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practices. Over 88% of Texas TAP teachers indicated there was positive collegiality 
at their school. A teacher at Crockett Elementary in Bryan ISD describes what 
TAP has done for school culture. “TAP has brought the faculty together. It has 
united us. The techniques we learn in cluster are used at each grade level, from 
kindergarten to grade 5. It has made me feel like a stronger teacher.  Even with  
34 years of experience, I can learn new techniques.”

Reasons for Success 
Fidelity to the model, dedicated leadership, and a desire to grow professionally 
define the success stories in Texas TAP. Lucy Larrison, a Bryan ISD assistant super-
intendent, describes her formula, “TAP + dedicated leadership + district support 
= SUCCESS. After only one year of implementation, many of our TAP schools have 
changed their end-of-year conversations from, ‘We were almost there’ to ‘We 
did it!’ TAP has led the way for the district to make meaningful improvements in 
teacher quality and promote student success.”

Michael Savage, principal of Audelia Creek Elementary School, has facilitated 
remarkable success. After having been plagued with the highest office referral 
rate in the district and abysmal student achievement, in 2005 Savage embraced 
TAP prior to TIF money even being available. The school has moved from nearly 
“academically unacceptable” to receiving the highest rating of “exemplary” in 
four years. Savage describes the reason for that success. “The key is that everybody bought in or left. We lost 35 teachers of 
our 55 teachers when we decided to implement TAP. The turnover was a good thing because I got people in that wanted 
to be part of TAP. I was looking for people that were up for a challenge. Over the next years we lost a few teachers.  But then 
teachers started to come because they were able to advance through the instructional leadership pipeline we had created.” 

The reason why TAP has made such a difference is clear in the way Savage describes how teachers learn to support their 
students. “In our site-based learning groups, we focus on what the kids need. Master teachers take back to teachers what 
they need and they analyze student work in their cluster meetings. Master and mentor teachers work with small groups 
of teachers and students constantly.  In the post-conference, the evaluator focuses on reinforcement. We only talk about 
the one thing that the teacher did really well. Then you go to the refinement, one thing that he or she didn’t do as well as 
you thought. Three different people observe, and this feedback leads to continuous growth.”

Challenges, Sustainability, and Implications 
One of the primary challenges that school leadership teams face in Texas TAP is balancing district and state mandates and 
TAP. For example, TAP includes a rigorous evaluation component that is the foundation for professional development. 
Texas TAP schools use the TAP evaluation as their state required teacher evaluation.  Over time principals have found that 
when they share the practices they are using in their TAP schools with district leaders, the TAP practices are adopted. 
Yet in some districts, other evaluation forms and systems still exist that overlap in practice with TAP.

From the perspective of Tammy Kreuz, Texas TAP director, turnover in key positions at the district level has created some 
challenges. Several changes in the superintendent position led to a loss of districts from TAP, actually decreasing the 
number of schools participating in Texas TAP for 2009-10 from 36 to 33. However, Texas TAP will be adding 12 schools for 
2010-11. If TAP were an approved school-turnaround model in Texas, this might also increase the likelihood of sustainability 
over time, as the school turnaround resources would be available. 

“TAP has brought 
the faculty together. 
It has united us. The 
techniques we learn 
in cluster are used at 
each grade level, from 
kindergarten to grade 
5. It has made me 
feel like a stronger 
teacher.  Even with 34 
years of experience, 
I can learn new 
techniques.”
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While sustainability is a concern in Texas as in all of the other sites, the unique structure of Texas TAP within the University 
of Texas, in addition to Texas’ investment in performance pay, offer some distinct advantages over other states with regard 
to sustainability. For 2010-11, Texas is investing $200 million in District Awards for Teacher Excellence funds that can be used 
for TAP. Additionally, federal Title I and Title II dollars have been repurposed to sustain Texas TAP. Texas TAP is developing 
leadership capacity in its schools, at the university, and at the state level to continue to sustain these efforts. 

