trained and evaluated staff for new programs based •Presented programs to educators, students, community 

on grant criteria and requirements and business leaders 

•Developed and implemented staff evaluation model •Functioned as alternative to the Project Literacy PLUS 

•Promoted agency programs through networking and committee and the Dropout Collaborative 

presentations at conferences 

 

Educational Coordinator 

•Planned educational activities for CIS sites •Wrote curriculum for summer programs 

•Hired, trained and in-serviced teachers for year-round and •Reviewed, purchased and implemented basic skills 

summer programs remediation educational curriculum 

•Coordinated summer ed. activities for 200 students •Established career and job opportunities for youth 

during the school year and summer vacation 

Program Evaluator/Monitor 

•Evaluated six programs •Analyzed and interpreted evaluation data 

•Authored annual report based on evaluation data •Monitored programs on a summative and 

•Audited sites on a monthly basis formative basis 

 

Management Information Systems Specialist 

•Implemented MIS system to CIS which includes training •Prepared reports based on the MIS data 

all staff on use of the system •Aided board committees in using data to increase 

•Interpreted and analyze MIS data program effectiveness 

•Submitted MIS reports to CIS Board of Directors 

 

Grant/Proposal Writer/Researcher/JTPA Grant Consultant/Development Director 

•Reviewed demographic data/labor market projections to •Negotiated grant budgets and objectives with funders 

establish program directions •Wrote successful $550,000 JTPA IIB Summer 

•Wrote successful $200,000 Legislative Proposal Proposal (funded for six additional years) 

for expansion of Communities In Schools •Performed all grant writing activities for CIS-SA 

•Wrote over $3.5 million dollars worth of successful grant including all research related activities and actual 

proposals grant preparation 
 

*E M PL O Y M E N T  H IS  T O R Y * 
2010-Present Executive Project Director, EEP/TIF Federal Project San Antonio, TX 

1998-Present CEO/Superintendent/Head Learner San Antonio, TX 

1998-Present Charter School Volunteer Consultant San Antonio, TX 

1994-present Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. CEO San Antonio, TX 

1996-1997 McLennan County Challenge Academy Waco, TX 

1994-1994 George Gervin Youth Center San Antonio, TX 

1990-1994 Texas Teenage Crime Commission San Antonio, TX 

1991-1992 University of Texas Health Science Ctr. San Antonio, TX 

1991-1992 Ella Austin Community Center San Antonio, TX 

1990-1996 Boys and Girls Club of San Antonio, Inc. San Antonio, TX 

1990-1991 Education, Emp. & Social Services (EESSY/F) San Antonio, TX 

1990-1991 Modern Metropolitan Com.Aca. Dir. San Antonio, TX 

1989-1990 Burger King Academy Director CIS-San Antonio, TX 

1988-1990 Brackenridge Fellow Trinity University-San Antonio 

1986-1987 Master Language Arts Teacher Edgewood ISD-San Antonio, TX 

1981-1986 Language Arts Teacher Austin ISD-Austin, TX 

 

*R E FE R E N C E S * 
Dr. Earl Lewis Dr. Margie Jorgensen Mrs. Holly Maria O’Campo 
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*E D U C A T IO N * 
• Superintendent Certification – Sam Houston State University, Huntsville Tx (currently working on) 

*Administration Certification – 21st Century Leadership, San Antonio Tx 2016 

•MA , Curriculum Instruction Design - Walden University – Minneapolis, Minnesota 2009 

•M.ED , School counseling - Bowie State University – Bowie, Maryland 2003 

 
**Dean' s List 2007 - 2009 – 4.0 G.P.A. 

•BA , English – Robert Morris University - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 1999 
 

*H IG H L IG H T S  O F  E X PE R IE N C E * 
•Implement the Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) for ten local charters and won $13,600,000 grant to 

Implement the program targeted 158 teachers and 2,000 students from 2010-2015 

•Served as Key Note Speaker at the Educator Effectiveness Process Summer Institute 2014 

•Selected as Presenter at Pittsburgh Public School Leadership Conference 

• Selected as a Presenter of two presentations at National Charter School Conference (NCSC) 2013 

• Selected as Presenter for Texas Alliance of Black School Educators  (TABSE) 2013 

•Selected Virginia and Maryland Who’s Who Educators 2001, 2002, 2003, 2005 for Educational Accomplishments 

•Selected to participate in curriculum writing for High School in English curriculum 2004-2006 

•Facilitated Summer Institute for 10 schools out of the state 

•17 years of Education Experience 

 

*S PE C IA L  R E C O G N IT IO N S*   
* 2016 Requested as presenter for Haitian American Caucus 

*2016 Requested as Key Note Speaker for Professional Development Educators of North Carolina 

•Requested as Master of Ceremony for Extremely Effective Educator Teacher Award 2015 

• Requested as Lead Presenter at Summer Institute 2011, 2012, 2013, 2015 

• Requested as Key Note Speaker at the 2014 A Leo Weil Public school ceremony 

 

* C E R T I  F I C A T I  O N S  * 
•Texas Certified Principal EC-12 

•Texas Certified English Teacher 4-8 

•Virginia Certified Teacher 6-12 

*Maryland Certifications 6-12 

 

* P R  O FE S S IO N A L  E X PE R I E N C E *   

YOUTH EMPOWERMENT SERVICES, INC.   2011 – PRESENT 

Co-Director of Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) 
•Provide support to 10 different schools in seven different 

districts; Each district advanced academically. 

•Coordinate, implement and monitor high quality, research based 

professional development for multi-district staff to improve 

educator effectiveness and student learning performance in 

alliance to each district’s mission and EEP’s mission. 

•Coordinate and collaborate with district departments, School 

Leadership and EEP leadership to develop professional 

development based on data. 

•Report to State and federal grant reporting through Annual 

Progress reports and Interim Progress Reports, graphs and email 

communication. 

Executive Expert Teacher Leader 
•Develop, facilitate, support and monitor a system of 

•Plan, organize, schedule and present research-based staff 

development to meet the needs of all school community. 

•Develop and implement a sustainable, differentiated PBCS that 

rewards teachers and principals for improved student 

performance based on individual teacher and principal 

observations, value-added student performance measurements, 

and/or EEP implementation and/or state accountability 

measures. 

•Design, organize, prepare and Facilitate conferences annually to 

100-250 participants: Facilitating General sessions, and multiple 

break-out sessions that focused on Educator Effectiveness. 

 
 
 

effectiveness and student performance. 

effectiveness that includes weekly teacher meetings, wePekRl/yAward # U374•AD16e0v0e8l4oped and facilitated Teacher and Principal leadership 

team meetings, multi-observations on teacher and  Page e218Observation on all 180 teachers and 13 principal9s.2The 
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principals per year and consistent support aligned to the school 

mission and improvement plan. 

•Collaborate, and communicate with school leadership including 

superintendent and principals providing on-going support in 

developing the system of effectiveness on each of the campuses, 

being specific to meet the needs of each. 

•Utilized and disaggregate data to report, create and facilitate 
professional  development  of  schools  to  increase  teacher 

Vice Principal/Curriculum Specialist 
•Responsible for all curriculum programs 

•Evaluate staff, programs, and activities 

•Train staff and supervise Teacher Leaders 

•Ensure teachers are maximizing student learning 

•Participate in staff development and conduct development 

•Create, manage and supervise implementation of Curriculum 

observation system includes a pre and post conference 

providing job-embedded professional development to teachers 

and principals. 

•Facilitated monthly professional development in the 10 schools 

based on needs that were identified through weekly walk- 

throughs, teacher or principal observations, student data and/or 

the improvement plan. 

 
 

•Work with Board to enhance program services 

•Implement various programs to enhance learning 

•Work with parents and community to improve learning 

•Facilitate rigorous Instruction that meets the needs of all 

students 

 

PITTSBURGH PUBLIC SCHOOL  2013-2014 
Program Manager of Professional Development 

•Create, Collaborate and Implement Student Learning Objective 

subject 

•Facilitate professional development to teachers 

and principals based on the needs of each schools need 

•Responsible for planning and scheduling professional 

Development and planning activities •Evaluate programs, pro 

programs 

•Manage day-to-day operations 

•Work with community members to establish new school 

•Managed professional developments 
 

 

 
Manager of NBA Player 

TEAM BLAIR INCOPORTED  2008-2011 

•Ensure off court success by handling all off court business 

•Liaison between agent, team, publicist, financial advisor and 

client 

•Organize business meetings and personal appearances 

•Create, Established and administer foundation 

 

 
Professor of Communication 

UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX   2010- 2012 

•Incorporate adult learning methodology and systematic 

approach to classroom training 

•Use knowledge of student-centered learning practices and 

appropriate evaluation methods for determining student comfort 

level, amount of learning and demonstration of new skills 

•Create, develop and maintain teaching materials, lesson plans, 

and student assessments 

•Consistently updated course web-sites, on-line assignment 

schedules and grades 

•Teach student written communications, research and the 

writing process to craft an Expository essay 

•Consistently communicate with students through discussion 

forums, e-mail, website and telephone to ensure understanding 

of reading material, assessments and grades 

 

 
GED/ABE Instructor 

NORTH EAST INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT   2011- 2012 

•Use knowledge of student-center learning practices and 

appropriate evaluation methods for determining student comfort 

level, amount of learning and demonstration of new skills 

•Created classroom materials for leadership, English and GED 

courses 

•Assisted in developing customize evaluation plans to address learn 

difficulties 

•Create, develop and maintain teaching materials, lesson plans, 

and student assessments 

•Consistently update course web-sites, on-line assignment 

schedules and grades 

•Serve as a instruction/learning specialist on various councils, 

boards, and committees 
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Teacher 

FAIRFAX COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS  2003-2009 

•Teach English 12, Pre IB 10 English 11 and SOL focus English 

12 

•Analyze course evaluations and the effectiveness of classroom 

procedures to improve instructional delivery 

•Incorporate improvisational individual Educational programs 

specified to the needs of each child. 

• Participate in IB training as well as MYB certification. Teach 

an English class with an SOL focus, providing the students the 

opportunity to work on test taking skills and strategies for 

seniors who need to pass the test to graduate. 

•Meet the needs of all students through rigorous instruction and 

constant checking for understand 

 

Teacher Leader 

•Provide technology training to teachers new to the county on 

IGPRO, ClassXP and Microsoft office 

 
•Provide leadership and coaching to teachers new to Fairfax 

County Public Schools 

 

 

Curriculum Specialist 

•Analyze and assessing English curriculum requirements to 

ensure identification of upcoming training needs and 

development of employee training materials 

•Analyze course evaluations and the effectiveness of classroom 

procedures to improve instructional delivery and student 

performance 

•Analyze and assessing English curriculum requirements to 

AP Coordinator 

•Plan and supervise AP testing for the English department 

•Establish and review instructional program guidelines, course 

materials, instructor guides, and evaluations developed by 

other instructors, training professionals and Commercial from 

the college board 

•Plan, prepare, implement, report and evaluate all AP scores 

Adult Instructor 

•Incorporate adult learning methodology and systematic 

approach to training (i.e. ADDIE) into classroom training 

•Used knowledge of student-centered learning practices and 

appropriate evaluation methods for determining student 

comfort level, amount of learning and demonstration of new 

skills 

•Create classroom materials for leadership, English and GED 

courses 

•Assist in developing customized evaluation plans to address 

 
ensure identification of upcoming training needs and 

development of employee training materials 

•Plan, schedule and conduct on-site summative evaluations of 

training modules and workshops 

•Create and implement county-wide English lessons 

•Used Articulate and Captivate, Photo Shop, HTML, Java 

Script, e-Learning 

 

from prior years 

•Supervise and review research of new and upcoming 

educational technologies and test results 

•Consistently update course web-sites, on-line assignment 

schedules and grade 

 

 
learning difficulties 

•Create, develop and maintain teaching materials, lesson 

plans, and student assessments 

•Consistently update course web-sites, on-line assignment 

schedules and grades 

•Serv as a instruction/learning specialist on various councils, 

boards, and committees 

 

PRINCE GEORGE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 1999-2003 

English Instructor 

•Taught English 12, Pacesetter English and Talented and 

Gifted English 10 

•Create curriculum for TAG English 10 classes. 

•Work successfully with major behavior problem students in 

urban setting 

•Develop Individual Educational Programs specified to the 

needs 

Twilight School Educator 

•Coordinate and provide prospective graduating seniors an 

opportunity to meet their graduation requirements during 

limited after school hours. 

of each child 

•Present information that was most beneficial to student 

learning 

•Create and maintain grading system and attendance record 

for 200-250 students 

•Create and maintain yearlong portfolios for students writing 

•Prepare fun-filled effective lessons 

 

•Plan, develop and facilitate English 12 curriculum in a 

limited time frame. 

•Maintain   a   classroom   environment   identical   to normal 
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EM P L O Y M  E N T  HI  S T O R Y   
2014-Present Director of Educator Effectiveness Process San Antonio, TX 

2014-Present HCK/ IDEAL Vice Principal and Curriculum Specialist San Antonio, TX 

2013-2014 Contractor with Educator Effectiveness Process San Antonio, TX 

2013-2014 Pittsburgh Public School Pittsburgh, PA 

2011-2013 Executive Expert Teacher Leader San Antonio, TX 

2010-2012 University of Phoenix Virtual 

2010-2011 North East Independent School District San Antonio, TX 

2008-2011 Team Blair Incorporated San Antonio, TX 

2003-2009 Fairfax County Public Schools Fairfax, VA 

1999-2003 Prince George County Public Schools Oxon Hill, MD 

R E F  E R E N C E S   
Mrs. Claudette Yarbrough Dr. Jessie McNeil Joseph Rendon 
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Position Title: Executive Project  Director 

Reports to: 

Additional Reports: 

Reporting to this position: All TIF   V staff Salary:  147 000 

Job Summary 
The Executive Project Director serves the TIF V project. This role is responsible for supporting Entire Charter Equity Model 

and HCMS. The position is responsible for being the visionary for the TIF V the Human Capital Management System on all 

Charter Equitable System TIF V districts. This role will be responsible for plan, direct, coordinate and lead the project with 

fidelity. The Executive Project Director ensures this program goals and objectives are met for all of the 13 schools, 7 districts 

ru1d the TIF V staff. 

 
He/She is responsible for the supporting overall management and administration of Charter Equity lv!odel, administration of 

discipline, and overseeing the fidelity to the CEM HCMS model. arbitrations and other proceedings. Leverages programs to 

enhance organizational performance and retention among all TIF V school districts. 

 
The Executive Project Director will ensure that the facilitation ofTIF Vis done with fidelity on all levels including budget, 

HCMS, PBCS and any other aspects to make sure educators become more  effective 

 

Accountabilities 
1. Compliance 
a) Assure the fidelity of the model through staff and all districts 

b) Meets all required deadlines related to communication to all staff and all schools 

 
2. Major Tasks 

a) Oversee Implementation of all aspects of the TIF V grant 

b) Ensure each campus has the resource needed to meet students' needs 

c) policy development and documentation, ad  training 

d) Establish work plan and staffmg for each phase of project and arrange for assignment  for project  personal 

e) Responsible for supervision of all staff, consultants and schools 

f) Supervise all TIF  V staff and the TIF V process 

g) Facilitates professional developments for HR specialist 

h) Conducts walk-throughs  based upon training provided. 

I) Keeps informed of developments in the area ofHCMS on all TIF  V  campus 

 
3. Professional Development 
a) Facilitate required staffing sessions and professional development academies as scheduled and coordinated 

b) Develops professional developments based needs identified from  facilitation 

 

have a commitment to provide definitive choices in providing exemplary educational solutions 

through leadership and innovation. In addition, the person selected to be the Executive Project 

Director will need to have a demonstrated commitment to excellence and continuous improvement 

and a demonstrated ability to collaborate with other entities and a demonstrated ability to handle 

multiple complex  leadership efforts simultaneously. 
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4. Community relations 

at) The Executive Project Director will ensure that exemplary educational solutions through leadership and innovation is being 

done. 

b) The Executive Project Director will have a demonstrated ability to collaborate with other entities and demonstrated  ability 

to handle multiple complex leadership efforts simultaneously. 

c) Maintains cooperative relationships with schools. 

 
Qualifications: 

Bachelor and Graduate degree required, At least ten years of education experience required in 

leadership capacity, at least five years of administration in an educational institution, successful 

supervision of staff, successful teaching experience and success as a school principal and or 

superintendent would be desirable. The Executive Project Director will have to have demonstrated 

working knowledge of educational improvement issues, and demonstrated ability in the 

development of common 

 

"I accept the Job Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the  position." 
 

Name:   

Supervisor:  _ 

Date:   _ 

Date:  _ 
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Position Title: Co-Director 

Reports to: Executive Project Director 

Additional Reports: 

Reporting  to this position:  All TIF  V staff except Project Director Salary: 100 000 

 
Job Summary 
The Co-Director serves the TIF V project. This role is responsible for supporting Entire Charter Equity Model and HCMS. 

The position is responsible for being one of the visionary for the TIF V the Human Capital Management System on all  

Charter Equitable System TIF V districts. This role will be responsible to plan, direct, coordinate and lead the project with 

fidelity. The Co-director ensures this program goals and objectives arc met for all of the 13 schools, 7 districts and the TIF V 

staff. 

 
He/She is responsible for the supporting overall management and administration of Charter Equity Model, administration of 

discipline, and overseeing the fidelity to the CEM HCMS model. arbitrations and other proceedings. Leverages programs to 

enhance organizational performance and retention among all TIF  V school districts. 

 

The Co-Director will ensure that the facilitation ofTIF Vis done with fidelity on all levels including budget, HCMS, PBCS 

and any other aspects to make sure educators become more  effective 

 

Accountabilities 

1. Compliance 
a) Assure the fidelity of the model through staff and all districts 

b) Meets all required deadlines related to communication to all staff and all schools 

 
2. Major Tasks 

a) Oversee Implementation of all aspects of the TIF  V grant 

b) Ensure each campus has the resource needed to meet students'   needs 

c) policy development and documentation, ad training 

d) Establish work plan and staffing for each phase of project and arrange for assignment for project   personal 

e) Responsible for supervision of all staff, consultants and schools 

f) Supervise all TIF  V staff and the TIF V process 

g) Facilitates professional developments for HR specialist 

h) Conducts walk-throughs  based upon training provided. 

I) Keeps informed of developments in the area ofHCMS on all TIF  V  campus 

 
3. Professional Development 
a) Facilitate required staffing sessions and professional development academies as scheduled and coordinated 

b) Develops professional developments based needs identified from  facilitation 

 

have a commitment to provide definitive choices in providing exemplary educational solutions through 

leadership and innovation. In addition, the person selected to be the Executive Project Director will need to 

have a demonstrated commitment to excellence and continuous improvement and a demonstrated ability to 

collaborate with other entities and a demonstrated ability to handle multiple complex leadership efforts 

simultaneously. 
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4. Community relations 

at) The  Co- Director will ensure that exemplary educational solutions through leadership and innovation is being done. 

b) The Co- Director will have a demonstrated ability to collaborate with other entities and demonstrated ability to handle 

multiple complex leadership efforts simultaneously. 

c) Maintains cooperative relationships with schools. 

 
Qualifications: 

Bachelor and Graduate degree required, At least Five years of education experience required in leadership 

capacity, at least ftree years of administration in an educational institution, successful supervision of staff, 

successful teaching experience and success as a school principal and or superintendent would be desirable. The 

Co- Director will have to have demonstrated working knowledge of educational improvement issues, and 

demonstrated ability in the development of common 

 
 

"I  accept the Job  Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the position." 
 

Name:    

 
Supervisor:    

Date:  _ 

 
Date:  _ 
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Job Description for Budget/Contract Manager 
 
Position Title: Budget/Contracts Manager 

Reports to: Executive Project Director 

Additional Reports: Co-Director 

Reporting to this position: Salary: =85==00=0  ------ 

JobSummat'Y 
This position is a TIF V position 90% of the time. The Budget/Contract J'v!anagerwill assist the project direcro 

with the management of the budget, development of contracts and admiration of all financial matters pertaining to 

the TIF budget. 

 
on the TIF project. serve as  the  primary resource for  enhancing  teacher leaders'  proficiency in both  ensuring that  

all schools receive support they  need  to implement EEP  and  CEM  on  their campuses. Protecting the EEP  and 

CEtv! processes to along the supporting educators knowledge and  proficiencies  to EEP  and  CEM  to all 13 

campuses. 

 
He/She is responsible  for the supporting overall sustainability ofTIF Vwith  fidelity. 

 
Accountabilities 

1. Compliance 

a) Assure the the processing and reimbursements are complete in a timely  manner 

b) Communicate  with one contact from each LEA about contracts and  reimbursements 

 

2. Major Tasks 
a) Support grant reporting responsibilities 

b) Review and process reimbursements from all LEA 

c) Establish systems to track partner budgets and  expenses 

d) Provide support  to LEA's 

e) Monitor reporting deadlines 

I) Assist with aspects of project implementation and compliance 

 
3. Professional Development 
a) Facilitate required staffing sessions reimbursements and contracts 

b) Ensure  all deadlines  are met 

 

4. Community relations 
at) The  Budget/Contracts Coordinator will ensure all LEA's are area of the process to get rein1bursements and  contracts 

 
Qualifications: 

Minimum 
 

Preferred 

Required: Bachelor degree and a minimum of 5 years of successful experience working with budgets. 

 
"I accept the Job  Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the position." 

 

Name:  

Supervisor:     

Date:  _ 

 
Date:  _ 
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Job Description for Regional Coordinator 

 
Position Title: Regional Coordinator 

Reports to: Executive Project Director 

Additional Reports: Co-Director 

Reporting to this position: Salary: 75 000 

Job Summai·y 
This position is a TIF V position. The position will serve as the primary resource for enhancing teacher leaders' 

proficiency in both ensuring that all schools receive support they need to implement EEP  and CEM on  their  

campuses. Protecting the EEP and  CEM  processes  to  along the  supporting educators  knowledge  and  proficiencies 

to EEP  and  CEM  to all 13 campuses. 

 
He/She is responsible  for the supporting overall sustainability ofTIF Vwith  fidelity. 

 

Accountabilities 

1. Compliance 
a) Assure the sustainability of the TIF V grant 

 
2. Major Tasks 

a) Ensure implementation of and support of the TIF project ith the respective    LEA 

b) Coordinate and manage the performance pay calculations 

c) Coordinate the management of performance pay calculations and data  systems 

d) The position requires collaboration with various internal and external stakeholders, and the ability to effectively champion. 

e) Broad knowledge ofTIF V principles and best practices, and the ability to exercise independent judgment and problem 

solving skills are also required. 

 

3. Professional Development 
a) Facilitate required staffing sessions with a focus on implementation 

b) Ensure all deadlines are met 

 
4. Community relations 

a) The  Regional Coordinator will ensure the implementation and understanding of EEP and  CEM 

b) The  Regional Coordinator will support trainings on implementation 

 

Qualifications: 

Minimum 
 

Bachelor's degree in business or a related field from an accredited college or university or equivalent relevant experience. 

Three (3) years of progressively responsible work experience independently managing projects in sustainability or related field. 

 
Preferred 

Required: Master degree and a minimum of 5 years of successful classroom teacher with data to prove it. Mininmm of five 

years of experience as an educational leader. 

 
"I  accept the Job  Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the position." 

 

 

Name:---------------------------------- 

 
Supervisor:-------------------------------- 

Date:  _ 

 
Date:  _ 
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Job Description for the EEP PBCS/Evaluations Support Coordinator 
 
Position Title: EEP PBCS/Evaluations Support Coordinator 

Reports to: TIF 5 Project Co-Director 

Additional Reports: Executive Project Director/ Co-director 

Reporting to this position: N/ A Salary:    -'-'75=00""0'-------- 

JobSummary 

The EEP Coordinator for PBCS/ Evaluation Support will serve the TIF V project. This position will provide oversight,  

training, and support to the four Executive Expert Teacher Leaders and serve as the lead executive Expert Techer leader. This 

position will ensure that all the EETL's have what they need to lead the teacher leaders. 

 

This position is a major resource to ensure the teacher leaders proficiency in both implementing the evaluation with supports 

and the PBCS processes and building teacher leader knowledge to implement the process in 100% of the classrooms and the 

campuses through strong focus on high level of fidelity to the implementation of each part of the PNCS and the evaluation 

system with supports. 

 
1. Compliance 
a) Meets all required deadlines related to communication to all staff and all schools 

b) Train and support the EETL's including in the PBCS effective  communication 

c) Ensure the PBCS is understood  and being implemented correctly 

 
2. Major Tasks 

a) Support all EETLs tl,at will support Leadership members assigned by campus to grow in tl1eir roles as Leadership 

members on their campus. 

b) Work closely wit!, the principal on the high needs campus so that they can become more effective principals. 

c) Support EETLS Teacher Leaders with implementation and facilitation of the  process 

d) Ensure EETLs are Attending  Unit meetings and teacher meetings on assigned campuses 

e) Facilitate Professional developments based 011 needs 

 
3. Professional Development 

a) Focusing on designing the academics for principals and teacher professional developments. 

b) Attend, Present EEP trainings presentations during tl1e Leadership Monthly Academies to Principals, Expert Teacher 

Leaders, and Career Teacher Leaders. 

c) Creating and designing professional development for all of tl1e campus Leadership Members as needed. 

d) Teacher observations, Principal Observations, Leadership Monthly Academies. 

e) EEP  trainings, EEP  101, Teacher Observations, Principal Observations, attend Superintendent Retreats, Closing tl1e Loop 

 
4. Community relations 

a) The EETL will ensure teacher leaders are equip witl1 tl1e resources needed to move all teachers to more effectiveness. 

 
Qualifications: 

Required: Master degree and a minimum of 5 years of successful classroom teacher witl1 data to prove it. Minimum of five 

years experience  as an educational leader. 

 
"I accept tl1e Job Description as a basic guide regarding what tl1e expectations are regarding tl1e position." 

 

Name:---------------------------------- 

 
Supervisor:-------------------------------- 

Date:  _ 

Date: _ 
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Job Description for the Human Capital Management/ 

Human Resource Director 

Position Title: Human Capital Management System/ Human Resource Director 

Reports to: Human Capital Management System/Human Resource Specialist 

Additional Reports: Executive Project Director, Co-Director 

Reporting to this position: N/ A Salary:  75=00=0 ------ 

Job Summary 
The External Human Capital Management System/ Human Resource Director serves the Educator Effectiveness Process. 

This role is responsible for leading the Human Capital Management System on all Charter Equitable System TIF V districts. 

This role will be responsible leading supporting and aligning fidelity of the Human Capital Management System recrnitment, 

hiring, placement, retention, dismissal, compensation, professional development, tenure and promotion. staff development, 

recrnitment, retention, organizational performance and strategic initiatives or all of our 13 schools, 7 districts. 111e Director 

ensures programs and standards are designed to drive organization with all Human Capital management. 

 
Responsible for the supporting overall management and administration of Charter Equity 1,fodel, administration of discipline, 

and overseeing the fidelity to the CEM HCMS model. arbitrations and other proceedings. Leverages HCMS programs to 

enhance organizational performance and retention among all CEt.,f school districts. 

 
The Executive Project Director will ensure that each HCMS/HR Director is trained and ready to conduct support and  

facilitate the HCMS process The Co-director will assist the Executive Project director in communicating expectations of this 

position. 

 

Accountabilities 

1. Compliance 
a) Assures the  filing of  all HCMS and Human Resource Documentation. 

b) Meets all required deadlines related to communicating with HR directors 

 
2. Major Tasks 

a) Actively participate in training such that the ETE  can conduct the training. 

b) organizational development 

c) policy development and documentation, ad  training 

d) Facilitate and monitor HCMS documentation 

e) TIF  V wide HCMS  facilitation 

f) communicate with HR directors at all TIF  V schools 

g) Facilitates professional developments for HR specialist 

h) Conducts walk-throughs  based upon training provided. 

i) Keeps informed of developments in the area ofHCMS on all TIF  V  campus 

 
3. Professional Development 
a) Attends required staffing sessions and professional development academies as scheduled and  coordinated 

b) Develops professional developments based upon professional development needs identified from   facilitation 

 
6. Community relations 
a) Facilitates the integration of the HCMS/HR Director position in eight (13) member schools utilizing effective interpersonal 

communication skills. 

b) Listens to Human Resource Directors from all 13 schools to assist with HCMS  needs. 

c) Maintains cooperative relationships with schools. 
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Job Description for the Human Capital Management/ 

Human Resource Director 

Qualifications: 
A Bachelor Degree required, Master Degree  Preferred with a minimum of 3 years in Human Capital Management System or 

Human Resource Management. 

 
"I accept the Job Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the  position." 

 

Name:    

 
Supervisor:     

Date:  _ 

Date:  _ 
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Job Description for the Sustainability Director 

 

Position Title: Sustainability Director 

Reports to: Executive Project Director 

Additional Reports: Co-Director 

Reporting to this position: Salary:    C-70""'"00"'0"-------- 

 
Job Summary 
Under the direction the Program Sustainability Director is responsible for the implementation, assessment and 

support of sustainability programs, initiatives and communications related to operations across the Teacher 

Incentive Fund V. 

 
The sustainability director will ensure that the TIF V program will be sustained, starting from the start of the grant, 

making plans, communicating, and implementing the continuation of effectiveness. 

 
He/She is responsible for the supporting overall sustainability ofTIF V with   fidelity. 

 
Accountabilities 

1. Compliance 

a) Assure the sustainability of the TIF V grant 

 

 
2. Major Tasks 
a) This role works to institutionalize sustainability within all areas of the TIF V. 

b) The position requires collaboration with various internal and external stakeholders, and tl1c ability to effectively champion 

sustainability to a wide array of audiences. 

c) Broad knowledge of sustainability principles and best practices, and the ability to exercise independent judgment and 

problem-solving skills are also required. 

d) This role has a significant degree of influence in the final decision-making phases of sustainability program matters and 

requires  thorough understanding ofTIF  V. 

e) The Sustainability Specialist drives the organizational mission for social responsibility forward by actively representing that 

mission in the community. 

The position reports to the Program Director and collaborates with them to plan and execute sustainable initiatives, and 

establish TIF 5 as a leader in the field of sustainability. 

 

 
3. Professional Development 
a) Facilitate required staffing sessions with a focus on sustainability 

b) Ensure all deadlines sustainability discussions are held and understood on all TIF  V campuses 

 

 
4. Commnnity relations 
at) The  Sustainability Director will ensure the implementation and understanding of sustainability ofTIF V 

b) The Sustainability will have a demonstrated ability to collaborate with other entities and demonstrated ability to handle 

multiple complex leadership efforts simultaneously. 
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Job Description for the Sustainability Director 

Qualifications: 

Minimum 

Bachelor's degree  in business or a related  field from an accredited  college or university or cquiYalcnt  relevant experience.   

Three (3) years of progressively responsible work experience independently managing projects in sustainability or related field. 

Preferred 

Master's degree in related   field 

 

 

"I accept tl1e Job Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the position." 
 

Name:  _ 

 
Supervisor:-------------------------------- 

Date:  _ 

Date:  _ 
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Job Description for the Executive Expert Teacher Leader 
 
Position Title: Executive Expert Teacher Leader 

Reports to: EEP Coordinator for PBCS/ Evaluation support 

Additional Reports: Executive Project Director/ Co-director 

Reporting to this position: N/ A Salary:    =62=50""'0'-------- 

Job Summary 
The Executive Expert Teacher Leader will serve the TIF V project. This role will travel to all TIF V campuses' to oversee the 

implementation ofTIF V. THE EETL will train, support, mentor and coach100% of the teacher leaders on each campus and 

will work closely with the EEP coordinator to fill gaps in implementation and understanding at each campus. 

 
The major duties of the EETL will be to assist in making sure that Leadership Members on each campus are supported   while 

continuing the success on their campus. 

 
1. Compliance 
a) Meets all required deadlines related to communication to all staff and all schools 

b) Effective communication 

 

2. Major Tasks 
a) Support all Leadership members assigned by campus to grow in their roles as Leadership members on their  campus. 

b) Work closely with the principal on the high needs campus so that they can become more effective principals. 

c) Support Teacher Leaders with implementation and facilitation of the  process 

d) Attend l1nit 1neetings and teacher meeting:;; on assigned campuses 

e) Facilitate Professional developments based on needs 

 

3. Professional Development 
a) Focusing on designing the academics for principals and teacher professional developments. 

b) Attend, Present EEP trainings presentations during the Leadership Monthly Academies to Principals, Expert Teacher 

Leaders, and Career Teacher Leaders. 

c) Creating and designing professional development for all of the campus Leadership Members as needed. 

d) Teacher observations, Principal Observations, Leadership Monthly Academies. 

e) EEP  trainings, EEP  101, Teacher Observations, Principal Observations, attend Superintendent Retreats, Closing the  Loop 

 

4. Community relations 
a) The  EETL will ensure teacher leaders are equip with the resources needed to move all teachers to more effectiveness. 

 
Qualifications: 
Required: Master degree and a minimum of 5 years of successful classroom teacher with data to prove it. Minimum of three 

years experience as an educational leader. 

 

"I  accept the Job  Description as a basic gnide regarding what the expectations are regarding the position." 
 

Name:  _ 

Supervisor:-------------------------------- 

Date:  _ 

Date:  _ 
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Position Title: Human  Capital Management  Specialist 

Reports  to: Human  Capital  Management System/Human  Resource Specialist 

Additional Reports: Executive Project Director, Co-Director 

Reporting to this position: N/ A Salary:    ""62=50""'0'-------- 

Job Summary 
The External Human Capital Management System/ Human Resource Director serves the Educator Effectiveness  Process.  

This role is responsible for supporting the Human Capital Management System on all Charter Equitable System TIF V 

districts. This role will be responsible supporting and aligning fidelity of the Human Capital Management System recruitment, 

hiring, placement, retention, dismissal, compensation, professional development, tenure and promotion. staff development, 

recruitment, retention, organizational performance and strategic initiatives or all of our 13 schools, 7  districts. The  Director 

ensures programs and standards are designed to drive organization with all }luman    Capital management. 

 
He/She is responsible for the supporting overall management and administration of Charter Equity Model, administration of 

discipline, and overseeing the fidelity to the CEM HCMS model. arbitrations and other proceedings. Leverages HCMS 

programs  to enhance organizational performance  and retention among all CEl\-1 school   districts. 

 

The Human Capital Management System/ Human Resource Specialist will ensure that each HCMS Specialist is trained and 

ready to conduct support and facilitate the HCMS process. The Executive Project Director and Co-director will assist the 

Executive Project director in communicating expectations of this position. 

 

Accountabilities 
1. Compliance 
a) Assures the filing of all HCMS and Human Resource Documentation. 

b) Meets all required deadlines related to communicating with HR directors 

 
2. Major Tasks 

a) Actively participate in training such that the ETE  can conduct the training. 

b) organizational development 

c) policy development and documentation, ad training 

d) Facilitate and monitor HCMS documentation 

e) TIF V wide HCMS facilitation 

f) communicate with HR directors at all TIF  V schools 

g) Facilitates professional developments for HR specialist 

h) Conducts walk-throughs based upon training  provided. 

i) Keeps informed of developments in the area ofHCMS on all TIF  V  campus 

 
3. Professional Development 

a) Attends required staffing sessions and professional development academies as scheduled and  coordinated 

b) Develops professional developments based upon professional development needs identified from  facilitation 

 
6.  Community relations 

a) Facilitates the integration of the HCMS/HR Director position in eight (13) member schools utilizing effective  interpersonal 

communication  skills. 

b) Listens to Human Resource Directors from all 13 schools to assist with HCMS  needs. 

c) Maintains cooperative relationships with schools. 
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Qualifications: 
A Bachelor Degree Required with a minimum of 3 years in Human Capital Management System or Human Resource 

 
"I  accept the Job  Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the position." 

 

Name:   

Supervisor:  _ 

Date:  _ 

 
Date:  _ 
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Position  Title:  Grant Manager 

Reports to: Executive Project Director 

Additional Reports: Co-Director 

Reporting  to this position: Smary: 60 0 0-0  _ 

Job Summal'y 

Provide leadership and direction for programs for TIF V; oversee the financial administration of federal, state, 

and private grants; ensure that program staff accomplish their approved program initiatives and that the school 

division meets compliance and reporting requirements. Assist in the budget development process and perform 

budget analysis duties as assigned by the Chief Financial Officer or his/her designee. 

