NHECHS SDMC MEETING MINUTES

Quarter 2, January 14, 2025
4:23-5:32 pm

XIPRESENT

X Brooks, Samantha - Principal

XIOmoge, Janice - Teacher

X Langley, Dustin - Teacher

XIColemon, Marcie — Assistant Principal

X Harris, Erica — SPED Chair

X Garcia, Carmen - Assistant Principal

X Rushing, Shawn - Non-instructional personnel

[JRobinson, Alyssa — Parent (12th grade student)

[JRodriguez, Maria — Parent (10th grade student)

[IPeters, Reginald, P-16 Director, Houston Community College
[IStear, Jeff - Community Partner, Houston Community College
[1Gray, Victoria — President, THRIVE, Inc.

1. Staffing updates
Geerlings—on leave until Feb 7. We currently have an associate teacher, Ms. Matney, who is
exceptional and working very well with our scholars. She is a social studies graduate and a product

of the early college high school system in HISD. Our students are in good hands.

2. TES Framework overview and proposals

Brooks reviewed of the 6 possible frameworks for TES and the content of the TES slidedeck
SDMC members listened to the video presentation.
Reminder was communicated that SDMC does not provide feedback on compensation.

The floor was opened for discussion on the TES framework proposal.

Teacher 1:

In my opinion, a teacher should not be evaluated based on Campus Action Plan, and | am not in
support of an HISD tailored Domain 4 rubric. Not in favor of a separate HISD rubric of
professionalism. Maintaining T-TESS measurement rubric is preferred.

Campus Action Plan - Lot of issues surrounding pitfalls that could potentially negatively impact
teachers who are receiving the consequences onn

Teacher 2:

We’ve seen examples where the district is still learning campuses, and a concern is our we are
judging campuses on their own goals, this could be inequitable for some schools. Also, we are
using a criteria to set our expectations differently, which changes and is seriously unique from one



campus to another. NHECHS is held to other standards from the state based on the ECHS
blueprint. There’s the possibility of the drawback of being penalized for higher goals/achievement.

Components the SDMC overall agreed with were Quality of Instruction & Student Achievement

There was discussion surrounding a definite need for support to the campuses and to ensure fair
and equitable evaluation.

SPED Chair: Not in favor of student survey

AP Garcia: Since we have lost so much internal PD time during Pre-service, there must be time
given next year to ensure ALL are well informed and trained equally on TES, expectations,
assessment tools and process, etc.

Voting
Noted by member -- Strangely worded 3™ bullet: Option E-Custom Framework. Questions about
the student survey questions

Langley:

While | concur with this statement, note the former survey did not reflect the same level of
questions on the survey. I’'m also not confident they would design such a survey. given the past
question choice. Minimizing its overall weight would be best in my opinion if it has to be there. I’d
rather that be there than Campus Action Plan. Longitudinal data has shown that we have
maintained success in attaining our goals, | believe that it will be beneficial for our teachers to
attain scores for achieving what we set out to achieve.

AP Colemon notes:

SDMC wants evidence of the validity of the student survey. Concerns were mentioned about
student bias. Concerns were expressed about equity. Schools like ours may have higher
achievement and extended objectives based on our state designation, and the teachers are
instrumental in ensuring we exceed those goals; however, their contributions to high student
achievement and other outcomes based measures are not factored in. Why is the teacher
evaluation not tied to the actual school achievement/growth measures in addition to individual
practice? Members of the committee mentioned that all campuses need ample time to drill down
all aspects of the school action plan before the start of the schoolyear. The committeeisin
agreement to factor in Quality of Instruction and Student Achievement and the TTESS
professionalism and planning factor.

In the final vote, the majority voted in favor of B or E (tie vote).
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Dr. Brooks thanked the team for it’s contribution. Meeting adjourned
at5:32 pm.
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