What TIF Means to Teachers and Students 
Michael Savage describes a teacher that improved within the TAP structure. “We got him a few years ago. He came from 
a Catholic school and was an okay teacher. He had the basics and a desire to learn and grow. Sometimes his test scores 
were not the best, but through TAP, we saw him grow. He moved into a mentoring position and did very well. Multiple 
people evaluated him and he made the cut. Now, he is a master teacher and has applied to be an assistant principal.  
I am probably going to lose him.” However, Audelia Creek’s loss will be another school’s gain thanks to the pipeline of  
instructional leadership that TAP has provided.  
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Conclusions: Changing school cultures and 
improving student outcomes
 
The student achievement results in these six sites confirm the impact of the student-focus exemplified in their approach. 
In the schools where the various programs are being implemented with fidelity, student achievement is improving, and 
in some cases remarkably. Audelia Creek Elementary in Texas is one such “exemplary” model. In addition to their success 
in math and reading, in 2004, the year prior to TAP implementation, 19% of its economically disadvantaged fifth-graders 
passed the state science test. In 2009, 88% of the school’s economically disadvantaged fifth-graders passed. 

A visit to Amphitheater High School in Tucson, Arizona reveals the power of a comprehensive approach to educator com-
pensation and supports. ELL teachers analyze and log common errors in the writing of high, middle, and low performing 
students and discuss strategies of how to move students forward. English teachers are discussing rubrics to measure the 
growth that students make toward standards. A biology teacher, an art teacher, a math teacher, a chemistry teacher, and 
an instructional support leader are analyzing and discussing student work to help move students forward. 

Across all sites, student achievement is on the rise. The fact that all six sites employ a value-added model provides them 
with richer data than status proficiency scores can provide. These sites know which students are growing at which rates. 
More importantly, because of the job-embedded supports, analysis of data and targeted instructional strategies, schools 
understand how to move these students to higher achievement levels.

While more in-depth analysis of how best to compensate and support teachers is needed, these TIF projects illustrate the 
impact of tying student achievement goals to compensation systems and supports for teachers and principals. The funda-
mental value of the initiatives taking place in New Orleans, Tucson, Guilford County, Philadelphia, South Carolina and Texas 
is that they are innovative attempts to change the way schools support educators and they are tracking their results. 
More of these initiatives are needed given the abundant research showing that teacher effectiveness has the single great-
est school-level impact on student learning.20 None of these sites claim to have all of the answers, but they do have some.

A teacher summed up why these initiatives are so important: 

Everybody says that public education is a priority in this country, and that we are not where we should be. Teacher 
quality is the number one factor influencing student achievement. We need to invest more, not less, in developing 
teachers and rewarding teachers that are improving student achievement. If we do this successfully, we are going 
to attract very bright, professional people to the field who are going to see teaching as a viable option. I think there 
are a number of people who would like to be teachers, but the respect and the money are not there. Systems that 
offer incentives and supports can change that by attracting and developing the types of teachers our students need.

— Chris Young, 6th grade teacher, William J. Fischer Accelerated Academy, ACSA, 
              New Orleans, LA 
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Appendix A: 
Comparison of Features of Six TIF Sites
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Collaborative teacher groups - clusters • • • • • •

Student work regularly examined in clusters • • • • •

Field-testing of lessons by master/mentor 
teachers • • • •

Significant principal involvement • • • • • •
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Differentiated evaluation results for teachers • • • • • •

At least four evaluations of all teachers • • • • •

Multiple evaluators • • • • •

Classroom assessments considered  
for student achievement •

Classroom-level value-added model • • • • •
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Classroom-level payouts • • • • •

School-level payouts • • • • •

Differentiated pay based on student 
achievement (50% or more of evaluation) • • • • • •

Principal performance pay • • • • • •
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t Master teachers (full release and additional 
compensation) • • • • •

Mentor / Coaches (partial or full release and 
additional compensation) • • • • •

Advancement based on contribution to 
student learning and ability to work with adults • • • • •
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Appendix B: 
Tenets of TAP: 

 
 
 
TAP: The System for Teacher and Student Advancement was 
developed by the Milken Family Foundation and is now 
operated by the National Institute for Excellence in Teaching 
(NIET).  Detailed information about TAP, NIET, and the sites 
nationwide implementing the TAP system can be found at 
www.tapsystem.org.  The elements listed below provide  
a framework for the TAP system.  

Multiple Career Paths offer teachers powerful 
opportunities for greater responsibility with commensurate 
pay. This typically means having career teachers, mentor 
teachers, and master teachers. Career teachers are typical 
classroom instructors. Mentor teachers are classroom 
instructors who also hold some coaching and mentoring 

responsibilities and serve on the school’s instructional leadership team.  Master and mentor teachers are selected 
by showing sustained student achievement as well using their ability and leadership to coach peer teachers.  

