
DISTRICT ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
March 24, 2011 

3:30 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. 
 
Attending: Natalie Abrameit, Todd Berry, Drew Bissell, Ursula Bostic, Sharron Breedlove, 
Bernadette Cooper, Tony D'Angelo, Andrew Dewey, Reba Goodman, Hermas Grayless, 
Benjamin Hernandez, Andrea Holberg, Earl Jimmison, Rhonda Jones, John Lengers,  Valerie 
Manby, Brent McCowan, Mary Nesbitt, Laurie Parkin, Marie Pousson, Michael Stackhouse 
 
Presenting: Chip Zullinger, Nathan Graf, Carla Stevens, Bill Horwath, Dina Hasiotis, and Rafael 
Reyes 
 
 
Meeting Minutes 
 

I. Welcome and Introduction    Dr. Chip Zullinger, Director Academic  
Services 

 
II. Transportation changes    Nathan Graf, HISD Transportation  

Manager 
a. Effect on school start and end times  

i. Looking for feedback from the DAC to take it to the Board 
ii. Reviews handout slides, zero-basing of budget, including review of 

changes to schedules to match transportation 
iii. Many other school districts in Texas have done similar switches 
iv. HISD transports about 30,000; new system originated in Charlotte, which 

transports more 
v. Tier schedule – elementary vs. middle and high 

1. Two start times for elementary 
2. Earlier start time for high school  

b. Questions / Comments:  
i. Question: What about early dismissals at some schools? 
ii. Response:  We will look into how to accommodate that. 
iii. Question: Middle school sports – how would this impact sports or athletic 

events? 
iv. Response: We will look into that. 
v. Question: Is this in place anywhere in HISD? 
vi. Response: No – now every school is allowed to set own start and end 

times.  19 start times, 21 end times. So that makes it less efficient. 
vii. Question: I was actually referring to tiers—drivers servicing different 

school. 
viii. Response: Yes, we do, schools fall into different tiers, but it’s not efficient 

now because you have 19 different start times.  Many times a driver can 
only service one school. 

ix. Question: What happens to students who are dropped off before school is 
even open? The drop offs and walkers that get there early. If we’re not 
starting until 8:45, it’s the biggest mess in the world! 

x. Response: Earliest they would be dropped off is 20 minutes before 
school. 

xi. Response: Non-bussed students being dropped off too early is an 
administrative issue. 



xii. Question: Is this a permanent change? 
xiii. Response: It would be permanent for next school year. 
xiv. Question: How would start dates change? 
xv. Question: I think you’re doing an extraordinary job managing a complex 

transportation system.  I understand the challenge of managing the 
system.  Saving money impacts ability of students to participate in 
competitive sports.  What about the unintended consequences?  
Electricity, aftercare, sports, massive disruption with very small savings – 
especially since legislature reduced budget impact. 

xvi. Response: [no response] 
xvii. Question: Will this go to parent forums? 
xviii. Response: This will go to board for a vote. 
xix. Question: Has this come up before? 
xx. Response: It came up before, non-voting, in discussion for how to save 

money.  The board wanted to get feedback from different committees.  
They understood to come up with a system that would make everyone 
happy would be difficult to do.   

xxi. Question: Will compensation be adjusted, or is this basically reducing 
compensation? [re: instructional time changes] 

xxii. Response: Times may change slightly. 
xxiii. Comment: I see projected savings and projected savings of jobs, but 

there would also be parents upset if those 57 jobs were cut – the bottom 
line I see is that 57 additional teachers – I’d have to support that. 

xxiv. Response: The principal I spoke with this morning understood that, too. 
xxv. Question: I am concerned about the efficiency of the transportation.  I 

believe my campus is on the tiered system, and I see where my kids are 
out there a ridiculous amount of time waiting 45 minutes for the bus and 
often being missed all together. Where sporting event begins at 5pm but 
the bus shows up at 5pm. 

xxvi. Response: We’ve had GPS on our buses for about 2.5 years, so we know 
if it get there on time or not, and we’ve increased our on-time rates. 