 
Knowledge of grant processes including accounting and financial reporting. Proficient in the use of financial 

management software to include spreadsheets and databases, required. Ability to interpret complex grant 

funding requirements, submissions, and budget projections; ability to interpret federal, state, and local 

government laws and regulations regarding grant administration; ability to review the work of others to ensure 

conformance to standards; ability to communicate effectively across a broad spectrum of staff, both orally and 

in writing required. 

 
He/She is responsible for the supporting overall management and administration TIF  V with  fidelity. 

 

Accountabilities 

1. Compliance 
a) Assure the fidelity of the TIF  V grant 

b) Meets all required deadlines related to TIF V grant 

 
2. Major Tasks 
a) Ensure compliance with the rules and regulations administered by TIF  V 

b) Oversee special audits conducted  by grantor. 

c) Perform functions of financial administration and reporting to include, but not limited to: preparation and timely 

submission of grant applications and reports, development and adjustment of associated budgets, coordination of budgeted 

funds, screening and processing requests for expenditures and ensuring the timely application for reimbursement from the 

state. 

d) Serve as a liaison with principals and other departments on issues regarding grants. 

e) Monitor interventions and programs funded by grants to ensure compliance with grantor   guidelines. 

f) Assign certain grants and/or related responsibilities to individual budget analysts and coordinate their activities related to 

the grants assigned. 

g) Assist in evaluating the fiscal administration of grant program. 

h) Oversee the preparation and timely submission of grant applications, application amendments, and budget transfers. • 

Monitor, input, review, and approve federal grant data in the State OMEGA  system. 

i) Coordinate staffing levels related to grants for input into the Position Management  System. 

j) Work collaboratively with instructional grant personnel to ensure compliance with private school participation requirements 

of No Child Left Behind. 

k) Perform related work as required. 

 

3. Professional Development 
a) Facilitate required staffing sessions based on TIF V grant 

b) Ensure all deadlines for TIF V are met 



Job Description for  the Grant Manager 

PR/Award#  U374A160084 

Page e237 

2 
111 

 

 

 

4. Community relations 
at) The Grant manager will ensure that exemplary management of the TIF  V grant 

b) The Grant Manager will have a demonstrated ability to collaborate with other entities and demonstrated ability to handle 

multiple complex leadership efforts simultaneously. 

c) Maintains cooperative relationships with schools. 

 
Qualifications: 

Bachelor's Degree with a concentration in accounting or finance and previous experience in grants financial 

management, finance, accounting, and/or auditing. Experience in an educational setting preferred, but not required. 

A comparable amount of training and experience may be substituted 

 
"I accept the Job  Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the position." 

 

Name:---------------------------------- 
 
Supervisor:-------------------------------- 

Date:  _ 

Date:  _ 



 

 

Job Description for the Project Associates 

Position Title: Project Associates 

Reports to: Executive Project Director 

Additional Reports: Co-director 

Reporting to this position: N/ A Salary:  35 0 0 0 ------ 

Job Summary 
The Project Associates serves the TIF V project. This role is responsible for Provides office services by implementing 

administrative systems, procedures, and policies, and monitoring administrative projects. 

Maintains workflow by studying methods; implementing cost reductions; and developing reporting procedures. Creates and 

revises systems and procedures by analyzing operating practices, record.keeping systems, forms control, office layout, and 

budgetary and personnel requirements; implementing changes. Develops administrative staff by providing information, 

educational opportunities, and experiential growth opportunities. Resolves administrative problems by coordinating 

preparation of reports, analyzing data, and identifying solutions. 

Accountabilities 

1. Compliance 
a) Meets all required  deadlines  related to  communication  to  all staff and all  schools 

2. Major Tasks 
a) Schedules and organizes complex activities such as meetings, travel, conferences and department acfrvities for all 

members of  the department. 

b) Establishes, develops, maintains and updates filing system for TlF V staff/ Retrieves information from files when 

needed. Establishes, develops, maintains and updates library of trade journals and magazines. 

c) OrgH.nizes and prioritizes large volumes of information and calls. 

d) Sorts and distributes mail. Opens mail for the TIF V staff Drafts written responses or replies by phone or e-mail when 

necessary. Responds to regularly occurring requests for information 

e) ..Answers  phones  for TIF  V staff and marketing department. Takes messages or fields/ answers all routine    :;:ind non 

routine questions. \Vorks in cooperation  with other system development assistants to cover  phones. 

f) Acts as a liaison with other departments and outside agencies, including high-level staff. I-fanclles confidential and non- 

routine information and explains policies when necessary. 

g) \Vorks independently and within a team. on special nonrecurring and ongoing projects 

h) Coordinates division of workload with the administrative assistant in community relations. 

i) Types and designs general correspondences, memos, charts, tables, graphs, business plans, etc. Proofreads copy for 

spelling, grammar and layout, making appropriate changes. Responsible for accuracy and cla11ty of final copy. 

j) Supports market data analyst in maintenance of the department fin,wces. Activities include: copying check requests and 

sending to  accounts payable travel reimbursement, documenting corporate credit card expenses  to corporate  finance. 

 

3. Professional Development 
a) Supports facilitators of professional development with Admin assistance needs. 

4. Community relations 
a) The Project Associates will ensure all administrative assistance responsibilities are fulftlled. 

 

Qualifications: 
Reporting Skills, Administrative Writing Skills, Microsoft Office Skills, Managing Processes, Organization, Analyzing 

Information, Professionalism, Problem  Solving, Supply Management, Inventory Control, Verbal  Communication 

 
"I accept the Job  Description as a basic guide regarding what the expectations are regarding the  position." 

 

 
Name:------------------------------------ 

 
Supervisor:--------------------------------- 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 

 
75 

 
50 

 
25 

 
0 

 

Index 1 
 

Student 
Achievement 

(Target Score=60) 

 

 
Index 2 

 

Student 
Progress 

(Target Score=15) 

 

Index 3 

Closing 
Performance Gaps 
(Target Score = 31) 

 

 
Index 4 

 

Postsecondary 
Readiness 

(Target Score = 57) 

 

  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  65.1%  72.9% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Secondary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    English/Language Arts 16.3 14.3 17.2 

African American 5.2% 3.4% 12.6% Mathematics 15.4 10.1 18.1 
Hispanic 87.9% 87.2% 52.0% Science 17.3 10.3 19.1 
White 4.6% 7.7% 28.9% Social Studies 14.3 12.3 19.6 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%  
Asian 0.0% 0.6% 3.9% 

Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

Two or More Races 

Enrollment  by Student Group 

Economically Disadvantaged 

2.3% 

 
51.1% 

1.1% 

 
63.6% 

2.0% 

 
58.8% 

English Language Learners 0.6% 0.3% 18.2% 

Special Education 12.6% 9.9% 8.5% 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 78.8% 77.4% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  47.9% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 50.5% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $8,575 $16,333 $8,692 

Instruction $3,516  $7,625 $4,956 

Instructional Leadership $461 $601 $129 

School Leadership $1,181 $1,429 $503 

2015 Accountability Rating 

Improvement Required 

District Name:   POR VIDA ACADEMY 
Campus Type:  High School 

Total Students: 174 
Grade Span:  09 - 12 

Texas Education Agency 
2014-15 School Report Card 

POR VIDA ACADEMY CHARTER H S (015801001) 
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State 

 

All African 
District   Students   American   Hispanic 

 

White 

 

American 
Indian 

 

Asian 

 

Pacific 
Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

All Subjects 2015 77% 50% 36% 33% 36% 42% - - - * 40% 

Reading 2015 77% 44% 30% * 31% * - - - * 37% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 39% 36% * 38% * - - - * 39% 

Science 2015 78% 55% 40% * 38% * - - - - 43% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 70% 49% * 48% * - - - * 47% 

 

STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 16% * * * * - - - * * 

Reading 2015 46% 23% * * * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 48% * * - * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% 18% * * * * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 16% * * * * - - - * * 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% * * * * * - - - * * 

Reading 2015 17% * * * * * - - - * * 

Mathematics 2015 20% * * * * * - - - * * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 19% * * * * * - - - * * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% * * * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 59% * * * * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 47% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% * * * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 16% * * * * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 19% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

For more information about this campus, please see the Texas Academic Performance Report at 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
26.7% 

 
32.6% 

 
46.2% 

 
32.4% 

 
28.6% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
* 

 
26.5% 

2012-13 2.2% 25.7% 30.3% 41.7% 30.2% 23.1% - - - - 24.8% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated 88.3% 38.0% 33.3% * 33.3% 33.3% - - - - 42.0% 

Received GED 0.8% 0.5% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.3% 7.5% 7.3% * 7.9% 0.0% - - - - 6.2% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 54.0% 59.3% * 58.8% 66.7% - - - - 51.9% 

Graduates and GED 89.1% 38.5% 33.3% * 33.3% 33.3% - - - - 42.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 46.0% 40.7% * 41.2% 33.3% - - - - 48.1% 

Class of 2013       
Graduated 88.0% 37.4% 26.7% * 27.7% 28.6% * - - - 39.3% 

Received GED 0.8% 1.7% 2.9% * 3.2% 0.0% * - - - 1.8% 

Continued HS 4.6% 11.7% 11.4% * 11.7% 0.0% * - - - 5.4% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 49.2% 59.0% * 57.4% 71.4% * - - - 53.6% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 39.1% 29.5% * 30.9% 28.6% * - - - 41.1% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 50.8% 41.0% * 42.6% 28.6% * - - - 46.4% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 90.4% 43.5% 32.1% * 33.0% 37.5% * - - - 44.6% 

Received GED 1.1% 1.6% 2.8% * 3.2% 0.0% * - - - 1.8% 

Continued HS 1.3% 1.6% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% * - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.2% 53.3% 65.1% * 63.8% 62.5% * - - - 53.6% 

Graduates and GED 91.5% 45.1% 34.9% * 36.2% 37.5% * - - - 46.4% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.8% 46.7% 34.9% * 36.2% 37.5% * - - - 46.4% 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 

 
90.4% 

 
35.7% 

 
28.2% 

 
* 27.8% 

 
* 

 
- - - - 31.7% 

Received GED 1.2% 2.6% 2.9% * 2.1% * - - - - 1.7% 

Continued HS 1.3% 2.6% 2.9% * 3.1% * - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 59.1% 66.0% * 67.0% * - - - - 66.7% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 38.3% 31.1% * 29.9% * - - - - 33.3% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 40.9% 34.0% * 33.0% * - - - - 33.3% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates (Longitudinal Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 47.9% 34.1% * 34.2% * - - - - 35.3% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 43.3% 17.9% - 19.2% * - - - - 18.2% 

SAT/ACT Results      

Tested       
Class of 2014 66.3% 8.5% 3.8% * 4.3% * - - - - 6.3% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 24.2% 17.2% - 18.5% * - - - - 20.8% 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 

 

25.1% 

 

25.0% 

 

* 

 

- * 

 

- - - - - * 

Class of 2013 25.4% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% - - - - - 0.0% 

Average SAT Score 

Class of 2014 

 

1417 

 

1324 

 

* 

 

- * 

 

- - - - - * 

Class of 2013 1422 1206 1188 - 1188 - - - - - 1188 

Average ACT Score 

Class of 2014 

 

20.6 

 

* 

 

* 

 

- * 

 

- - - - - * 

Class of 2013 20.6 - - - - - - - - - - 

 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 
 

 
75 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 

 

Distinction Designations 

Science Social Studies 
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Index 1 
 

Student 
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(Target Score=60) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Index 2 
 

Student 
Progress 

(Target Score=15) 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Index 3 

Closing 
Performance Gaps 
(Target Score = 31) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Index 4 
 

Postsecondary 
Readiness 

(Target Score = 57) 

Campuses that receive a rating of Met Standard are eligible for seven 
distinction designations: Academic Achievement in Reading/English 
Language Arts (ELA), Academic Achievement in Mathematics, 
Academic Achievement in Science, Academic Achievement in Social 
Studies,   Top 25%: Student Progress, Top 25%: Closing 
Performance Gaps, and Postsecondary Readiness. 

 

  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  95.1%  72.9% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Secondary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    English/Language Arts 12.8 14.3 17.2 

African American 0.0% 3.4% 12.6% Foreign Languages 18.5 9.8 18.9 
Hispanic 75.3% 87.2% 52.0% Mathematics 10.8 10.1 18.1 
White 22.1% 7.7% 28.9% Science 10.7 10.3 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Social Studies 13.2 12.3 19.6 
Asian 2.6% 0.6% 3.9%  
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

Two or More Races 

Enrollment  by Student Group 

Economically Disadvantaged 

0.0% 

 
72.7% 

1.1% 

 
63.6% 

2.0% 

 
58.8% 

English Language Learners 0.0% 0.3% 18.2% 

Special Education 6.5% 9.9% 8.5% 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 32.8% 77.4% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  47.9% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 50.5% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $26,936  $16,333  $8,692 

Instruction $17,229       $7,625       $4,956 

Instructional Leadership  $614 $601 $129 

School Leadership $2,345       $1,429 $503 

2015 Accountability Rating 

Met Standard 

District Name:   POR VIDA ACADEMY 
Campus Type:  High School 

Total Students: 77 
Grade Span:  09 - 12 

Texas Education Agency 
2014-15 School Report Card 

CORPUS CHRISTI COLLEGE PREP H S (015801002) 
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State 

 

All African 
District   Students   American   Hispanic 

 

White 

 

American 
Indian 

 

Asian 

 

Pacific 
Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

All Subjects 2015 77% 50% 76% - 78% 65% - * - - 74% 

Reading 2015 77% 44% 66% - 68% 62% - - - - 65% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 39% 61% - 69% * - - - - 55% 

Science 2015 78% 55% 94% - 93% * - - - - 91% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 70% 100% - 100% * - * - - 100% 

 

STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 16% 38% - 37% * - * - - 33% 

Reading 2015 46% 23% 35% - 42% * - - - - 33% 

Mathematics 2015 48% * * - * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% 18% 44% - 42% * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 16% 53% - 43% * - * - - 42% 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% * * - * * - * - - * 

Reading 2015 17% * * - * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 20% * * - * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * - * * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 19% * * - * * - * - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% * * - * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 59% * * - * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 47% * * - * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% * * - * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 16% * * - * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 19% * * - * * - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
26.7% 

 
3.1% 

 
- 

 
4.2% 

 
0.0% 

 
- 

 
* 

 
- 

 
* 

 
2.4% 

2012-13 2.2% 25.7% 1.3% * 0.0% 0.0% - * - * 2.1% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated 88.3% 38.0% 92.3% - 100.0% * - - - * 100.0% 

Received GED 0.8% 0.5% 0.0% - 0.0% * - - - * 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.3% 7.5% 0.0% - 0.0% * - - - * 0.0% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 54.0% 7.7% - 0.0% * - - - * 0.0% 

Graduates and GED 89.1% 38.5% 92.3% - 100.0% * - - - * 100.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 46.0% 92.3% - 100.0% * - - - * 100.0% 

Class of 2013      
Graduated 88.0% 37.4% 92.0% * 95.7% * - - - - 92.9% 

Received GED 0.8% 1.7% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.6% 11.7% 4.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 49.2% 4.0% * 4.3% * - - - - 7.1% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 39.1% 92.0% * 95.7% * - - - - 92.9% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 50.8% 96.0% * 95.7% * - - - - 92.9% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 90.4% 43.5% 96.0% * 95.7% * - - - - 92.9% 

Received GED 1.1% 1.6% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 1.6% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.2% 53.3% 4.0% * 4.3% * - - - - 7.1% 

Graduates and GED 91.5% 45.1% 96.0% * 95.7% * - - - - 92.9% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 

92.8% 

 
90.4% 

46.7% 

 
35.7% 

96.0% 

 
93.3% 

* 95.7% 

 
* 100.0% 

* - - - - 92.9% 

 
* - - - - 88.9% 

Received GED 1.2% 2.6% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 2.6% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 59.1% 6.7% * 0.0% * - - - - 11.1% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 38.3% 93.3% * 100.0% * - - - - 88.9% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 40.9% 93.3% * 100.0% * - - - - 88.9% 

RHSP/DAP Graduates (Longitudinal Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 47.9% 

 
66.7% 

 
- 

 
66.7% 

 
* - - - * 71.4% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 

 
SAT/ACT Results 

43.3% 60.9% * 59.1% - - - - - 38.5% 

Tested 

Class of 2014 66.3% 

 

8.5% 

 

46.2% 

 

? 

 

33.3% 

 

* - - - * 28.6% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 24.2% 47.4% * 44.4% - - - - - 36.4% 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 25.1% 

 
25.0% 

 
33.3% 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* - - - - * 

Class of 2013 25.4% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% - - - - - * 

Average SAT Score 

Class of 2014 1417 

 
1324 

 
1385 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* - - - - * 

Class of 2013 1422 1206 1250 * 1241 - - - - - * 

Average ACT Score 

Class of 2014 20.6 

 
* 

 
* 

 
- 

 
* 

 
- - - - - - 

Class of 2013 20.6 - - - - - - - - - - 

 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confPidRen/Atiawlitayr.d # U374A160084 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 

 
75 

 
50 

 
25 

 
0 

 

Index 1 
 

Student 
Achievement 

(Target Score=35) 

 

 
Index 2 

 

Student 
Progress 

(Target Score=7) 

 

Index 3 

Closing 
Performance Gaps 
(Target Score = 11) 

 

 
Index 4 

 

Postsecondary 
Readiness 

(Target Score = 33) 

 

  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  76.4%  72.9% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Secondary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    English/Language Arts 10.8 14.3 17.2 

African American 3.0% 3.4% 12.6% Foreign Languages 1.0 9.8 18.9 
Hispanic 95.0% 87.2% 52.0% Mathematics 5.6 10.1 18.1 
White 2.0% 7.7% 28.9% Science 4.0 10.3 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Social Studies 8.3 12.3 19.6 
Asian 0.0% 0.6% 3.9%  
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

Two or More Races 

Enrollment  by Student Group 

Economically Disadvantaged 

0.0% 

 
78.2% 

1.1% 

 
63.6% 

2.0% 

 
58.8% 

English Language Learners 0.0% 0.3% 18.2% 

Special Education 7.9% 9.9% 8.5% 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 90.4% 77.4% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  47.9% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 50.5% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $21,277  $16,333  $8,692 

Instruction $11,969       $7,625       $4,956 

Instructional Leadership  $996 $601 $129 

School Leadership $1,479       $1,429 $503 

2015 Accountability Rating 

Met Alternative Standard 

District Name:   POR VIDA ACADEMY 
Campus Type:  High School 

Total Students: 101 
Grade Span:  09 - 12 

Texas Education Agency 
2014-15 School Report Card 
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State District 

 

All 
Students 

 

African 
American   Hispanic White 

 

American 
Indian Asian 

 

Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

All Subjects 2015 77% 50% 52% * 52% * - - - - 54% 

Reading 2015 77% 44% 49% * 49% * - - - - 52% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 39% 29% * 30% - - - - - 26% 

Science 2015 78% 55% 59% * 56% - - - - - 62% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 70% 77% * 82% * - - - - 80% 

 
STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 16% 10% * 11% * - - - - 13% 

Reading 2015 46% 23% * - * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 48% * * - * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% 18% * - * - - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 16% * * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% * * * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 17% * * * * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 20% * * * * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * - - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 19% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% * * - * - - - - - * 

Reading 2015 59% * * - * - - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 47% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% * * - * - - - - - * 

Reading 2015 16% * * - * - - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 19% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

For more information about this campus, please see the Texas Academic Performance Report at 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
26.7% 

 
24.2% 

 
* 

 
21.9% 

 
50.0% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
26.7% 

2012-13 2.2% 25.7% 27.2% * 28.1% 12.5% - - - - 28.6% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated 88.3% 38.0% 35.3% * 37.0% * * - - - 40.5% 

Received GED 0.8% 0.5% 2.0% * 2.2% * * - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.3% 7.5% 9.8% * 10.9% * * - - - 7.1% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 54.0% 52.9% * 50.0% * * - - - 52.4% 

Graduates and GED 89.1% 38.5% 37.3% * 39.1% * * - - - 40.5% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 46.0% 47.1% * 50.0% * * - - - 47.6% 

Class of 2013      
Graduated 88.0% 37.4% 32.7% * 34.1% * - - - - 32.6% 

Received GED 0.8% 1.7% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.6% 11.7% 16.3% * 15.9% * - - - - 15.2% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 49.2% 51.0% * 50.0% * - - - - 52.2% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 39.1% 32.7% * 34.1% * - - - - 32.6% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 50.8% 49.0% * 50.0% * - - - - 47.8% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 90.4% 43.5% 41.5% * 41.7% * - - - - 39.6% 

Received GED 1.1% 1.6% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 1.6% 5.7% * 6.3% * - - - - 4.2% 

Dropped Out 7.2% 53.3% 52.8% * 52.1% * - - - - 56.3% 

Graduates and GED 91.5% 45.1% 41.5% * 41.7% * - - - - 39.6% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 

92.8% 

 
90.4% 

46.7% 

 
35.7% 

47.2% 

 
33.3% 

* 47.9% 

 
* 32.3% 

* - - - - 43.8% 

 
* - - - - 47.8% 

Received GED 1.2% 2.6% 2.8% * 3.2% * - - - - 4.3% 

Continued HS 1.3% 2.6% 2.8% * 3.2% * - - - - 4.3% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 59.1% 61.1% * 61.3% * - - - - 43.5% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 38.3% 36.1% * 35.5% * - - - - 52.2% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 40.9% 38.9% * 38.7% * - - - - 56.5% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates (Longitudinal Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 47.9% 66.7% - 64.7% * - - - - 64.7% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 43.3% 62.5% - 60.0% * - - - - 60.0% 

SAT/ACT Results 

Tested 

     

Class of 2014 66.3% 8.5% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 24.2% 22.2% - 16.7% ? - - - - 23.5% 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 

 

25.1% 

 

25.0% 

 

- 

 

- - 

 

- 

 

- - - - - 

Class of 2013 25.4% 0.0% * - * * - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 
 

 
75 

 
 

 
50 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 

 

Distinction Designations 

Mathematics Top 25% Student Progress 

Top 25% Closing Perform Gaps  

 
 

25 

 
 

 
0 

 

Index 1 
 

Student 
Achievement 

(Target Score=60) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Index 2 
 

Student 
Progress 

(Target Score=15) 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Index 3 

Closing 
Performance Gaps 
(Target Score = 31) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Index 4 
 

Postsecondary 
Readiness 

(Target Score = 57) 

Campuses that receive a rating of Met Standard are eligible for seven 
distinction designations: Academic Achievement in Reading/English 
Language Arts (ELA), Academic Achievement in Mathematics, 
Academic Achievement in Science, Academic Achievement in Social 
Studies,   Top 25%: Student Progress, Top 25%: Closing 
Performance Gaps, and Postsecondary Readiness. 

 

  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  94.4%  94.3% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Elementary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    Kindergarten 17.0 17.0 19.2 

African American 29.2% 31.2% 12.6% Grade 1 14.3 14.3 19.3 
Hispanic 65.5% 63.7% 52.0% Grade 2 14.3 14.3 19.3 
White 3.9% 3.7% 28.9% Grade 3 14.0 14.0 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Grade 4 9.3 9.3 19.1 
Asian 0.4% 0.4% 3.9% Grade 5 17.8 17.8 20.8 
Pacific Islander 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% Secondary    
Two or More Races 0.9% 0.9% 2.0% English/Language Arts 9.4 10.4 17.2 

Enrollment  by Student Group Foreign Languages 13.0 11.8 18.9 

Economically Disadvantaged 100.0% 99.8% 58.8% Mathematics 14.0 12.5 18.1 

English Language Learners 13.8% 13.2% 18.2% Science 12.0 12.5 19.1 
Special Education 4.2% 4.9% 8.5% Social Studies 11.2 11.1 19.6 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 44.5% 42.3% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  65.9% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 46.4% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $5,830       $6,392       $8,692 

Instruction $2,818       $2,931       $4,956 

Instructional Leadership   $0  $0 $129 

School Leadership  $709 $779 $503 

2015 Accountability Rating 

Met Standard 

District Name:   GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 
Campus Type:  Elementary/Secondary 

Total Students: 1,053 
Grade Span:  PK - 12 

Texas Education Agency 
2014-15 School Report Card 

GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY (015802001) 
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State 

 

All African 
District   Students   American   Hispanic 

 

White 

 

American 
Indian 

 

Asian 

 

Pacific 
Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

All Subjects 2015 77% 69% 74% 70% 83% 55% - * - * 75% 

Reading 2015 77% 66% 66% 59% 80% * - - - * 66% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 96% 96% 95% 100% * - * - - 96% 

Writing 2015 72% 56% 62% 75% * * - - - - 67% 

Science 2015 78% 80% 79% 74% 89% * - - - * 79% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 50% 94% 91% 100% - - - - - 94% 

 

STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 27% 35% 39% 35% * - - - * 36% 

Reading 2015 46% 26% 34% 28% 50% * - - - * 34% 

Mathematics 2015 48% 83% 83% 79% * - - - - - 83% 

Writing 2015 34% 22% * * * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% 35% 52% 50% * - - - - * 52% 

Social Studies 2015 44% 29% 59% 60% * - - - - - 59% 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% 8% 12% 12% 11% * - * - * 12% 

Reading 2015 17% 7% 9% 10% * * - - - * 9% 

Mathematics 2015 20% 37% 37% 37% * * - * - - 37% 

Writing 2015 9% * * * * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * * - - - * * 

Social Studies 2015 19% 14% 28% * * - - - - - 28% 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% 61% 69% 71% * * - - - * 69% 

Reading 2015 59% 53% 58% * * * - - - * 58% 

Mathematics 2015 47% 94% 94% 92% * - - - - - 94% 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% 17% 24% 26% * * - - - * 24% 

Reading 2015 16% 13% 13% * * * - - - * 13% 

Mathematics 2015 19% 47% 47% 38% * - - - - - 47% 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers: Percent of Failers Passing STAAR (Sum of Grades 4-8) 

 

Reading 2015 39% 56% 89% 83% * - - - - - 89% 

 2014 45% 54% 63% 67% * - - - - - 63% 

 
Students Success Initiative 

Grade 5 

Students Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard on First STAAR Administration 

Reading 2015 75% 72% 72% 73% * - - - - * 72% 

 
Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction 

Reading 2015 25% 28% 28% * * - - - - * 28% 

 
STAAR Cumulative Met Standard 

Reading 2015 84% 94% 94% 91% 100% - - - - * 94% 

 
STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade Placement Committee 

Reading 2014 92% * * * - - - - - - * 

 
Grade 8 

'?' SInTdAicAatResMtheatt tShteadnadtaarfdor(tFhaisilietedminwPerreevstiaotuissticYaellyarim) Pprroobmaboltee,dortoweGrerardepeo9rted outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' IndiRcaetaesdirnegsults are maske2d0d1u5e to small n8u%mbers to protec*t student con*fidentiality. * - - 'n/a' Indica- tes data repo-rting is not ap-plicable for th-is group. * 

For more information about this campus, please see the Texas Academic Performance Report at 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
4.5% 

 
4.5% 

 
2.2% 

 
7.2% 

 
0.0% 

 
* 

 
* 

 
- 

 
* 

 
5.0% 

2012-13 2.2% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.3% 0.0% - - - * 0.8% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated 88.3% 84.4% 84.4% 90.9% 79.5% * - - - * 83.3% 

Received GED 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - - * 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.3% 4.7% 4.7% 4.5% 5.1% * - - - * 5.0% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 10.9% 10.9% 4.5% 15.4% * - - - * 11.7% 

Graduates and GED 89.1% 84.4% 84.4% 90.9% 79.5% * - - - * 83.3% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 89.1% 89.1% 95.5% 84.6% * - - - * 88.3% 

Class of 2013       
Graduated 88.0% 63.6% 64.1% 64.3% 60.9% * - - - - 67.7% 

Received GED 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.6% 31.8% 35.9% 35.7% 39.1% * - - - - 32.3% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 63.6% 64.1% 64.3% 60.9% * - - - - 67.7% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 95.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% * - - - - 100.0% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 90.4% 84.2% 87.9% 83.3% 89.5% * - - - - 85.7% 

Received GED 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 2.6% 3.0% 8.3% 0.0% * - - - - 3.6% 

Dropped Out 7.2% 13.2% 9.1% 8.3% 10.5% * - - - - 10.7% 

Graduates and GED 91.5% 84.2% 87.9% 83.3% 89.5% * - - - - 85.7% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.8% 86.8% 90.9% 91.7% 89.5% * - - - - 89.3% 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 

 
90.4% 

 
84.2% 

 
87.5% 

 
85.2% 

 
90.0% 

 
- - - - * 90.5% 

Received GED 1.2% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - - - - * 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 8.8% 10.4% 11.1% 10.0% - - - - * 9.5% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 3.5% 2.1% 3.7% 0.0% - - - - * 0.0% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 87.7% 87.5% 85.2% 90.0% - - - - * 90.5% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 96.5% 97.9% 96.3% 100.0% - - - - * 100.0% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates (Longitudinal Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 79.6% 79.6% 80.0% 80.6% * - - - * 82.0% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 85.7% 84.0% 77.8% 85.7% * - - - - 85.7% 

SAT/ACT Results 

Tested 

      

Class of 2014 66.3% 4.3% 4.3% 7.7% 3.1% * - - - * 4.8% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 19.0% 9.5% 9.5% 5.6% * - - - - 13.3% 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 

 

25.1% 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

- - - - - * 

Class of 2013 25.4% 0.0% * * * * - - - - * 

Average SAT Score 

Class of 2014 

 

1417 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

- 

 

- - - - - * 

Class of 2013 1422 * - - - - - - - - - 

Average ACT Score 

Class of 2014 

 

20.6 

 

* 

 

* 

 

- 

 

* 

 

- - - - - * 

Class of 2013 20.6 15.3 * * * * - - - - * 

 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 
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  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  94.2%  94.3% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Elementary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    Grade 6 13.0 13.0 20.3 

African American 62.3% 31.2% 12.6% Secondary    
Hispanic 36.2% 63.7% 52.0% English/Language Arts 13.5 10.4 17.2 
White 1.4% 3.7% 28.9% Foreign Languages 8.0 11.8 18.9 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Mathematics 10.7 12.5 18.1 
Asian 0.0% 0.4% 3.9% Science 14.3 12.5 19.1 
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% Social Studies 10.8 11.1 19.6 
Two or More Races 

Enrollment  by Student Group 

Economically Disadvantaged 

0.0% 

 
97.1% 

0.9% 

 
99.8% 

2.0% 

 
58.8% 

 

English Language Learners 4.3% 13.2% 18.2% 

Special Education 15.9% 4.9% 8.5% 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 32.0% 42.3% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  65.9% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 46.4% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $8,173       $6,392       $8,692 

Instruction $4,665       $2,931       $4,956 

Instructional Leadership  $0  $0 $129 

School Leadership $1,860 $779 $503 

2015 Accountability Rating 

Improvement Required 

District Name:   GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 
Campus Type:  Middle School 

Total Students: 69 
Grade Span:  06 - 08 

Texas Education Agency 
2014-15 School Report Card 

THE EDUCATION AND TRAINING CENTER (015802004) 
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State District 

 
All 

Students 

 
African 

American   Hispanic White 

 
American 

Indian Asian 

 
Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 
Econ 

Disadv 
 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

All Subjects 2015 77% 69% 57% 62% 48% * - - - - 56% 

Reading 2015 77% 66% 68% 74% 58% * - - - - 67% 

Writing 2015 72% 56% 50% * * * - - - - 50% 

Science 2015 78% 80% 83% 90% 75% - - - - - 83% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 50% * * * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 27% 10% * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 46% 26% 11% * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 34% 22% 36% * * * - - - - 36% 

Science 2015 44% 35% * * * - - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 29% * * * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% 8% * * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 17% 7% * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 9% * * * * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * - - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 19% 14% * * * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% 61% 52% * * * - - - - 51% 

Reading 2015 59% 53% 49% * * * - - - - 48% 

Writing 2015 56% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% 17% 10% * * * - - - - 10% 

Reading 2015 16% 13% 12% * * * - - - - 13% 

Writing 2015 7% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers: Percent of Failers Passing STAAR (Sum of Grades 4-8) 

 

Reading 2015 39% 56% 39% 55% * - - - - - 39% 

 2014 45% 54% 47% 45% * - - - - - 47% 

 
Students Success Initiative 

Grade 5 

STAAR Met Standard (Failed in Previous Year) Promoted to Grade 6 

Reading 2015 14% * * * - - - - - - * 

 
Grade 8 

Students Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard on First STAAR Administration 

Reading 2015 76% 61% 61% 70% * - - - - - 61% 

 
Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction 

Reading 2015 24% 39% 39% * * - - - - - 39% 

 
STAAR Cumulative Met Standard 

Reading 2015 85% 78% 78% 100% * - - - - - 78% 

 
STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade Placement Committee 

Reading 2014 95% * * * * - - - - - * 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 
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  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  87.4%  91.1% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Elementary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    Kindergarten 2.0 13.1 19.2 

African American 18.8% 13.8% 12.6% Grade 1 7.0 12.5 19.3 
Hispanic 58.1% 78.5% 52.0% Grade 2 6.0 12.8 19.3 
White 17.9% 5.9% 28.9% Grade 3 7.0 15.1 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Grade 4 6.0 14.1 19.1 
Asian 0.0% 0.1% 3.9% Grade 5 10.0 16.5 20.8 
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% Grade 6 11.0 17.0 20.3 
Two or More Races 5.1% 1.6% 2.0% Secondary    

Enrollment  by Student Group    English/Language Arts 18.2 9.1 17.2 
Economically Disadvantaged 82.9% 80.3% 58.8% Foreign Languages 24.0 4.5 18.9 
English Language Learners 11.1% 12.7% 18.2% Mathematics 13.7 7.6 18.1 
Special Education 12.0% 11.1% 8.5% Science 21.0 5.4 19.1 

 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 
 

71.0% 
 

52.5% 
 

16.9% 
Social Studies 21.0 6.5 19.6 

 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  63.1% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 49.0% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $9,551 $12,335 $8,692 

Instruction $5,305  $5,471 $4,956 

Instructional Leadership $775 $953 $129 

School Leadership $1,141 $1,271 $503 
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Improvement Required 

District Name:   SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 
Campus Type:  Elementary 

Total Students: 117 
Grade Span:  PK - 08 
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State 

 

All African 
District   Students   American   Hispanic 

 

White 

 

American 
Indian 

 

Asian 

 

Pacific 
Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

All Subjects 2015 77% 46% 56% 38% 53% 75% - - - 100% 51% 

Reading 2015 77% 47% 67% 50% 65% 88% - - - * 63% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 41% * * * * - - - * * 

Writing 2015 72% 35% 33% * * * - - - * * 

Science 2015 78% 45% 41% * * * - - - * 38% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 55% 50% * 45% * - - - * 42% 

 

STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 12% 16% * 21% * - - - * 16% 

Reading 2015 46% 14% 25% * 29% * - - - * 22% 

Mathematics 2015 48% 7% * - * - - - - * * 

Writing 2015 34% 9% * * * * - - - * * 

Science 2015 44% 13% * * * * - - - * * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 23% * * * * - - - * * 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% 2% * * * * - - - * * 

Reading 2015 17% 2% * * * * - - - * * 

Mathematics 2015 20% * * * * * - - - * * 

Writing 2015 9% * * * * * - - - * * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * * - - - * * 

Social Studies 2015 19% 5% * * * * - - - * * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% 43% * * * * - - - * * 

Reading 2015 59% 49% * * * * - - - * * 

Mathematics 2015 47% * * - - - - - - * * 

Writing 2015 56% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% 7% * * * * - - - * * 

Reading 2015 16% 10% * * * * - - - * * 

Mathematics 2015 19% * * - - - - - - * * 

Writing 2015 7% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers: Percent of Failers Passing STAAR (Sum of Grades 4-8) 

 