Ongoing Applied Professional Growth allows teachers continuous, on-site development  
opportunities focused on the needs of their students to enhance their overall effectiveness in their craft.  This pro-
fessional development is designed by the leadership team and occurs during the school day.  It is designed around 
the immediate implementation of identified vetted strategies that have proven success.   

Instructionally Focused Accountability is represented by fair evaluations based on clearly 
defined, research-based standards.  The rubric-based observation and evaluation system allows this process to be 
a professional growth opportunity rather than a bureaucratic process.  Teachers are observed a minimum of four 
times throughout the school year by certified, trained evaluators.  

Performance-Based Compensation allows for salaries and performance incentives to be tied to 
responsibilities, instructional performance, and student achievement results. Performance incentives are given 
to teachers based on a value-added approach to student achievement within the teachers’ classroom, as a whole 
school and on their instructional performance.  Typically, each incentive is weighted and grouped together for the 
total performance-based compensation.

Instructionally 
Focused 

Accountability

Performance-
Based 

Compensation

Multiple 
Career Paths

Ongoing 
Applied 

Professional 
Growth

TAPTM Elements of Success
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Appendix C: 
Algiers principal evaluation components 
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1 25%

Level 3 2.75 ($1250)

50%

Level 3 3.0 ($2500)

25%

Level 3
75-79.9 

percentile 
($1250)

Level 4 3.0 ($1875) Level 4 4.0 ($3750) Level 4
80 – 89.9 

percentile 
($1875)

Level 5 3.5 ($2500) Level 5 5.0 ($5000) Level 5
90 -99 

Percentile 
($2500) 

2 25%

Level 3 3.0 ($1250)

50%

Level 3 3.0 ($2500)

25%

Level 3
75-79.9 

percentile 
($1250)

Level 4 3.5 ($1875) Level 4 4.0 ($3750) Level 4
80- 89.9 

percentile 
($1875)

Level 5 4.0 ($2500) Level 5 5.0 ($5000) Level 5
90-99 

percentile 
($2500)

3 
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TBD

Level 3 3.0 ($1250)

50%

Level 3 3.0 ($2500)

25%

Level 3

75-79.9 
percentile

($1250)

Level 4 4.0 ($1875) Level 4 4.0 ($3750) Level 4

80-89.9 
percentile

($1875)

Level 5 4.5 ($2500) Level 5 5.0 ($5000) Level 5
90-99 

percentile 
($2500)

*Level 5 = 100% of award allocation, Level 4 = 75% of award allocation, Level 3 = 50% of award allocation, Level 2 and Level 1 = no award 
**The percentile rank is provided by interpreting a principal’s total score on the VAL-ED instrument, core component, and key process effectiveness 
ratings against a national representative sample that included principals, supervisors, and teachers.  
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Appendix D: 
Amphitheater Student Growth Scores
 
A value-added growth analysis using MAP test scores matched at the student level was developed for Project EXCELL! 
The following linear regression model is used to predict academic growth for students. This model was run separately for 
reading and mathematics and for each grade 2 through 9.  Each model for grades 3-8 was constructed using two baseline 
years (2005-06 and 2006-07).  The two baseline years of regression coefficients for each subject and grade were averaged 
together for parameter stability.  The analyses also include parameter adjustments to correct for regression to the mean 
effects. For grade 9, 2007-08 was the baseline. 

RIT POST = B0 + B1 (RIT PRE) + B2 (SES) + B3 (SPED) + B4 (ELL) + B5 (MOBILE) + e

RIT POST : Each students’ predicted spring RIT score

B0 : A growth constant for each model

B1 (RIT PRE): 
Adjusts the predicted growth based on the pre-measure (fall RIT score). 
Students with low starting scores are expected to grow more than students 
with high starting scores 

B2 (SES):  
Adjusts the predicted growth based on performance of students from low 
socioeconomic families  

B3 (SPED): 
Adjusts the predicted growth based on performance of students who receive 
special education services  

B4 (ELL):  
Adjusts the predicted growth based on performance of students who are 
English language learners  

B5 (MOBILE):    
Adjusts the predicted growth based on performance of students who  
are mobile  

e :  Error for each model

 
To determine if each student’s growth is better than predicted, a residual is computed as the difference between the 
observed and predicted post scores.  