xxvii. Question: Has there been a student impact survey?  How it affects 
enrichment? For ex:  There’s a group of girls who compete in pretty 
competitive gymnastics group at our school.  Their activities start at 3:30 
and this would mean they couldn’t participate. I’m curious how many 
students would be affected. 

xxviii. Response: We can reach out to the athletic director. 
xxix. Question: I’m thinking academic, too – a whole host of enrichment 

activities where children would be impacted. Classes at the Chinese 
center start at 3:30, the library, all sorts of after school activities start 
before this new time. 

xxx. Response: We’ll look into that. 
xxxi. Comment: It goes both ways. 

c. Closing statements Nathan Graf 
i. My cell phone number is 832-434-4725.  I encourage you to complete the 

comment cards, and if anything else comes up, please give me a call on 
my cell if you think of any further thoughts, and if your buses are late. 

 
III. Promotion Standards     Carla Stevens 

a. Recommended Changes and Rationale  



i. Came to you in December with suggested recommendation and took the 
policy to the board in March. It was not approved and we wanted to bring 
back some of those recommended changes for your feedback and the 
next step is meeting with the board policy committee and get it approved. 

ii. Recommendations: 
1. Continuing using high frequency wording in grades 1-2, TAKS in 

3-8, course grades in grades 1-8.  
2. Leave TAKS in. 
3. Continue to use Stanford and Aprenda to ID students for 

intervention.to make it for retention and promotion standards. 
4. Recommendation for mandatory intervention for grades 1-8 below 

40th percentile on Stanford/Aprenda reading, math, those not 
meeting promo standards. 

iii. Above is what we took to the board in March. 
iv. Requesting feedback on about original recommendations, etc. 

b. Questions / Comments:  
i. Question: Did anybody ever think of this before they decided to have tests 

so late in the year? 
ii. Question: Can we get data (Stanford) back faster? 
iii. Response: Whenever I have asked, it is not possible. The soonest they 

can get it back is 21days. I have been asked to ask again and I will.  
iv. Question: I like putting together intervention based on most 

relevant/recent information.  There have been significant changes to 
timing – Apollo, extending school days, a whole host of changes with very 
short lead time.  Moving time frames is a new normal in HISD.  The real 
question is which of these options would be most beneficial to the 
children? 

v. Response: Personally, I think using the 2011 data to do some type of 
accelerated instructional program, especially in the first 2 weeks of 
August as a jump start, would be ideal.  I don’t know if we have funding to 
do that, or the support and ability to make that happen. That would be a 
great way to keep promo standards as it is appropriate.  If that is 
something the DAC wants to support, I will take that back.   

vi. Comment: I love the thought of a jump start and using most recent data! 
vii. Response: One recommendation would be to focus maybe on just 1, 2, 

and 3 graders to make sure we are providing supports to jump start them, 
or we could just focus on students who are really below grade level.  It 
depends on funding. 

viii. Question: Would the transitioning students use Aprenda data? 
ix. Response: It would be based on whatever test they took. 
x. Question: Will this program be centrally funding and implemented, or 

campus based? 
xi. Response: It hasn’t been designed or approved – if we want option 3 that 

would be something we would need to come up with funding for. 
xii. Question: I’m curious about a hybrid approach.  With Stanford don’t you 

have ability to project performance without necessarily having current 
data? 

xiii. Response: We can look into that.   
xiv. Comment: Tier the solution based on what data suggested. 
xv. Response: That’s a great idea. 
xvi. Question: Why not move summer school to be jump start? 



xvii. Response: Superintendent would like to do that, but we can’t do that for 
this year.  The thought is that parents already have tickets purchased, 
etc.  But I think there’s a lot of discussion about maybe next year moving 
towards July or August – but state says we still have to have 5th and 8th 
grade summer school earlier.  That is an option. 

c. Closing 
i. Any other questions?  I am hearing that you all kind of like the number 3 

option, some kind of a jump start.  I haven’t heard anything against 
standards policy. Is everyone pretty much in favor but then also adding in 
option 3?  Is that general consensus?  

