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Executive Summary

he following are highlights of the 2000 Com-
prehensive Biennial Report on Texas Public
Schools:

O Nearly 80 percent of all students taking the
Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS)
passed all tests taken* in 2000. Performance
has increased by 24.3 percentage points over
the past six years, with some minority groups
increasing their performance by as much as
35 percentage points. This increase is evident
even as more students take the TAAS, fewer
are being exempted, and more students are
being included in the accountability system.
In 2000, over 90 percent of students enrolled
in the spring were tested and 86 percent of

* Includes results of reading, mathematics, and writing TAAS
for all students in Grades 3-8 and 10. For the second year
this includes performance of students served in special edu-
cation, Grades 3 and 4 reading and mathematics scores of
the students who took the Spanish TAAS, and the 2,654 stu-
dents who qualified for the end-of-course credit and did not
take the exit-level TAAS. For the first year, scores of students
who took the Grade 4 writing TAAS in Spanish and students
who took the Grades 5 and 6 reading and mathematics TAAS
in Spanish were also added.

those assessment results were included in the
accountability system.

Texas students continue to make significant
advances in mathematics. In 2000, 87.4 per-
cent of all students taking the mathematics
TAAS in Grades 3-8 and Grade 10 passed, an
increase of almost 27 percentage points over
the 60.5 percent passing rate for 1994.
Minority students and economically disadvan-
taged students have made especially impres-
sive gains. Between 1994 and 2000, the
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percentage of African American students pass-
ing mathematics TAAS increased by 39 per-
centage points. Hispanic students and
economically disadvantaged students both in-
creased their performance by 36 percentage
points.

Texas students have also shown improvement
on the reading TAAS test. Reading perfor-
mance on the Grade 3 TAAS was 87.9 per-
cent passing in 2000, an increase of 7.4
percentage points over 80.5 percent passing
in 1996. These gains suggest that the Texas
Reading Initiative implemented in 1996 has
had a positive impact on student reading abil-
ity in the early grades. Highlights of this initia-
tive include establishing the components of
effective reading programs; creating early
reading assessments to help identify students’
instructional needs; providing high quality pro-
fessional development, in coordination with
the Texas Center for Reading and Language
Arts; establishing grants for Teaching Reading
academies; having a reading liaison at each
education service center; implementing the
Master Reading Teacher grant program; and
providing for Accelerated Reading Instruc-
tional programs.

Statewide, 91.6 percent of the Class of 2000
passed the exit-level TAAS, an increase of 8.8
percentage points over the passing rate
(82.8%) for the Class of 1995. The greatest
gains were for African American students
whose passing rates increased by 13.9 per-
centage points (from 73.7% in 1995 to 87.6%
in 2000) and Hispanic students with an in-
crease of 12.1 percentage points (from 74.5%
in 1995 to 86.6% in 2000).

Atotal of 27,592 students in Grades 7-12 were
identified as dropping out in school year 1998-
99, representing a slight increase in the num-
ber of students who were reported to have
dropped out the previous year. However, the
1998-99 annual dropout rate remained at 1.6
percent. The Class of 1999 Grade 7 cohort
longitudinal dropout rate was 9.0 percent. The
target set in law was to reduce the longitudi-
nal dropout rate to 5 percent or less by the
1997-98 school year (TEC §39.182). To meet
this statutory goal, the current rate will need
to be reduced by almost 50 percent.

In 1998-99, 17.5 percent of students in Grades
9-12 completed at least one advanced course.

This rate is down from the 18.9 percent who
completed advanced courses in 1997-98. This
decrease, which occurred across all student
groups, is due to the alignment of the defini-
tion of “advanced course” with the more rig-
orous curriculum standards of the Texas
Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS), which
were implemented in 1998-99.

Participation in AP/IB examinations continues
to increase. The percent of 11th or 12th grad-
ers taking at least one Advanced Placement
(AP) or International Baccalaureate (IB) test
rose to 12.7 percent in 1999-00 from 8.6 per-
cent in 1996-97. The number of AP examin-
ees in Texas has increased by 118 percent since
1995, compared to a national increase of
51.6 percent.