Student growth residual = ( Observed Spring RIT ) - ( Predicted Spring RIT )

Residuals near 0 indicate that the student’s actual growth is close to predicted growth. Positive residuals indicate that the 
growth is better than predicted and negative residuals indicate that the growth is lower than predicted.
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EXCELL Teacher 
Performance Pay

Student 
Achievement 50%

School 25%

Professional 
Development 25%

Classroom 25%: 
Classroom and standardized 

assessments

Leadership 25%

Appendix E: 
Amphitheater Performance-Pay 
Structure for Teachers
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Appendix F: 
Guilford County Attrition Data by School: 
Percentage of Faculty Lost Per Year
 

SCHOOL 2006-2007** 2007-2008 2008-2009 IMPROVEMENT

Bessemer* * 19.4% 20.0% -.6%

Cone* * 7.4% 10.3% -2.9%

Fairview 43.5% 18.9% 3.2% +40.3%

Falkener* * 25.0% 13.9% +11.1%

Foust 23.8% 47.6% 9.4% +14.4%

Gillespie Park 11.1% 17.6% 23.5% -12.4%

Hampton Academy 25.0% 26.1% 20.0% -5.0%

Kirkman Park 40.0% 23.1% 7.7% +32.3%

Oak Hill 45.5% 13.8% 12.5% +33.0%

Parkview 16.0% 25.0% 6.9% +9.1%

Union Hill* * 19.0% 5.6% +13.4%

Washington 7.7% 12.0% 5.6% +2.1%

Wiley 37.5% 30.8% 5.0% +32.5%

Allen* * 25.9% 25.0% +.9%

Aycock* * 38.7% 13.6% +25.1%

Ferndale 47.1% 50.0% 15.0% +32.1%

Hairston 30.4% 53.3% 29.4% +1%

Jackson 28.6% 30.4% 7.7% +20.9%

Penn-Griffin* * 18.2% 23.5% -5.3%

Welborn 42.1% 41.2% 20.0% +22.1%

Academy at HP Central* * 0.0% 25.0% -25%

Academy at Smith 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0%

Andrews 30.8% 12.5% 17.6% +13.2%

Dudley 16.0% 20.0% 14.3% +1.7%

Eastern 0.0% 20.0% 11.1% -11.1%

HP Central 29.6% 21.7% 4.5% +25.1%

MC at Bennett 25.0% 16.7% 50.0% -25%

MC at NC A&T 0.0% 25.0% 16.7% -16.7%

Smith 25.0% 19.2% 15.4% +9.6%

Southern 11.1% 33.3% 20.0% -8.9%

TOTAL 29% 30% 11.7% +17.3%

DISTRICT  TOTAL 13% 16% 12.8% +.2%

* Did not become Mission Possible until the 2007-2008 school year 
**Data is measured at the end of the school year noted.  For example, the District total turnover as measured at the end of the 2006-07 school year was 13%.
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Appendix G: 
Basis of Evaluation and Bonuses in 
South Carolina TAP Schools 

Educator Criterion 1 Criterion 2 Criterion 3

K-8 teacher – tested  
subject area

50% SKR 30% class value-added 20% school value-added

K-8 teacher – non-tested 
subject area or grade

50% SKR 50% school value-added

9-12 teacher – with end- 
of-course exam

50% SKR
50% HSAP-first-time and 
longitudinal, on-time 
graduation rate

9-12 teacher – no end- 
of-course exam

50% SKR
50% HSAP-first-time and 
longitudinal, on-time 
graduation rate

K-8 principal
75% fidelity of 
implementation

25% on value-added growth

9-12 principal
75% fidelity of 
implementation

25% HSAP-first-time and 
longitudinal, on-time 
graduation rate

 
Measures of teacher impact on student learning vary between schools and teachers. For all the TAP sites, teachers are 
evaluated four to six times per year by three different evaluators who have gone through eight days of training in the use 
of the same evaluation tool, culminating in an SKR score. The training of the evaluators creates a high degree of inter-rater 
reliability, and the SKR score accounts for 50% of a teacher’s evaluation. If teachers are in a grade level with state assessment, 
30% of their evaluations and subsequent bonuses are based on their classes’ growth on those assessments, and 20%  
is based on school-wide growth. If teachers are in an untested grade level or subject area, 50% of their bonuses are based 
on school-wide value-added growth. At the high school level in South Carolina, bonuses are based on end-of-course 
exams, first-time passage rate of the High School Assessment Program (HSAP), the longitudinal passage rate of the HSAP, 
and the high schools on-time graduation rate.  SCTAP Principals receive 25% of their bonuses on value-added growth 
measured in multiple ways as described above and 75% based on the quality of TAP implementation in their schools.
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