1. Group responds: [Yes]  
ii. Send me an email if anyone disagrees. 

 
IV. Appraisal Development and Design   Bill Horwath & Dina Hasiotis 

a. Welcome and Introduction     Bill Horwath 
i. Review of agenda 

1. Review of Cycle 4 SDMC feedback 
2. Overview major discussion points remaining 
3. Break into small groups  
4. Resume large group discussion 
5. Break into small groups for appeals discussion 
6. Close 

ii. Review of breakout session structure and goals 
iii. April 14th board meeting – On schedule for presenting system 

b. Cycle 4 recommendations     Dina Hasiotis 
i. Review of slides  
ii. Questions / Comments 

1. Question: What about the issues with ceiling effect and other 
issues? We’re going through this with my SDMC. There are some 
things we have been assured that will be dealt with and we didn’t 
list them because we were assured. They’re because not listed 
here 

2. Response: Some concerns might not be listed. A lot of it is being 
dealt with in your WG, for example: those studies around 
transition. 

3. Question: For example, on my campus some PE teachers felt 
some areas didn’t offer them fair evaluation? 

4. Response: The idea is in rubrics to create specific guidance for 
those areas, so you would use the same system, but for those 
ancillary teachers you would give guidance on how it would work 
for them. 

5. Comment: We will be proactive - the PE dept, about what 
assessors should be looking for but the way it stands now we 
could get shafted. 

6. Response: The hope is that in training of appraisers and through 
guidance that won’t happen. This is constantly evolving process, 
so if it’s not working for those teachers, we need to think of a 
different approach. 

7. Response: Our role now is to talk through where we are with 
some of the outstanding decisions.  The DAC has put a lot of 



effort into this to get to this point and we want to focus on the 
outstanding issues to resolve. 

8. Question: Is this our last meeting before it’s taken to the board? 
9. Response: Yes , that is the current plan.  
10. Comment: I am thinking it might be a good idea to work together 

as a whole group since this is our last time.  
11. Response: You will. We will have you in smaller groups working 

on the same issues then back together as one big group. 
c. Reviews decision points for small groups    Bill Horwath 

i. Are you in favor of the current list of the Instructional practice criteria, 
inclusive of the changes from the last DAC meeting?  

ii. Are you in favor of the current reorganization of the domains?  
iii. Should “students expected to perform at high levels” be reworded / 

replaced by “Promotes high academic and behavioral expectations for 
students”?  

iv. Should “Dresses professionally according to school policy” be reworded, 
eliminated or left the same?  

v. Should the professional expectations domains be merged into one?  
vi. Should “communicates with parents throughout the year” be combined 

with “responsive communications with parents throughout the year”? If so, 
which wording is preferred?  

vii. Should the revised student learning measures be accepted?  
viii. Should the number of walkthroughs be reduced to 3? 
ix. Timeline for submitting sources of evidence from teachers?  

d. Questions / Comments 
i. Question: Are we looking at each of these individually or collectively? 
ii. Response: Either way.   
iii. Response: We want everyone to look at each of these.  
iv. Question: If we look at these individually as a body assembled here 

today, are we just giving a thumbs up or thumbs down to these. Are we 
approving? Or are we editing and reworking?  

v. Response: There was some stuff that came from IP, PE, via the SDMCs 
and other means, now it’s on your plate to condense these.  It’s not back 
to the drawing board. That’s not what SDMCs are asking us to do here. 
We’re here to make tweaks and improvements to the system.   

vi. Response: For IP, the subgroup accepted these changes last time, so the 
question is: do you like what that group did?  The goal is to make those 
decisions and to give recommendation based on those final decisions. It 
could look exactly as it did or slightly different. 

vii. Response: The PE working group started to build out indicators and they 
looked like “Students expected…” So given that they are very similar they 
thought they should be merged and called “Promotes high academic 
and…” 

viii. Comment: #2&3 are clear, but #1, the “dress” we’re having lots of trouble 
with that. 