Almost 114,000 Texas students in the Class of
1999 took either the SAT | or the ACT by the
end of the 1998-99 school year. Participation
in college admission testing has increased in
Texas at higher rates than the nation. From
1995 to 1999, the number of SAT test takers
increased 21.6 percent in Texas, compared to
14.2 percent nationwide; while the number
of ACT test takers increased 8.7 percent in
Texas, compared to 7.8 percent nationwide.
The percentage of examinees who scored at
or above the criterion score on either test was
27.2 percent for the Class of 1999, compared
to 27.7 percent for the Class of 1995.

Performance on the Algebra | end-of-course
test, although far from satisfactory, rose to 45
percent passing in 2000 from 27 percent pass-
ing in 1996. Mastery of Algebra is a strong
indicator of preparation for college. Algebra |
is a required course for high school students,
beginning with the freshman Class of 1998.
Performance on the Biology | end-of-course
test improved to 81 percent passing in 2000
from 71 percent passing in 1995. Students tak-
ing the English 1l and U.S. History end-of-
course tests had higher passing rates in 2000
(78 percent and 73 percent, respectively) than
did students in 1999 (74 percent and 71 per-
cent, respectively).

In the 1998-99 school year, a total of 170,534
students were retained in grade. The overall
retention rate for students in Grades K-12 was
4.7 percent. The highest retention rate across
all grades was found in Grade 9 (18.8%). At
the elementary level, the highest retention rate
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was found in Grade 1 (6.5%). Males were re-
tained more often than females. African Ameri-
can and Hispanic students were retained more
often than White students or students from
other ethnic groups. Economically disadvan-
taged students were retained in grade more
often than students who were not economi-
cally disadvantaged.

The number of districts and campuses that
received exemplary and recognized ratings from
the state accountability system continued to
increase over previous years in spite of higher
accountability standards and more students
being included in the system. There were 12
times as many exemplary districts in 2000
(168) as there were in 1995 (14). The num-
ber of recognized districts more than tripled
(137 to 439) over this same time period. These
increases were also seen in campus ratings.
There were slightly more than 5 times as many
exemplary campuses in 2000 (1,296) as there
were in 1995 (255). The number of recognized
campuses doubled from 1995 to 2000 (1,004
versus 2,009).

The number of campuses rated low perform-
ing increased from 59 in 1998 to 96 in 1999
to 146 in 2000. This increase in the number
of low-performing schools in the last two years
was predicted and is due to a number of
changes in the accountability system and re-
porting requirements in 1999 and 2000: the
increase in TAAS passing standards from 40
percent in 1998 to 50 percent in 2000; the
inclusion of TAAS scores of students provided
special education services; the inclusion of re-
sults for students taking the Spanish version
of the TAAS at Grades 3-6 in reading and math-
ematics, and Grade 4 in writing; changes in
the LEP-exemption policy which resulted in
testing more LEP students in 2000 (22,324
more in reading, 23,128 more in mathemat-
ics, and 8,479 more in writing); and improve-
ments and expansion of the collection of leaver
and dropout data.

Beginning with the 1999-2000 school year,
TEA was required to determine the special
education compliance status of each district
and charter school in relation to state and fed-
eral special education laws. In 1999-00, 83.3
percent of districts and charter schools were
judged to be in compliance with state and
federal special education requirements
through either a desk audit or a site visit. Of

the remaining districts or charter schools, 39
(3.3%) were judged via site visits to be in com-
pliance with corrective actions in place, and 8
districts (0.7%) were required to do a self-
evaluation of their special education compli-
ance as part of a desk audit. Two districts
(0.2%) had sanctions imposed due to unre-
solved corrective actions, and 149 (12.6%)
were judged as needing corrective action.