Reading 2015 39% 24% * * * * - - - - * 

 2014 45% 30% 50% * * * - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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 Two or  
 All African  American  Pacific More Econ 

State District   Students   American   Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander Races Disadv 

Students Success Initiative 

Grade 5 

Students Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard on First STAAR Administration 

Reading 2015 75% 49% * * * * - - - - * 

 
Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction 

Reading 2015 25% 51% * * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Cumulative Met Standard 

Reading 2015 84% 63% * * * * - - - - * 

 
Grade 8 

Students Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard on First STAAR Administration 

Reading 2015 76% 49% 69% * 67% * - - - * 64% 

 
Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction 

Reading 2015 24% 51% * * * * - - - * * 

 
STAAR Cumulative Met Standard 

Reading 2015 85% 65% 77% * 67% * - - - * 73% 

 
STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade Placement Committee 

Reading 2014 95% 100% * - * - - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
PR/Award # U374A160084 

For more information about this campus, please see the Texas A
P
ca

a
d
ge
em

e2
ic
59

Performance Report at Page 



SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 
(015807001) 

SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

Texas Education Agency 
2014-15 School Report Card 

https://rptsvr1.tea.texas.gov/perfreport/tapr/2015/index.html. 4 

 

 

 
 

State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
3.7% 

 
3.0% 

 
0.0% 

 
3.5% 

 
3.4% 

 
- 

 
* 

 
- 

 
* 

 
3.4% 

2012-13 2.2% 11.5% 10.7% 5.7% 11.9% 11.8% * - - * 8.7% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 88.0% 58.5% 59.6% 45.5% 69.2% 44.4% * - - - 66.7% 

Received GED 0.8% 4.7% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% * - - - 3.7% 

Continued HS 4.6% 8.8% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% * - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 28.1% 36.2% 54.5% 30.8% 33.3% * - - - 29.6% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 63.2% 61.7% 45.5% 69.2% 55.6% * - - - 70.4% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 71.9% 63.8% 45.5% 69.2% 66.7% * - - - 70.4% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 90.4% 65.5% 56.7% 46.7% 55.0% 72.7% - * - - 57.6% 

Received GED 1.2% 4.4% 7.5% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% - * - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - * - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 29.1% 35.8% 53.3% 32.5% 27.3% - * - - 42.4% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 70.0% 64.2% 46.7% 67.5% 72.7% - * - - 57.6% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 70.9% 64.2% 46.7% 67.5% 72.7% - * - - 57.6% 

 
SAT/ACT Results 

Tested 

Class of 2014 66.3% 13.4% 12.1% 11.1% 11.1% 16.7% - - - - 12.5% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 5.7% 11.4% 0.0% 10.0% 28.6% * - - - 13.6% 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 

 

25.1% 

 

15.4% 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

- - - - * 

Class of 2013 25.4% 16.7% * - * * - - - - * 

Average SAT Score 

Class of 2014 

 

1417 

 

1314 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

- - - - * 

Class of 2013 1422 1305 * - * * - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confPidRen/Atiawlitayr.d # U374A160084 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 
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  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  92.4%  91.1% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Elementary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    Kindergarten 19.0 13.1 19.2 

African American 27.5% 13.8% 12.6% Grade 1 13.0 12.5 19.3 
Hispanic 69.1% 78.5% 52.0% Grade 2 16.0 12.8 19.3 
White 2.1% 5.9% 28.9% Grade 3 14.0 15.1 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Grade 4 11.0 14.1 19.1 
Asian 0.0% 0.1% 3.9% Grade 5 16.0 16.5 20.8 
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% Grade 6 22.0 17.0 20.3 
Two or More Races 1.3% 1.6% 2.0% Secondary    

Enrollment  by Student Group English/Language Arts 8.5 9.1 17.2 

Economically Disadvantaged 91.4% 80.3% 58.8% Mathematics 7.9 7.6 18.1 

English Language Learners 10.3% 12.7% 18.2% Science 6.1 5.4 19.1 
Special Education 10.7% 11.1% 8.5% Social Studies 10.5 6.5 19.6 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 42.4% 52.5% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  63.1% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 49.0% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $9,986 $12,335 $8,692 

Instruction $6,063  $5,471 $4,956 

Instructional Leadership $736 $953 $129 

School Leadership $1,250 $1,271 $503 
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State District 

 

All 
Students 

 

African 
American   Hispanic White 

 

American 
Indian Asian 

 

Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

All Subjects 2015 77% 46% 41% 28% 46% * - - - * 44% 

Reading 2015 77% 47% 40% 33% 42% * - - - * 42% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 41% 44% * 48% * - - - - 50% 

Writing 2015 72% 35% 55% * 60% * - - - - 57% 

Science 2015 78% 45% 33% * 43% * - - - - 32% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 55% 44% * 58% - - - - - 46% 

 
STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 12% 7% * 7% * - - - * 7% 

Reading 2015 46% 14% 10% * 11% * - - - * 11% 

Mathematics 2015 48% 7% * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 34% 9% * * * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% 13% * * * * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 23% * * * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% 2% * * * * - - - * * 

Reading 2015 17% 2% * * * * - - - * * 

Mathematics 2015 20% * * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 9% * * * * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 19% 5% * * * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% 43% 36% * * * - - - * 36% 

Reading 2015 59% 49% 39% * * * - - - * 40% 

Mathematics 2015 47% * * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 56% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% 7% 6% * * * - - - * 6% 

Reading 2015 16% 10% 8% * * * - - - * 9% 

Mathematics 2015 19% * * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 7% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers: Percent of Failers Passing STAAR (Sum of Grades 4-8) 

 

Reading 2015 39% 24% 25% * * * - - - - 26% 

 2014 45% 30% 37% * 43% * - - - - 37% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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 Two or  
 All African  American  Pacific More Econ 

State District   Students   American   Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander Races Disadv 

Students Success Initiative 

Grade 5 

Students Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard on First STAAR Administration 

Reading 2015 75% 49% * * * * - - - - * 

 
Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction 

Reading 2015 25% 51% 67% * * * - - - - 63% 

 
STAAR Cumulative Met Standard 

Reading 2015 84% 63% 67% * 83% * - - - - 63% 

 
Grade 8 

Students Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard on First STAAR Administration 

Reading 2015 76% 49% 38% * 56% - - - - - * 

 
Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction 

Reading 2015 24% 51% 63% 86% * - - - - - 69% 

 
STAAR Cumulative Met Standard 

Reading 2015 85% 65% 50% * 67% - - - - - 46% 

 
STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade Placement Committee 

Reading 2014 95% 100% 100% * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Met Standard (Failed in Previous Year) Promoted to Grade 9 

Reading 2015 8% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
3.7% 

 
4.0% 

 
5.3% 

 
3.5% 

 
* 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
* 

 
3.7% 

2012-13 2.2% 11.5% 7.0% 8.8% 6.5% * - - - - 8.0% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated 88.3% 67.5% 70.6% 85.7% 57.1% * - - - * 61.5% 

Received GED 0.8% 5.3% 11.8% 14.3% 14.3% * - - - * 15.4% 

Continued HS 4.3% 4.4% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% * - - - * 7.7% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 22.8% 11.8% 0.0% 28.6% * - - - * 15.4% 

Graduates and GED 89.1% 72.8% 82.4% 100.0% 71.4% * - - - * 76.9% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 77.2% 88.2% 100.0% 71.4% * - - - * 84.6% 

Class of 2013       
Graduated 88.0% 58.5% 64.0% 63.6% 64.3% - - - - - 52.9% 

Received GED 0.8% 4.7% 8.0% 9.1% 7.1% - - - - - 5.9% 

Continued HS 4.6% 8.8% 8.0% 9.1% 7.1% - - - - - 11.8% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 28.1% 20.0% 18.2% 21.4% - - - - - 29.4% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 63.2% 72.0% 72.7% 71.4% - - - - - 58.8% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 71.9% 80.0% 81.8% 78.6% - - - - - 70.6% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 90.4% 66.5% 72.0% 80.0% 66.7% - - - - - 68.8% 

Received GED 1.1% 6.1% 12.0% 10.0% 13.3% - - - - - 12.5% 

Continued HS 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.2% 27.4% 16.0% 10.0% 20.0% - - - - - 18.8% 

Graduates and GED 91.5% 72.6% 84.0% 90.0% 80.0% - - - - - 81.3% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.8% 72.6% 84.0% 90.0% 80.0% - - - - - 81.3% 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 

 
90.4% 

 
65.5% 

 
91.3% 

 
85.7% 

 
92.9% 

 
* - - - - 93.3% 

Received GED 1.2% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 29.1% 8.7% 14.3% 7.1% * - - - - 6.7% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 70.0% 91.3% 85.7% 92.9% * - - - - 93.3% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 70.9% 91.3% 85.7% 92.9% * - - - - 93.3% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates (Longitudinal Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 53.2% 66.7% 50.0% * * - - - * 75.0% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 45.0% 75.0% 71.4% 77.8% - - - - - 77.8% 

SAT/ACT Results 

Tested 

      

Class of 2014 66.3% 13.4% 6.7% 0.0% 16.7% * - - - * 10.0% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - - - - - 0.0% 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 

 

25.1% 

 

15.4% 

 

* 

 

- 

 

* 

 

- - - - - * 

Class of 2013 25.4% 16.7% - - - - - - - - - 

Average SAT Score 

Class of 2014 

 

1417 

 

1314 

 

* 

 

- 

 

* 

 

- - - - - * 

Class of 2013 1422 1305 - - - - - - - - - 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confPidRen/Atiawlitayr.d # U374A160084 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 

 
75 

 
50 

 
25 

 
0 

 

Index 1 
 

Student 
Achievement 

(Target Score=35) 

 

 
Index 2 

 

Student 
Progress 

(Target Score=7) 

 

Index 3 

Closing 
Performance Gaps 
(Target Score = 11) 

 

 
Index 4 

 

Postsecondary 
Readiness 

(Target Score = 33) 

 

  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  91.6%  91.1% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Secondary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    English/Language Arts 13.1 9.1 17.2 

African American 2.6% 13.8% 12.6% Foreign Languages 5.3 4.5 18.9 
Hispanic 95.7% 78.5% 52.0% Mathematics 9.1 7.6 18.1 
White 1.3% 5.9% 28.9% Science 7.7 5.4 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Social Studies 8.5 6.5 19.6 
Asian 0.4% 0.1% 3.9%  
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 

Two or More Races 

Enrollment  by Student Group 

Economically Disadvantaged 

0.0% 

 
66.7% 

1.6% 

 
80.3% 

2.0% 

 
58.8% 

English Language Learners 9.1% 12.7% 18.2% 

Special Education 14.3% 11.1% 8.5% 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 47.8% 52.5% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  63.1% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 49.0% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $8,942 $12,335 $8,692 

Instruction $4,813  $5,471 $4,956 

Instructional Leadership $636 $953 $129 

School Leadership $1,428 $1,271 $503 
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State District 

 

All 
Students 

 

African 
American   Hispanic White 

 

American 
Indian Asian 

 

Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

All Subjects 2015 77% 46% 49% 73% 48% * - - - - 46% 

Reading 2015 77% 47% 52% * 51% * - - - - 50% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 41% 40% * 39% * - - - - 38% 

Writing 2015 72% 35% 38% - 38% - - - - - 33% 

Science 2015 78% 45% 44% * 41% * - - - - 42% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 55% 57% * 56% * - - - - 53% 

 
STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 12% 15% * 16% * - - - - 13% 

Reading 2015 46% 14% 12% * 12% * - - - - 10% 

Mathematics 2015 48% 7% * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 34% 9% * - * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% 13% 18% * 19% * - - - - 20% 

Social Studies 2015 44% 23% 25% * 26% * - - - - 24% 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% 2% 2% * 2% * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 17% 2% * * * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 20% * * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 9% * * - * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 19% 5% * * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% 43% 48% * 48% * - - - - 42% 

Reading 2015 59% 49% 56% * 56% * - - - - 52% 

Mathematics 2015 47% * * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 56% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% 7% 6% * 6% * - - - - 6% 

Reading 2015 16% 10% 10% * 9% * - - - - 9% 

Mathematics 2015 19% * * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 7% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers: Percent of Failers Passing STAAR (Sum of Grades 4-8) 

 

Reading 2015 39% 24% 21% - 18% * - - - - * 

 2014 45% 30% * * * - - - - - * 

 
Students Success Initiative 

Grade 8 

Students Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard on First STAAR Administration 

Reading 2015 76% 49% 47% * 44% * - - - - 43% 

 
Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction 

Reading 2015 24% 51% 53% * 56% * - - - - 57% 

 
STAAR Cumulative Met Standard 

Reading 2015 85% 65% 68% * 66% * - - - - 63% 

 
 
 
 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
3.7% 

 
3.1% 

 
* 

 
2.2% 

 
11.1% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
3.2% 

2012-13 2.2% 11.5% 11.3% 0.0% 12.1% 0.0% - * - * 9.6% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated 88.3% 67.5% 67.6% - 68.6% * - * - - 75.0% 

Received GED 0.8% 5.3% 2.7% - 2.9% * - * - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.3% 4.4% 2.7% - 2.9% * - * - - 4.2% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 22.8% 27.0% - 25.7% * - * - - 20.8% 

Graduates and GED 89.1% 72.8% 70.3% - 71.4% * - * - - 75.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 77.2% 73.0% - 74.3% * - * - - 79.2% 

Class of 2013      
Graduated 88.0% 58.5% 59.0% 66.7% 55.6% 83.3% * - - * 55.9% 

Received GED 0.8% 4.7% 5.1% 0.0% 3.2% 16.7% * - - * 5.9% 

Continued HS 4.6% 8.8% 12.8% 0.0% 15.9% 0.0% * - - * 14.7% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 28.1% 23.1% 33.3% 25.4% 0.0% * - - * 23.5% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 63.2% 64.1% 66.7% 58.7% 100.0% * - - * 61.8% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 71.9% 76.9% 66.7% 74.6% 100.0% * - - * 76.5% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 90.4% 66.5% 70.4% 66.7% 69.6% 83.3% * - - * 66.7% 

Received GED 1.1% 6.1% 5.6% 0.0% 3.6% 16.7% * - - * 6.1% 

Continued HS 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - * 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.2% 27.4% 23.9% 33.3% 26.8% 0.0% * - - * 27.3% 

Graduates and GED 91.5% 72.6% 76.1% 66.7% 73.2% 100.0% * - - * 72.7% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.8% 72.6% 76.1% 66.7% 73.2% 100.0% * - - * 72.7% 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 

 
90.4% 

 
65.5% 

 
64.5% 

 
60.0% 

 
64.1% 

 
66.7% 

 
- * - - 59.5% 

Received GED 1.2% 4.4% 4.3% 0.0% 2.6% 22.2% - * - - 7.1% 

Continued HS 1.3% 1.0% 2.2% 0.0% 1.3% 11.1% - * - - 2.4% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 29.1% 29.0% 40.0% 32.1% 0.0% - * - - 31.0% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 70.0% 68.8% 60.0% 66.7% 88.9% - * - - 66.7% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 70.9% 71.0% 60.0% 67.9% 100.0% - * - - 69.0% 

RHSP/DAP Graduates (Longitudinal Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 53.2% 

 
40.0% 

 
- 41.7% 

 
* 

 
- - - - 33.3% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 

 
SAT/ACT Results 

45.0% 28.3% * 20.0% 80.0% - - - * 26.3% 

Tested 

Class of 2014 66.3% 

 

13.4% 

 

23.3% 

 

* 18.5% 

 

* 

 

- - - - 19.0% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 5.7% 5.1% * 6.5% * - - - * 0.0% 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 25.1% 

 
15.4% 

 
28.6% 

 
* 40.0% 

 
* 

 
- - - - * 

Class of 2013 25.4% 16.7% * - * - - - - - - 

Average SAT Score 

Class of 2014 1417 

 
1314 

 
1393 

 
* 1442 

 
* 

 
- - - - * 

Class of 2013 1422 1305 * - * - - - - - - 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confPidRen/Atiawlitayr.d # U374A160084 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 

 
75 

 
50 

 
25 

 
0 

 

Index 1 
 

Student 
Achievement 

(Target Score=35) 

 

 
Index 2 

 

Student 
Progress 

(Target Score=7) 

 

Index 3 

Closing 
Performance Gaps 
(Target Score = 11) 

 

 
Index 4 

 

Postsecondary 
Readiness 

(Target Score = 33) 

 

  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  84.6%  91.1% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Secondary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    English/Language Arts 4.6 9.1 17.2 

African American 22.2% 13.8% 12.6% Foreign Languages 2.5 4.5 18.9 
Hispanic 55.6% 78.5% 52.0% Mathematics 5.0 7.6 18.1 
White 17.5% 5.9% 28.9% Science 2.8 5.4 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Social Studies 3.4 6.5 19.6 
Asian 0.0% 0.1% 3.9%  
Pacific Islander 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 

Two or More Races 

Enrollment  by Student Group 

Economically Disadvantaged 

4.0% 

 
61.1% 

1.6% 

 
80.3% 

2.0% 

 
58.8% 

English Language Learners 2.4% 12.7% 18.2% 

Special Education 11.9% 11.1% 8.5% 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 83.7% 52.5% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  63.1% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 49.0% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $10,565 $12,335 $8,692 

Instruction  $5,734  $5,471 $4,956 

Instructional Leadership $238 $953 $129 

School Leadership $2,391 $1,271 $503 

2015 Accountability Rating 

Met Alternative Standard 

District Name:   SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 
Campus Type:  High School 

Total Students: 126 
Grade Span:  09 - 12 

Texas Education Agency 
2014-15 School Report Card 

NEW DIRECTIONS (015807005) 

 
 

47 

 
 

90 25 16 

http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/


https://rptsvr1.tea.texas.gov/perfreport/tapr/2015/index.html. 2 

Texas Education Agency 
2014-15 School Report Card 

NEW DIRECTIONS (015807005) 
SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

 

 

 

 

State 

 

All African 
District   Students   American   Hispanic 

 

White 

 

American 
Indian 

 

Asian 

 

Pacific 
Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

All Subjects 2015 77% 46% 47% 49% 42% 59% - - * * 43% 

Reading 2015 77% 47% 36% 39% 31% 44% - - * * 30% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 41% 33% * 27% * - - - - 29% 

Science 2015 78% 45% 80% * 78% 86% - - - - 80% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 55% 62% * 55% 75% - - * * 55% 

 

STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 12% 17% * 14% * - - * * 13% 

Reading 2015 46% 14% 21% * * * - - * - * 

Mathematics 2015 48% 7% * * * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% 13% 19% * * * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 23% 30% * * * - - * * 26% 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% 2% 3% * * * - - * * * 

Reading 2015 17% 2% * * * * - - * * * 

Mathematics 2015 20% * * * * * - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * * - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 19% 5% * * * * - - * * * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% 43% * * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 59% 49% * * * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 47% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% 7% * * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 16% 10% * * * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 19% * * * * * - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

For more information about this campus, please see the Texas Academic Performance Report at 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
3.7% 

 
8.1% 

 
11.1% 

 
8.7% 

 
0.0% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
12.5% 

2012-13 2.2% 11.5% 17.5% 25.0% 22.2% 0.0% - - * * 18.5% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated 88.3% 67.5% 58.3% 55.6% 53.8% * - - - - 72.7% 

Received GED 0.8% 5.3% 4.2% 0.0% 7.7% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.3% 4.4% 12.5% 22.2% 7.7% * - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 22.8% 25.0% 22.2% 30.8% * - - - - 27.3% 

Graduates and GED 89.1% 72.8% 62.5% 55.6% 61.5% * - - - - 72.7% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 77.2% 75.0% 77.8% 69.2% * - - - - 72.7% 

Class of 2013       
Graduated 88.0% 58.5% 47.6% * 38.5% * - - - - 20.0% 

Received GED 0.8% 4.7% 4.8% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 4.6% 8.8% 9.5% * 7.7% * - - - - 10.0% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 28.1% 38.1% * 53.8% * - - - - 70.0% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 63.2% 52.4% * 38.5% * - - - - 20.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 71.9% 61.9% * 46.2% * - - - - 30.0% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 90.4% 66.5% 54.5% * 50.0% * - - - - 30.0% 

Received GED 1.1% 6.1% 4.5% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.2% 27.4% 40.9% * 50.0% * - - - - 70.0% 

Graduates and GED 91.5% 72.6% 59.1% * 50.0% * - - - - 30.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 

92.8% 

 
90.4% 

72.6% 

 
65.5% 

59.1% 

 
70.0% 

* 50.0% 

 
* 72.7% 

* - - - - 30.0% 

 
80.0% - - - * 77.8% 

Received GED 1.2% 4.4% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% - - - * 0.0% 

Continued HS 1.3% 1.0% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% - - - * 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 29.1% 30.0% * 27.3% 20.0% - - - * 22.2% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 70.0% 70.0% * 72.7% 80.0% - - - * 77.8% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 70.9% 70.0% * 72.7% 80.0% - - - * 77.8% 

RHSP/DAP Graduates (Longitudinal Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 53.2% 

 
50.0% 

 
40.0% 

 
71.4% 

 
* 

 
- - - - 50.0% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 

 
SAT/ACT Results 

45.0% 30.0% * 0.0% * - - - - * 

Tested 

Class of 2014 66.3% 

 

13.4% 

 

5.3% 

 

0.0% 

 

8.3% 

 

* 

 

- - - - 0.0% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 5.7% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% - - - - * 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 25.1% 

 
15.4% 

 
* 

 
- 

 
* 

 
- 

 
- - - - - 

Class of 2013 25.4% 16.7% - - - - - - - - - 

Average ACT Score 

Class of 2014 20.6 

 
* 

 
* 

 
- 

 
* 

 
- 

 
- - - - - 

Class of 2013 20.6 - - - - - - - - - - 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 

 
75 

 
50 

 
25 

 
0 

 

Index 1 
 

Student 
Achievement 

(Target Score=60) 

 

 
Index 2 

 

Student 
Progress 

(Target Score=30) 

 

Index 3 

Closing 
Performance Gaps 
(Target Score = 28) 

 

 
Index 4 

 

Postsecondary 
Readiness 

(Target Score = 12) 

 

  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  95.7%  91.1% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Elementary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    Kindergarten 17.8 13.1 19.2 

African American 2.1% 13.8% 12.6% Grade 1 15.0 12.5 19.3 
Hispanic 96.9% 78.5% 52.0% Grade 2 12.8 12.8 19.3 
White 1.0% 5.9% 28.9% Grade 3 22.0 15.1 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Grade 4 25.0 14.1 19.1 
Asian 0.0% 0.1% 3.9% Grade 5 22.0 16.5 20.8 
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% Grade 6 17.4 17.0 20.3 
Two or More Races 

Enrollment  by Student Group 

Economically Disadvantaged 

0.0% 

 
94.2% 

1.6% 

 
80.3% 

2.0% 

 
58.8% 

 

English Language Learners 27.7% 12.7% 18.2% 

Special Education 6.8% 11.1% 8.5% 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 16.9% 52.5% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  63.1% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 49.0% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $8,100 $12,335 $8,692 

Instruction $4,734  $5,471 $4,956 

Instructional Leadership $271 $953 $129 

School Leadership $1,021 $1,271 $503 

2015 Accountability Rating 

Improvement Required 

District Name:   SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 
Campus Type:  Elementary 

Total Students: 191 
Grade Span:  PK - 06 

Texas Education Agency 
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State District 

 
All 

Students 

 
African 

American   Hispanic White 

 
American 

Indian Asian 

 
Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 
Econ 

Disadv 
 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

All Subjects 2015 77% 46% 37% * 36% * - - - - 34% 

Reading 2015 77% 47% 48% * 47% * - - - - 45% 

Writing 2015 72% 35% * - * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 78% 45% * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 12% 8% * 7% * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 46% 14% 12% * 11% * - - - - 9% 

Writing 2015 34% 9% * - * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% 13% * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% 2% * * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 17% 2% * * * * - - - - * 

Writing 2015 9% * * - * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% 43% 49% * 49% * - - - - 49% 

Reading 2015 59% 49% 54% * 54% * - - - - 54% 

Writing 2015 56% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% 7% 12% * 12% * - - - - 10% 

Reading 2015 16% 10% 13% * 13% * - - - - 11% 

Writing 2015 7% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers: Percent of Failers Passing STAAR (Sum of Grades 4-8) 

 

Reading 2015 39% 24% 26% - 26% - - - - - 24% 

 2014 45% 30% * * * - - - - - * 

 
Students Success Initiative 

Grade 5 

Students Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard on First STAAR Administration 

Reading 2015 75% 49% 52% - 52% - - - - - 50% 

 
Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction 

Reading 2015 25% 51% 48% - 48% - - - - - 50% 

 
STAAR Cumulative Met Standard 

Reading 2015 84% 63% 62% - 62% - - - - - 60% 

 
STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade Placement Committee 

Reading 2014 92% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Met Standard (Failed in Previous Year) Promoted to Grade 6 

Reading 2015 14% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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  2015 Performance Index  

State accountability ratings are based on four performance indexes: 
Student Achievement, Student Progress, Closing Performance Gaps, 
and Postsecondary Readiness. The bar chart below illustrates the index 
scores for this campus. The target score required to meet each index's 
standard is indicated below the index description and as a line on each 
bar. In 2015, to receive the Met Standard or Met Alternative Standard 
accountability rating, districts and campuses must meet targets on three 
indexes: Index 1 or Index 2 and Index 3 and Index 4. 

100 

 

For 2015 state accountability, campuses are rated as Met Standard, 
Improvement Required, or Not Rated. The rating, Met Alternative 
Standard, is assigned to charters and alternative education campuses 
evaluated under alternative education accountability (AEA) provisions. 
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50 
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Index 1 
 

Student 
Achievement 

(Target Score=35) 

 

 
Index 2 

 

Student 
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Index 3 

Closing 
Performance Gaps 
(Target Score = 11) 

 

 
Index 4 

 

Postsecondary 
Readiness 

(Target Score = 33) 

 

  School and Student Information  

This section provides demographic information about the campus, including attendance rates; enrollment percentages for various student groups; student 
mobility rates; and class size averages at the campus, district, and state level, where applicable. 

  Campus District  State 

Attendance Rate (2013-14)  84.1%  84.1% 95.9% 

  Campus District State 

Class Size Averages  by Grade or Subject 

Secondary 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity    English/Language Arts 3.4 3.4 17.2 

African American 1.2% 1.2% 12.6% Foreign Languages 1.5 1.5 18.9 
Hispanic 97.7% 97.7% 52.0% Mathematics 2.9 2.9 18.1 
White 0.6% 0.6% 28.9% Science 2.4 2.4 19.1 
American Indian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% Social Studies 2.8 2.8 19.6 
Asian 0.0% 0.0% 3.9%  
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

Two or More Races 

Enrollment  by Student Group 

Economically Disadvantaged 

0.6% 

 
93.0% 

0.6% 

 
93.0% 

2.0% 

 
58.8% 

English Language Learners 9.9% 9.9% 18.2% 

Special Education 10.5% 10.5% 8.5% 

Mobility Rate (2013-14) 80.1% 80.1% 16.9% 
 

  School Financial Information (2013-14)  

Various financial indicators are reported for the campus, district, and state, where applicable, based on actual data from the prior year. For more 
information, see http://tea.texas.gov/financialstandardreports/. 

  Campus District  State 

Instructional Staff Percent  n/a  47.5% 64.6% 

Instructional Expenditure Ratio n/a 45.8% 63.7% 

  Campus District State 

Expenditures  per Student 

Total Operating Expenditures $6,930 $7,868 $8,692 

Instruction $3,269 $3,269 $4,956 

Instructional Leadership $711 $711 $129 

School Leadership $1,653 $1,653 $503 

2015 Accountability Rating 

Met Alternative Standard 

District Name:   POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER SCHOOL 
Campus Type:  High School 

Total Students: 172 
Grade Span:  09 - 12 
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State District 

 

All 
Students 

 

African 
American   Hispanic White 

 

American 
Indian Asian 

 

Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 
More 
Races 

 

Econ 
Disadv 

 

STAAR Percent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

All Subjects 2015 77% 50% 50% * 50% * - - - - 50% 

Reading 2015 77% 42% 42% * 42% * - - - - 42% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 55% 55% - 55% - - - - - 55% 

Science 2015 78% 63% 63% * 62% - - - - - 63% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 59% 59% - 58% * - - - - 58% 

 
STAAR Percent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 14% 14% - 12% * - - - - 11% 

Reading 2015 46% * * - * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 48% * * - * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 44% * * - * - - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 27% 27% - 24% * - - - - 24% 

 
STAAR Percent at Advanced Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 

 

All Subjects 2015 16% * * * * * - - - - * 

Reading 2015 17% * * * * * - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 20% * * - * - - - - - * 

Science 2015 16% * * * * - - - - - * 

Social Studies 2015 19% * * - * * - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Met or Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 57% * * - * - - - - - * 

Reading 2015 59% * * - * - - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 47% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
STAAR Percent Exceeded Progress 

 

All Subjects 2015 15% * * - * - - - - - * 

Reading 2015 16% * * - * - - - - - * 

Mathematics 2015 19% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

For more information about this campus, please see the Texas Academic Performance Report at 
PR/Award # U374A160084 
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State 
 

District 
All 

Students 
African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 
American 

Indian 
 

Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Two or 

More Races 
Econ 

Disadv 

Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 

 
21.1% 

 
21.1% 

 
20.0% 

 
20.9% 

 
20.0% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
* 

 
21.1% 

2012-13 2.2% 26.7% 26.7% * 25.4% 50.0% - - - * 26.9% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated 88.3% 24.1% 24.1% * 23.2% * - - - - 23.0% 

Received GED 0.8% 9.2% 9.2% * 7.3% * - - - - 9.5% 

Continued HS 4.3% 16.1% 16.1% * 17.1% * - - - - 14.9% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 50.6% 50.6% * 52.4% * - - - - 52.7% 

Graduates and GED 89.1% 33.3% 33.3% * 30.5% * - - - - 32.4% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 49.4% 49.4% * 47.6% * - - - - 47.3% 

Class of 2013      
Graduated 88.0% 25.0% 25.0% * 24.4% * - - - - 26.0% 

Received GED 0.8% 11.3% 11.3% * 11.5% * - - - - 11.7% 

Continued HS 4.6% 23.8% 23.8% * 24.4% * - - - - 22.1% 

Dropped Out 6.6% 40.0% 40.0% * 39.7% * - - - - 40.3% 

Graduates and GED 88.9% 36.3% 36.3% * 35.9% * - - - - 37.7% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.4% 60.0% 60.0% * 60.3% * - - - - 59.7% 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated 90.4% 37.8% 37.8% * 38.0% * - - - - 37.7% 

Received GED 1.1% 15.9% 15.9% * 16.5% * - - - - 16.9% 

Continued HS 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.2% 46.3% 46.3% * 45.6% * - - - - 45.5% 

Graduates and GED 91.5% 53.7% 53.7% * 54.4% * - - - - 54.5% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.8% 53.7% 53.7% * 54.4% * - - - - 54.5% 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 

 
90.4% 

 
39.7% 

 
39.7% 

 
- 42.1% 

 
16.7% - - - - 40.7% 

Received GED 1.2% 17.5% 17.5% - 17.5% 16.7% - - - - 16.9% 

Continued HS 1.3% 1.6% 1.6% - 0.0% 16.7% - - - - 1.7% 

Dropped Out 7.1% 41.3% 41.3% - 40.4% 50.0% - - - - 40.7% 

Graduates and GED 91.6% 57.1% 57.1% - 59.6% 33.3% - - - - 57.6% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 92.9% 58.7% 58.7% - 59.6% 50.0% - - - - 59.3% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates (Longitudinal Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 71.4% 71.4% - 68.4% * - - - - 76.5% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 42.1% 42.1% * 44.4% - - - - - 42.1% 

SAT/ACT Results 

Tested 

     

Class of 2014 66.3% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% * - - - - 0.0% 

Class of 2013 63.8% 8.1% 8.1% * 8.3% - - - - - 8.3% 

At/Above Criterion 

Class of 2014 

 

25.1% 

 

- 

 

- 

 

- - 

 

- - - - - - 

Class of 2013 25.4% * * - * - - - - - * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. '-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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State 

Region 

13 
 

District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

More 

Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL^ 

STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade 3 

Reading 2015 77% 80% 64% 65% 58% 81% * * - 60% 33% 57% 48% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade 4 

Reading 2015 74% 78% 59% 39% 55% 78% - - - * 32% 51% 29% 

Writing 2015 70% 72% 58% 50% 55% 70% - - - * 21% 53% 41% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade  5 ** 

Reading 2015 87% 90% 83% 68% 82% 93% * * - 100% 60% 80% 61% 

Science 2015 72% 76% 65% 29% 61% 90% * * - * 26% 59% 28% 
 

STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade 6 

Reading 2015 77% 82% 66% 53% 63% 75% - * - * 33% 57% 29% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade 7 

Reading 2015 76% 80% 67% 67% 63% 77% * * - - 26% 60% 43% 

Writing 2015 73% 76% 61% 53% 58% 71% * * - - * 54% 38% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade  8 ** 

Reading 2015 88% 91% 80% 86% 74% 91% - * - 86% 31% 74% 35% 

Science 2015 71% 77% 60% 55% 53% 79% - * - 71% 17% 51% * 

Social Studies 2015 65% 71% 59% 59% 52% 78% - * - * 18% 50% 31% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

End of Course 

English I 2015 71% 76% 60% 49% 57% 71% * * - * 14% 53% 36% 

English II 2015 72% 77% 59% 56% 56% 70% * * - 83% 15% 51% 28% 
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State 

Region 

13 
 

District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

More 

Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL^ 

STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

End of Course 

Algebra I 2015 81% 85% 69% 53% 66% 80% - * - * 23% 62% 41% 

Biology 2015 91% 94% 88% 90% 86% 93% - * - * 46% 84% 55% 

U.S. History 2015 91% 94% 89% 82% 87% 94% * * - * 63% 85% 52% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 77% 81% 67% 58% 64% 80% 38% 79% - 71% 27% 60% 38% 

Reading 2015 77% 81% 66% 60% 63% 78% * 75% - 74% 25% 60% 39% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 85% 69% 53% 66% 80% - * - * 23% 62% 41% 

Writing 2015 72% 74% 59% 52% 56% 70% * * - * 15% 53% 40% 

Science 2015 78% 82% 72% 53% 67% 87% * 82% - 79% 28% 64% 32% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 82% 74% 70% 69% 86% * 71% - 56% 41% 65% 41% 

 
STAARPercent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard 

All Grades 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 48% 32% 23% 26% 49% * 53% - 37% 7% 21% 3% 

Reading 2015 46% 53% 34% 25% 29% 51% * 47% - 44% 7% 25% 6% 

Mathematics 2015 48% 55% 35% 29% 28% 54% - * - * * 28% * 

Writing 2015 34% 40% 24% 23% 20% 35% * * - * * 17% * 

Science 2015 44% 52% 37% 22% 29% 59% * 67% - 57% * 26% * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 52% 39% 40% 31% 58% * * - * 12% 25% * 

 
STAARPercent at Advanced  Standard 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 16% 22% 11% 6% 7% 21% * 25% - 19% 1% 6% 3% 
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State 

Region 

13 
 

District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

More 

Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL^ 

STAARPercent at Advanced Standard 

All Grades 

Reading 2015 17% 

 
 

23% 

 
 

11% 

 
 

6% 

 
 

7% 

 
 

21% 

 
 

* 

 
 

37% 

 
 

- 

 
 

24% 

 
 

* 

 
 

7% 

 
 

4% 

Mathematics 2015 20% 27% 13% * 8% 26% - * - * * 8% * 

Writing 2015 9% 12% 4% * 3% 8% * * - * * 2% * 

Science 2015 16% 22% 12% * 7% 25% * * - * * 6% * 

Social Studies 2015 19% 25% 14% * 10% 26% * * - * * 7% * 

 
STAARPercent Met or Exceeded Progress 

All Grades 

            