e. Review of Student Learning discussion points    Carla Stevens 
i. [See handout] 
ii. Question: I am still wondering about difference between Stanford and 

Aprenda.  I want to know if people think its fair, grouping of bilingual 
population versus English population.  There’s always going to be a wider 
margin for Aprenda test to show growth.  You’re always saying we’re just 



looking at growth, but the opportunity for growth – I don’t understand why 
people keep brushing it under.  When I looked a the exact same item 
numbers: a student on Stanford that gets the item correct gets a 2.2, but 
the student that takes the Aprenda gets a 5.0. There’s always going to be 
a wider margin for the Aprenda test to have growth . The opportunity for 
growth is much broader. I am looking at the test scores of my colleagues 
and there are students who passed GT – GT! – but can’t pass a reading 
test. My GT kids pass it well. It isn’t fair to English (students). It’s not fair 
to compare Stanford with Aprenda and I know people know it. I don’t 
understand why it’s being brushed under the rug. 

iii. Response: It’s not being brushed under the rug. 
iv. Response: This came up at the last meeting and we did some analysis…  
v. Response: Two assurances we have for EVASS –  

1. If you are in a class where the Aprenda data says you’re high-
attaining – then we need to make a correction for that.  So that’s 
one of the design principles.  If you look at stretch in mathematics, 
basically, every blue X is a teacher’s TGI on the y-axis; on the x-
axis is a % of GT.  For every grade/subject combo, we’ll be doing 
analysis like this.  So if we find with Aprenda classrooms that have 
high % of GT, and those teachers have a hard time showing 
growth, we’ll build correction, we’ll use alternative thresholds.  We 
have to do this analysis by grade, subject, test, language of test, 
to make sure no group of teachers is systematically 
disadvantaged. No matter how smart your kids are at the end of 
the year, they are still able to show growth. That relation may not 
show in every subject, but we need to do this by every subject, 
grade and language to determine the accurate threshold 
adjustment 

vi. Comment: I appreciate that you did hear me.  Everyone knows it, and 
we’re struggling. 

vii. Question: What about the bilingual population being smaller? 
viii. Response: We know that, for example, the percentiles on the Aprenda 

scores are much higher than Stanford.   
ix. Response: Part of it is the norming population on Aprenda, is us.  We are 

one of the largest administrators of Aprenda, so while there are a lot of 
other national students, our portion is large.  Population differences in 
Stanford, too. 

x. Question: Is the word “fair” included here? 
xi. Response: Let’s say your Aprenda is showing an inflated score, it means 

the items are not difficult enough to show differentiation.  That’s a 
snapshot in time.  To show growth you need multiple snapshots and 
that’s what we will do with this analysis. 

xii. Question: Observations based on needs of teachers, experience of 
teacher – or keeping it the same?  

xiii. Response: Yes. 
f. Review of the Process discussion points   Bill Horwat 

 
V. Breakout session #1 Decision Points      

a. [DAC Members work in groups over specific decision points as indicated in 
handout] 

VI. Breakout Session #2- Appeals and Second Appraiser 



i. Summary of SDMC Feedback  
ii. Review of dract process based upon DAC Sub-group suggestions from 

previous meeting  
1. Questions / Comments 

a. Comment: I thought 2nd appraiser would come by your 
request. Why would a superintendent decide? 

b. Response: I think that’s the way it’s written now, in terms of 
appointing not deciding if you would request one.  

c. Question: Is that in the law somewhere? Who designates 
the 2nd appraiser now?  

d. Response: Currently, under PDAS, the SIO does 
e. Comment: So the SIO determines the 2nd appraiser 
f. Question: You said if a score was a 1 and 2nd appraisal 

was a 2, then it would round up to a 2. That’s not what it 
says.  

g. Response: Yes, this isn’t final, so that’s what we are talking 
about now. We can rewrite it to reflect what is intended.  

h. Comment: I think what has happened here is the term “2nd 
appraiser” has been used in 2 difference ways. One 
meaning someone who does the appeal and the other is a 
content specialist.  