O Asof September 2000, the State Board of Edu-
cation had awarded 189 open-enroliment
charters. Of these 189, 163 are currently in
operation, 3 had their charters revoked, 13
returned their charters, and 10 are inactive.
In 2000, 99 open-enrollment charter schools
received accountability ratings: 5 were rated
exemplary, 7 were rated recognized, 34 were
rated acceptable, 20 were rated low perform-
ing, 9 were rated AE: acceptable, and 24 were
rated AE: needs peer review. Charter schools
served 25,687 students in the 1999-00 school
year which represented 0.6% of total students
in Texas public schools.

his report contains ten chapters on the fol-
lowing topics, as required by Texas Education
Code §39.182:

1. Student performance on state assessments and
a study of the correlation of course grades with
state assessments;

2. Student dropouts;

3. State performance on the academic excellence

indicators;

Grade level retention;

Status of the curriculum;

District and campus performance in meeting

state accountability standards;

Deregulation and waivers;

Administrative cost ratios;

District reporting requirements; and

0. Funds and expenditures of the Texas Educa-

tion Agency.
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Student Performance

“Texas students continue to perform impressively on the TAAS test.

The performance is a testament to the strong instruction and learning that is
going on in our schools. Texas students, teachers, and parents can be proud
of these results. Texas has justifiably gained national recognition for the
performance gains being made by our students.”

Jim Nelson, Commissioner of Education, May 2000

Student Performance Results
1999-2000

T exas students posted a record passing rate
on the spring 2000 Texas Assessment of
Academic Skills (TAAS), with 79 percent of
the approximately 1.8 million students tested pass-
ing all parts of the test taken. This passing rate for
“all students” reflected the performance of stu-
dents in both regular and special education pro-
grams and was up from 78 percent passing last
year and 53 percent passing in 1994.

The data in this chapter represent the test results
of students not in special education as well as the
students in special education and include results
of students in year-round education. Spanish TAAS
results are presented separately from English
results. Beginning in spring 1999, TAAS results used
in the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)
included the performance of students in special
education as well as the performance of students
not in special education. Therefore, the data in
this summary, labeled “All Students,” reflect this
change. Assessment data from previous years have
been recomputed to also reflect this change. The
1999-2000 results from the state assessment pro-
gram provide tangible evidence of continuing
achievement as schools work to enable all of their
students to meet the future and its challenges.

Due to state law and amendments in State Board
of Education rules, there was a change in the ex-
emption policy for limited English proficient (LEP)
students in the 1999-2000 school year. Only an
immigrant LEP student who had been enrolled in
U.S. schools for three years or less was eligible for
exemption from taking the English or Spanish ver-

Table 1.1. TAAS

Grade Level Subjects Tested

3 reading and mathematics (English and Spanish)

4 reading, mathematics, and writing (English and Spanish)

5 reading and mathematics (English and Spanish)

6 reading and mathematics (English and Spanish)

7 reading and mathematics (English)

8 reading, mathematics, writing, science, and social studies (English)
10 (exit level) | reading, mathematics, and writing (English)

Varies Algebra , Biology, English II, and U.S. History (English)

sion of the TAAS test if the student’s language
proficiency assessment committee (LPAC) recom-
mended the exemption. Previously all LEP students
in third through eighth grades were eligible for
exemption for up to three consecutive test ad-
ministrations based on an LPAC decision.

Table 1.1 presents what subjects are tested at what
grade levels in the statewide assessment program.

This overview summarizes statewide TAAS results
for the 1999-2000 academic year, including re-
sults for various segments of the student popula-
tion. To allow an even broader view of the
assessment program’s history, a seven-year com-
parison of both the percentage passing rates and
the Texas Learning Index (TLI) data are included;
comparing data from seven test administrations
(spring 1994 through spring 2000) allows an il-
lustration of six years’ worth of gain. Also included
are statewide data from the administration of the
Spanish TAAS tests and the Algebra |, Biology,




English II, and U.S. History end-of-course exami-
nations.

District- and campus-level results are available in
the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)
accountability reports, which can be obtained
through the Division of Performance Reporting at
the Texas Education Agency or can be accessed at
the TEA website http://www.tea.state.tx.us/.

Comparison of Results
Percent Meeting
Minimum Expectations:

All Students
Spring TAAS Administrations,
1994-2000

From 1999 to 2000, the mathematics
passing rate at Grade 7 rose 3 percent-
age points, while Grades 8 and 10 each
showed a 5-percentage point gain. In
reading, students at Grades 6 and 10
posted 2-percentage point gains.