All Subjects 2015 57% 60% 52% 49% 50% 59% * * - * 41% 50% 43% 

Reading 2015 59% 61% 55% 53% 53% 61% * * - * 50% 52% 45% 

Mathematics 2015 47% 55% 35% * 29% 51% - * - * * 29% * 

Writing 2015 56% 56% 55% * 55% 57% * * - - * 52% * 

 
STAARPercent Exceeded Progress 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 15% 18% 13% 14% 12% 16% * * - * 7% 12% 9% 

Reading 2015 16% 18% 15% 15% 14% 17% * * - * 10% 14% 10% 

Mathematics 2015 19% 25% 12% * 9% 21% - * - * * 8% * 

Writing 2015 7% 8% 6% * 6% 6% * * - - * 6% * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers (Percent of Failers Passing STAAR) 

Sum of Grades 4-8 

Reading 2015 39% 43% 35% 33% 34% 42% * * - * 23% 33% 22% 

 2014 45% 47% 40% 40% 39% 45% * * - * 29% 39% 35% 
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Student  Success Initiative 

 
Grade  5 Reading 

Students  Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard  on First  STAARAdministration 

2015 75% 79% 73% 49% 71% 86% * * - * 31% 68% 41% 

Students  Requiring  Accelerated Instruction 

2015 25% 21% 27% 51% 29% 14% * * - * 69% 32% 59% 

STAARCumulative Met Standard 

2015 84% 87% 82% 68% 81% 91% * * - 100% 52% 79% 59% 

STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade  Placement  Committee 

2014 92% 

STAAR Met Standard (Failed in Previous Year) 

Promoted to Grade  6 

 
Retained in Grade  5 

2015 14% 

 
2015 59% 

 Region African  American Pacific More Special Econ  
State 13 District     American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander Races Ed Disadv ELL 

95% 99% * 98% 100% - - - - 100% 98% 100% 

 
12% 

 
8% 

 
* * 

 
* 

 
- - - - * 

 
* 

 
* 

46% * - * - - - - - - * - 
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Student  Success Initiative 

 
Grade  8 Reading 

Students  Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard  on First  STAARAdministration 

2015 76% 80% 65% 64% 59% 80% - * - 100% 12% 56% * 

Students  Requiring  Accelerated Instruction 

2015 24% 20% 35% 36% 41% 20% - * - * 88% 44% 87% 

STAARCumulative Met Standard 

2015 85% 87% 77% 86% 72% 88% - * - 86% 27% 71% 30% 

STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade  Placement  Committee 

2014 95% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% - - - - 100% 100% 100% 

STAAR Met Standard (Failed in Previous Year) 

Promoted to Grade  9 

2015 8% 7% * * * * - - - - * * * 

 Region African  American Pacific More Special Econ  
State 13 District     American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander Races Ed Disadv ELL 
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State 

Region 

13 District 

Bilingual 

Education 

BE-Trans 

Early Exit 

BE-Trans 

Late Exit 

BE-Dual 

Two-Way 

BE-Dual 

One-Way ESL 

ESL 

Content 

ESL 

Pull-Out 

LEP No 

Services 

LEP With 

Services 

Total 

ELL 
 

STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 77% 81% 67% 39% 39% - - - 37% - 37% 45% 38% 38% 

Reading 2015 77% 81% 66% 43% 43% - - - 36% - 36% 41% 39% 39% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 85% 69% - - - - - 44% - 44% * 44% 41% 

Writing 2015 72% 74% 59% 36% 36% - - - 44% - 44% * 39% 40% 

Science 2015 78% 82% 72% 26% 26% - - - 34% - 34% * 32% 32% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 82% 74% - - - - - 39% - 39% * 39% 41% 

 
STAARPercent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard 

All Grades 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 48% 32% * * - - - * - * * 3% 3% 

Reading 2015 46% 53% 34% * * - - - 5% - 5% * 6% 6% 

Mathematics 2015 48% 55% 35% - - - - - * - * * * * 

Writing 2015 34% 40% 24% * * - - - * - * * * * 

Science 2015 44% 52% 37% * * - - - * - * * * * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 52% 39% - - - - - * - * * * * 

 
STAARPercent at Advanced Standard 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 16% 22% 11% 2% 2% - - - 3% - 3% * 3% 3% 

Reading 2015 17% 23% 11% 4% 4% - - - 5% - 5% * 4% 4% 

Mathematics 2015 20% 27% 13% - - - - - * - * * * * 

Writing 2015 9% 12% 4% * * - - - * - * * * * 

Science 2015 16% 22% 12% * * - - - * - * * * * 
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STAARPercent at Advanced Standard 

All Grades 

 
State 

Region 

13 District 

Bilingual 

Education 

BE-Trans 

Early Exit 

BE-Trans 

Late Exit 

BE-Dual 

Two-Way 

BE-Dual 

One-Way ESL 

ESL 

Content 

ESL 

Pull-Out 

LEP No 

Services 

LEP With 

Services 

Total 

ELL 

Social Studies 2015 19% 25% 14% - - - - - * - * * * * 

 
STAARPercent Met or Exceeded Progress 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 57% 60% 52% 39% 39% - - - 44% - 44% * 42% 41% 

Reading 2015 59% 61% 55% 41% 41% - - - 46% - 46% * 43% 43% 

Mathematics 2015 47% 55% 35% - - - - - * - * * * * 

Writing 2015 56% 56% 55% * * - - - * - * * * * 

 
STAARPercent Exceeded Progress 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 15% 18% 13% 10% 10% - - - 8% - 8% * 9% 9% 

Reading 2015 16% 18% 15% 13% 13% - - - 8% - 8% * 11% 11% 

Mathematics 2015 19% 25% 12% - - - - - * - * * * * 

Writing 2015 7% 8% 6% * * - - - * - * * * * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers (Percent of Failers Passing STAAR) 

Sum of Grades 4-8 

Reading 2015 39% 43% 35% 25% 25% - - - 19% - 19% * 22% 22% 

 2014 45% 47% 40% 47% 47% - - - 22% - 22% * 35% 35% 
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 Two or  
 Region  African   American  Pacific More Special Econ  

State 13 District American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander Races Ed Disadv ELL 
2015 STAARParticipation 

(All Grades) 
 

All Tests 
Test Participant 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 100% 100% - 100% 98% 99% 99% 

Included  in  Accountability 
Not Included in Accountability 

94% 94% 94% 94% 95% 95% 72% 91% - 87% 92% 94% 85% 

Mobile 4% 4% 4% 5% 4% 5% 28% 2% - 13% 6% 4% 7% 
Other Exclusions 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 7% - 0% 0% 1% 8% 

Not Tested 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% - 0% 2% 1% 1% 
Absent 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% - 0% 1% 1% 1% 
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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State 

 
Region 13 

 
District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 

More Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL 

 
Attendance  Rate 

             

2013-14 95.9% 95.8% 94.1% 93.8% 93.9% 94.8% 94.2% 95.7% * 94.9% 91.3% 93.8% 94.9% 

2012-13 95.8% 95.7% 94.4% 94.7% 94.2% 94.8% 92.6% 98.2% * 95.8% 91.7% 94.1% 95.3% 

 
Annual Dropout  Rate (Gr 7-8) 

2013-14 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

2012-13 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% - 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 

 
Annual Dropout  Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 1.3% 0.3% 2.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 

2012-13 2.2% 1.7% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.8% 0.4% 3.1% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated  

Received GED 

Continued HS 

Dropped Out 

Graduates and GED 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

Class of 2013 

Graduated  

Received GED 

Continued HS 

Dropped Out 

Graduates and GED 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated  

Received GED 

Continued HS 

Dropped Out 

Graduates and GED 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

Class of 2012 

Graduated  

Received GED 

Continued HS 

Dropped Out 

Graduates and GED 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

88.3% 91.5% 94.9% 94.7% 93.0% 98.5% * 100.0% * * 93.5% 93.2% 71.4% 

0.8% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% * 0.0% * * 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 

4.3% 3.5% 3.6% 5.3% 4.9% 0.8% * 0.0% * * 4.3% 4.6% 7.1% 

6.6% 4.4% 1.1% 0.0% 1.4% 0.8% * 0.0% * * 2.2% 1.4% 21.4% 

89.1% 92.1% 95.3% 94.7% 93.7% 98.5% * 100.0% * * 93.5% 94.1% 71.4% 

93.4% 95.6% 98.9% 100.0% 98.6% 99.2% * 100.0% * * 97.8% 98.6% 78.6% 

88.0% 90.7% 96.1% 92.6% 95.9% 96.8% * * - 100.0% 90.0% 95.2% 91.7% 

0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 3.7% 0.7% 0.6% * * - 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 

4.6% 3.7% 1.1% 3.7% 0.7% 1.3% * * - 0.0% 6.0% 1.2% 0.0% 

6.6% 4.8% 1.9% 0.0% 2.6% 1.3% * * - 0.0% 4.0% 2.4% 8.3% 

88.9% 91.5% 97.0% 96.3% 96.7% 97.5% * * - 100.0% 90.0% 96.4% 91.7% 

93.4% 95.2% 98.1% 100.0% 97.4% 98.7% * * - 100.0% 96.0% 97.6% 91.7% 

90.4% 92.7% 95.7% 92.9% 95.2% 96.8% * * - 100.0% 92.0% 94.8% 91.7% 

1.1% 1.1% 1.3% 7.1% 1.1% 0.6% * * - 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 

1.3% 1.2% 0.9% 0.0% 0.7% 1.3% * * - 0.0% 4.0% 0.4% 0.0% 

7.2% 5.0% 2.1% 0.0% 2.9% 1.3% * * - 0.0% 4.0% 2.8% 8.3% 

91.5% 93.8% 97.0% 100.0% 96.3% 97.5% * * - 100.0% 92.0% 96.8% 91.7% 

92.8% 95.0% 97.9% 100.0% 97.1% 98.7% * * - 100.0% 96.0% 97.2% 91.7% 

90.4% 91.7% 94.7% 100.0% 93.4% 97.0% * 66.7% - * 89.7% 93.1% 100.0% 

1.2% 1.0% 1.4% 0.0% 1.0% 2.4% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 

1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 0.0% 1.4% 0.6% * 33.3% - * 8.6% 1.1% 0.0% 

7.1% 5.9% 2.5% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% * 0.0% - * 1.7% 3.4% 0.0% 

91.6% 92.8% 96.1% 100.0% 94.4% 99.4% * 66.7% - * 89.7% 95.4% 100.0% 

92.9% 94.1% 97.5% 100.0% 95.8% 100.0% * 100.0% - * 98.3% 96.6% 100.0% 
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 African   American  Pacific Two or Special Econ  
State Region 13 District American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander More Races Ed Disadv ELL 

 

6- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 90.9% 92.3% 95.7% 100.0% 94.1% 97.6% * 100.0% - * 96.5% 93.8% 100.0% 

Received GED 1.5% 1.4% 1.6% 0.0% 1.4% 2.4% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 

Continued HS 0.6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% * 0.0% - * 1.8% 0.4% 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.0% 5.6% 2.3% 0.0% 3.8% 0.0% * 0.0% - * 1.8% 3.5% 0.0% 

Graduates  and GED 92.4% 93.7% 97.3% 100.0% 95.5% 100.0% * 100.0% - * 96.5% 96.2% 100.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.0% 94.4% 97.7% 100.0% 96.2% 100.0% * 100.0% - * 98.2% 96.5% 100.0% 

Class of 2011           
Graduated 89.8% 90.7% 95.5% 91.7% 95.0% 96.5% * 100.0% - * 100.0% 95.1% 80.0% 

Received GED 1.5% 1.5% 1.2% 4.2% 0.4% 2.3% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 

Continued HS 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Dropped Out 8.1% 7.1% 3.3% 4.2% 4.6% 1.2% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 4.0% 20.0% 

Graduates  and GED 91.3% 92.1% 96.7% 95.8% 95.4% 98.8% * 100.0% - * 100.0% 96.0% 80.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 91.9% 92.9% 96.7% 95.8% 95.4% 98.8% * 100.0% - * 100.0% 96.0% 80.0% 

 
4- Year Federal Graduation Rate  Without  Exclusions (Gr  9-12) 

Class of 2014 88.3% 91.5% 88.4% 81.8% 85.0% 96.3% * 100.0% * * 91.5% 88.7% 71.4% 

Class of 2013 88.0% 90.7% 91.2% 80.6% 90.0% 95.0% * * - 100.0% 86.5% 90.2% 84.6% 

 
5- Year Extended Federal Graduation  Rate  Without  Exclusions (Gr  9-12) 

Class of 2013 90.4% 92.7% 91.8% 86.7% 90.0% 95.6% * * - 100.0% 88.5% 90.9% 84.6% 

Class of 2012 90.4% 91.7% 92.3% 100.0% 89.8% 96.4% * 66.7% - * 89.7% 90.4% 100.0% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates  (Longitudinal  Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 88.4% 87.5% 88.9% 87.9% 86.9% * 100.0% * * 18.6% 85.3% 90.0% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 85.4% 90.4% 96.0% 88.1% 92.8% * * - 100.0% 31.1% 87.4% 100.0% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates  (Annual Rate) 

2013-14 83.8% 86.5% 87.4% 85.7% 86.6% 89.1% - 83.3% - * 14.9% 85.3% 100.0% 

2012-13 81.6% 82.8% 88.3% 92.0% 87.1% 90.3% * * * 100.0% 32.5% 85.3% 90.0% 

 
Advanced Course/Dual Enrollment Completion (Grades 11-12) 

Any Subject 

2013-14 

English Language Arts 

2013-14 

Mathematics 

2013-14 

Science 

2013-14 

Social Studies 

2013-14 

53.2% 57.0% 35.9% 23.6% 28.6% 53.0% - 75.0% - 40.0% 12.5% 26.0% 13.3% 

28.9% 35.1% 26.4% 20.8% 20.9% 38.6% - 50.0% - * 12.7% 18.9% 4.2% 

42.4% 45.4% 15.2% 4.1% 9.6% 29.1% - 60.0% - * 3.2% 9.2% 8.3% 

13.4% 16.2% 1.4% 0.0% 0.4% 3.2% - 16.7% - * 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 

27.8% 32.1% 17.8% 5.7% 11.2% 33.3% - 37.5% - 20.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 
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Advanced Course/Dual Enrollment Completion (Grades 9-12) 

Any Subject 

2013-14 33.1% 35.4% 33.5% 24.4% 29.8% 42.8% 80.0% 50.0% * 28.6% 21.7% 26.8% 20.2% 

2012-13 31.4% 32.6% 32.4% 34.2% 27.3% 42.0% 11.1% 50.0% * 43.8% 14.9% 25.9% 14.0% 

English Language Arts 
2013-14 15.4% 18.0% 28.1% 23.3% 26.5% 32.4% 60.0% 35.7% * 15.4% 25.8% 24.5% 19.0% 

2012-13 14.3% 16.1% 27.0% 33.0% 23.6% 32.5% 0.0% 54.5% * 31.3% 15.3% 22.0% 13.8% 

Mathematics             
2013-14 18.8% 20.5% 6.4% 1.8% 4.0% 12.5% 20.0% 27.3% * 0.0% 1.2% 3.5% 2.5% 

2012-13 18.4% 20.0% 7.8% 3.8% 5.6% 12.9% 0.0% 20.0% * 7.1% 1.7% 5.0% 1.2% 

Science             
2013-14 5.6% 6.6% 0.6% 0.0% 0.2% 1.4% 0.0% 8.3% * 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 

2012-13 5.2% 6.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% * 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Social Studies             
2013-14 18.3% 21.5% 10.7% 2.5% 6.7% 20.9% 20.0% 28.6% * 7.1% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

2012-13 17.0% 18.8% 12.2% 6.4% 7.3% 22.6% 0.0% 41.7% * 12.5% 1.1% 6.3% 0.0% 

 
College-Ready Graduates 

English Language Arts 

Class of 2014 68% 73% 57% 44% 54% 65% - 60% - * 9% 48% 14% 

Class of 2013 65% 70% 61% 38% 57% 71% * * - 63% 17% 55% 25% 

Mathematics            
Class of 2014 67% 72% 60% 56% 52% 72% - 100% - * 14% 53% 29% 

Class of 2013 74% 77% 69% 52% 66% 78% * * - 63% 21% 65% 50% 

Both Subjects            
Class of 2014 54% 61% 40% 25% 35% 51% - 60% - * 0% 32% 0% 

Class of 2013 56% 62% 49% 24% 44% 62% * * - 50% 9% 41% 13% 

 
College and Career  Ready Graduates 

Class of 2014 78.4% 79.0% 65.9% 66.7% 61.0% 74.4% - 66.7% - * 34.0% 58.2% 22.2% 

 
CTE Coherent  Sequence Graduates 

Class of 2014 46.4% 40.4% 43.3% 2.4% 24.5% 15.5% - 0.5% - * 3.6% 17.2% 0.5% 

 
AP/IB Results (Participation) 

All Subjects 

 
 

English Language Arts 

2014 23.5% 29.9% 21.6% 9.7% 16.4% 33.8% - 50.0% - 16.7% n/a 14.7% n/a 

2013 22.1% 29.0% 27.0% 14.9% 20.6% 39.1% * 55.6% * 45.5% n/a 17.5% n/a 

2014 15.0% 19.3% 13.5% 4.8% 9.0% 24.6% - 20.0% - 0.0% n/a 7.8% n/a 

2013 14.0% 19.4% 19.1% 10.6% 15.0% 26.4% * 55.6% * 36.4% n/a 11.8% n/a 

Mathematics            
2014 6.5% 10.5% 5.7% 1.6% 3.8% 9.6% - 30.0% - 0.0% n/a 4.0% n/a 

2013 5.7% 8.9% 3.9% 0.0% 3.0% 6.5% * 0.0% * 0.0% n/a 2.6% n/a 
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English Language Arts 

 
 

Mathematics 

 
 

Science 

 
 

Social Studies 

 
State 

 
Region 13 

 
District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 

More Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL 

 
AP/IB Results (Participation) 

Science 

2014 6.9% 

 
 

9.5% 

 
 

1.2% 

 
 

0.0% 

 
 

0.4% 

 
 

2.7% 

 
 

- 

 
 

10.0% 

 
 

- 

 
 

0.0% 

 
 

n/a 

 
 

0.2% 

 
 

n/a 
2013 6.2% 9.2% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% * 0.0% * 18.2% n/a 0.0% n/a 

Social Studies             
2014 13.8% 16.8% 10.0% 3.2% 7.3% 16.9% - 10.0% - 16.7% n/a 6.4% n/a 

2013 12.7% 15.5% 11.2% 6.4% 8.6% 15.6% * 55.6% * 9.1% n/a 8.5% n/a 

 
AP/IB Results (Examinees >= Criterion) 

All Subjects 

            

2014 51.3% 61.2% 26.3% 0.0% 16.3% 36.4% - 60.0% - * n/a 21.0% n/a 

2013 50.9% 61.3% 18.0% 0.0% 11.7% 23.1% - 60.0% - 20.0% n/a 12.2% n/a 

2014 44.7% 57.9% 31.9% * 19.1% 40.6% - * - - n/a 24.2% n/a 

2013 45.2% 58.4% 18.5% 0.0% 10.7% 24.7% - 60.0% - * n/a 12.0% n/a 

2014 53.6% 61.0% 20.4% * 5.0% 32.0% - * - - n/a 11.8% n/a 

2013 52.3% 63.2% 6.1% - 0.0% 11.1% - - - - n/a 0.0% n/a 

2014 45.7% 60.0% 20.0% - * 14.3% - * - - n/a * n/a 

2013 47.6% 61.7% 33.3% - - 40.0% - - - * n/a - n/a 

2014 41.6% 51.8% 17.4% * 7.9% 27.3% - * - * n/a 14.8% n/a 

2013 42.0% 51.1% 14.7% * 7.0% 20.9% - 40.0% - * n/a 5.6% n/a 

 
SAT/ACT Results 

Tested 

            

Class of 2014 66.3% 69.5% 50.1% 52.4% 44.1% 59.7% - 83.3% - * n/a 39.6% n/a 

Class of 2013 63.8% 68.1% 54.4% 64.0% 44.2% 68.2% * * * 87.5% n/a 43.5% n/a 

At/Above Criterion            
Class of 2014 25.1% 37.7% 18.4% 9.1% 10.7% 31.2% - 20.0% - * n/a 13.2% n/a 

Class of 2013 25.4% 37.5% 18.1% 6.3% 10.7% 27.6% - * - 28.6% n/a 7.3% n/a 

 
Average SAT Score 

All Subjects 

             

Class of 2014 1417 1513 1380 1263 1298 1503 - 1498 - * n/a 1292 n/a 

Class of 2013 1422 1512 1341 1225 1288 1415 - * - 1367 n/a 1269 n/a 

English Language Arts and  Writing 
Class of 2014 925 989 904 809 854 980 - 980 - * n/a 847 n/a 

Class of 2013 927 986 872 807 831 928 - * - 897 n/a 822 n/a 

Mathematics              
Class of 2014 491 524 476 454 443 523 - 518 - * n/a 445 n/a 

Class of 2013 496 526 469 418 457 487 - * - 470 n/a 447 n/a 

Average ACT Score            
All Subjects              

Class of 2014 20.6 22.2 20.1 18.4 18.5 22.2 - * - * n/a 19.5 n/a 

Class of 2013 20.6 22.1 19.5 16.1 18.9 20.8 - * - * n/a 17.8 n/a 
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African American Pacific Two or Special Econ 

State Region 13 District American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander   More Races Ed Disadv ELL 
 

 

Average ACT Score 

 
 
 

Mathematics 

 
 
 
 
 

Graduates  Enrolled in TX Institution  of Higher Education  (IHE) 

2012-13 56.9% 55.0% 37.5% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2011-12 57.3% 55.9% 36.2% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

 
Graduates  in TX IHE Completing One  Year Without  Remediation 

2012-13 70.8% 80.1% 72.5% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2011-12 69.0% 77.0% 68.6% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

English Language Arts  
Class of 2014 20.0 21.7 19.8 17.4 17.9 22.1 - * - * n/a 18.8 n/a 

Class of 2013 20.0 21.6 18.9 14.5 18.1 20.6 - * - * n/a 16.8 n/a 

Class of 2014 21.2 22.7 19.8 17.9 18.8 21.4 - * - * n/a 19.5 n/a 

Class of 2013 21.3 22.7 19.6 16.9 19.1 20.5 - * - * n/a 18.0 n/a 

Science          
Class of 2014 20.7 22.2 20.7 21.0 18.9 22.6 - * - * n/a 20.6 n/a 

Class of 2013 20.7 22.1 20.3 18.4 19.9 21.1 - * - * n/a 19.2 n/a 
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Student  Information 
District 

Count 
 

Percent 
State 

Count 
 

Percent 

Total Students: 7,379 100.0% 5,215,282 100.0% 

Students by Grade:     
Early  Childhood Education 4 0.1% 12,201 0.2% 

Pre-Kindergarten 490 6.6% 219,225 4.2% 

Kindergarten 526 7.1% 390,276 7.5% 

Grade 1 561 7.6% 412,144 7.9% 

Grade 2 544 7.4% 407,896 7.8% 

Grade 3 594 8.0% 396,108 7.6% 

Grade 4 554 7.5% 390,351 7.5% 

Grade 5 534 7.2% 388,101 7.4% 

Grade 6 489 6.6% 383,487 7.4% 

Grade 7 528 7.2% 382,838 7.3% 

Grade 8 537 7.3% 388,190 7.4% 

Grade 9 606 8.2% 419,715 8.0% 

Grade 10 502 6.8% 372,988 7.2% 

Grade 11 507 6.9% 341,724 6.6% 

Grade 12 403 5.5% 310,038 5.9% 

Ethnic  Distribution:     
African American 395 5.4% 659,074 12.6% 

Hispanic 5,103 69.2% 2,714,266 52.0% 

White 1,763 23.9% 1,509,555 28.9% 

American Indian 10 0.1% 21,411 0.4% 

Asian 38 0.5% 201,738 3.9% 

Pacific Islander 3 0.0% 7,085 0.1% 

Two or More Races 67 0.9% 102,153 2.0% 

Economically  Disadvantaged 5,040 68.3% 3,068,820 58.8% 

Non-Educationally  Disadvantaged 2,339 31.7% 2,146,462 41.2% 

English Language Learners  (ELL) 760 10.3% 948,391 18.2% 

Students  w/ Disciplinary  Placements (2013-2014) 189 2.3% 78,821 1.5% 

At-Risk 3,797 51.5% 2,668,590 51.2% 

Graduates (Class of  2014):     
Total Graduates 413 100.0% 303,109 100.0% 

By Ethnicity  (incl.  Special Ed.):     
African American 21 5.1% 38,046 12.6% 

Hispanic 254 61.5% 141,907 46.8% 

White 129 31.2% 103,764 34.2% 

American Indian 0 0.0% 1,278 0.4% 

Asian 6 1.5% 12,420 4.1% 

Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 401 0.1% 

Two or More Races 3 0.7% 5,293 1.7% 

By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.):     
Minimum H.S. Program 52 12.6% 48,435 16.0% 

Recommended  H.S. Program/DAP 361 87.4% 251,154 82.9% 

Foundation High School Plan 0 0.0% 3,520 1.2% 

Special  Education Graduates 47 11.4% 23,654 7.8% 
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Student  Information 
Non-Special Education Rates 

District State 
Special Education Rates 

District 

 

State 

 
Retention Rates by Grade: 

    

Kindergarten 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 8.6% 

Grade 1 0.0% 4.3% 3.1% 8.1% 

Grade 2 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 3.9% 

Grade 3 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 1.6% 

Grade 4 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.9% 

Grade 5 0.2% 1.3% 0.0% 0.9% 

Grade 6 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.8% 

Grade 7 0.2% 1.0% 0.0% 1.1% 

Grade 8 0.2% 1.0% 3.1% 1.4% 

 

 
 

District 
Count 

 

Percent 
State 

Count 

 

Percent 

 
Data Quality: 

   

PID Errors (students) 13 0.2% 4,688 0.1% 

Underreported  Students 10 0.3% 8,429 0.4% 

 

 
 

Class Size Information District State 

 
Class Size Averages by  Grade and Subject (Derived from  teacher  responsibility records): 

  

Elementary: 

Kindergarten 

 
19.4 

 
19.2 

Grade 1 18.9 19.3 

Grade 2 19.1 19.3 

Grade 3 20.2 19.1 

Grade 4 18.4 19.1 

Grade 5 18.6 20.8 

Grade 6 19.7 20.3 

Secondary: 

English/Language Arts 

 
15.9 

 
17.2 

Foreign Languages 16.3 18.9 

Mathematics 14.1 18.1 

Science 14.9 19.1 

Social Studies 18.1 19.6 
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Staff Information 
District 

Count 
 

Percent 
State 

Count 
 

Percent 

 
Total Staff 

 
1,068.5 

 
100.0% 

 
673,140.3 

 
100.0% 

Professional  Staff: 644.9 60.4% 433,985.7 64.5% 

Teachers 489.3 45.8% 342,191.8 50.8% 

Professional  Support 103.5 9.7% 65,119.0 9.7% 

Campus  Administration  (School Leadership) 31.2 2.9% 19,679.9 2.9% 

Central  Administration 21.0 2.0% 6,995.1 1.0% 

Educational Aides: 102.8 9.6% 64,640.8 9.6% 

Auxiliary Staff: 320.8 30.0% 174,513.8 25.9% 

Total  Minority Staff: 479.6 44.9% 311,862.3 46.3% 

Teachers by  Ethnicity  and Sex:     
African American 21.0 4.3% 33,863.7 9.9% 

Hispanic 123.8 25.3% 87,714.8 25.6% 

White 341.5 69.8% 210,044.8 61.4% 

American Indian 0.0 0.0% 1,244.6 0.4% 

Asian 1.0 0.2% 4,890.6 1.4% 

Pacific Islander 0.0 0.0% 758.8 0.2% 

Two or More Races 2.0 0.4% 3,674.5 1.1% 

Males 111.9 22.9% 79,947.9 23.4% 

Females 377.4 77.1% 262,243.9 76.6% 

 
Teachers by  Highest Degree Held: 

    

No Degree 1.0 0.2% 2,980.2 0.9% 

Bachelors 393.5 80.4% 257,146.2 75.1% 

Masters 94.8 19.4% 79,997.8 23.4% 

Doctorate 0.0 0.0% 2,067.7 0.6% 

 
Teachers by  Years  of Experience: 

    

Beginning Teachers 107.4 21.9% 29,256.4 8.5% 

1-5 Years Experience 124.0 25.3% 89,247.1 26.1% 

6-10 Years Experience 70.0 14.3% 77,168.2 22.6% 

11-20 Years Experience 116.9 23.9% 91,890.7 26.9% 

Over 20 Years Experience 71.0 14.5% 54,629.4 16.0% 
 

Number of Students per Teacher 15.1 n/a 15.2 n/a 
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Staff Information District State 

 
Average Years  Experience of Teachers: 

 
9.5 

 
11.0 

Average Years Experience of Teachers with  District: 6.9 7.5 

Average Teacher Salary by  Years of Experience (regular  duties   only):   
Beginning Teachers $45,251 $44,540 

1-5 Years Experience $45,091 $46,575 

6-10 Years Experience $46,642 $49,127 

11-20 Years Experience $49,529 $52,640 

Over 20 Years Experience $56,493 $59,787 

 
Average Actual Salaries (regular  duties  only): 

  

Teachers $48,063 $50,715 

Professional  Support $55,577 $59,791 

Campus  Administration  (School Leadership) $74,761 $74,292 

Central  Administration $87,753 $96,907 

Instructional  Staff Percent: 62.3 64.6 

Turnover Rate for  Teachers: 21.0 16.6 

Staff  Exclusions:   
Shared  Services Arrangement Staff:   

Professional Staff 0.0 1,148.2 

Educational Aides 0.0 228.9 

Auxiliary Staff 0.0 508.3 
 

Contracted Instructional Staff: 0.0 2,090.1 
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Program Information 
District 

Count 
 

Percent 
State 

Count 
 

Percent 

 
Student Enrollment  by  Program: 

    

Bilingual/ESL Education 733 9.9% 930,737 17.8% 

Career & Technical  Education 1,710 23.2% 1,209,784 23.2% 

Gifted & Talented Education 433 5.9% 397,159 7.6% 

Special Education 680 9.2% 442,476 8.5% 

 
Teachers by  Program  (population served): 

    

Bilingual/ESL Education 12.1 2.5% 20,082.5 5.9% 

Career & Technical  Education 19.8 4.1% 14,616.2 4.3% 

Compensatory  Education 4.1 0.8% 10,485.6 3.1% 

Gifted & Talented Education 10.8 2.2% 6,478.6 1.9% 

Regular Education 400.7 81.9% 248,541.9 72.6% 

Special Education 28.9 5.9% 30,683.6 9.0% 

Other 12.8 2.6% 11,303.5 3.3% 

 

Link to: 
PEIMS Financial Standard Reports/ 

2013-2014 Financial Actual  Report 

 
 

'‡'    Indicates  that for  2015 STAARgrade 3 through 8 mathematics, STAARA, and STAARAlternate 2 assessments  were excluded from TAPR rate calculations.  

' '̂     Indicates  that ELL rates at met or exceeded standard and exceeded standard include current  and monitored   students. 

'**'   Indicates  that the rates for  Reading are  based on the cumulative results from the first  and second administrations of  STAAR. 
'?'   Indicates  that the data for  this item were statistically improbable, or were reported  outside a reasonable range. 

'*'    Indicates  results are  masked due to small numbers to protect  student confidentiality. 

'-'    Indicates zero observations reported for this   group. 