i. Response: Now we’re talking about two separate things. 
TDS are the content specialists. They are not appraisers.  

j. Response: TDS are not appraisers at all.  
k. Comment: I think it’s the vocabulary you’re using. 2nd 

appraiser has always meant something is wrong. What 
you’re talking about is an observer, someone 
knowledgeable in the content area that comes in and 
observes you.  

l. Response: We apologize for the vocabulary thing. Is 
everyone clear now?  

m. Comment: [group agrees] 
n. Question: When you are requesting a 2nd appraisal, who 

decides who that person is going to be? How is it written?  
o. Response: SIO decides 
p. Comment: But we didn’t have SIO’s before. How is it 

written?  
q. Response: it was the regional superintendent, but when 

that position was eliminated, it rolled up into the SIO 
responsibilities.  

iii. Group Work- DAC members work in groups reviewing proposed process 
and identifying changes.  

1. Review of Group Discussion   Dina Hasiotis 
- Second appraiser does not see earlier scores 
-  “if the difference is more than 2” they would be averaged and “if 

within 1” it would be with the original score. So we changed to 
“2 or more”.  

- that if the 2nd appraisal is lower then you use first, but if the 2nd is 
higher, you use the higher. 

                                                  2. Discussion of Options:  
a. Comment: what about appraisals at the middle year?  



b. Comment: We floated that, too, but it may overwhelm the 
system. 

c. Comment: We discussed that too but then we thought 
everyone would ask for a 2nd appraisal because there’s no 
down side. 

d. Comment: I’m an effective teacher. I’m not going to ask for 
a 2nd appraisal. 

e. Comment: Will a lot of people just be requesting one at the 
mid-year, preempting getting a bad appraisal and the end 
of year? 

f. Comment: It should occur so people can get assistance- 
that’s when you should ask for coaching / assistance! 

g. Comment: I think they need a MOY intervention. If you 
want scores to go up, you need to do this. 

h. Comment: I think idea of MOY came from subgroup who 
mentioned that by time you get EOY summative appraisal, 
it’s the end of the year – your class is crazy, last few 
weeks.  Do you really want a second appraiser coming in 
at the end? 

i. Comment: Especially in HS, May is a grace period.  
j. Comment: We have problem with that.  How would you 

proctor a test? 
k. Comment: Is the appeal process about appealing rating, 

not getting better, right?  
l. Response: It is designed to bring about better teaching or 

to counter balance unfair judgment, what may be an 
inaccurate snapshot of a teacher’s performance?  

m. Response: State code is the latter.  
n. Comment: Because if it is then there’s no point in doing it 

at the end of the year. Good teaching does not come at the 
end of the year. 

o. Comment: We’re having all these walk-ins, wouldn’t they 
sort of be a guide. I don’t think EOY is the right thing. 
Maybe February or March. 

p. Response: If you think you are going to rate someone 1 or 
2, then you should hold those conferences sooner than 
later, so those folks have the opportunity to improve, but 
then you’re setting it up for everyone to want a second 
appraiser. 

q. Comment: Like a progress report.  
r. Response: We understand the May issue. 

Overall Consensus: The process is sound, but how you get a final rating is still 
to be discussed and reviewed.  

VII. Closing   Bill Horwath 
a. Response: It’s 7 o’clock we’ve captured all of your feedback from the earlier 

section. 
b. Review of earlier subgroup outcomes:  

i.  Dresses professionally had no consensus.   
ii. Yes to all the changes related to other IP and PE criteria, and less 

walkthroughs 
iii. Student Performance there was not a clear consensus.  



iv. We will take those changes, wrap them up and send out to you by 
tomorrow.  

v. Hoping to have a meeting next week to discuss changes to MSL and get 
feedback. 

1. Response: Would Tuesday be a good day?  
2. Response: Tuesday 4 or 5?  
3. Response: You will get an email tomorrow. Tuesday 5-7pm is the 

potential time.  
4. Response: For those of you who want to talk more on MSL, Carla 

will be available. 
c. Adjourn 

 