Table 1.2 highlights spring 1994 through spring
2000 results for each subject area and the all tests
taken category. For purposes of comparisons across
grade levels, the all tests taken category includes
the TAAS reading and mathematics tests at Grades
3, 5, 6, and 7 and the reading, mathematics, and
writing tests at Grades 4, 8, and 10. The results of

the science and social studies tests, administered
only to students in Grade 8, are presented sepa-
rately.

The 2000 TAAS results indicate the continuation
of an overall upward trend in achievement at all
grade levels. In reading, the percentage of stu-
dents meeting minimum expectations rose across
most grade levels. The only exception was at Grade
3 where there was a slight decline from 1999 to
2000 (88% to 87%). Reading scores ranged from
83 percent of all students meeting minimum ex-
pectations at Grade 7 to 90 percent meeting mini-
mum expectations at Grade 10. The reading TAAS
data are presented graphically in Figure 1.1.

In mathematics, most grade levels made notable
gains. The most impressive improvements, with
5-percentage point gains, were at Grades 8 and
10. Scores ranged from 80 percent meeting
minimum expectations at Grade 3 to an unprec-
edented 92 percent meeting minimum expecta-
tions at Grade 5. Grade 3 was the only grade that
showed a decline of 2 percentage points in pass-
ing rates from 1999 to 2000. The mathematics
TAAS data are presented graphically in Figure 1.2.

Writing scores at all three grade levels tested were
varied. The scores for Grade 4 increased by 2 per-
centage points from 1999 to 2000. There was a
slight decline of 1 percentage point at Grade 8.
The scores at Grade 10 held steady. Scores ranged

(Continued on page 4)

Table 1.2 Percent Meeting Minimum Expectations, All Students, 1994-2000

Reading Mathematics

Writing All Tests Taken

Grade| '94 '95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000| '94 '95 96 '97 '98 '99 2000

‘94 95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 '94 95 96 '97 '98 '99 2000

76% 77% 78% 78% 83% 88% 87% |61% 71% 73% 78% 78% 82%

56% 65% 67% 70% 73% 78% 76%

Although there was a slight downward shift compared to the 1999 results, Grade 3 students have made significant gains in all categories since 1994. |

3% 78% 75% T79% 86% 88% 89% |57% 68% 74% 78% 82% 87% 87% |84% 83% 83% 84% 85% 88% 90% |52% 61% 63% 67% 73% 78% 80%

The writing scores for Grade 4 rose to 90% meeting minimum requirements. |

5% 77% 79% 81% 85% 86% 87% |60% 69% 75% 82% 85% 90% 92%|

|56% 64% 69% 74% 79% 82% 84%

Grade 5 reached the 92% passing mark in mathematics and registered a passing rate of 84% or higher for all categories. |

1% 76% 74% 81% 82% 84% 86%|58% 61% 73% 77% 82% 86% 88%|

|53% 58% 65% 72% 75% 79% 81%

Scores in the "all tests taken" category for Grade 6 increased by 28 percentage points over the period between 1994 and 2000. |

3% 76% 79% 81% 82% 83% 83% |56% 59% 67% 75% 79% 84% 87%|

|53% 56% 63% 70% 73% 77% 79%

Grade 7 mathematics scores rose to 87% meeting minimum requirements. |

8*

T4% 72% T74% 80% 81% 88% 89% |55% 54% 64% 72% T79% 85% 90% |66% 2% 72% T6% 79% 85% 84% |47% 47% 54% 62% 68% 76% 77%

Grade 8 mathematics scores increased by 5 percentage points compared to 1999 results. |

10

5% 74% 79% 84% 86% 88% 90% |55% 57% 63% 69% 75% 81% 86% |79% 84% 83% 86% 87% 90% 90% |50% 52% 57% 64% 69% 75% 80%

The reading scores for Grade 10 rose to 90% meeting minimum expectations, while the passing rate in the "all tests taken" category reached 80%. |

*Does not include results of the science and social studies tests.
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Figure 1.1 Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS)
Percent Meeting Minimum Expectations, All Students, 1994-2000
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(Continued from page 2)
from 84 percent meeting minimum expectations
at Grade 8 to 90 percent meeting minimum ex-
pectations at both Grades 4 and 10. The writing
TAAS data are presented graphically in Figure 1.3
on page 3.