'n/a'  Indicates  data reporting  is not applicable for  this group. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

George Gervin Prep  Academy 

MATH  Results  Student Breakdown 

MATH > All Grades  >2015 

Not Passing Passing 

NAEP - Math 

State-wide performance 

District-wide performance 

School-wide  performance 

Female 

Male 

African American 

Asian 

Hispanic 

American  Indian/Alaska Native 

White 

ELL 

FRL 

Migrant 

SWD 

Homeless 

Two or More Races 

100% 

38% 

56% 

 
56% 

27% 

 
28% 

 
28% 

7% 

 
7% 

24% 

 
7% 

 
7% 

11% 

50% 32% 8% 11% 

67% 26% 6%2% 

56% 21% 11% 11% 

56% 37% 4%4% 

80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 

Percent 

20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Minimally Proficient Partially Proficient Proficient Highly Proficient 

ELL = English Language Learners    FRL = Economically Disadvantaged   SWD = Students with  Disabilities 
 

  PR/Award # U374A160084  

Note:  Percentages may  not  sum to  100% due to  rounding. Results provided
P
ar
a
e
g
b
e
as
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d
9

o
9
n  the grades in  the school. Results for populations with  fewer than  11 
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students or where all students score at the same performance level are masked to protect student identification, as required under the Family Educational Rights     

and Privacy Act  (FERPA). 
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33% 26% 30% 12% 

37% 26% 22% 15% 

25% 25% 44% 6% 

33% 33% 27% 7% 

30% 22% 35% 13% 

34% 24% 28% 13% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

George Gervin Prep  Academy 

Science  Results  Student Breakdown 

Science > All Grades >2014 

Not Passing Passing 

All 

Female 

Male 

African American 

 

Asian 

Hispanic 

Native American 

 

White 

ELL 

FRL 

Migrant 

 

SWD 

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Percent 
 

 

Falls Far Below Approaches Meets Exceeds 

ELL = English  Language Learners    FRLPR=/AEwcoanrodm#icUal3l7y4DAi1sa6d0v0a8n4taged    SWD = Students with  Disabilities 
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Note: Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. Results provided are based on the grades in the school. Results for populations with fewer than 11 

students or where  all students score at the same  performance level are  masked to protect student identification, as required under the Family  Educational    

Rights and Privacy Act  (FERPA). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

George Gervin Prep  Academy 

ELA  Results  Student Breakdown 

ELA > All Grades >2015 

Not Passing Passing 

NAEP - Reading 

State-wide performance 

District-wide performance 

School-wide  performance 

Female 

Male 

African American 

Asian 

Hispanic 

American  Indian/Alaska Native 

White 

ELL 

FRL 

Migrant 

SWD 

Homeless 

Two or More Races 

100% 

42% 

57% 

 
59% 

23% 

 
26% 

 
25% 

15% 

 
15% 

28% 

 
1% 

 
1% 

7% 

59% 24% 14%     3% 

60% 26% 13% 

50% 26% 22% 2% 

67% 24% 10% 

80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 

Percent 

20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Minimally Proficient Partially Proficient Proficient Highly Proficient 

ELL = English Language Learners    FRL = Economically Disadvantaged   SWD = Students with  Disabilities 
 

  PR/Award # U374A160084  

Note:  Percentages may  not  sum to  100% due to  rounding. Results provided
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o
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n  the grades in  the school. Results for populations with  fewer than  11 
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students or where all students score at the same performance level are masked to protect student identification, as required under the Family Educational Rights     

and Privacy Act  (FERPA). 
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State 

Region 

13 
 

District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

More 

Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL^ 

STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade 3 

Reading 2015 77% 80% 64% 65% 58% 81% * * - 60% 33% 57% 48% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade 4 

Reading 2015 74% 78% 59% 39% 55% 78% - - - * 32% 51% 29% 

Writing 2015 70% 72% 58% 50% 55% 70% - - - * 21% 53% 41% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade  5 ** 

Reading 2015 87% 90% 83% 68% 82% 93% * * - 100% 60% 80% 61% 

Science 2015 72% 76% 65% 29% 61% 90% * * - * 26% 59% 28% 
 

STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade 6 

Reading 2015 77% 82% 66% 53% 63% 75% - * - * 33% 57% 29% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade 7 

Reading 2015 76% 80% 67% 67% 63% 77% * * - - 26% 60% 43% 

Writing 2015 73% 76% 61% 53% 58% 71% * * - - * 54% 38% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

Grade  8 ** 

Reading 2015 88% 91% 80% 86% 74% 91% - * - 86% 31% 74% 35% 

Science 2015 71% 77% 60% 55% 53% 79% - * - 71% 17% 51% * 

Social Studies 2015 65% 71% 59% 59% 52% 78% - * - * 18% 50% 31% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

End of Course 

English I 2015 71% 76% 60% 49% 57% 71% * * - * 14% 53% 36% 

English II 2015 72% 77% 59% 56% 56% 70% * * - 83% 15% 51% 28% 
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State 

Region 

13 
 

District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

More 

Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL^ 

STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

End of Course 

Algebra I 2015 81% 85% 69% 53% 66% 80% - * - * 23% 62% 41% 

Biology 2015 91% 94% 88% 90% 86% 93% - * - * 46% 84% 55% 

U.S. History 2015 91% 94% 89% 82% 87% 94% * * - * 63% 85% 52% 

 
STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 77% 81% 67% 58% 64% 80% 38% 79% - 71% 27% 60% 38% 

Reading 2015 77% 81% 66% 60% 63% 78% * 75% - 74% 25% 60% 39% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 85% 69% 53% 66% 80% - * - * 23% 62% 41% 

Writing 2015 72% 74% 59% 52% 56% 70% * * - * 15% 53% 40% 

Science 2015 78% 82% 72% 53% 67% 87% * 82% - 79% 28% 64% 32% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 82% 74% 70% 69% 86% * 71% - 56% 41% 65% 41% 

 
STAARPercent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard 

All Grades 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 48% 32% 23% 26% 49% * 53% - 37% 7% 21% 3% 

Reading 2015 46% 53% 34% 25% 29% 51% * 47% - 44% 7% 25% 6% 

Mathematics 2015 48% 55% 35% 29% 28% 54% - * - * * 28% * 

Writing 2015 34% 40% 24% 23% 20% 35% * * - * * 17% * 

Science 2015 44% 52% 37% 22% 29% 59% * 67% - 57% * 26% * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 52% 39% 40% 31% 58% * * - * 12% 25% * 

 
STAARPercent at Advanced  Standard 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 16% 22% 11% 6% 7% 21% * 25% - 19% 1% 6% 3% 
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State 

Region 

13 
 

District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

More 

Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL^ 

STAARPercent at Advanced Standard 

All Grades 

Reading 2015 17% 

 
 

23% 

 
 

11% 

 
 

6% 

 
 

7% 

 
 

21% 

 
 

* 

 
 

37% 

 
 

- 

 
 

24% 

 
 

* 

 
 

7% 

 
 

4% 

Mathematics 2015 20% 27% 13% * 8% 26% - * - * * 8% * 

Writing 2015 9% 12% 4% * 3% 8% * * - * * 2% * 

Science 2015 16% 22% 12% * 7% 25% * * - * * 6% * 

Social Studies 2015 19% 25% 14% * 10% 26% * * - * * 7% * 

 
STAARPercent Met or Exceeded Progress 

All Grades 

            

All Subjects 2015 57% 60% 52% 49% 50% 59% * * - * 41% 50% 43% 

Reading 2015 59% 61% 55% 53% 53% 61% * * - * 50% 52% 45% 

Mathematics 2015 47% 55% 35% * 29% 51% - * - * * 29% * 

Writing 2015 56% 56% 55% * 55% 57% * * - - * 52% * 

 
STAARPercent Exceeded Progress 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 15% 18% 13% 14% 12% 16% * * - * 7% 12% 9% 

Reading 2015 16% 18% 15% 15% 14% 17% * * - * 10% 14% 10% 

Mathematics 2015 19% 25% 12% * 9% 21% - * - * * 8% * 

Writing 2015 7% 8% 6% * 6% 6% * * - - * 6% * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers (Percent of Failers Passing STAAR) 

Sum of Grades 4-8 

Reading 2015 39% 43% 35% 33% 34% 42% * * - * 23% 33% 22% 

 2014 45% 47% 40% 40% 39% 45% * * - * 29% 39% 35% 
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Student  Success Initiative 

 
Grade  5 Reading 

Students  Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard  on First  STAARAdministration 

2015 75% 79% 73% 49% 71% 86% * * - * 31% 68% 41% 

Students  Requiring  Accelerated Instruction 

2015 25% 21% 27% 51% 29% 14% * * - * 69% 32% 59% 

STAARCumulative Met Standard 

2015 84% 87% 82% 68% 81% 91% * * - 100% 52% 79% 59% 

STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade  Placement  Committee 

2014 92% 

STAAR Met Standard (Failed in Previous Year) 

Promoted to Grade  6 

 
Retained in Grade  5 

2015 14% 

 
2015 59% 

 Region African  American Pacific More Special Econ  
State 13 District     American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander Races Ed Disadv ELL 

95% 99% * 98% 100% - - - - 100% 98% 100% 

 
12% 

 
8% 

 
* * 

 
* 

 
- - - - * 

 
* 

 
* 

46% * - * - - - - - - * - 
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Student  Success Initiative 

 
Grade  8 Reading 

Students  Meeting Phase-in 1 Level II Standard  on First  STAARAdministration 

2015 76% 80% 65% 64% 59% 80% - * - 100% 12% 56% * 

Students  Requiring  Accelerated Instruction 

2015 24% 20% 35% 36% 41% 20% - * - * 88% 44% 87% 

STAARCumulative Met Standard 

2015 85% 87% 77% 86% 72% 88% - * - 86% 27% 71% 30% 

STAAR Failers Promoted by Grade  Placement  Committee 

2014 95% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% - - - - 100% 100% 100% 

STAAR Met Standard (Failed in Previous Year) 

Promoted to Grade  9 

2015 8% 7% * * * * - - - - * * * 

 Region African  American Pacific More Special Econ  
State 13 District     American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander Races Ed Disadv ELL 
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State 

Region 

13 District 

Bilingual 

Education 

BE-Trans 

Early Exit 

BE-Trans 

Late Exit 

BE-Dual 

Two-Way 

BE-Dual 

One-Way ESL 

ESL 

Content 

ESL 

Pull-Out 

LEP No 

Services 

LEP With 

Services 

Total 

ELL 
 

STAARPercent at Phase-in Satisfactory Standard or Above 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 77% 81% 67% 39% 39% - - - 37% - 37% 45% 38% 38% 

Reading 2015 77% 81% 66% 43% 43% - - - 36% - 36% 41% 39% 39% 

Mathematics 2015 81% 85% 69% - - - - - 44% - 44% * 44% 41% 

Writing 2015 72% 74% 59% 36% 36% - - - 44% - 44% * 39% 40% 

Science 2015 78% 82% 72% 26% 26% - - - 34% - 34% * 32% 32% 

Social Studies 2015 78% 82% 74% - - - - - 39% - 39% * 39% 41% 

 
STAARPercent at Postsecondary Readiness Standard 

All Grades 

Two or More Subjects 2015 41% 48% 32% * * - - - * - * * 3% 3% 

Reading 2015 46% 53% 34% * * - - - 5% - 5% * 6% 6% 

Mathematics 2015 48% 55% 35% - - - - - * - * * * * 

Writing 2015 34% 40% 24% * * - - - * - * * * * 

Science 2015 44% 52% 37% * * - - - * - * * * * 

Social Studies 2015 44% 52% 39% - - - - - * - * * * * 

 
STAARPercent at Advanced Standard 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 16% 22% 11% 2% 2% - - - 3% - 3% * 3% 3% 

Reading 2015 17% 23% 11% 4% 4% - - - 5% - 5% * 4% 4% 

Mathematics 2015 20% 27% 13% - - - - - * - * * * * 

Writing 2015 9% 12% 4% * * - - - * - * * * * 

Science 2015 16% 22% 12% * * - - - * - * * * * 
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STAARPercent at Advanced Standard 

All Grades 

 
State 

Region 

13 District 

Bilingual 

Education 

BE-Trans 

Early Exit 

BE-Trans 

Late Exit 

BE-Dual 

Two-Way 

BE-Dual 

One-Way ESL 

ESL 

Content 

ESL 

Pull-Out 

LEP No 

Services 

LEP With 

Services 

Total 

ELL 

Social Studies 2015 19% 25% 14% - - - - - * - * * * * 

 
STAARPercent Met or Exceeded Progress 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 57% 60% 52% 39% 39% - - - 44% - 44% * 42% 41% 

Reading 2015 59% 61% 55% 41% 41% - - - 46% - 46% * 43% 43% 

Mathematics 2015 47% 55% 35% - - - - - * - * * * * 

Writing 2015 56% 56% 55% * * - - - * - * * * * 

 
STAARPercent Exceeded Progress 

All Grades 

All Subjects 2015 15% 18% 13% 10% 10% - - - 8% - 8% * 9% 9% 

Reading 2015 16% 18% 15% 13% 13% - - - 8% - 8% * 11% 11% 

Mathematics 2015 19% 25% 12% - - - - - * - * * * * 

Writing 2015 7% 8% 6% * * - - - * - * * * * 

 
Progress of Prior Year STAAR Failers (Percent of Failers Passing STAAR) 

Sum of Grades 4-8 

Reading 2015 39% 43% 35% 25% 25% - - - 19% - 19% * 22% 22% 

 2014 45% 47% 40% 47% 47% - - - 22% - 22% * 35% 35% 



TEXAS  EDUCATION AGENCY 

Texas Academic Performance Report 

2014-15 District Participation     ‡ 

District Name: SEGUIN ISD 

County Name: GUADALUPE 

District Number: 094901 

PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e314 

Page 8 TEA Division of Performance Reporting 

 

 

 

 Two or  
 Region  African   American  Pacific More Special Econ  

State 13 District American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander Races Ed Disadv ELL 
2015 STAARParticipation 

(All Grades) 
 

All Tests 
Test Participant 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 100% 100% - 100% 98% 99% 99% 

Included  in  Accountability 
Not Included in Accountability 

94% 94% 94% 94% 95% 95% 72% 91% - 87% 92% 94% 85% 

Mobile 4% 4% 4% 5% 4% 5% 28% 2% - 13% 6% 4% 7% 
Other Exclusions 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 7% - 0% 0% 1% 8% 

Not Tested 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% - 0% 2% 1% 1% 
Absent 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% - 0% 1% 1% 1% 
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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State 

 
Region 13 

 
District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 

More Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL 

 
Attendance  Rate 

             

2013-14 95.9% 95.8% 94.1% 93.8% 93.9% 94.8% 94.2% 95.7% * 94.9% 91.3% 93.8% 94.9% 

2012-13 95.8% 95.7% 94.4% 94.7% 94.2% 94.8% 92.6% 98.2% * 95.8% 91.7% 94.1% 95.3% 

 
Annual Dropout  Rate (Gr 7-8) 

2013-14 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

2012-13 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% - 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 

 
Annual Dropout  Rate (Gr 9-12) 

2013-14 2.2% 1.3% 0.3% 2.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 

2012-13 2.2% 1.7% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% 0.8% 0.4% 3.1% 
 

4- Year Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2014 

Graduated  

Received GED 

Continued HS 

Dropped Out 

Graduates and GED 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

Class of 2013 

Graduated  

Received GED 

Continued HS 

Dropped Out 

Graduates and GED 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

 
5- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2013 

Graduated  

Received GED 

Continued HS 

Dropped Out 

Graduates and GED 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

Class of 2012 

Graduated  

Received GED 

Continued HS 

Dropped Out 

Graduates and GED 

Grads, GED, & Cont 

88.3% 91.5% 94.9% 94.7% 93.0% 98.5% * 100.0% * * 93.5% 93.2% 71.4% 

0.8% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% * 0.0% * * 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 

4.3% 3.5% 3.6% 5.3% 4.9% 0.8% * 0.0% * * 4.3% 4.6% 7.1% 

6.6% 4.4% 1.1% 0.0% 1.4% 0.8% * 0.0% * * 2.2% 1.4% 21.4% 

89.1% 92.1% 95.3% 94.7% 93.7% 98.5% * 100.0% * * 93.5% 94.1% 71.4% 

93.4% 95.6% 98.9% 100.0% 98.6% 99.2% * 100.0% * * 97.8% 98.6% 78.6% 

88.0% 90.7% 96.1% 92.6% 95.9% 96.8% * * - 100.0% 90.0% 95.2% 91.7% 

0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 3.7% 0.7% 0.6% * * - 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 

4.6% 3.7% 1.1% 3.7% 0.7% 1.3% * * - 0.0% 6.0% 1.2% 0.0% 

6.6% 4.8% 1.9% 0.0% 2.6% 1.3% * * - 0.0% 4.0% 2.4% 8.3% 

88.9% 91.5% 97.0% 96.3% 96.7% 97.5% * * - 100.0% 90.0% 96.4% 91.7% 

93.4% 95.2% 98.1% 100.0% 97.4% 98.7% * * - 100.0% 96.0% 97.6% 91.7% 

90.4% 92.7% 95.7% 92.9% 95.2% 96.8% * * - 100.0% 92.0% 94.8% 91.7% 

1.1% 1.1% 1.3% 7.1% 1.1% 0.6% * * - 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 

1.3% 1.2% 0.9% 0.0% 0.7% 1.3% * * - 0.0% 4.0% 0.4% 0.0% 

7.2% 5.0% 2.1% 0.0% 2.9% 1.3% * * - 0.0% 4.0% 2.8% 8.3% 

91.5% 93.8% 97.0% 100.0% 96.3% 97.5% * * - 100.0% 92.0% 96.8% 91.7% 

92.8% 95.0% 97.9% 100.0% 97.1% 98.7% * * - 100.0% 96.0% 97.2% 91.7% 

90.4% 91.7% 94.7% 100.0% 93.4% 97.0% * 66.7% - * 89.7% 93.1% 100.0% 

1.2% 1.0% 1.4% 0.0% 1.0% 2.4% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 

1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 0.0% 1.4% 0.6% * 33.3% - * 8.6% 1.1% 0.0% 

7.1% 5.9% 2.5% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% * 0.0% - * 1.7% 3.4% 0.0% 

91.6% 92.8% 96.1% 100.0% 94.4% 99.4% * 66.7% - * 89.7% 95.4% 100.0% 

92.9% 94.1% 97.5% 100.0% 95.8% 100.0% * 100.0% - * 98.3% 96.6% 100.0% 
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 African   American  Pacific Two or Special Econ  
State Region 13 District American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander More Races Ed Disadv ELL 

 

6- Year Extended Longitudinal Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2012 

Graduated 90.9% 92.3% 95.7% 100.0% 94.1% 97.6% * 100.0% - * 96.5% 93.8% 100.0% 

Received GED 1.5% 1.4% 1.6% 0.0% 1.4% 2.4% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 

Continued HS 0.6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% * 0.0% - * 1.8% 0.4% 0.0% 

Dropped Out 7.0% 5.6% 2.3% 0.0% 3.8% 0.0% * 0.0% - * 1.8% 3.5% 0.0% 

Graduates  and GED 92.4% 93.7% 97.3% 100.0% 95.5% 100.0% * 100.0% - * 96.5% 96.2% 100.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 93.0% 94.4% 97.7% 100.0% 96.2% 100.0% * 100.0% - * 98.2% 96.5% 100.0% 

Class of 2011           
Graduated 89.8% 90.7% 95.5% 91.7% 95.0% 96.5% * 100.0% - * 100.0% 95.1% 80.0% 

Received GED 1.5% 1.5% 1.2% 4.2% 0.4% 2.3% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 

Continued HS 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Dropped Out 8.1% 7.1% 3.3% 4.2% 4.6% 1.2% * 0.0% - * 0.0% 4.0% 20.0% 

Graduates  and GED 91.3% 92.1% 96.7% 95.8% 95.4% 98.8% * 100.0% - * 100.0% 96.0% 80.0% 

Grads, GED, & Cont 91.9% 92.9% 96.7% 95.8% 95.4% 98.8% * 100.0% - * 100.0% 96.0% 80.0% 

 
4- Year Federal Graduation Rate  Without  Exclusions (Gr  9-12) 

Class of 2014 88.3% 91.5% 88.4% 81.8% 85.0% 96.3% * 100.0% * * 91.5% 88.7% 71.4% 

Class of 2013 88.0% 90.7% 91.2% 80.6% 90.0% 95.0% * * - 100.0% 86.5% 90.2% 84.6% 

 
5- Year Extended Federal Graduation  Rate  Without  Exclusions (Gr  9-12) 

Class of 2013 90.4% 92.7% 91.8% 86.7% 90.0% 95.6% * * - 100.0% 88.5% 90.9% 84.6% 

Class of 2012 90.4% 91.7% 92.3% 100.0% 89.8% 96.4% * 66.7% - * 89.7% 90.4% 100.0% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates  (Longitudinal  Rate) 

Class of 2014 85.5% 88.4% 87.5% 88.9% 87.9% 86.9% * 100.0% * * 18.6% 85.3% 90.0% 

Class of 2013 83.5% 85.4% 90.4% 96.0% 88.1% 92.8% * * - 100.0% 31.1% 87.4% 100.0% 

 
RHSP/DAP Graduates  (Annual Rate) 

2013-14 83.8% 86.5% 87.4% 85.7% 86.6% 89.1% - 83.3% - * 14.9% 85.3% 100.0% 

2012-13 81.6% 82.8% 88.3% 92.0% 87.1% 90.3% * * * 100.0% 32.5% 85.3% 90.0% 

 
Advanced Course/Dual Enrollment Completion (Grades 11-12) 

Any Subject 

2013-14 

English Language Arts 

2013-14 

Mathematics 

2013-14 

Science 

2013-14 

Social Studies 

2013-14 

53.2% 57.0% 35.9% 23.6% 28.6% 53.0% - 75.0% - 40.0% 12.5% 26.0% 13.3% 

28.9% 35.1% 26.4% 20.8% 20.9% 38.6% - 50.0% - * 12.7% 18.9% 4.2% 

42.4% 45.4% 15.2% 4.1% 9.6% 29.1% - 60.0% - * 3.2% 9.2% 8.3% 

13.4% 16.2% 1.4% 0.0% 0.4% 3.2% - 16.7% - * 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 

27.8% 32.1% 17.8% 5.7% 11.2% 33.3% - 37.5% - 20.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 
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Advanced Course/Dual Enrollment Completion (Grades 9-12) 

Any Subject 

2013-14 33.1% 35.4% 33.5% 24.4% 29.8% 42.8% 80.0% 50.0% * 28.6% 21.7% 26.8% 20.2% 

2012-13 31.4% 32.6% 32.4% 34.2% 27.3% 42.0% 11.1% 50.0% * 43.8% 14.9% 25.9% 14.0% 

English Language Arts 
2013-14 15.4% 18.0% 28.1% 23.3% 26.5% 32.4% 60.0% 35.7% * 15.4% 25.8% 24.5% 19.0% 

2012-13 14.3% 16.1% 27.0% 33.0% 23.6% 32.5% 0.0% 54.5% * 31.3% 15.3% 22.0% 13.8% 

Mathematics             
2013-14 18.8% 20.5% 6.4% 1.8% 4.0% 12.5% 20.0% 27.3% * 0.0% 1.2% 3.5% 2.5% 

2012-13 18.4% 20.0% 7.8% 3.8% 5.6% 12.9% 0.0% 20.0% * 7.1% 1.7% 5.0% 1.2% 

Science             
2013-14 5.6% 6.6% 0.6% 0.0% 0.2% 1.4% 0.0% 8.3% * 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 

2012-13 5.2% 6.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% * 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Social Studies             
2013-14 18.3% 21.5% 10.7% 2.5% 6.7% 20.9% 20.0% 28.6% * 7.1% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

2012-13 17.0% 18.8% 12.2% 6.4% 7.3% 22.6% 0.0% 41.7% * 12.5% 1.1% 6.3% 0.0% 

 
College-Ready Graduates 

English Language Arts 

Class of 2014 68% 73% 57% 44% 54% 65% - 60% - * 9% 48% 14% 

Class of 2013 65% 70% 61% 38% 57% 71% * * - 63% 17% 55% 25% 

Mathematics            
Class of 2014 67% 72% 60% 56% 52% 72% - 100% - * 14% 53% 29% 

Class of 2013 74% 77% 69% 52% 66% 78% * * - 63% 21% 65% 50% 

Both Subjects            
Class of 2014 54% 61% 40% 25% 35% 51% - 60% - * 0% 32% 0% 

Class of 2013 56% 62% 49% 24% 44% 62% * * - 50% 9% 41% 13% 

 
College and Career  Ready Graduates 

Class of 2014 78.4% 79.0% 65.9% 66.7% 61.0% 74.4% - 66.7% - * 34.0% 58.2% 22.2% 

 
CTE Coherent  Sequence Graduates 

Class of 2014 46.4% 40.4% 43.3% 2.4% 24.5% 15.5% - 0.5% - * 3.6% 17.2% 0.5% 

 
AP/IB Results (Participation) 

All Subjects 

 
 

English Language Arts 

2014 23.5% 29.9% 21.6% 9.7% 16.4% 33.8% - 50.0% - 16.7% n/a 14.7% n/a 

2013 22.1% 29.0% 27.0% 14.9% 20.6% 39.1% * 55.6% * 45.5% n/a 17.5% n/a 

2014 15.0% 19.3% 13.5% 4.8% 9.0% 24.6% - 20.0% - 0.0% n/a 7.8% n/a 

2013 14.0% 19.4% 19.1% 10.6% 15.0% 26.4% * 55.6% * 36.4% n/a 11.8% n/a 

Mathematics            
2014 6.5% 10.5% 5.7% 1.6% 3.8% 9.6% - 30.0% - 0.0% n/a 4.0% n/a 

2013 5.7% 8.9% 3.9% 0.0% 3.0% 6.5% * 0.0% * 0.0% n/a 2.6% n/a 
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English Language Arts 

 
 

Mathematics 

 
 

Science 

 
 

Social Studies 

 
State 

 
Region 13 

 
District 

African 

American 
 

Hispanic 
 

White 

American 

Indian 
 

Asian 

Pacific 

Islander 

Two or 

More Races 

Special 

Ed 

Econ 

Disadv 
 

ELL 

 
AP/IB Results (Participation) 

Science 

2014 6.9% 

 
 

9.5% 

 
 

1.2% 

 
 

0.0% 

 
 

0.4% 

 
 

2.7% 

 
 

- 

 
 

10.0% 

 
 

- 

 
 

0.0% 

 
 

n/a 

 
 

0.2% 

 
 

n/a 
2013 6.2% 9.2% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% * 0.0% * 18.2% n/a 0.0% n/a 

Social Studies             
2014 13.8% 16.8% 10.0% 3.2% 7.3% 16.9% - 10.0% - 16.7% n/a 6.4% n/a 

2013 12.7% 15.5% 11.2% 6.4% 8.6% 15.6% * 55.6% * 9.1% n/a 8.5% n/a 

 
AP/IB Results (Examinees >= Criterion) 

All Subjects 

            

2014 51.3% 61.2% 26.3% 0.0% 16.3% 36.4% - 60.0% - * n/a 21.0% n/a 

2013 50.9% 61.3% 18.0% 0.0% 11.7% 23.1% - 60.0% - 20.0% n/a 12.2% n/a 

2014 44.7% 57.9% 31.9% * 19.1% 40.6% - * - - n/a 24.2% n/a 

2013 45.2% 58.4% 18.5% 0.0% 10.7% 24.7% - 60.0% - * n/a 12.0% n/a 

2014 53.6% 61.0% 20.4% * 5.0% 32.0% - * - - n/a 11.8% n/a 

2013 52.3% 63.2% 6.1% - 0.0% 11.1% - - - - n/a 0.0% n/a 

2014 45.7% 60.0% 20.0% - * 14.3% - * - - n/a * n/a 

2013 47.6% 61.7% 33.3% - - 40.0% - - - * n/a - n/a 

2014 41.6% 51.8% 17.4% * 7.9% 27.3% - * - * n/a 14.8% n/a 

2013 42.0% 51.1% 14.7% * 7.0% 20.9% - 40.0% - * n/a 5.6% n/a 

 
SAT/ACT Results 

Tested 

            

Class of 2014 66.3% 69.5% 50.1% 52.4% 44.1% 59.7% - 83.3% - * n/a 39.6% n/a 

Class of 2013 63.8% 68.1% 54.4% 64.0% 44.2% 68.2% * * * 87.5% n/a 43.5% n/a 

At/Above Criterion            
Class of 2014 25.1% 37.7% 18.4% 9.1% 10.7% 31.2% - 20.0% - * n/a 13.2% n/a 

Class of 2013 25.4% 37.5% 18.1% 6.3% 10.7% 27.6% - * - 28.6% n/a 7.3% n/a 

 
Average SAT Score 

All Subjects 

             

Class of 2014 1417 1513 1380 1263 1298 1503 - 1498 - * n/a 1292 n/a 

Class of 2013 1422 1512 1341 1225 1288 1415 - * - 1367 n/a 1269 n/a 

English Language Arts and  Writing 
Class of 2014 925 989 904 809 854 980 - 980 - * n/a 847 n/a 

Class of 2013 927 986 872 807 831 928 - * - 897 n/a 822 n/a 

Mathematics              
Class of 2014 491 524 476 454 443 523 - 518 - * n/a 445 n/a 

Class of 2013 496 526 469 418 457 487 - * - 470 n/a 447 n/a 

Average ACT Score            
All Subjects              

Class of 2014 20.6 22.2 20.1 18.4 18.5 22.2 - * - * n/a 19.5 n/a 

Class of 2013 20.6 22.1 19.5 16.1 18.9 20.8 - * - * n/a 17.8 n/a 
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African American Pacific Two or Special Econ 

State Region 13 District American Hispanic White Indian Asian Islander   More Races Ed Disadv ELL 
 

 

Average ACT Score 

 
 
 

Mathematics 

 
 
 
 
 

Graduates  Enrolled in TX Institution  of Higher Education  (IHE) 

2012-13 56.9% 55.0% 37.5% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2011-12 57.3% 55.9% 36.2% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

 
Graduates  in TX IHE Completing One  Year Without  Remediation 

2012-13 70.8% 80.1% 72.5% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2011-12 69.0% 77.0% 68.6% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

English Language Arts  
Class of 2014 20.0 21.7 19.8 17.4 17.9 22.1 - * - * n/a 18.8 n/a 

Class of 2013 20.0 21.6 18.9 14.5 18.1 20.6 - * - * n/a 16.8 n/a 

Class of 2014 21.2 22.7 19.8 17.9 18.8 21.4 - * - * n/a 19.5 n/a 

Class of 2013 21.3 22.7 19.6 16.9 19.1 20.5 - * - * n/a 18.0 n/a 

Science          
Class of 2014 20.7 22.2 20.7 21.0 18.9 22.6 - * - * n/a 20.6 n/a 

Class of 2013 20.7 22.1 20.3 18.4 19.9 21.1 - * - * n/a 19.2 n/a 
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Student  Information 
District 

Count 
 

Percent 
State 

Count 
 

Percent 

Total Students: 7,379 100.0% 5,215,282 100.0% 

Students by Grade:     
Early  Childhood Education 4 0.1% 12,201 0.2% 

Pre-Kindergarten 490 6.6% 219,225 4.2% 

Kindergarten 526 7.1% 390,276 7.5% 

Grade 1 561 7.6% 412,144 7.9% 

Grade 2 544 7.4% 407,896 7.8% 

Grade 3 594 8.0% 396,108 7.6% 

Grade 4 554 7.5% 390,351 7.5% 

Grade 5 534 7.2% 388,101 7.4% 

Grade 6 489 6.6% 383,487 7.4% 

Grade 7 528 7.2% 382,838 7.3% 

Grade 8 537 7.3% 388,190 7.4% 

Grade 9 606 8.2% 419,715 8.0% 

Grade 10 502 6.8% 372,988 7.2% 

Grade 11 507 6.9% 341,724 6.6% 

Grade 12 403 5.5% 310,038 5.9% 

Ethnic  Distribution:     
African American 395 5.4% 659,074 12.6% 

Hispanic 5,103 69.2% 2,714,266 52.0% 

White 1,763 23.9% 1,509,555 28.9% 

American Indian 10 0.1% 21,411 0.4% 

Asian 38 0.5% 201,738 3.9% 

Pacific Islander 3 0.0% 7,085 0.1% 

Two or More Races 67 0.9% 102,153 2.0% 

Economically  Disadvantaged 5,040 68.3% 3,068,820 58.8% 

Non-Educationally  Disadvantaged 2,339 31.7% 2,146,462 41.2% 

English Language Learners  (ELL) 760 10.3% 948,391 18.2% 

Students  w/ Disciplinary  Placements (2013-2014) 189 2.3% 78,821 1.5% 

At-Risk 3,797 51.5% 2,668,590 51.2% 

Graduates (Class of  2014):     
Total Graduates 413 100.0% 303,109 100.0% 

By Ethnicity  (incl.  Special Ed.):     
African American 21 5.1% 38,046 12.6% 

Hispanic 254 61.5% 141,907 46.8% 

White 129 31.2% 103,764 34.2% 

American Indian 0 0.0% 1,278 0.4% 

Asian 6 1.5% 12,420 4.1% 

Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 401 0.1% 

Two or More Races 3 0.7% 5,293 1.7% 

By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.):     
Minimum H.S. Program 52 12.6% 48,435 16.0% 

Recommended  H.S. Program/DAP 361 87.4% 251,154 82.9% 

Foundation High School Plan 0 0.0% 3,520 1.2% 

Special  Education Graduates 47 11.4% 23,654 7.8% 



TEXAS  EDUCATION AGENCY 

Texas Academic Performance Report 
2014-15  District Profile 

District Name: SEGUIN ISD 

County Name: GUADALUPE 

District Number: 094901 

PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e321 

Page 15 TEA Division of Performance Reporting 

 

 

 
 

Student  Information 
Non-Special Education Rates 

District State 
Special Education Rates 

District 

 

State 

 
Retention Rates by Grade: 

    

Kindergarten 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 8.6% 

Grade 1 0.0% 4.3% 3.1% 8.1% 

Grade 2 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 3.9% 

Grade 3 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 1.6% 

Grade 4 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.9% 

Grade 5 0.2% 1.3% 0.0% 0.9% 

Grade 6 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.8% 

Grade 7 0.2% 1.0% 0.0% 1.1% 

Grade 8 0.2% 1.0% 3.1% 1.4% 

 

 
 

District 
Count 

 

Percent 
State 

Count 

 

Percent 

 
Data Quality: 

   

PID Errors (students) 13 0.2% 4,688 0.1% 

Underreported  Students 10 0.3% 8,429 0.4% 

 

 
 

Class Size Information District State 

 
Class Size Averages by  Grade and Subject (Derived from  teacher  responsibility records): 

  

Elementary: 

Kindergarten 

 
19.4 

 
19.2 

Grade 1 18.9 19.3 

Grade 2 19.1 19.3 

Grade 3 20.2 19.1 

Grade 4 18.4 19.1 

Grade 5 18.6 20.8 

Grade 6 19.7 20.3 

Secondary: 

English/Language Arts 

 
15.9 

 
17.2 

Foreign Languages 16.3 18.9 

Mathematics 14.1 18.1 

Science 14.9 19.1 

Social Studies 18.1 19.6 
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Staff Information 
District 

Count 
 

Percent 
State 

Count 
 

Percent 

 
Total Staff 

 
1,068.5 

 
100.0% 

 
673,140.3 

 
100.0% 

Professional  Staff: 644.9 60.4% 433,985.7 64.5% 

Teachers 489.3 45.8% 342,191.8 50.8% 

Professional  Support 103.5 9.7% 65,119.0 9.7% 

Campus  Administration  (School Leadership) 31.2 2.9% 19,679.9 2.9% 

Central  Administration 21.0 2.0% 6,995.1 1.0% 

Educational Aides: 102.8 9.6% 64,640.8 9.6% 

Auxiliary Staff: 320.8 30.0% 174,513.8 25.9% 

Total  Minority Staff: 479.6 44.9% 311,862.3 46.3% 

Teachers by  Ethnicity  and Sex:     
African American 21.0 4.3% 33,863.7 9.9% 

Hispanic 123.8 25.3% 87,714.8 25.6% 

White 341.5 69.8% 210,044.8 61.4% 

American Indian 0.0 0.0% 1,244.6 0.4% 

Asian 1.0 0.2% 4,890.6 1.4% 

Pacific Islander 0.0 0.0% 758.8 0.2% 

Two or More Races 2.0 0.4% 3,674.5 1.1% 

Males 111.9 22.9% 79,947.9 23.4% 

Females 377.4 77.1% 262,243.9 76.6% 

 
Teachers by  Highest Degree Held: 

    

No Degree 1.0 0.2% 2,980.2 0.9% 

Bachelors 393.5 80.4% 257,146.2 75.1% 

Masters 94.8 19.4% 79,997.8 23.4% 

Doctorate 0.0 0.0% 2,067.7 0.6% 

 
Teachers by  Years  of Experience: 

    

Beginning Teachers 107.4 21.9% 29,256.4 8.5% 

1-5 Years Experience 124.0 25.3% 89,247.1 26.1% 

6-10 Years Experience 70.0 14.3% 77,168.2 22.6% 

11-20 Years Experience 116.9 23.9% 91,890.7 26.9% 

Over 20 Years Experience 71.0 14.5% 54,629.4 16.0% 
 

Number of Students per Teacher 15.1 n/a 15.2 n/a 
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Staff Information District State 

 
Average Years  Experience of Teachers: 

 
9.5 

 
11.0 

Average Years Experience of Teachers with  District: 6.9 7.5 

Average Teacher Salary by  Years of Experience (regular  duties   only):   
Beginning Teachers $45,251 $44,540 

1-5 Years Experience $45,091 $46,575 

6-10 Years Experience $46,642 $49,127 

11-20 Years Experience $49,529 $52,640 

Over 20 Years Experience $56,493 $59,787 

 
Average Actual Salaries (regular  duties  only): 

  

Teachers $48,063 $50,715 

Professional  Support $55,577 $59,791 

Campus  Administration  (School Leadership) $74,761 $74,292 

Central  Administration $87,753 $96,907 

Instructional  Staff Percent: 62.3 64.6 

Turnover Rate for  Teachers: 21.0 16.6 

Staff  Exclusions:   
Shared  Services Arrangement Staff:   

Professional Staff 0.0 1,148.2 

Educational Aides 0.0 228.9 

Auxiliary Staff 0.0 508.3 
 

Contracted Instructional Staff: 0.0 2,090.1 
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Program Information 
District 

Count 
 

Percent 
State 

Count 
 

Percent 

 
Student Enrollment  by  Program: 

    

Bilingual/ESL Education 733 9.9% 930,737 17.8% 

Career & Technical  Education 1,710 23.2% 1,209,784 23.2% 

Gifted & Talented Education 433 5.9% 397,159 7.6% 

Special Education 680 9.2% 442,476 8.5% 

 
Teachers by  Program  (population served): 

    

Bilingual/ESL Education 12.1 2.5% 20,082.5 5.9% 

Career & Technical  Education 19.8 4.1% 14,616.2 4.3% 

Compensatory  Education 4.1 0.8% 10,485.6 3.1% 

Gifted & Talented Education 10.8 2.2% 6,478.6 1.9% 

Regular Education 400.7 81.9% 248,541.9 72.6% 

Special Education 28.9 5.9% 30,683.6 9.0% 

Other 12.8 2.6% 11,303.5 3.3% 

 

Link to: 
PEIMS Financial Standard Reports/ 

2013-2014 Financial Actual  Report 

 
 

'‡'    Indicates  that for  2015 STAARgrade 3 through 8 mathematics, STAARA, and STAARAlternate 2 assessments  were excluded from TAPR rate calculations.  

' '̂     Indicates  that ELL rates at met or exceeded standard and exceeded standard include current  and monitored   students. 

'**'   Indicates  that the rates for  Reading are  based on the cumulative results from the first  and second administrations of  STAAR. 
'?'   Indicates  that the data for  this item were statistically improbable, or were reported  outside a reasonable range. 

'*'    Indicates  results are  masked due to small numbers to protect  student confidentiality. 

'-'    Indicates zero observations reported for this   group. 

'n/a'  Indicates  data reporting  is not applicable for  this group. 
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2009-10 School Report Card 

 

 

School Name:  POR VIDA ACADEMY CHARTER H S 

School Number: 015801001 

2010 School Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Acceptable 

 
Gold Performance Acknowledgments: 

Recommended High School Program (Class of 2009) 

This is a Charter School. 

District Name:  POR VIDA ACADEMY 

2010 District Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 
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T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y 

2009-10 School Report Card 

Page  1 

School Name: POR VIDA ACADEMY CHARTER H 

School Number: 015801001 

District Name: POR VIDA ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 179 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades 

(Standard Accountability Indicator) 

Tested) | 

| 

| 

| 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 56% - | 45% * 44% * * * 45%  | 

|  2009 88% 50% - | 48% * 48% * * * 50%  | 

|     |     | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 39% - | 31% * 29% * * * 31%  | 

|  2009 80% 14% - | 11% * 12% * * * 12%  | 

|     |     | 

| Science 2010 83% 45% - | 35% * 33% * * * 36%  | 

|  2009 78% 29% - | 22% * 23% * * * 23%  | 

|     |     | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 66% - | 56% * 55% * * * 55%  | 

|  2009 93% 69% - | 73% * 72% * * * 76%  | 

|     |     | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 29% - | 20% * 19% * * * 21%  | 

|  2009 72% 18% - | 20% * 21% * * * 21%  | 

|     |    |  
|     |     | 

| 

| 

TAKS Progress Measure (Sum of All Grades Tested) | 

| 
    | 

| 

| 2010 85% 68% - | 63% * 62% * * * 61%  | 

| 2009 81% 73% - | 75% * 75% * * * 74%  | 

|    |    |  
|    |     | 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions  | 

| 
    | 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% * 0.0% * * - 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% * 0.0% * * - 0.0%  | 

|      |    |  
|      |     | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 30% * | 13% * 13% * * * 14%  | 

|  2009 43% 20% * | 10% * 10% * * * 13%  | 

|     |     | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 34% * | 33% * 29% * * * 31%  | 

|  2009 36% 11% * | 7% * 7% * * * 8%  | 

|     |     | 

|     |    |  
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School Name: POR VIDA ACADEMY CHARTER H 

School Number: 015801001 

District Name: POR VIDA ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 179 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |    | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 82.1% - | 84.1% * 83.9% * - - 85.1% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 77.9% - | 78.3% * 78.2% * - - 80.3% | 

|    |   |  
| 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 | 

| 
   | 

| 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 18.0% - | 16.4% 0.0% 16.6% 28.6% - - 14.0% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 16.9% - | 22.1% * 21.6% 33.3% - - 15.1% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| 

| 

4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2009 

 | 

| 

| 

     | 

| 

| 

| Graduated 80.6% 19.8% - | 12.9% * 11.6% * - - 19.5% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 4.3% - | 3.0% * 3.2% * - - 2.4% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 31.5% - | 37.6% * 40.0% * - - 43.9% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 44.4% - | 46.5% * 45.3% * - - 34.1% | 

|    |    | 

| Class of 2008   |      | 

| Graduated 79.1% 14.4% - | 5.8% * 6.2% * - - 4.3% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 5.3% - | 3.5% * 3.7% * - - 1.4% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 41.7% - | 43.0% * 44.4% * - - 46.4% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 38.6% - | 47.7% * 45.7% * - - 47.8% | 

|    |    | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2008  | | 

| Graduated 83.4% 19.8% - | 10.2% * 11.0% 0.0% - - 10.3% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 8.4% - | 5.7% * 6.1% 0.0% - - 2.9% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 22.9% - | 31.8% * 32.9% 20.0% - - 33.8% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 48.9% - | 52.3% * 50.0% 80.0% - - 52.9% | 

|    |     | 

| Completion Rate II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  |      | 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 55.6% - | 53.5% * 54.7% * - - 65.9% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 61.4% - | 52.3% * 54.3% * - - 52.2% | 

|    |   |  
|    |    | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement |      | 

| Program Graduates   |    | 

|    |    | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 81.8% - | 95.2% * 94.4% * - - 94.7% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 50.0% - | 47.1% - 47.1% - - - 46.2% | 

|    |   |  
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| 

| 
   | 

| 
      | 

| 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI) |     | 
| Higher Education Readiness Component |     | 
|  |     | 
| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 17% * | 6% * 6% * * * 6%  | 
| 2009 63% 10% * | 15% * 15% * * * 18%  | 
|  |     | 
| Mathematics 2010 66% 11% * | 9% * 10% * * * 9%  | 
| 2009 62% 7% * | < 1% * < 1% * * * < 1%  | 
|  |     | 
|  |   |  
|  |     | 
| SAT/ACT Results | | 

| | | 

| Tested | | 

| Class of 2009 61.5% 25.0% - | 5.0% * 5.9% * - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 65.0% 14.8% - | 0.0% - 0.0% - - - n/a | 

| 

| At/Above Criterion 
  | 

| 
   | 

| 

| Class of 2009 26.9% 0.0% - | * - * - - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 27.2% * - | - - - - - - n/a | 

|    |  | 

| Average SAT Score   |    | 

| Class of 2009 985 794 - | * - * - - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 987 * - | - - - - - - n/a | 

|    |  | 

| Average ACT Score   |    | 

| Class of 2009 20.5 - - | - - - - - - n/a  | 

| Class of 2008 20.5 - - | - - - - - - n/a  | 

|   |  |  
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|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

25.0 

 

- 
 | 

| 

 

25.0 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 25.0 - | -  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 25.0 - | 25.0  | 

| Science 19.3 25.0 - | 25.0  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 25.0 - | 25.0  | 

|    |   |  
|     |   | 

| Number of Students per Teacher 14.5 19.4 -  | 19.4  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 49.5% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 36.0% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | School 

| (All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $7,983  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $3,718  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $0  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $864  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $1,204  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $770  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $1,429  | 

|  |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades 

(Standard Accountability Indicator) 

Tested) | 

| 

| 

| 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 56% 92% | 80% * 77% * * * 87%  | 

|  2009 88% 50% 86% | 73% * 70% 83% * * 69%  | 

|      |      | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 39% 73% | 62% * 60% * * * 65%  | 

|  2009 80% 14% 62% | 26% * 24% 33% * * 18%  | 

|      |      | 

| Science 2010 83% 45% 81% | 74% * 71% * * * 75%  | 

|  2009 78% 29% 66% | 53% * 53% * * * 43%  | 

|      |      | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 66% 94% | 95% * 95% * * * 93%  | 

|  2009 93% 69% 90% | 74% * 73% * * * 64%  | 

|      |      | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 29% 66% | 57% * 55% * * * 60%  | 

|  2009 72% 18% 54% | 20% * 21% 17% * * 10%  | 

|      |     |  
| 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions 
 | 

| 

| 

     | 

| 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% | 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% - - 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% 0.1% | 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% - - 0.0%  | 

|      |     |  
|      |      | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 30% 64% | * * * * * * *  | 

|  2009 43% 20% 48% | * * * * * * *  | 

|      |     | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 34% 49% | 50% * 46% * * * 56%  | 

|  2009 36% 11% 31% | 18% * 14% * * * 13%  | 

|      |     | 

|      |    |  
| 

| Attendance Rate 
   | 

| 
    | 

| 

|     |     | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 82.1% 94.1% | 93.4% * 93.8% 90.5% - - 93.0% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 77.9% 93.3% | 91.8% * 91.7% 91.3% - - 90.6% | 

|     |    |  
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

|    |       |  
|    |        | 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12)   |        | 

|    |        | 

| 2008-09 2.9% 18.0% 2.4% | 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% - - 0.0% | 

| 2007-08 3.2% 16.9% 2.5% | 1.7% * 2.1% 0.0% - - 2.4% | 

|     |    |  
|     |     | 

| 

| 

4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2009 
 | 

| 
       | 

| 

| Graduated 80.6% 19.8% 81.3% | 65.0% * 64.7% * - - 76.9% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 4.3% 1.0% | 10.0% * 11.8% * - - 7.7% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 31.5% 6.8% | 15.0% * 17.6% * - - 7.7% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 44.4% 11.1% | 10.0% * 5.9% * - - 7.7% | 

|     |    | 

| Class of 2008    |        | 

| Graduated 79.1% 14.4% 80.9% | 37.5% * 29.4% * - * 40.0% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 5.3% 1.0% | 12.5% * 11.8% * - * 20.0% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 41.7% 7.0% | 33.3% * 47.1% * - * 40.0% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 38.6% 10.1% | 16.7% * 11.8% * - * 0.0% | 

|   |    | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12)  |    | 

| Class of 2008  |    | 

| Graduated 83.4% 19.8% 85.0% | 60.0% * 61.5% * - * 66.7% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 8.4% 1.6% | 20.0% * 23.1% * - * 33.3% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 22.9% 1.1% | 0.0% * 0.0% * - * 0.0% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 48.9% 12.0% | 20.0% * 15.4% * - * 0.0% | 

|   |    | 

| Completion Rate I (Graduates and Continuers)  |    | 

| Class of 2009 89.2% 51.2% 87.8% | 80.0% * 82.4% * - - 84.6% | 

| Class of 2008 88.0% 56.1% 88.1% | 70.8% * 76.5% * - * 80.0% | 

|   |   |  
|   |    | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement  |    | 

| Program Graduates  |    | 

|   |    | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 81.8% 87.4% | 76.5% * 73.3% * - - 75.0% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 50.0% 85.5% | 70.0% * 57.1% * - - * | 

|   |   |  
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| 

| 
   | 

| 
      | 

| 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI)  |     | 
| Higher Education Readiness Component  |     | 
|   |     | 
| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 17% 58% | 45% * 44% * * * 56%  | 
| 2009 63% 10% 57% | 13% * 14% * * * *  | 
|   |     | 
| Mathematics 2010 66% 11% 58% | 30% * 25% * * * 25%  | 
| 2009 62% 7% 49% | 22% * 25% * * * *  | 
|   |     | 
|   |   |  
|   |     | 
| SAT/ACT Results | | 

| | | 

| Tested | | 

| Class of 2009 61.5% 25.0% 63.6% | 57.1% * 50.0% * - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 65.0% 14.8% 64.4% | 57.1% * * * - - n/a | 

| 

| At/Above Criterion 
   | 

| 
   | 

| 

| Class of 2009 26.9% 0.0% 11.4% | 0.0% * 0.0% * - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 27.2% * 11.2% | * * * - - - n/a | 

| 

| Average SAT Score 
   | 

| 
   | 

| 

| Class of 2009 985 794 928 | 801 * 762 * - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 987 * 919 | * * * - - - n/a | 

| 

| Average ACT Score 
   | 

| 
   | 

| 

| Class of 2009 20.5 - 18.5 | - - - - - - n/a  | 

| Class of 2008 20.5 - 18.8 | - - - - - - n/a  | 

|    |  |  
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|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

25.0 

 

17.1 
 | 

| 

 

25.0 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 25.0 19.7  | 25.0  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 25.0 18.2  | -  | 

| Science 19.3 25.0 18.8  | 25.0  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 25.0 20.2  | 25.0  | 

|     |   |  
| 

| 

 

Number of Students per Teacher 

 

14.5 

 

19.4 

 

13.6 
 | 

| 

 

17.8 
 | 

| 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 49.5% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 36.0% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | 

| 

School 

(All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|    |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures $7,549  | $11,079  | 

| Instruction (11,95) $5,059  | $3,755  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) $258  | $88  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) $124  | $824  | 

| School Leadership (23) $498  | $1,632  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) $441  | $203  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) $1,170  | $4,576  | 

|   |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades 

(Standard Accountability Indicator) 

Tested) | 

| 

| 

| 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 56% - | 48% * 48% * * * 46%  | 

|  2009 88% 50% - | 36% * 39% * * * 32%  | 

|     |     | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 39% - | 20% * 21% * * * 21%  | 

|  2009 80% 14% - | 4% * 5% * * * 5%  | 

|     |     | 

| Science 2010 83% 45% - | 25% * 25% * * * 27%  | 

|  2009 78% 29% - | 9% * 10% * * * 10%  | 

|     |     | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 66% - | 53% * 50% * * * 56%  | 

|  2009 93% 69% - | 44% * 50% * * * 38%  | 

|     |     | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 29% - | 17% * 18% * * * 17%  | 

|  2009 72% 18% - | 14% * 15% * * * 9%  | 

|     |    |  
|     |     | 

| 

| 

TAKS Progress Measure (Sum of All Grades Tested) | 

| 
    | 

| 

| 2010 85% 68% - | 59% * 56% * * * 58%  | 

| 2009 81% 73% - | 64% * 62% * * * 61%  | 

|    |    |  
|    |     | 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions  | 

| 
    | 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% * 0.0% 0.0% - - 0.0%  | 

|      |      |  
|      |       | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 30% * | 44% * 44% * * * 38%  | 

|  2009 43% 20% * | 25% * 29% * * * 25%  | 

|     |     | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 34% * | < 1% * < 1% * * * < 1%  | 

|  2009 36% 11% * | 9% * 10% * * * 9%  | 

|     |     | 

|     |    |  
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 82.1% - | 71.0% * 71.6% * - - 76.1% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 77.9% - | 69.2% 67.2% 69.3% 70.7% - - 70.4% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 | 

| 
     | 

| 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 18.0% - | 28.2% 35.3% 27.4% 33.3% - - 25.6% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 16.9% - | 15.1% 14.8% 16.2% 0.0% - - 9.9% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| 

| 

4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2009 

 | 

| 

| 

     | 

| 

| 

| Graduated 80.6% 19.8% - | 14.6% * 14.3% * - - 20.8% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 4.3% - | 4.9% * 5.7% * - - 0.0% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 31.5% - | 24.4% * 22.9% * - - 33.3% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 44.4% - | 56.1% * 57.1% * - - 45.8% | 

|    |    | 

| Class of 2008   |      | 

| Graduated 79.1% 14.4% - | 23.8% * 13.3% * - - 26.7% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 5.3% - | 0.0% * 0.0% * - - 0.0% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 41.7% - | 47.6% * 53.3% * - - 46.7% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 38.6% - | 28.6% * 33.3% * - - 26.7% | 

|    |    | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2008  | | 

| Graduated 83.4% 19.8% - | 22.7% * 11.8% * - - 25.0% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 8.4% - | 4.5% * 5.9% * - - 6.3% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 22.9% - | 9.1% * 11.8% * - - 6.3% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 48.9% - | 63.6% * 70.6% * - - 62.5% | 

|    |    | 

| Completion Rate II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  |      | 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 55.6% - | 43.9% * 42.9% * - - 54.2% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 61.4% - | 71.4% * 66.7% * - - 73.3% | 

|    |   |  
|    |    | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement |      | 

| Program Graduates   |    | 

|    |    | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 81.8% - | 50.0% - 50.0% - - - 50.0% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 50.0% - | 33.3% * 20.0% * - - * | 

|     |     |  
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|   |        | 

|   School  | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median  | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| 

| 
  | 

| 
      | 

| 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI) |     | 
| Higher Education Readiness Component |     | 
|  |     | 
| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 17% * | 11% * 6% * * * 12%  | 
| 2009 63% 10% * | < 1% * < 1% * * * < 1%  | 
|  |     | 
| Mathematics 2010 66% 11% * | < 1% * < 1% * * * < 1%  | 
| 2009 62% 7% * | < 1% * < 1% * * * < 1%  | 
|  |     | 
|  |   |  
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|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

25.0 

 

- 
 | 

| 

 

25.0 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 25.0 - | -  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 25.0 - | 25.0  | 

| Science 19.3 25.0 - | 25.0  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 25.0 - | 25.0  | 

|    |   |  
|     |   | 

| Number of Students per Teacher 14.5 19.4 -  | 20.9  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 49.5% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 36.0% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | School 

| (All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $8,544  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $2,967  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $15  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $1,125  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $875  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $910  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $2,653  | 

|  |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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School Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Number: 015802001 

District Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 721 

Grade Span: PK - 12 

School Type:  Both Elem/Sec 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades 

(Standard Accountability Indicator) 

Tested) | 

| 

| 

| 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 68% - | 67% 71% 63% 63% * * 67%  | 

|  2009 88% 58% - | 59% 56% 59% * * * 59%  | 

|     |       | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 62% - | 64% 65% 59% 86% * * 64%  | 

|  2009 80% 52% - | 64% 52% 77% * * * 63%  | 

|     |       | 

| Writing 2010 93% 71% - | 71% 71% * * * * 71%  | 

|  2009 92% 75% - | 75% 60% * * * * 71%  | 

|     |       | 

| Science 2010 83% 63% - | 65% 68% 50% 86% * * 65%  | 

|  2009 78% 36% - | 30% 21% 44% * * * 31%  | 

|     |       | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 81% - | 77% 81% 65% > 99% * * 77%  | 

|  2009 93% 67% - | 54% 45% 64% * * * 56%  | 

|     |       | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 44% - | 45% 44% 42% 70% * * 45%  | 

|  2009 72% 34% - | 37% 29% 45% * * * 37%  | 

|     |      |  
|     |       | 

| 

| 

TAKS Progress Measure (Sum of All Grades Tested) | 

| 
      | 

| 

| 2010 85% 83% - | 81% 84% 75% 85% * * 81%  | 

| 2009 81% 80% - | 81% 77% 83% > 99% * * 81%  | 

|    |      |  
|    |       | 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions  | 

| 
      | 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - * 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * * 0.0%  | 

|      |      |  
|      |       | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 36% * | 37% 45% 25% * * * 37%  | 

|  2009 43% 24% * | 25% 13% * * * * 25%  | 

|     |      | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 45% * | 54% 59% 44% * * * 54%  | 

|  2009 36% 53% * | 69% 53% 91% * * * 68%  | 

|     |      | 

|     |     |  
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School Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Number: 015802001 

District Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 721 

Grade Span: PK - 12 

School Type:  Both Elem/Sec 

 

 

 

|   |        | 

|  School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Student Success Initiative | | 

| | | 

| Grade 5 Reading (English and Spanish) | | 

| | | 

|  Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction | | 

| 2010 15% 50% - | 50% 50% * * * * 50% | 

| 2009 17% 29% - | 29% * 20% * * * 29% | 

| | | 

|  TAKS Cumulative Met Standard (1st & 2nd Admin) | | 

| 2010 92% 69% - | 69% 64% * * * * 69% | 

| 2009 90% > 99% - | > 99% * * * * * > 99% | 

| | | 

|  TAKS Failers Promoted by Grade Placement Committee  | | 

| 2009 84.7% * n/a | * * - - - - - | 

| 2008 84.0% - n/a | - - - - - - - | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Grade 5 Mathematics (English and Spanish) | | 

| | | 

|  Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction | | 

| 2010 14% 8% - | 8% 10% * * * * 8% | 

| 2009 16% 14% - | 14% * 20% * * * 14% | 

| | | 

|  TAKS Cumulative Met Standard (1st & 2nd Admin) | | 

| 2010 92% 92% - | 92% 90% * * * * 92% | 

| 2009 91% > 99% - | > 99% * * * * * > 99% | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Grade 8 Reading | | 

| | | 

|  Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction | | 

| 2010 9% 22% - | 22% 17% * * * * 22% | 

| 2009 7% * - | * * * * * * * | 

| | | 

|  TAKS Cumulative Met Standard (1st & 2nd Admin) | | 

| 2010 95% > 99% - | > 99% > 99% * * * * > 99% | 

| 2009 89% * - | * * * * * * * | 

| | | 
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District Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 721 

Grade Span: PK - 12 

School Type:  Both Elem/Sec 

 

 

 

|   |        | 

|  School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Student Success Initiative (continued) | | 

| | | 

| Grade 8 Mathematics | | 

| | | 

|  Students Requiring Accelerated Instruction | | 

| 2010 19% 63% - | 63% 67% * * * * 63% | 

| 2009 20% * - | * * * * * * * | 

| | | 

|  TAKS Cumulative Met Standard (1st & 2nd Admin) | | 

| 2010 88% 88% - | 88% 83% * * * * 88% | 

| 2009 85% * - | * * * * * * * | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 85.6% - | 88.4% 87.8% 88.4% 91.0% - * 88.8% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 92.7% - | 91.3% 91.9% 90.4% 91.3% - * 91.5% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| Annual Dropout R ate (Gr 7-12) 
 | 

| 
     | 

| 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 28.9% - | 21.3% 26.1% 18.1% 13.0% - * 23.9% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 18.7% - | 11.5% 12.6% 11.4% 8.0% - * 11.5% | 

|    |     |  
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School Type:  Both Elem/Sec 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
| 

| 

5-Year Extended 

Class of 2008 

Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | 

| 

| 

| 

| Graduated 83.4% 33.6% - | 38.1% 32.1% 34.6% 62.5% - * 35.8% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 9.6% - | 3.2% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% - * 3.8% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 5.6% - | 7.9% 3.6% 11.5% 12.5% - * 9.4% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 51.2% - | 50.8% 64.3% 46.2% 25.0% - * 50.9% | 

| 

| 

 

Completion Rate 

| 

II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  | 
     | 

| 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 46.8% - | 50.8% 37.5% 66.7% 50.0% - * 52.5% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 61.5% - | 59.4% 58.1% 56.0% 71.4% - * 60.4% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| 

 

Recommended HS and Distinguished 

 

Achievement 

| 

| 
     | 

| 

| Program Graduates   |      | 

|    |      | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 81.2% - | 81.4% 61.5% 90.0% 85.7% - * 75.0% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 68.8% - | 89.3% 92.3% 83.3% * - * 86.4% | 

|    |     |  
|    |      | 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI) | | 

| Higher Education Readiness Component | | 

| | | 

| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 13% * | 16% 13% 25% * * * 16%  | 

|  2009 63% 24% * | 7% 9% * * * * 8%  | 

|     |      | 

| Mathematics 2010 66% 35% * | 41% 50% 29% * * * 41%  | 

|  2009 62% 13% * | 20% 25% * * * * 22%  | 

|     |      | 

|     |     |  

|     |        | 

|    School | School       | 

|  State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

|  Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

|     |       |  
|     |        | 

| 4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12)   |        | 

| Class of 2009    |        | 

| Graduated 80.6% 33.1% - | 43.1% 28.1% 58.3% 50.0% - * 42.5% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 4.8% - | 1.5% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% - * 2.5% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 8.9% - | 6.2% 9.4% 4.2% 0.0% - * 7.5% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 53.2% - | 49.2% 62.5% 33.3% 50.0% - * 47.5% | 

|    |      | 

| Class of 2008    |        | 

| Graduated 79.1% 23.0% - | 32.8% 29.0% 28.0% 57.1% - * 30.2% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 6.6% - | 1.6% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% - * 1.9% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 32.0% - | 25.0% 29.0% 24.0% 14.3% - * 28.3% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 38.5% - | 40.6% 41.9% 44.0% 28.6% - * 39.6% | 

|    |      | 
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School Type:  Both Elem/Sec 

 

 

 

|   |        | 

|   School  | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median  | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| SAT/ACT Results | | 

| | | 

| Tested | | 

| Class of 2009 61.5% 17.9% - | 28.6% 50.0% 22.2% 0.0% - * n/a | 

| Class of 2008 65.0% 20.5% - | 34.8% 9.1% 66.7% * - * n/a | 

| 

| At/Above Criterion 
  | 

| 
     | 

| 

| Class of 2009 26.9% 0.0% - | 0.0% * * - - * n/a | 

| Class of 2008 27.2% 0.0% - | 0.0% * 0.0% * - - n/a | 

|    |    | 

| Average SAT Score   |      | 

| Class of 2009 985 * - | * * * - - * n/a | 

| Class of 2008 987 855 - | 855 * 853 * - - n/a | 

|    |    | 

| Average ACT Score   |      | 

| Class of 2009 20.5 17.7 - | 17.7 * * - - - n/a  | 

| Class of 2008 20.5 - - | - - - - - - n/a  | 

|    |   |  



T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y 

2009-10 School Report Card 

Page  6 

School Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Number: 015802001 

District Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 721 

Grade Span: PK - 12 

School Type:  Both Elem/Sec 

PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e350 

 

 

 

|       |   | 

|    State District School Group |   | 

|    Average Average Average | School  | 

|      |   |  
|       |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject    |   | 

|       |   | 

|  Elementary: Kindergarten 19.3 21.0 - | 21.0  | 

|   Grade 1 19.1 16.9 - | 16.9  | 

|   Grade 2 19.2 15.6 - | 15.6  | 

|   Grade 3 19.3 21.0 - | 21.0  | 

|   Grade 4 19.9 18.0 - | 18.0  | 

|   Grade 5 22.4 16.8 - | 16.8  | 

|   Grade 6 21.1 14.0 - | 14.0  | 

|   Mixed Grades 24.7 - - | -  | 

|       |   | 

|  Secondary: English/Language Arts 17.8 12.4 - | 10.3  | 

|   Foreign Languages 19.4 13.0 - | -  | 

|   Mathematics 18.5 13.2 - | 16.0  | 

|   Science 19.3 11.3 - | 11.3  | 

|   Social Studies 20.4 12.2 - | 12.2  | 

|      |   |  
| 

| 

 

Number of Students p 

 

er Teacher 

 

14.5 

 

21.1 

 

- 

| 

| 

 

22.6 
 | 

| 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 60.0% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 49.4% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

|      Average  | School  | 

| Expenditures per Student (2008-2009):   (All Funds)  | (All Funds)  | 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $7,431  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $3,707  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $0  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $0  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $797  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $80  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $2,847  | 

|  |   |  

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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School Name: THE EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

School Number: 015802004 

District Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 58 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) | | 

| (Standard Accountability Indicator) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 68% - |  76%  75% 80% * * * 73%  | 

|  2009 88% 58% - |  57%  53% 58% * * * 52%  | 

|     |         | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 62% - |  43%  40% * * * * 50%  | 

|  2009 80% 52% - |  17%  27% 9% * * * 24%  | 

|     |         | 

| Science 2010 83% 63% - |  50%  50% * * * * 38%  | 

|  2009 78% 36% - |  50%  57% 38% * * * 55%  | 

|     |         | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 81% - | > 99% > 99% * * * * > 99%  | 

|  2009 93% 67% - |  94%  89% > 99% * * * 92%  | 

|     |         | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 44% - |  35%  42% 20% * * * 40%  | 

|  2009 72% 34% - |  29%  39% 17% * * * 27%  | 

|     |        |  
| 

| 

| 

TAKS Progress Measure 

| 
(Sum of All Grades Tested) | 

| 

        | 

| 

| 

| 2010 85% 83% - | 92% 89% 96% * * * 90%  | 

| 2009 81% 80% - | 79% 79% 78% * * * 81%  | 

|    |     |  
|    |      | 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions | 

| 
        | 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - * 0.0% 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - 0.0%  | 

|      |      |  
|      |       | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 36% * | * * * * * * *  | 

|  2009 43% 24% * | 20% * * * * * *  | 

|     |    | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 45% * | < 1% * * * * * *  | 

|  2009 36% 53% * | < 1% * * * * * < 1%  | 

|     |    | 

|     |   |  
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |     | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 85.6% - | 78.4% 78.8% 76.8% * - - 80.4% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 92.7% - | 95.1% 95.0% 94.9% * - * 94.9% | 

|    |    |  
| 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 | 

| 
    | 

| 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 28.9% - | 34.7% 37.0% 31.4% 28.6% - - 35.1% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 18.7% - | 25.2% 26.3% 23.5% 30.0% - * 24.3% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| 

| 

4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2009 

 | 

| 

| 

     | 

| 

| 

| Graduated 80.6% 33.1% - | 22.0% 20.0% 25.0% * - - 20.0% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 4.8% - | 8.5% 7.5% 6.3% * - - 10.0% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 8.9% - | 11.9% 10.0% 18.8% * - - 15.0% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 53.2% - | 57.6% 62.5% 50.0% * - - 55.0% | 

|    |     | 

| Class of 2008   |      | 

| Graduated 79.1% 23.0% - | 12.1% 16.7% 8.3% * - - 15.6% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 6.6% - | 12.1% 6.7% 16.7% * - - 11.1% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 32.0% - | 39.7% 36.7% 41.7% * - - 44.4% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 38.5% - | 36.2% 40.0% 33.3% * - - 28.9% | 

|    |     | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2008  | | 

| Graduated 83.4% 33.6% - | 29.0% 30.3% 26.9% * - - 37.0% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 9.6% - | 16.1% 6.1% 26.9% * - - 15.2% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 5.6% - | 3.2% 6.1% 0.0% * - - 0.0% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 51.2% - | 51.6% 57.6% 46.2% * - - 47.8% | 

|    |     | 

| Completion Rate II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  |      | 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 46.8% - | 42.4% 37.5% 50.0% * - - 45.0% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 61.5% - | 63.8% 60.0% 66.7% * - - 71.1% | 

|    |    |  
|    |     | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement |      | 

| Program Graduates   |     | 

|    |     | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 81.2% - | 80.8% 73.3% 90.0% * - - 81.0% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 68.8% - | 40.0% 36.4% 44.4% - - - 47.1% | 

|    |    |  
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School Name: THE EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

School Number: 015802004 

District Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 58 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|   |        | 

|   School  | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median  | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| 

| 
  | 

| 
      | 

| 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI) |    | 
| Higher Education Readiness Component |    | 
|  |    | 
| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 13% * | * * * * * * *  | 
| 2009 63% 24% * | 57% * * * * * 60%  | 
|  |    | 
| Mathematics 2010 66% 35% * | * * * * * * *  | 
| 2009 62% 13% * | < 1% * * * * * < 1%  | 
|  |    | 
|  |  |  
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School Name: THE EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

School Number: 015802004 

District Name: GEORGE GERVIN ACADEMY 

School Enrollment: 58 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

12.4 

 

- 
 | 

| 

 

15.3 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 13.0 - | 13.0  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 13.2 - | 9.8  | 

| Science 19.3 11.3 - | 11.3  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 12.2 - | 12.0  | 

|    |   |  
|     |   | 

| Number of Students per Teacher 14.5 21.1 -  | 11.6  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 60.0% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 49.4% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | School 

| (All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $6,527  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $5,106  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $0  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $0  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $535  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $0  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $886  | 

|  |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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School Name:  SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

School Number: 015807001 

2010 School Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 

This is a Charter School. 

District Name:  SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

2010 District Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Number: 015807001 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 289 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades 

(Standard Accountability Indicator) 

Tested) | 

| 

| 

| 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 70% - | 74% 73% 71% 81% * * 76%  | 

|  2009 88% 72% - | 66% 61% 60% 84% * * 67%  | 

|     |       | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 33% - | 22% 21% 16% 35% * * 21%  | 

|  2009 80% 27% - | 23% 9% 25% 32% * * 28%  | 

|     |       | 

| Science 2010 83% 44% - | 40% 29% 37% 50% * * 41%  | 

|  2009 78% 39% - | 23% 10% 29% 14% * * 30%  | 

|     |       | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 79% - | 75% 71% 76% 73% * * 74%  | 

|  2009 93% 70% - | 63% 67% 60% 63% * * 68%  | 

|     |       | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 30% - | 28% 19% 24% 41% * * 26%  | 

|  2009 72% 30% - | 23% 8% 20% 42% * * 27%  | 

|     |      |  
|     |       | 

| 

| 

TAKS Progress Measure (Sum of All Grades Tested) | 

| 
      | 

| 

| 2010 85% 83% - | 82% 84% 79% 85% * > 99% 75%  | 

| 2009 81% 77% - | 73% 71% 71% 82% * * 72%  | 

|    |       |  
|    |        | 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions  | 

| 
       | 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * * 0.0%  | 

|      |      |  
|      |       | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 60% * | 80% * 80% * * * *  | 

|  2009 43% 56% * | 17% * < 1% * * * *  | 

|     |       | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 20% * | 19% * 11% 40% * * 14%  | 

|  2009 36% 16% * | 4% < 1% 6% * * * < 1%  | 

|     |       | 

|     |      |  
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 81.4% - | 80.7% 77.9% 81.8% 80.4% * * 80.3% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 84.3% - | 83.9% 84.2% 83.5% 84.6% * * 84.2% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 | 

| 
     | 

| 

|    |        | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 12.4% - | 12.4% 12.8% 11.8% 13.6% * 11.1% 18.3% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 14.7% - | 15.0% 13.4% 16.9% 12.7% 0.0% 13.3% 14.0% | 

|    |       |  
| 

| 

| 

4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2009 

 | 

| 

| 

       | 

| 

| 

| Graduated 80.6% 14.9% - | 16.9% 11.1% 18.3% 20.4% - * 21.1% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 12.4% - | 11.1% 4.4% 7.5% 24.5% - * 3.5% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 26.8% - | 24.9% 31.1% 23.7% 20.4% - * 28.1% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 45.9% - | 47.1% 53.3% 50.5% 34.7% - * 47.4% | 

|    |      | 

| Class of 2008   |        | 

| Graduated 79.1% 14.0% - | 15.9% 8.5% 15.8% 25.6% * * 13.5% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 11.4% - | 8.2% 0.0% 4.4% 27.9% * * 5.4% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 30.6% - | 26.1% 31.9% 26.3% 18.6% * * 31.5% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 44.0% - | 49.8% 59.6% 53.5% 27.9% * * 49.5% | 

|    |      | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2008  | | 

| Graduated 83.4% 22.7% - | 23.5% 17.1% 22.9% 31.8% * * 22.3% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 16.6% - | 13.3% 2.4% 11.0% 29.5% * * 9.7% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 8.7% - | 9.7% 12.2% 9.2% 9.1% * * 9.7% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 52.1% - | 53.6% 68.3% 56.9% 29.5% * * 58.3% | 

|    |      | 

| Completion Rate II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  |        | 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 54.1% - | 52.9% 46.7% 49.5% 65.3% - * 52.6% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 56.0% - | 50.2% 40.4% 46.5% 72.1% * * 50.5% | 

|    |     |  
|    |      | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement |        | 

| Program Graduates   |      | 

|    |      | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 72.2% - | 66.0% 55.6% 78.3% 53.3% - - 63.2% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 59.2% - | 65.1% 58.3% 71.0% 60.0% - - 58.3% | 

|    |     |  
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| 

| 
   | 

| 
      | 

| 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI) |       | 
| Higher Education Readiness Component |       | 
|  |       | 
| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 19% * | 29% 29% 33% 19% * * 28%  | 
| 2009 63% 37% * | 27% 17% 36% 20% * * 23%  | 
|  |       | 
| Mathematics 2010 66% 8% * | 4% < 1% 3% 7% * * 7%  | 
| 2009 62% 18% * | 26% < 1% 45% * * * 27%  | 
|  |       | 
|  |     |  
|  |       | 
| SAT/ACT Results | | 

| | | 

| Tested | | 

| Class of 2009 61.5% 7.2% - | 7.5% 0.0% 9.5% 7.7% - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 65.0% 26.5% - | 9.8% 0.0% 16.1% 5.6% - - n/a | 

| 

| At/Above Criterion 
  | 

| 
     | 

| 

| Class of 2009 26.9% 0.0% - | * - * * - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 27.2% 0.0% - | 0.0% - 0.0% * - - n/a | 

|    |    | 

| Average SAT Score   |      | 

| Class of 2009 985 891 - | * - * * - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 987 817 - | 837 - 814 * - - n/a | 

|    |    | 

| Average ACT Score   |      | 

| Class of 2009 20.5 - - | - - - - - - n/a  | 

| Class of 2008 20.5 * - | - - - - - - n/a  | 

|   |  |  
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Number: 015807001 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 289 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

6.4 

 

- 
 | 

| 

 

4.8 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 5.5 - | 6.1  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 6.4 - | 6.3  | 

| Science 19.3 5.2 - | 4.4  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 4.9 - | 3.7  | 

|    |   |  
|     |   | 

| Number of Students per Teacher 14.5 17.4 -  | 20.1  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 57.1% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 51.4% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | School 

| (All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $4,022  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $1,991  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $123  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $97  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $711  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $472  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $628  | 

|  |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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School Name:  SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SOUTHEAST CA 

School Number: 015807002 

2010 School Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Acceptable 

This is a Charter School. 

District Name:  SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

2010 District Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SOUT 

School Number: 015807002 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 165 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades 

(Standard Accountability Indicator) 

Tested) | 

| 

| 

| 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 70% - | 61% 53% 65% * * * 62%  | 

|  2009 88% 72% - | 72% 63% 75% * * * 70%  | 

|     |      | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 33% - | 29% 6% 37% * * * 30%  | 

|  2009 80% 27% - | 38% 27% 43% * * * 39%  | 

|     |      | 

| Science 2010 83% 44% - | 33% 20% 38% * * * 28%  | 

|  2009 78% 39% - | 77% 86% 76% * * * 76%  | 

|     |      | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 79% - | 78% 90% 74% * * * 77%  | 

|  2009 93% 70% - | 73% 57% 88% * * * 76%  | 

|     |      | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 30% - | 23% 5% 31% * * * 23%  | 

|  2009 72% 30% - | 34% 25% 38% * * * 33%  | 

|     |     |  
|     |      | 

| 

| 

TAKS Progress Measure (Sum of All Grades Tested) | 

| 
     | 

| 

| 2010 85% 83% - | 82% 79% 82% 92% * * 78%  | 

| 2009 81% 77% - | 81% 77% 83% * * * 80%  | 

|    |      |  
|    |       | 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions  | 

| 
      | 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - - 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * - 0.0%  | 

|      |      |  
|      |       | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 60% * | 50% * * * * * 50%  | 

|  2009 43% 56% * | 80% * * * * * *  | 

|     |      | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 20% * | 9% 13% 8% * * * 10%  | 

|  2009 36% 16% * | 62% 33% 83% * * * 58%  | 

|     |      | 

|     |     |  
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SOUT 

School Number: 015807002 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 165 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 81.4% - | 85.8% 84.5% 86.5% 85.2% * * 86.1% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 84.3% - | 86.8% 86.4% 86.9% 86.9% * * 87.4% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 | 

| 
     | 

| 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 12.4% - | 6.8% 7.2% 6.4% 10.0% * * 8.7% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 14.7% - | 8.7% 11.0% 6.4% 11.1% * * 4.7% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| 

| 

4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2009 

 | 

| 

| 

     | 

| 

| 

| Graduated 80.6% 14.9% - | 15.4% 13.6% 14.3% * - * 28.6% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 12.4% - | 3.8% 4.5% 3.6% * - * 0.0% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 26.8% - | 42.3% 27.3% 53.6% * - * 39.3% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 45.9% - | 38.5% 54.5% 28.6% * - * 32.1% | 

|    |     | 

| Class of 2008   |      | 

| Graduated 79.1% 14.0% - | 16.0% 10.0% 16.7% * - - 15.7% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 11.4% - | 5.3% 3.3% 7.1% * - - 5.9% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 30.6% - | 45.3% 36.7% 54.8% * - - 54.9% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 44.0% - | 33.3% 50.0% 21.4% * - - 23.5% | 

|    |     | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2008  | | 

| Graduated 83.4% 22.7% - | 34.8% 20.8% 40.5% 60.0% - - 40.5% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 16.6% - | 9.1% 4.2% 13.5% 0.0% - - 9.5% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 8.7% - | 7.6% 4.2% 8.1% 20.0% - - 11.9% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 52.1% - | 48.5% 70.8% 37.8% 20.0% - - 38.1% | 

| 

| Completion Rate 

| 

II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  | 
     | 

| 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 54.1% - | 61.5% 45.5% 71.4% * - * 67.9% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 56.0% - | 66.7% 50.0% 78.6% * - - 76.5% | 

|    |    |  
|    |     | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement |      | 

| Program Graduates   |     | 

|    |     | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 72.2% - | 77.3% 80.0% 73.3% * - * 77.8% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 59.2% - | 55.6% 42.9% 60.0% * - - 44.4% | 

|    |    |  
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SOUT 

School Number: 015807002 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 165 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|   |        | 

|   School  | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median  | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| 

| 
  | 

| 
      | 

| 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI) |      | 
| Higher Education Readiness Component |      | 
|  |      | 
| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 19% * | < 1% < 1% < 1% * * * < 1%  | 
| 2009 63% 37% * | 50% * 50% * * * 50%  | 
|  |      | 
| Mathematics 2010 66% 8% * | < 1% < 1% < 1% * * * < 1%  | 
| 2009 62% 18% * | 10% * 13% * * * 10%  | 
|  |      | 
|  |    |  
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SOUT 

School Number: 015807002 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 165 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

6.4 

 

- 
 | 

| 

 

9.7 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 5.5 - | 8.0  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 6.4 - | 7.3  | 

| Science 19.3 5.2 - | 9.6  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 4.9 - | 8.3  | 

|    |   |  
|     |   | 

| Number of Students per Teacher 14.5 17.4 -  | 12.6  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 57.1% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 51.4% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | School 

| (All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $8,944  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $4,837  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $357  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $584  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $1,412  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $908  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $845  | 

|  |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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School Name:  SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL-NORTH 

School Number: 015807004 

2010 School Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 

This is a Charter School. 

District Name:  SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

2010 District Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Number: 015807004 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 319 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades 

(Standard Accountability Indicator) 

Tested) | 

| 

| 

| 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 70% - | 75% > 99% 74% 71% * * 75%  | 

|  2009 88% 72% - | 81% 71% 80% 90% * * 75%  | 

|     |       | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 33% - | 42% 40% 40% 71% * * 42%  | 

|  2009 80% 27% - | 28% 17% 24% 44% * * 27%  | 

|     |       | 

| Science 2010 83% 44% - | 48% * 47% 50% * * 44%  | 

|  2009 78% 39% - | 35% * 32% * * * 29%  | 

|     |       | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 79% - | 82% * 80% 83% * * 85%  | 

|  2009 93% 70% - | 83% * 76% * * * 78%  | 

|     |       | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 30% - | 33% 40% 32% 38% * * 33%  | 

|  2009 72% 30% - | 35% < 1% 35% 50% * * 32%  | 

|     |      |  
|     |       | 

| 

| 

TAKS Progress Measure (Sum of All Grades Tested) | 

| 
      | 

| 

| 2010 85% 83% - | 85% 98% 85% 83% * 83% 84%  | 

| 2009 81% 77% - | 83% 67% 83% 94% * * 79%  | 

|    |       |  
|    |        | 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions  | 

| 
       | 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - * 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% * * 0.0%  | 

|      |      |  
|      |       | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 60% * | 71% * 71% * * * 83%  | 

|  2009 43% 56% * | * * * * * * *  | 

|     |     | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 20% * | 32% * 28% * * * 27%  | 

|  2009 36% 16% * | < 1% * < 1% * * * < 1%  | 

|     |     | 

|     |    |  
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Number: 015807004 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 319 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |       | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 81.4% - | 79.4% 78.1% 79.6% 77.2% * 86.4% 79.4% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 84.3% - | 82.9% 85.0% 82.9% 81.8% - 85.4% 81.6% | 

|    |      |  
| 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 | 

| 
      | 

| 

|    |       | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 12.4% - | 14.7% 6.7% 15.6% 13.5% * 10.0% 16.4% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 14.7% - | 16.5% 15.4% 17.6% 11.2% - 11.1% 16.4% | 

|    |      |  
| 

| 

| 

4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2009 

 | 

| 

| 

      | 

| 

| 

| Graduated 80.6% 14.9% - | 12.1% 14.3% 10.2% 19.0% - * 8.7% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 12.4% - | 16.4% 0.0% 18.5% 14.3% - * 13.0% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 26.8% - | 27.9% 71.4% 25.9% 19.0% - * 47.8% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 45.9% - | 43.6% 14.3% 45.4% 47.6% - * 30.4% | 

|    |      | 

| Class of 2008   |       | 

| Graduated 79.1% 14.0% - | 10.8% 0.0% 10.5% 20.0% * * 8.4% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 11.4% - | 16.5% 22.2% 16.8% 15.0% * * 13.7% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 30.6% - | 31.3% 33.3% 30.1% 30.0% * * 36.8% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 44.0% - | 41.5% 44.4% 42.7% 35.0% * * 41.1% | 

|    |      | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2008  | | 

| Graduated 83.4% 22.7% - | 18.1% 0.0% 17.5% 28.6% - * 19.4% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 16.6% - | 21.7% 50.0% 21.9% 14.3% - * 20.4% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 8.7% - | 8.4% 0.0% 8.8% 9.5% - * 9.7% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 52.1% - | 51.8% 50.0% 51.8% 47.6% - * 50.5% | 

|    |      | 

| Completion Rate II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  |       | 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 54.1% - | 56.4% 85.7% 54.6% 52.4% - * 69.6% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 56.0% - | 58.5% 55.6% 57.3% 65.0% * * 58.9% | 

|    |     |  
|    |      | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement |       | 

| Program Graduates   |     | 

|    |     | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 72.2% - | 75.8% * 78.3% 71.4% - * 73.3% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 59.2% - | 50.0% * 53.8% 57.1% - * 46.2% | 

|    |    |  
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Number: 015807004 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 319 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| 

| 
   | 

| 
      | 

| 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI) |      | 
| Higher Education Readiness Component |      | 
|  |      | 
| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 19% * | 23% * 24% 20% * * 21%  | 
| 2009 63% 37% * | 57% * * * * * 60%  | 
|  |      | 
| Mathematics 2010 66% 8% * | 15% * 15% 20% * * 10%  | 
| 2009 62% 18% * | 14% * * * * * < 1%  | 
|  |      | 
|  |    |  
|  |      | 
| SAT/ACT Results | | 

| | | 

| Tested | | 

| Class of 2009 61.5% 7.2% - | 12.9% * 4.5% 28.6% - * n/a | 

| Class of 2008 65.0% 26.5% - | 30.3% * 25.0% 50.0% - * n/a | 

| 

| At/Above Criterion 
  | 

| 
    | 

| 

| Class of 2009 26.9% 0.0% - | * * * * - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 27.2% 0.0% - | 0.0% * 0.0% * - - n/a | 

|    |    | 

| Average SAT Score   |     | 

| Class of 2009 985 891 - | * * * * - - n/a | 

| Class of 2008 987 817 - | 838 * 756 * - - n/a | 

|    |    | 

| Average ACT Score   |     | 

| Class of 2009 20.5 - - | - - - - - - n/a  | 

| Class of 2008 20.5 * - | * - * - - - n/a  | 

|   |  |  
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School Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Number: 015807004 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 319 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

6.4 

 

- 
 | 

| 

 

8.0 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 5.5 - | 4.3  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 6.4 - | 7.3  | 

| Science 19.3 5.2 - | 4.6  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 4.9 - | 4.9  | 

|    |   |  
|     |   | 

| Number of Students per Teacher 14.5 17.4 -  | 20.4  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 57.1% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 51.4% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | School 

| (All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $5,511  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $2,887  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $172  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $121  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $904  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $606  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $822  | 

|  |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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School Name: NEW DIRECTIONS 

School Number: 015807005 

2010 School Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 

This is a Charter School. 

District Name:  SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

2010 District Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 
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School Name: NEW DIRECTIONS 2009-10 School Report Card School Enrollment: 32 

School Number: 015807005 Grade Span: 09 - 12 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO School Type:  Secondary 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) | | 

| (Standard Accountability Indicator) | | 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 70% - | 50% * * * * * *  | 

|  2009 88% 72% - | 81% * > 99% 50% * * 75%  | 

|     |      | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 33% - | 60% * * * * * *  | 

|  2009 80% 27% - | 50% * 67% * * * 50%  | 

|     |      | 

| Science 2010 83% 44% - | * * * * * * *  | 

|  2009 78% 39% - | * * * * * * *  | 

|     |      | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 79% - | * * * * * * *  | 

|  2009 93% 70% - | * * * * * * *  | 

|     |      | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 30% - | 50% * * * * * *  | 

|  2009 72% 30% - | 69% * 75% 50% * * 63%  | 

|     |     |  
|     |      | 

| TAKS Progress Measure (Sum of All Grades Tested) |      | 

| | | 

| 2010 85% 83% - | 89% * 91% * * * 83%  | 

| 2009 81% 77% - | 85% * 90% 71% * * 84%  | 

|    |     |  
|    |      | 

| Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions  |      | 

| | | 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - - 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - - 0.0%  | 

|      |      |  
|      |       | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 60% * | * * * * * * * | 

|  2009 43% 56% * | * * * * * * * | 

|     |  | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 20% * | * * * * * * * | 

|  2009 36% 16% * | * * * * * * * | 

|     |  | 

|     | |  
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School Name: NEW DIRECTIONS 2009-10 School Report Card School Enrollment: 32 

School Number: 015807005 Grade Span: 09 - 12 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO School Type:  Secondary 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 81.4% - | 81.9% 76.6% 82.6% 85.4% - - 80.6% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 84.3% - | 82.9% 81.0% 81.9% 86.5% * - 81.3% | 

|    |     |  
|  |      | 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) | | 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 12.4% - | 9.8% 14.7% 5.0% 13.8% - - 8.3% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 14.7% - | 18.8% 20.0% 23.5% 6.9% * - 21.4% | 

|    |     |  
|  |      | 

| 4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2009 | | 

| Graduated 80.6% 14.9% - | 13.8% 0.0% 6.7% 60.0% - - 5.9% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 12.4% - | 17.2% 11.1% 20.0% 20.0% - - 11.8% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 26.8% - | 6.9% 0.0% 13.3% 0.0% - - 0.0% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 45.9% - | 62.1% 88.9% 60.0% 20.0% - - 82.4% | 

|   |      | 

| Class of 2008 | | 

| Graduated 79.1% 14.0% - | 14.3% 16.7% 11.1% 18.2% - - 17.6% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 11.4% - | 17.1% 0.0% 22.2% 18.2% - - 17.6% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 30.6% - | 22.9% 33.3% 16.7% 27.3% - - 29.4% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 44.0% - | 45.7% 50.0% 50.0% 36.4% - - 35.3% | 

|    |      | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2008  | | 

| Graduated 83.4% 22.7% - | 16.1% * 12.5% 18.2% - - 18.8% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 16.6% - | 25.8% * 31.3% 18.2% - - 25.0% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 8.7% - | 6.5% * 12.5% 0.0% - - 12.5% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 52.1% - | 51.6% * 43.8% 63.6% - - 43.8% | 

|    |     | 

| Completion Rate II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  |      | 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 54.1% - | 37.9% 11.1% 40.0% 80.0% - - 17.6% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 56.0% - | 54.3% 50.0% 50.0% 63.6% - - 64.7% | 

|    |     |  
| |      | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement | | 

| Program Graduates   |   | 

|    |   | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 72.2% - | 83.3% - * * - - * | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 59.2% - | 62.5% * * * - - * | 

|    |  |  
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School Name: NEW DIRECTIONS 

School Number: 015807005 

District Name: SOUTHWEST PREPARATORY SCHO 

School Enrollment: 32 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|   |        | 

|   School  | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median  | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

Texas Success Initiative (TSI) 

Higher Education Readiness Component 

| 

| 

| 

| 

|  | | 

| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 19% * | < 1% * * * * * * | 

| 2009 63% 37% * | * * * * * * * | 

|  | | 

| Mathematics 2010 66% 8% * | * * * * * * * | 

| 2009 62% 18% * | * * * * * * * | 

|  | | 

|  | | 
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|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

6.4 

 

- 
 | 

| 

 

2.0 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 5.5 - | 1.0  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 6.4 - | 1.9  | 

| Science 19.3 5.2 - | 1.6  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 4.9 - | 2.4  | 

|    |   |  
|     |   | 

| Number of Students per Teacher 14.5 17.4 -  | 10.4  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 57.1% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 51.4% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | 

| 

School 

(All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $10,857  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $5,270  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $92  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $271  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $2,260  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $1,370  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $1,595  | 

|  |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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School Name:  POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER 

School Number: 015814001 

2010 School Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 

This is a Charter School. 

District Name:  POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER SCHOOL 

2010 District Accountability Rating: AEA: Academically Unacceptable 
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School Name: POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER 

School Number: 015814001 

District Name: POSITIVE SOLUTIONS CHARTER 

School Enrollment: 224 

Grade Span: 09 - 12 

School Type:  Secondary 

 

 

 

|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| 

| 

TAKS Met 2010 Standard (Sum of All Grades 

(Standard Accountability Indicator) 

Tested) | 

| 

| 

| 

|   | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 90% 75% - | 75% * 73% * * * 75%  | 

|  2009 88% 64% - | 64% * 64% * * * 63%  | 

|     |     | 

| Mathematics 2010 84% 37% - | 37% * 34% * * * 39%  | 

|  2009 80% 23% - | 23% * 23% * * * 25%  | 

|     |     | 

| Science 2010 83% 39% - | 39% * 38% * * * 43%  | 

|  2009 78% 25% - | 25% * 25% * * * 24%  | 

|     |     | 

| Soc Studies 2010 95% 67% - | 67% * 66% * * * 68%  | 

|  2009 93% 73% - | 73% * 73% * * * 75%  | 

|     |     | 

| All Tests 2010 77% 37% - | 37% * 34% * * * 39%  | 

|  2009 72% 20% - | 20% * 20% * * * 20%  | 

|     |    |  
|     |     | 

| 

| 

TAKS Progress Measure (Sum of All Grades Tested) | 

| 
    | 

| 

| 2010 85% 79% - | 79% * 78% * * * 78%  | 

| 2009 81% 74% - | 74% * 74% * * * 76%  | 

|    |    |  
|    |     | 

| 

| 

Students Not Tested Due to Exemptions  | 

| 
    | 

| 

| LEP Exempt 2010 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% * 0.0% * - - 0.0%  | 

|  2009 0.9% 0.0% n/a | 0.0% - 0.0% * - - 0.0%  | 

|      |    |  
|      |     | 

| Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers | | 

| Percent of Failers Passing TAKS (Sum of Gr 4-11) | | 

| | | 

| Reading/ELA 2010 46% 43% * | 43% * 43% * * * 43%  | 

|  2009 43% 17% * | 17% * 17% * * * 17%  | 

|     |     | 

| Mathematics 2010 43% 29% * | 29% * 29% * * * 32%  | 

|  2009 36% 33% * | 33% * 33% * * * 35%  | 

|     |     | 

|     |    |  
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|    |        | 

|   School | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| | | 
 

| | | 

| Attendance Rate | | 

|    |     | 

| 2008-09 95.6% 84.8% - | 84.8% * 85.2% * - - 85.6% | 

| 2007-08 95.5% 84.4% - | 84.0% * 84.4% 77.8% - - 84.4% | 

|    |    |  
| 

| Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 | 

| 
    | 

| 

|    |      | 

| 2008-09 2.0% 20.8% - | 20.8% 20.0% 20.3% 30.8% - - 21.9% | 

| 2007-08 2.2% 4.8% - | 5.3% 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% - - 3.2% | 

|    |     |  
| 

| 

| 

4-Year Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) 

Class of 2009 

 | 

| 

| 

     | 

| 

| 

| Graduated 80.6% 12.3% - | 12.3% * 13.7% 0.0% - - 12.8% | 

| Received GED 1.4% 12.3% - | 12.3% * 9.8% 40.0% - - 7.7% | 

| Continued HS 8.6% 40.4% - | 40.4% * 43.1% 0.0% - - 53.8% | 

| Dropped Out 9.4% 35.1% - | 35.1% * 33.3% 60.0% - - 25.6% | 

|    |     | 

| Class of 2008   |      | 

| Graduated 79.1% 10.4% - | 10.4% * 11.1% * - - 6.1% | 

| Received GED 1.5% 16.4% - | 16.4% * 15.9% * - - 14.3% | 

| Continued HS 8.9% 46.3% - | 46.3% * 44.4% * - - 55.1% | 

| Dropped Out 10.5% 26.9% - | 26.9% * 28.6% * - - 24.5% | 

|    |    | 

| 5-Year Extended Completion Rate (Gr 9-12) | | 

| Class of 2008  | | 

| Graduated 83.4% 20.5% - | 20.5% * 19.4% * - - 20.4% | 

| Received GED 2.1% 21.9% - | 21.9% * 20.9% * - - 20.4% | 

| Continued HS 2.4% 17.8% - | 17.8% * 19.4% * - - 22.2% | 

| Dropped Out 12.2% 39.7% - | 39.7% * 40.3% * - - 37.0% | 

|    |    | 

| Completion Rate II (Graduates, Continuers, and GED)  |      | 

| Class of 2009 90.6% 64.9% - | 64.9% * 66.7% 40.0% - - 74.4% | 

| Class of 2008 89.5% 73.1% - | 73.1% * 71.4% * - - 75.5% | 

|    |    |  
|    |     | 

| Recommended HS and Distinguished Achievement |      | 

| Program Graduates   |    | 

|    |    | 

| Class of 2009 82.5% 42.9% - | 42.9% * 50.0% * - - 42.1% | 

| Class of 2008 81.4% 18.8% - | 18.8% - 18.8% - - - 12.5% | 

|    |   |  
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|   |        | 

|   School  | School       | 

| State District Group | (All African   Native Asian/ Econ. | 

| Average Average Median  | Students) American Hispanic White American Pac.Is. Disadv. | 

| 

| 
  | 

| 
      | 

| 

| Texas Success Initiative (TSI) |     | 
| Higher Education Readiness Component |     | 
|  |     | 
| Eng Lang Arts 2010 60% 15% * | 15% * 16% * * * 15%  | 
| 2009 63% 40% * | 40% * 40% * * * 33%  | 
|  |     | 
| Mathematics 2010 66% 19% * | 19% * 19% * * * 20%  | 
| 2009 62% 17% * | 17% * 17% * * * 18%  | 
|  |     | 
|  |   |  
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|      |   | 

|  State District School Group  |   | 

|  Average Average Average  | School  | 

|     |   |  
|      |   | 

| Class Size Averages by Subject     |   | 

| 

| 

 

Secondary: English/Language Arts 

 

17.8 

 

3.0 

 

- 
 | 

| 

 

3.0 
 | 

| 

| Foreign Languages 19.4 1.0 - | 1.0  | 

| Mathematics 18.5 4.1 - | 4.1  | 

| Science 19.3 3.5 - | 3.5  | 

| Social Studies 20.4 2.5 - | 2.5  | 

|    |   |  
|     |   | 

| Number of Students per Teacher 14.5 18.7 -  | 18.7  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Staff Percent **  64.0% 57.3% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

| Instructional Expenditure Ratio ** 64.9% 51.2% n/a  | n/a  | 

|       |   |  
|        |   | 

|      School Group  |   | 

| 

| 

 

Expenditures per Student (2008-2009): 
  Average 

(All Funds) 
 | School 

| (All Funds) 
 | 

| 

|   |   | 

| Total Operating Expenditures - | $8,248  | 

| Instruction (11,95) - | $4,600  | 

| Instructional-Related Services (12,13) - | $42  | 

| Instructional Leadership (21) - | $551  | 

| School Leadership (23) - | $2,144  | 

| Support Services-Student (31,32,33) - | $668  | 

| Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53) - | $243  | 

|  |   |  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

'?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
'*' Indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

'-' Indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

'n/a' Indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 

'**'  For more details on this Chapter 44 measure, please go to http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881. 

A more complete report about your school, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)  report, 

is available from your school, or can be accessed on the internet at www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=3881
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis
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TIF Grant Funds – Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) BUDGET   NARRATIVE 

 

1. PERSONNEL 
All staff selected to work as a part of this TIF project will be trained in how to support the shared 

instructional vision so that personnel are uniquely positioned to ensure that all students have access to 

effective educators leading the campuses and leading the classrooms ensuring that 100% make academic 

progress.  All TIF personnel will be employees of Youth Empowerment Services, Inc., lead agency for 

the TIF Initiative. All LEA payments for educators earning, base pay, PBCS and HCMS payments and 

salaries will be provided through TIF funds in the “other budget category below” and thus are not 

included in this personnel category. 

Executive Project Director: Claudette Yarbrough is the Executive Project Director and will 

continue to serve with this approved TIF 5 funding as the Executive Project Director.  Under Ms.   

Yarbrough’s leadership as a former teacher, principal and  LEA  Charter School  Superintendent, the  current 

TIF Initiatives have continued to ensure that Educator Effectiveness is the major priority facing San    

Antonio’s charter students and educators with an emphasis on ensuring that all students have equitable     

access to effective educators.   Having seen the magnitude of the difference the 2010 TIF III has had on       

the targeted charter schools, Mrs. Yarbrough’s role will continue to be the capacity builder, the person to 

oversee all grant functions and activities for grant staff, the four LEA’s and the four (4) Texas Education  

Equity System Superintendents.   Added to her responsibility is the role of ensuring that the Texas      

Education  Equity  System  (TEES)  Superintendents  are  successful  at  finalizing  the  by-laws  to  sustain  the 

TIF initiatives, to oversee all of the HCMS activities aligned with the timelines and to ensure the highest      

level of fidelity is occurring within each LEA and each LEA campus. Mrs. Yarbrough’s resume is in the 

attachments documenting almost 30 years in educational leadership.   Ninety percent of her time and effort      

is budgeted to the TIF   project. 

Executive Project Director 1 @ 
 

Project Co- Director: The Project Co-Director position will be held by , who has 

been with the TIF project for six years and has been instrumental in managing to ensure a high level of fidelity 
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exists in all of the TIF schools. She will assist the Project Direct in all areas of managing the evaluation system 

with supports and PBCS the two major components of the Educator Effectiveness Process (EEP) and in all 

areas of oversight and management of the HCMS system we are calling the Charter Equity Model (CEM). The 

Co-Director will lead and collaborate with TIF staff all professional development academies designed, 

implemented and created to provide embedded Job Development to all TIF LEA’s, the planning and 

implementation of the LEA-wide educator effective retreats and oversee the HCMS Director, and 

Evaluation/PBCS Director. Additionally, a major responsibility of the Co-Director will be to provide, 

training, coaching and mentoring to lead principals and new principals in implementing with fidelity the 

evaluation with supports processes and the PBCS. The Co-director has been in education for 18 years, 

serving in bounteous positions including but not limited to teacher of high need students, Executive Expert 

Teacher Leader leading principals and teacher leaders to effectiveness and facilitator of professional 

development. is also a certified principal and a certified teacher. The Co-Director will spend 

100% of her time working on the TIF project. 

Project Co Director 1 @ . 
 

Regional Coordinator : The Regional Coordinator will serve as the primary resource for 

enhancing teacher leaders' proficiency in both ensuring that all schools receive supportive visits each   

week from a TIF staff and ensuring that all teacher leaders receive the support they need to       

implement EEP and CEM on their campuses. Protecting the EEP and CEM processes along with 

supporting educator knowledge and proficiencies of EEP and CEM to all 13 campuses will be major 

priorities of this position. The Regional Coordinator will work collaboratively with Mrs. Yarbrough      

and to ensure implementation and support of the TIF project with the respective LEA 

central office staff. She will also assist the Project Director with coordination and management of the 

performance pay calculations, and will coordinate the external partnerships and data management systems. 

The Regional Coordinator will coordinate all campus visits and spend 100% working with the TIF   

project  specifically  supporting  all campuses. 

Regional Coordinator 1 @ 
 

Executive Expert Teacher Leader: This position will provide oversight, training, and support to 



3 Page e390 

 

 

the four Executive Teacher Leaders and will serve as the lead Executive Expert Teacher Leader (EETL). 

This position will ensure that the four EETL’s have all of the necessary resources and supports to provide 

oversight, training, coaching and mentoring to the 13 TIF campuses. This position will be a major 

resource to ensure the teacher leaders' proficiency in both implementing the evaluation with supports and 

the PBCS processes and building their knowledge of exemplary ways to implement the process in 100% 

of the classrooms and the campuses through a strong focus on a high-level of fidelity to the 

implementation of each part of the PBCS and the evaluation system with support. Each Executive 

Teacher Leader will each spend 100% of his/her time working on the TIF project, 100% of which will be 

spent traveling to and directly supporting the TIF schools to ensure effectiveness and more robust and 

relevant instruction. 

Executive Expert Teacher Leader 1 @ 
 

Executive Teacher Leaders: The four (4) Executive Teacher Leaders will travel extensively to each 

campus in San Antonio, Texas each week to oversee the implementation of EEP (PBCS and evaluation   

system with supports) and will train, support, coach and mentor 100% teacher leaders at each campus in       

the EEP model of educator effectiveness and to work closely with the EEP Coordinator to fill gaps in 

implementation and  understanding at each   campus. 

Executive Teacher Leader (ETL) 4 @ 
 

HCMS  Director : The Human Capital Management Systems (HCMS) Director will be responsible for 

the day-to-day management of employee relations that includes a full range of complex duties in support of 

labor and employee relations activities pertaining to TIF V focus on implementing robust and relevant Human 

Capital Management Systems. The Human Resource Director will also collaborate in the development and 

implementation of all nine (9) HCMS systems included contracts selected specifically for implementation of the 

CEM HCMS. This newly created position will work together with each LEA’s HR activities as not all LEA’s 

have a dedicated HR director.  This position also will work to help each LEA implement and manage the 

HCMS within the different layers for teachers, principals and Superintendents so that the full system can be 

implemented in the third year of the grant. 

HCMS Director 1 @ 
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HCMS Specialists: This position will oversee the four (4) Human Capital Management System 

(HCMS) Specialists who are included at 100% each as each one will be assigned to each district. They will 

provide much-needed leadership, guidance, and support to each LEA in the area of implementation of all areas 

of the HCMS. The HCMS specialist will be responsible for the strategic planning and implementation of 

human capital management programs to include talent acquisition, staffing, employee/leadership development, 

performance evaluation, and employee relations. This position will be 100%. They will also provide leadership 

for all human capital management activities to ensure high quality staffing and retention of LEA personnel, 

Develops, recommends, and implements legally sound and effective human capital management policies, and 

practices based on the TIFV grant and identifies current and future needs of the district and aligns processes 

and procedures including recruitment, selection, on-boarding, professional and leadership development, 

evaluation, and retention strategies. 

HCMS Specialist 4 @ 
 

Grants Manager: The Grants Manager position will assist the Project Director with management 

of the grant’s focus on external professional development training including registrations for LEA 

professional development sessions, Superintendent’s sustainability retreats, campus level reflective “time 

and growth” retreats, and the annual Professional Development Academy, Summer Equity Institute SEI. 

The position will work to ensure that all time and effort reporting documentation is exemplary in its 

scope, and will to maintain the development of, edits and adjustments as well as the administration of the 

Memorandum of Understandings (MOUs) with the partner LEA’s. 

Grants Manager 1 @ 
 

Sustainability Director: The Sustainability Director will be responsible for creating sustainability 

activities that assist all LEA’s in identifying funds and other resources that can be used to sustain the TIF      

V project beyond the five year period. This will ensure that funds will be available after the grant period to 

continue the implementation of  the  HCMS. 

  

Sustainability Director 1 @ 

Budget/ Contracts Manager: The project will require a Budget/Contracts Manager to assist 

the Project Director with the management ontracts, and administration of 
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all financial matters pertaining to the TIF budget. The Budget/Contracts Manager will spend 90% of her 

time working on the TIF project.  Both the Grants Manager and the Budgets/Contract Manager will 

assist with grant reporting responsibilities. The TIF position will also will review and process 

reimbursements to partner districts, establish systems to track partner budgets and expenses, and provide 

support to partner LEA’s. The Grants Manager and the Budget/Contracts Manager, will monitor reporting 

deadlines and assist with aspects of project implementation and compliance. 

Budget/ Contract Manager 1 @ 
 

Project Associates: The project requires two (2) Project Associates.  One Project Associate will 

assist the Grant Manager  with administrative duties associated with the grant and supports all project staff  

with  travel.   Additional  responsibilities  include  coordinating  and  managing  the  event  planning  and 

additional administrative support as needed. The second Project Associate will assist the Regional    

Coordinator with data management, site visit coordination, and calculating teacher and principal payouts. 

Finally, additional tasks will include assisting the Project Director and Co-Director with special projects        

and will be responsible for administering all travel reimbursements for project staff. 

Project Associate 2 @ 
 

The TIF personnel costs are reasonable and aligned with the management plan for 

implementing the TIF V project to the 4 LEA’s, 13 campuses, almost 195 teachers and the 2,500 

students who will benefit from the focus on ensuring that all students have equitable access to 

effective educators in every classroom on every campus. 

Total personnel costs for the life of the grant are the same each year as YES, Inc. has 

historically ensured that all TIF staff who accept positions except positions for the term of the grant 

at the salary in the grant each year. This has been helpful in securing personnel for the length of the 

grant and the salaries and positions support the human capital necessary to implement the project 

with fidelity for the entire grant period. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at 
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2. FRINGE BENEFITS 
Fringe benefits are included for all project personnel at the rate of 13% per year for YES personnel 

to include all taxes, health benefits and retirement benefits. 

Fringe = $1,257,000.00 personnel cost @ 13% = $163,410.00 per year. 
 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at  $163,410.00 and the five-year total is $817,050.00 

 
3. TRAVEL 

 
All travel charged to the TIF budget supports the instructional vision, goals and objectives of the 

PBCS, evaluation systems and HCMS for the four LEAs, 13 campuses, and the estimated 250 campus and 

district level educational staff. 

Campus Visits – Campus visits are critical to the success of implementing the vision at each LEA. When 

TIF personnel travel to the campuses, they provide a tremendous level of support to the Superintendents, 

principals and teachers. The visits allow personnel to observe the implementation of the evaluation 

systems with supports and the HCMS at every level from the classroom to the leadership meetings. 

Personnel schedule all visits to ensure that there is time for coaching and mentoring as needed to the 

campus leadership and provide feedback on all observed activities. Campus visits ensure that staff and 

support with documentation successes and challenges and allow for follow-up TIF staff will travel to all 

13 campuses ensure that campus leadership staff including Superintendents, principals and teacher 

leaders receive support, training, coaching, mentoring and other services based upon the needs of the 

campus educators. Visits occur each week of the school year for an average of 30 visits per campus 

per school year. Travel costs include in-state mileage, out-of-state travel. Per-diem for traveling staff 

and hotel costs when required for overnight travel. Funds will also be allocated for schools new to the 

EEP evaluation and supportive processes to observe effective campus who are identified as model 

schools to help with the new schools’ transformative process. An estimated $5,000.00 for model 

school travel, includes teacher leaders and principals traveling one to two days per year for up to 10 

staff at a cost of $500 per staff. 

Mileage 7 staff x 100 miles per week x 100 days x .50 per mile = $35,000.00 

 
Per-diem 3 staff x 60 days x $46 per day = $8,280.00 



PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e394 7 

 

 

Airfare 2 staff x 30 days x $300 airfare round trip to the Phoenix campus= $18,000.00 

Hotel 2 staff x 30 nights x $85 per night = $5,100 

Model School Travel – for staff to visit schools who are effectively implementing EEP on their 

campuses10 staff x $500 per staff = $5,000.00 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at  $71,380.00 and the five-year total is $356,900.00 
 

B. TIF Required Conference s – USDE requires the Project Director and usually one other personnel to 
 

travel to required TIF conferences each year at a cost of airfare, hotel, and per-diem. It has been 

beneficial in the past, to include school leaders as participants in these conferences. We expect to have 

two (2) staff as well as two (2) to four (4) school leaders on each TIF required conference. 

Airfare 6 staff x $500 fare = $3,000.00 
 

Hotel 6 staff x 2 nights x $200 night = $2,400.00 

Per Diem 6 staff x 2 days x $46.00 per day = $552.00 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at  $5,952.00 and the five-syear total is $29,760.00 
 

C. LEA Travel to Professional Development Training, Conferences, Reflective Retreats – This expense 
 

is critical to the implementation with fidelity to the PBCS, Evaluation System and HCMS. Each summer 

all educator leaders are required to actively attend and participate the four-day Summer Institute where 

workshop professional development sessions on all components of the PBCS and the evaluation 

systems are presented to all teacher leaders and then the leaders are required to return to their campus 

teachers to present a “reflective retreat” to 100% of the educators on their campuses providing for 

another level of job-embedded professional development at the LEA level to occur. In addition, each 

campus is required to provide travel to writing camps each summer, math and science conferences. This 

costs is estimated at 200 campus and LEA personnel at 4 days each year including per diem, mileage, 

hotel rooms and meeting rooms This averages about $2000 per campus level teacher, teacher leader, 

principal, Superintendents and other personnel including the assistant principal, counselors, and 

directors. 



PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e395 8 

 

 

Per Diem/Mileage/ Hotel/ Mtg Space- 200 staff x $2,000.00 avg. per staff = $400,000.00 

 
The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $400,000.00 and the five year total is $2,000,000.00 

 
D. Texas Education Equity System (TEES) Superintendents Travel

 

 – The creation of the charter group, 

Texas Education Equity System of Superintendents is partly the result of and an extension of a 

recommendation from the USDE and an approval to conduct sustainability retreats for Superintendents 

due to the strong support of the LEA Superintendents in the implementation of EEP on each campus 

beginning in 2010. Each year Superintendents will travel each month for the oversight, planning and 

implementation training for day-long sessions provided by EEP staff. Each year each campus will conduct 

a LEA reflective retreat for the purpose of refining the implementation of EEP and the HCMS, reflecting 

on the growth and challenges each year, completing and implementing the action plans and preparing for 

the next year. The estimated costs for 30 teacher leaders, 14 principals and 4 Superintendents for all of the 

summer institutes and the LEA level reflective retreats is $275,000.00. 

Per Diem/Mileage or Airfare/ Hotel/ Meeting Space for 250 staff = $275,000.00 

 
The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $275,000.00 and the five-year total is $1,375,000.00 

 
4. EQUIPMENT 

 
All LEA’s are providing in-kind equipment that is needed to implement the grant. The details are provided 

in the Non-TIF fund narrative and on form 524. 

5. SUPPLIES A total of $50,000.00 per year is allocated for project supplies. These include supplies for 

professional development within each campus and LEA, supplies for the summer institutes, supplies for 

the monthly PD Academies and other trainings. Supplies include items post-it notes, pens, pencils, 

markers, highlighters, and chart paper. This line item will include supply resources for educators to 

purchase materials from when they attend external conferences and professional development sessions 

where materials are offered that lend themselves well to the implementation of the training being 

provided. The supplies are the costs associated with the printing for the project and for training and 

annual reports are charged to a separate category. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $50,000.00 and the five year total is $250,000.00 
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B) HCMS DEVELOPMENT CONTRACT 

6. CONTRACTUAL – All contracts will be procured utilizing the required CFR guidance through the 

required RFP processes. 

A. External Evaluation: An amount of $100,000 per year in Years 1-5 is budgeted for the TIF 

project external evaluation. For the past six years, EEP has been evaluated by an evaluation vendor 

procured through the RFP process. Upon approval of funding, Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. 

will release a Request for Proposal (RFP) to select the highest quality evaluator. In finalizing these 

contractual agreements, we are committed to following procedures for procurement under 34 CFR 

Parts 74.40 - 74.48 and Part 80.36 as amended or revised. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $100,000.00 and the five-year total is $500,000.00 

–While TEES has worked hard to finalized and agree 
 

upon all principal, Superintendent and teacher PBCS and HCMS plans, we will need assistance in the 

development of the HCMS for “other professional staff” who have direct involvement in the 

education of the students including college and career counselors, social workers, human resource 

professionals. Initially $60,000.00 is allocated in Years 1-5 for this contract for assistance to the 

participating LEA’s in the development of a human capital management system (HCMS) that is aligned 

with the district's vision of instructional improvement. We expect the contract to include an online 

application processing program that is estimated at costing $50,000.00 per year. 

HCMS Development Contract – $60,000.00 per year. 

On-line application program – $50,000.00 per year. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $110,000.00 and the five-year total is $550,000.00 

 
C) Professional Development Contract: The professional development RFP to be released will focus 

 

on securing providers that can align the needs of each different LEA and campus with the required 

professional development as assessed from the student and educator data from the State, from the 

observation reports, and from the value added assessments. What worked well for sustainability 
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during the past three years has been the fact that each LEA has been able to secure its own 

professional development based upon needs. So each LEA will be able to put out its own RFP for 

securing professional development providers. 

Professional Development 13 campuses x $50,000.00 per campus = $650,000.00 per year. 

 
The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $650,000.00 and the five-year total is $3,250,000.00 

 
D) Teacher Evaluation System Partner: Innovative Architects is the evaluation system partner that created 

 

the TEDS system referenced in the project design section of the narrative. The costs per campus of 

maintaining the system is $2,000.00 per campus, per year to utilize the TEDS – the online system for 

recording all educator and principal evaluation data. and with the required upgrades to the system as the 

PBCS has been updated and the addition of more schools from the previous TIF grant we anticipate a set- 

up fee of $35,000.00. 

Teacher Evaluation System 13 campuses x $2,000.00 per + $35,000 set up fee x 1 year= $61,000.00 (Yr1) 

Teacher Evaluation System 13 campuses x $2,000.00 per = $26,000.00 year (Year 2-5) 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $61,000.00 and the five-year total is $165,000.00 

 
E) Data Management System Partner: The data management processes are essential to the success of the 

 

implementation of PBCS, HCMS, teacher and student linkage, value added data and the related 

payments and salaries that will be based upon the data. The EEP partner EDUTEKS has served as the 

partner in the creation of the EEP evaluation and PBCS system providing all of the data management 

services needed to ensure timely and accurate PBCS payments and now will assist in ensuring HCMS 

salaries are accurate when the system rolls out in year 2. 

Data Management services at $100,000 per year. 

 
The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $100,000.00 and the five year total is $500,000.00 

 
F) Student Linkage:

 

 Student linkage processes are the cornerstone of securing valid and reliable teachr 

and student links for the value-added data analysis to happen each year. This costs approximately 

 
$4,500.00 per campus times 13 schools for $58,500.00. 
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The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $22,500.00 and the five-year total is $292,500.00 

 
G) “Other Professionals” 

 

evaluations contract will go to a vendor to assist us in creating the 

evaluations for all other positions including Special Education Directors, counselors, social workers, 

assistant principals, academic deans and ELL coordinators and will would be contracted at $60,000.00 

for each year beginning in Year 2. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $0 and the five-year total is $240,000.00 

 
H) Value Added Data Analysis System Contract

 

 is expected to cost approximately $25 per teacher and 

$3.50 per student. This contract is estimated at 250 teachers times $25 plus 3.50 per student times 2500 

students for a total of $15,000.00. It is anticipated that performance pay will be distributed to the TIF 

teachers during the fall following the applicable school year. 

250 teachers x $25 per ($6,250.00) + 2500 students x $3.50 per year ($8,750.00) = $15,000.00 

 
The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $15,000.00 and the five-year total is $75,000.00 

 
I. Communications Contract: It is vitally important that Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. has clear 

 

and consistent communication messages between not-only the TEES Superintendents, the LEA staff 

and campus educators, but also students and parents represented in the LEA’s communities. This 

contract will ensure that each year communication activities are deliberate, consistent and clear. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $50,000.00 and the five-year total is $250,000.00 

 
J. Rentals/Meeting Space:

 

 meeting space for initial trainings/professional development and TEES 

meetings and copier machine rental. 

 
The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $50,000.00 and the five-year total is $250,000.00 

 
K. Substitutes 

 

will be contracted to provide assistance to each campus for 180 days each year in 

order to provide classroom release time to ETL’s, CTL’s to help LEA Office Staff, Principals, Expert 

Teacher Leaders, Career Teacher Leaders and Career Teachers with the implementation of the PBCS 

and HCMS at the cost of $252,000.00 each year. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $252,000.00 and the five-year total is $1,260,000.00. 
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L. Coaching – A an external coaching contract to secure executive coaching for the 13 principals will 

be completed at a cost not to exceed $75,000 each year. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $75,000.00 and the five-year total is $375,000.00. 

7.CONSTRUCITON –No cost 

8. OTHER COSTS – All other costs that involve personnel within the LEA’s including educators PBCS, 

HCMS, salary addendum pay and training stipends will be in the form of reimbursements to each LEA per the 

MOU. 

PBCS – The first two years of PBCS payments are 2017 and 2018 and will be based upon up to $8000 

per teacher and up to $22,000 per principal and up to $25,000 per Superintendent. Based upon the 

historical data related to the five years of the TIF III project, teachers and principals who qualified for 

PBCS payments usually qualified for approximately 70% of the total PBCS. The evaluations for 

Superintendents will be developed during Year 1, for other staff the PBCS will be for Year 2 only 

because in year 3 we transition to HCMS using the evaluations being implemented. 

a)  Teachers: 250 x $8,000.00 per x 70% = $1,400,000.00 (Year 1-2) 

b)  Principals: 14 x $22,000.00 per x 80% = $246,000.00 (Year 1-2) 

c)  Superintendents:  4 x $25,000.00 per x 85% = $85,000.00 (Year 1-2) 

d) Other Staff $350,000.00 year (Year 2 only) 

PBCS for Year 1 is $1,731,000.00 

PBCS for Year 2 is $2,081,000.00 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $1,731,000.00 and the five-year total is $3,812,000.00 

HCMS – All HCMS allocations are estimates because final allocations will be a part of the HCMS to 

be created and implemented with input from all stakeholders. The final three (3) years of the TIF 5 

project will include HCMS payments instead of PBCS payments to teachers, principals and 

Superintendents as well as the other professional positions that are now included in the HCMS. The 

HCMS for teachers includes ranges of increased salaries could be from $2,000.00 to $15,000.00. The 

HCMS for principals includes increased-salary ranges of $4,000.00 to $22,000.00. The HCMS for 
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Superintendents are estimated salary-ranges of $6,000.00 to $25,000.00. The budget includes an 

estimate per teacher of the average of the ranges for each position. 

a) 250 Teachers x $9,000.00 = $2,250,000.00 each year (Year s3-5) 

b)  13 Principals x $14,000.00  =  $182,000.00 each year (Years 3-5) 

c) 4 Superintendents x  $17,000.000 = $68,000.00 each year (Years 3-5) 

d) 39 Other professional staff (39 =13 schools x 3 per) x $5,000 = $195,000.00 (each year for 3) 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $0 and the five-year total is $8,085,000.00 

LEA Base- Pay Differential – The Project Narrative details the need to create a base pay for the 

four (4) LEA”s working together on the HCMS to ensure that all nine HCMS are consistently applied 

across all campuses and LEA’s.  The base pay agreed to is $50,000 per teacher.  The differential ranges  

from $10,000.00 for most teachers. $15,000.00 for Principals. The chart below totals what the base pay 

differential will cost to implement each year.   This will cost the grant 2,190,000.00 per year for five      

years and are estimates until final budgets are approved by each district. 

a)   LEA – GGYC – 93 teachers x $10,000.00 per = $930,000.00 

5 principals + 1 vice principal x $15,000.00 per = $90,000.00 

b)  LEA – Por Vida – 20 teachers x $10,000.00 per = $200,000.00 

3 principals x $15,000.00 per = $45,000.00 

c) LEA – Positive Solutions – 13 teachers x $10,000.00 per = $130,000.00 

1 principal x $15,000.00 per = $15,000.00 

d) LEA – Southwest Prep - 69 teachers x $10,000.00 per = $690,000.00 

6 principals x $15,000.00 per = $90,000.00 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $2,190,000.00 and the five-year total is $10,950,000.00 

 
LEA  Home  Office  Resources – Each LEA will have up to four (4) staff that is directly involved in   

the day-to-day operations of the PBCS and the HCMS  activities.  These  positions  range  from  staff  that 

directly  process  PBCS  and  HCMS  payments,  help  to  calculate  effectiveness  scores  for  teachers, 

principals and Superintendents along with working to create the  HCMS  with  the  vendor  for  “other 

professional”  staff.    Each  LEA  has  been  allocated  up  to  $60,000.00  per  year  x  4  =  $240,000.00  to 

cover  the  costs  of  supporting  the  LEA’s  implementation  of  the  HCMS  within  each  HCMS  through 
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LEA office staff. 

 
LEA Home Office Support: 4 LEA’s x $60,000.00 = $240,000.00 

 
The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $240,000.00 and the five-year total is $1,200,000.00 

Printing and Copying Costs – Costs associated with the printing of implementation and training 

manuals for the project and all costs associated with materials created for monthly PD Academies, 

Summer Institutes and TEES Superintendent retreats and campus reflective retreats. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $10,000.00 and the five-year total is $50,000.00 

 
LEA Recruitment Stipends (hard to staff schools, subjects) – LEA’s will use these funds to help 

recruit educators for hard-to-staff schools and hard-to-staff-subject-level courses. Each LEA can 

decide to utilize the funds for as many positions as they deem necessary to fit their needs. 

13 Campuses x $6,000.00 per campus = $78,000.00 per year. 

 
The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $78,000.00 and the five-year total is $390,000.00 

Extra Duty Pay – Expert Teacher Leaders (ETL’s) earn $12,000 each year and Career Teacher 

Leaders (CTL’s) earn $8,000.00 each year. Each campus qualifies for one ETL and one CTL for each 

eight teachers. We anticipate that a total of 30 teacher leaders will be needed for the 13 campuses. 

Teacher leaders monitor goal setting, classroom follow-up/support, and goal attainment for 

professional learning communities. Teacher leaders also assess teacher evaluation results and maintain 

inter-rater reliability. 

a) 13 principals $15,000.00 = $195,000.00 per year. 

b)  14 ETL’s x  $12,000.00 = $168,000.00 per year. 

c)  16 CTL’s times $ 8,000.00 = $128,000.00 per year. 

The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $491,000.00 and the five-year total is $2,455,000.00 
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9. TOTAL DIRECT COST In Year 1 of the TIF project, the following cumulative totals are 

allocated per budget category: Personnel ($1,257,000.00); Fringe Benefits ($163,410.00); Travel 

($752,332.00); Equipment ($0.00); Supplies ($50,000.00); Contractual ($1,581,500.00) 

Construction ($0.00); and Other costs are ($4,740,00.00). The total direct costs for Year 1 are 

$8,544,242.00. The total direct cost for the five years is $45,523,210.00. 

 
10. INDIRECT COST 

 
At the time of the submission of this TIF V project, Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. and Por 

Vida LEA have a partnership agreement that the Por Vida Academy indirect cost - rate will be 

utilized by Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. at a rate of 18.434% for the first year of the grant. 

This non-restrictive rate results in an estimated indirect cost of $1,385172.88 for the first year. 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. will seek a negotiated rate from the US Department Education 

during the first year of the TIF V project and /or will utilize the base rate of 10% indirect cost rate 

($880,889.20 first year) whichever rate is approved by the USDE if the funding agreement requires 

Por Vida to limit the use of it’s indirect cost rate. The total indirect rate in the budget at this time is 

in the budget at and does not include amounts in contracts over $25,000 and is not linked to the 

training stipends amount included below. 

11. LEA Training Stipends – Weekend professional development training sessions are 

commonalities for all of the LEA’s and oftentimes staff do not receive any compensation for 

mandatory training that occurs during the weekend. The training stipends will pay the daily rate and 

100% (8 hours of training) or at 50% (4 hours of weekend training) for all educators required to 

participate in weekend training sessions. The average daily rates at an estimated six days per year, is 

how the budget number was calculated below. 

195 Teachers x $250 per day x 6 days = $292,500.00 

14 Principals x $375 per day x 6 days = $31,500.00 

39 Others $225 per day x 6 days = $52,650.00 
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The Year 1 budget total is budgeted at $376,650.00 and the five-year total is $1,883,250.00 

 
12. TOTAL COST – The total cost to implement the EEP evaluation systems with supports along with 

the nine (9) components of the HCMS proposed within is as follows: See budget line items below. Total 

costs: The yearly cost of the TIF project is as follows: Year 1 - $10,306,064.88; Year 2-$10,610,254.00; 

Year 3 -$11,336,862.48; Year 4 -$11,336,862.48; and Year 5 -11,336862.48. For a total five year project 

budget of $54,926,907.21. 

In order to reimburse grant funds to the partner districts, Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. for 

any allocations for this TIF5 project, the signed MOU will govern the process within each participating 

LEA. This MOU sets forth the fiscal and programmatic responsibilities of the partner districts in the 

MOU. The MOU includes a commitment by each participating district to implement the HCMS, including 

the educator evaluation systems and the PBCS, described in the application; identification of the lead 

applicant; a description of the responsibilities of the lead applicant in managing any grant funds and 

ensuring overall implementation of the proposed project as described in the application if approved by the 

U.S. Department of Education; a description of the activities that each member of the group will perform; 

and a statement binding each member of the group to every statement and assurance made in the 

application. 

Budget Narrative – NON- TIF FUNDS from all participating LEA’s 

 
NON-TIF Grant Funds: The LEA’s have made the strongest possible commitment to the 

 

implementation of this TIF5 project and most importantly to beginning the processes of 

sustaining the project past the grant year. Over $800,000.00 has been allocated from Title funds 

and other sources to support the first year of this grant. Eligible in-kind contributions include 

eligible non-monetary resources that the LEAs and grantee’s institution are providing to support 

the project. Funds for such donations have been identified from Title 1, Title II and Title 1 

Priority allocations. In-kind donations also include time spent on paperwork for the grant, time 

donated for professional development, equipment, supplies or meeting space on individual 
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campuses.  The in-kind contributions are essential to the project, to begin establishing avenues of 

 

income for sustainability after the grant period is over. 

 

 

 

 
Non-TIF Grant Funds – PERSONNEL 

The participating LEAs will support the program or project through in-kind contributions. Each LEA has 

identified an amount for “other personnel” for their time spent indirectly supporting the TIF project from the 

routing of TIF information from LEA to campus using internal snail mail and internet coordination, from 

LEA’s utilizing secretarial support to the TIF projects, from the coordination of meetings and schedules with 

the TIF grant assisting each Superintendent with TIF duties. 

Four LEAS are GGYC – George Gervin Youth Center / George Gervin Academy (GGYC/GGA); Positive 

Solutions (PS); Por Vida Academy (PVA); Southwest Prep (SWP). 

a) GGYC – 3 campuses – $345,600 

 

b) Positive Solutions – 1 campus – $22,500 

 

c) Por Vida – 3 campuses - $149,395 

 

d) Southwest Prep – 6 campuses – $210,000 

 
The total in-kind donation of personnel to be used to further the instructional vision is $727,495 

Non-TIF  Grant  Funds  –  FRINGE: N/A 

Non-TIF Grant Funds – TRAVEL 
 

a) GGYC – 3 campuses – $0.00 

 

b) Positive Solutions – 1 campus – $0.00 

 

c) Por Vida – 3 campuses - $34,000 

 

d) Southwest Prep – 6 campuses – $0.00 

The total in-kind donation of equipment to be used to further the instructional vision is $34,000 

Non-TIF  Grant  Funds  – Equipment 

Each of the four LEA’s have identified approximate amounts of LEA equipment that will be used to 



PR/Award # U374A160084 

Page e405 18 

 
support the vision of this TIF project.  Each LEA is listed below with the approximate of the in-kind 

 

donation of equipment by LEA. This includes computers and other devices that educators will utilize 

throughout the project for communication purposes, evaluation purposes, and data gathering purposes. 

 

e) GGYC – 3 campuses – $0.00 

f) Por Vida – 3 campuses - $0.00 

g) Positive Solutions – 1 campus – $0.00 

h) Southwest Prep – 6 campuses – $30,000 

The total in-kind donation of equipment to be used to further the instructional vision is $30,000 

Non-TIF  Grant  Funds – Supplies:  N/A 

Non-TIF Grant Funds – Contracts:  

 

Non-TIF Grant Funds – Construction:

N/A 

 

 N/A 

Non-TIF Grant Funds – Other 

a) GGYC – 3 campuses – $0.00 

b) Por Vida – 3 campuses - $0.00 

c) Positive Solutions – 1 campus – $12,600 

d) Southwest Prep – 6 campuses – $0.00 

The total in-kind donation of other to be used to further the instructional vision is $12,600 
 
 

 GGYC PS PVA SWP TOTAL 

1. Personnel 345,600 22,500 149,395 210,000 727,495 

4. Equipment    30,000 30,000 

5. Supplies   34,000  34,000 

6. Contractual      

7. Construction      

8. Other  12,600 ,  12,600 

TOTAL 345,600 35,100 183,395 240,000 804,095 

 
The total amount of planned in-kind donation to be used as indirect cost for the first year of the grant is 

 
$804,095. 
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BUDGET CATEGORIES 

1. PERSONNEL 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total 

Executive Project Director $ 147,000.00 $ 147,000.00 $ 147,000.00 $ 147,000.00 $ 147,000.00 $ 735,000.00 

Project Co-Director $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 500,000.00 

Regional Coordinator $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 375,000.00 

Executive Expert Teacher Leader $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 375,000.00 

Executive (4) $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00 $   1,250,000.00 

HCMS Director $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 375,000.00 

HCMS Spe. (4) $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00 $   1,250,000.00 

Grants Manag. $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 300,000.00 

Sustanability $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 350,000.00 

Budget/Cont $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000.00 $ 425,000.00 

Admin Ass. (2) $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 350,000.00 

Subtotal -Personnel $   1,257,000.00 $  1,257,000.00 $  1,257,000.00 $  1,257,000.00 $  1,257,000.00 $   6,285,000.00 

2. FRINGE 13% $ 163,410.00 $ 163,410.00 $ 163,410.00 $ 163,410.00 $ 163,410.00 $ 817,050.00 

3. TRAVEL 

A. TIF Visits 

 

$ 71,380.00 

 

$ 71,380.00 

 

$ 71,380.00 

 

$ 71,380.00 

 

$ 71,380.00 

 

$ 356,900.00 

B. TIF Conf. $ 5,952.00 $ 5,952.00 $ 5,952.00 $ 5,952.00 $ 5,952.00 $ 29,760.00 

C. LEA Travel $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00 $   2,000,000.00 

D. TEES Supt Travel $ 275,000.00 $ 275,000.00 $ 275,000.00 $ 275,000.00 $ 275,000.00 $   1,375,000.00 

Subtotal -Travel $ 752,332.00 $ 752,332.00 $ 752,332.00 $ 752,332.00 $ 752,332.00 $   3,761,660.00 
 

4. EQUIPMENT $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - 

 
5. SUPPLIES $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 250,000.00 

6. CONTRACTUAL 
      

A. External Evaluation $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 500,000.00 

B. HCMS Development $ 110,000.00 $ 110,000.00 $ 110,000.00 $ 110,000.00 $ 110,000.00 $ 550,000.00 

C. Professional Developent $ 650,000.00 $ 650,000.00 $ 650,000.00 $ 650,000.00 $ 650,000.00 $   3,250,000.00 

D. Teacher Evaluation System $ 61,000.00 $ 26,000.00 $ 26,000.00 $ 26,000.00 $ 26,000.00 $ 165,000.00 

E. Data Management System $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 500,000.00 

F. Student Linkage $ 58,500.00 $ 58,500.00 $ 58,500.00 $ 58,500.00 $ 58,500.00 $ 292,500.00 
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G. "Other" Professionals $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 300,000.00 

H. Value Added System $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 $ 75,000.00 

I. Communications $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 250,000.00 

J. Rentals/Meeting Space $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 250,000.00 

K. Substitutes $ 252,000.00 $ 252,000.00 $ 252,000.00 $ 252,000.00 $ 252,000.00 $   1,260,000.00 

L. Coaching $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00 $ 375,000.00 

Subtotal -Contractual $   1,581,500.00 $  1,471,500.00 $  1,471,500.00 $  1,471,500.00 $  1,471,500.00 $   7,392,500.00 

7. CONSTRUCTION $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - 0 

 

 
8. OTHER 

PBCS: 
 

$   1,731,000.00 
 

$  2,081,000.00 
 
$ -  

 
$ -  

 
$ -  

 
$   3,812,000.00 

Teacher $   1,400,000.00 $   1,400,000.00 $ - $ - $ - $   2,800,000.00 

Principal $ 246,000.00 $ 246,000.00 $ - $ - $ - $ 492,000.00 

Supt. $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000.00 $ - $ - $ - $ 170,000.00 

Other Staff $ - $ 350,000.00 $ - $ - $ - $ 350,000.00 

HCMS: $ - $ - $  2,695,000.00 $  2,695,000.00 $  2,695,000.00 $   8,085,000.00 

Teacher $ - $ - $   2,250,000.00 $   2,250,000.00 $   2,250,000.00 $   6,750,000.00 

Principal $ - $ - $ 182,000.00 $ 182,000.00 $ 182,000.00 $ 546,000.00 

Supt. $ - $ - $ 68,000.00 $ 68,000.00 $ 68,000.00 $ 204,000.00 

Other Staff $ - $ - $ 195,000.00 $ 195,000.00 $ 195,000.00 $ 585,000.00 

Base Pay Diff $   2,190,000.00 $  2,190,000.00 $  2,190,000.00 $  2,190,000.00 $  2,190,000.00 $ 10,950,000.00 

LEA Home Office $ 240,000.00 $ 240,000.00 $ 240,000.00 $ 240,000.00 $ 240,000.00 $   1,200,000.00 

Printing $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 50,000.00 

Recruitment Incentives $ 78,000.00 $ 78,000.00 $ 78,000.00 $ 78,000.00 $ 78,000.00 $ 390,000.00 

Extra Duty $ 491,000.00 $ 491,000.00 $ 491,000.00 $ 491,000.00 $ 491,000.00 $   2,455,000.00 

Principals $ 195,000.00 $ 195,000.00 $ 195,000.00 $ 195,000.00 $ 195,000.00 $ 975,000.00 

ETL's $ 168,000.00 $ 168,000.00 $ 168,000.00 $ 168,000.00 $ 168,000.00 $ 840,000.00 

CTL's $ 128,000.00 $ 128,000.00 $ 128,000.00 $ 128,000.00 $ 128,000.00 $ 640,000.00 
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Subtotal -Other $   4,740,000.00 $  5,090,000.00 $  5,704,000.00 $  5,704,000.00 $  5,704,000.00 $ 26,942,000.00 

 
9. TOTAL DIRECT COST 

 
$   8,544,242.00 

 
$  8,784,242.00 

 
$  9,398,242.00 

 
$  9,398,242.00 

 
$  9,398,242.00 

 
$ 45,523,210.00 

10. INDIRECT COST 
      

Allocable for Indirect Cost $   7,552,742.00 $  7,902,742.00 $  8,516,742.00 $  8,516,742.00 $  8,516,742.00 $ 41,005,710.00 
(-$52,000 contractual-substitutes) 

Indirect Cost Rate (PorVida) 18.34% 18.34% 18.34% 18.34% 18.34% 18.34% 

Indirect Cost $   1,385,172.88 $  1,449,362.88 $  1,561,970.48 $  1,561,970.48 $  1,561,970.48 $   7,520,447.21 

 

 

 
 

11. TRAINING STIPENDS 

LEA Training Stipends: 
 

$ 376,650.00 
 
$ 376,650.00 

 
$ 376,650.00 

 
$ 376,650.00 

 
$ 376,650.00 

 
$   1,883,250.00 

Teachers $ 292,500.00 $ 292,500.00 $ 292,500.00 $ 292,500.00 $ 292,500.00 $   1,462,500.00 

Principals $ 31,500.00 $ 31,500.00 $ 31,500.00 $ 31,500.00 $ 31,500.00 $ 157,500.00 

Others $ 52,650.00 $ 52,650.00 $ 52,650.00 $ 52,650.00 $ 52,650.00 $ 263,250.00 

12. TOTAL COST $ 10,306,064.88 $ 10,610,254.88 $ 11,336,862.48 $ 11,336,862.48 $ 11,336,862.48 $ 54,926,907.21 



IN KIND Support 

Please list and describe services (financial support, meeting space, Professional Development facilitation, 

etc.) and estimated amounts of the services that will be provided In Kind during the TIF 5 grant period. 

This is a digital document Just Type in the spaces provided and it will move when you need more space. 
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District: I George Gervin Academy 

Name: I Jesse Villanueva 

Title: I Principal 
 

Date: 1       07;14;16  

 

 

 
 

 Service/Financial Support/Indirect Support 

(description) 
Rate 

(per/day, per/sq ft., per/educator) 
Total 

Amount 

1. Title 1  275,000 

2. Title 2  53,600 

3. Title 1 Priority  17,000 

4.    

5.    

6.    

7.    

8.    

9.    

10.    



IN KIND Support 

Please list and describe services (financial support, meeting space, Professional Development facilitation, 

etc.) and estimated amounts of the services that will be provided In Kind during the TIF 5 grant period. 

This is a digital document Just Type in the spaces provided and it will move when you need more space. 
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District: I Por Vida Academy  

Name: I Joseph G. Rendon 

Title: I  Superintendent 
 

Date: 1          Julys, 2016  

 

 

 
 

 Service/Financial Support/Indirect Support 

(description) 
Rate 

(per/day, per/sq ft., per/educator) 
Total 

Amount 

1.  

Staff Development 

 $72,395 

2.  

Extra Dutv 

$25 hr $32,000 

3.  

Incentive Pay 

 $45,000 

4.  

Travel 

 $34,000 

5.    

6.    

7.    

8.    

9.    

10.    



IN KIND Support 

Please list and describe services (financial support, meeting space, Professional Development facilitation, 

etc.) and estimated amounts of the services that will be provided In Kind during the TIF 5 grant period. 

This is a digital document Just Type in the spaces provided and it will move when you need more space. 

1 PR/Award#  U374A160084 

Page e411 

 

 

District: I Positive Solutions  Charter School  

Name: I Arturo B. Suarez 

Title: I  Superintendent 
 

Date: I  7;12;16 

 

 

 
 Service/Financial Support/Indirect Support 

(description) 
Rate 

(per/day, per/sq ft., per/educator) 
Total 

Amount 

1.  
Title I Part A 

 4,000 

2.  
Title II Teacher & Principal Training 

 8,500 

3.  
Title I Prioritv School  Grant 

 10,000 

4. Meeting space  1.50/sq.ftX 700 sq.ftX 12 12,600 

5.     

6.    

7.    

8.    

9.    

10.    



IN KIND Support 

Please list and describe services (financial support, meeting space, Professional Development facilitation, 

etc.) and estimated amounts of the services that will be provided In Kind during the TIF 5 grant period. 

This is a digital document Just Type in the spaces provided and it will move when you need more space. 

1 PR/Award#  U374A160084 

Page e412 

 

 

 

District: I Southwest  Preparatory  School 
 

Name: I Cyndy Spivey                   

Title: I  Associate Superintendent 

Date: I 7-7-16 
 

 

                                                                     

 

 
 Service/Financial Support/Indirect Support 

(description) 
Rate 

(per/day, per/sq ft., per/educator) 
Total 

Amount 

1. Superintendentsupport   10,000.00 

2. Asst. Superintendentsupport  10,000.00 

3.  
Human Resources suooort 

 10,000.00 

4.   
Business Office sunnort 

 10,000.00 

5.  
Principals sunnort 

 XS 50,000.00 

6.  
ETL sunnort 

X6 60,000.00 

7. CTL support X6 60,000.00 

8. 

   

9. 

 
Computers and other devices 

 30,000.00 

   

10.  total 240,000.00 
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 OMB Number: 1894-0007 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Expiration Date: 08/31/2017 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

FOR THE SF-424 
 

 
1. Project Director: 

 

 
Prefix: First Name: Middle Name: Last Name: Suffix: 

 

  
Address: 

Street1: 

Street2: 

City: 

County: 

State: 

Zip Code: 

Country: 

Phone Number (give area code) Fax Number (give area code) 

Email Address: 

 

2. Novice Applicant: 
 

Are you a novice applicant as defined in the regulations in 34 CFR 75.225 (and included in the definitions page in the attached instructions)? 

Yes No Not applicable to this program 
 

3. Human Subjects Research: 
 

a. Are any research activities involving human subjects planned at any time during the proposed Project Period? 
 

Yes No 
 

b. Are ALL the research activities proposed designated to be exempt from the regulations? 

 
Yes Provide Exemption(s) #: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
No Provide Assurance #, if available: 

 
 
 

 
c. If applicable, please attach your "Exempt Research" or "Nonexempt Research" narrative to this form as 

indicated in the definitions page in the attached instructions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yarbrough Claudette 

210-534-6795 

    Add Attachment    Delete Attachment     View Attachment  

511 Fredericksburg Road 

 

San Antonio 

 

TX: Texas 

78201-6344 

USA: UNITED STATES 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION OMB Number: 1894-0008 

BUDGET INFORMATION Expiration Date: 06/30/2017 

NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 

Name of Institution/Organization Applicants requesting funding for only one year should complete the column under 

"Project Year 1." Applicants requesting funding for multi-year grants should complete all 
Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. applicable columns.  Please read all instructions before completing form. 

SECTION A - BUDGET SUMMARY 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FUNDS 

Project Year 1 Project Year 2 Project Year 3 Project Year 4 Project Year 5 Total Budget 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) Categories 

1. Personnel 1,257,000.00 1,257,000.00 1,257,000.00  1,257,000.00  1,257,000.00 6,285,000.00  

2. Fringe Benefits 163,410.00 163,410.00 163,410.00  163,410.00  163,410.00 817,050.00  

3. Travel 752,332.00 752,332.00 752,332.00  752,332.00  752,332.00 3,761,660.00  

4. Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  

5. Supplies 50,000.00 50,000.00 50,000.00  50,000.00  50,000.00 250,000.00  

6. Contractual 1,581,500.00 1,471,500.00 1,471,500.00  1,471,500.00  1,471,500.00 7,467,500.00  

7. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  

8. Other 4,740,000.00 5,090,000.00 5,704,000.00  5,704,000.00  5,704,000.00 26,942,000.00  

9. Total Direct Costs 
8,544,242.00 8,784,242.00 9,398,242.00  9,398,242.00  9,398,242.00 45,523,210.00  

(lines 1-8) 

10. Indirect Costs* 1,385,172.88 1,449,362.88 1,561,970.48  1,561,970.48  1,561,970.48 7,520,447.20  

11. Training Stipends 376,650.00 376,650.00 376,650.00  376,650.00  376,650.00 1,883,250.00  

12. Total Costs 
10,306,064.88 10,610,254.88 11,336,862.48  11,336,862.48  11,336,862.48 54,926,907.20  

(lines 9-11) 

*Indirect Cost Information (To Be Completed by Your Business Office): 

If you are requesting reimbursement for indirect costs on line 10, please answer the following questions: 

(1) Do you have an Indirect Cost Rate Agreement approved by the Federal government? Yes No 

(2) If yes, please provide the following information: 

Period Covered by the Indirect Cost Rate Agreement: From: 

Approving Federal agency: ED Other (please specify): 

The Indirect Cost Rate is 18.43 %. 

(3) If this is your first Federal grant, and you do not have an approved indirect cost rate agreement, are not a State, Local government or Indian Tribe, and are not funded under a training rate 

program or a restricted rate program, do you want to use the de minimis rate of 10% of MTDC? Yes No If yes, you must comply with the requirements of 2 CFR § 200.414(f). 

(4) If you do not have an approved indirect cost rate agreement, do you want to use the temporary rate of 10% of budgeted salaries and wages? 

Yes No   If  yes, you must submit a proposed indirect cost rate agreement within 90 days after the date your grant is awarded, as required by 34 CFR § 75.560. 

(5) For Restricted Rate Programs (check one) -- Are you using a restricted indirect cost rate that: 

Is included in your approved Indirect Cost Rate Agreement?  Or, Complies with 34 CFR 76.564(c)(2)? The Restricted Indirect Cost Rate is %. 
PR/Award # U374A160084 

07/01/2016 To: 06/30/2017 (mm/dd/yyyy) 

 Texas Education Agency (TEA) 
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Name of Institution/Organization  
Applicants requesting funding for only one year 

should complete the column under "Project Year 

1." Applicants requesting funding for multi-year 

grants should complete all applicable columns. 

Please read all instructions before completing 

form. 

Youth Empowerment Services, Inc. 

 

SECTION B - BUDGET SUMMARY 

NON-FEDERAL  FUNDS 

Project Year 1 Project Year 2 Project Year 3 Project Year 4 Project Year 5 Total 
Budget Categories 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

1. Personnel 727,495.00 727,495.00 727,495.00  727,495.00  727,495.00  3,637,475.00 

2. Fringe Benefits 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 

3. Travel 34,000.00 34,000.00 34,000.00  34,000.00  34,000.00  170,000.00 

4. Equipment 30,000.00 30,000.00 30,000.00  30,000.00  30,000.00  150,000.00 

5. Supplies 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 

6. Contractual 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 

7. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 

8. Other 12,600.00 12,600.00 12,600.00  12,600.00  12,600.00  63,000.00 

9. Total Direct Costs 804,095.00 804,095.00 804,095.00  804,095.00  804,095.00  4,020,475.00 
(lines 1-8) 

10. Indirect Costs          

11. Training Stipends          

12. Total Costs 804,095.00 804,095.00 804,095.00  804,095.00  804,095.00  4,020,475.00 
(lines 9-11) 

      
SECTION C - BUDGET NARRATIVE (see instructions) 
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