In addition, nearly all grade levels made gains in
the all tests taken category; for the first time, all
grade levels had passing rates at 76 percent or
above. The percentage of students meeting mini-
mum expectations in all tests taken (reading and
mathematics at Grades 3, 5, 6, and 7; reading,
mathematics, and writing at Grades 4, 8, and 10)
ranged from 76 percent at Grade 3 to 84 percent
at Grade 5. The TAAS data for all tests taken are
presented graphically in Figure 1.4.

Texas Learning Index

Spring 2000 marks the seventh year that student
performance in reading and mathematics has
been reported via the Texas Learning Index, or
TLI. The TLI, a score that describes how far a
student’s performance is above or below the pass-
ing standard, was developed to allow students,
parents, and schools the opportunity to relate stu-
dent performance to a passing standard and to
compare student performance from year to year.

Because the purpose of the TLI is to show year-to-
year progress as students move toward the exit-
level test, the TLI is not used for reporting the
results of tests that are not administered in sequen-
tial grades and/or not administered at the exit level.
Therefore, scores for the writing test (administered
only at Grades 4 and 8 and at the exit level), the
Spanish reading and mathematics tests (only at
Grades 3 through 6), the Spanish writing test (only
at Grade 4), the science and social studies tests
(only at Grade 8), and the end-of-course tests are
reported as scale scores rather than TLI scores.

The TLI provides one indicator of whether a stu-
dent is making sufficient yearly progress to be rea-
sonably assured of meeting minimum expectations
on the exit-level test. The TLI can be used in this
way since the passing standards for the tests ad-
ministered at the lower grades are aligned with
the passing standard at the exit level. In other
words, it is as difficult for a third grader to pass
the third-grade reading and mathematics tests as
it is for an eighth grader to pass the eighth-grade
reading and mathematics tests or for a student to
pass the exit-level reading and mathematics tests.
For example, a student who consistently achieves
a TLI score of 70 or above at Grades 3 through 8
on the reading and mathematics tests would be
expected to succeed on the exit-level test if cur-
rent academic progress continues.

Figure 1.4 Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS)
Percent Meeting Minimum Expectations, All Students, 1994-2000
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Average TLI: All Students

TLI scores for 2000 show continuing
improvement at every grade level in math-
ematics and in all but one grade level
in reading.

In order to meet minimum expectations on the
TAAS reading and mathematics assessments, a stu-
dent must achieve a TLI of at least 70. The follow-
ing tables present:

* seven years of average TLI scores for each
grade level, including the gain registered
between the years 1994 and 2000 for
both reading and mathematics

e a matched group’s average TLI scores
from 1995 to 2000

The data in Table 1.3 indicate that at all grades,
average TLI scores in both reading and mathemat-
ics have been rising since 1994. Average 2000 TLIs
in reading were in the 80s at all grades, ranging

from 82.1 at Grade 7 to 86.1 at Grade 4. Grade 8
exhibited the greatest seven-year gain with an in-
crease of 8.7 points. In mathematics, average TLI
scores also increased at every grade level since
1994, with average 2000 TLIs ranging from 78.3
at Grade 3 to 83.9 at Grade 5. Since 1994, Grade
5 has exhibited the greatest gain, with an increase
in average mathematics TLI of 13.7 points.

Table 1.4 presents seven years of average TLI scores
for the same set of students (the matched group).
This matched group of 138,954 students tested
in both reading and mathematics every year from
1995, when the students were in Grade 3, through
2000, when they were in Grade 8. The data in
Table 1.4 indicate that average TLI scores in both
reading and mathematics have risen steadily ev-
ery year for these students. In reading, the group’s
average TLI score of 88.7 at Grade 8 represents a
gain of 8.4 points over their performance on the
Grade 3 testin 1995. The group’s average TLI also
showed improvement in mathematics, with a gain
of 8.1 points when comparing their results on the
Grade 3 and Grade 8 mathematics tests.

Table 1.3 Average TLI, All Students, 1994-2000

Grade-Level Comparison of Average Texas Learning Index

Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1994-2000 | 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1994-2000
Grade3 776 773 775 785 812 835 827 5.1 69.7 727 754 773 770 77.9 783 8.6
Grade4 778 795 786 794 831 848 86.1 8.3 69.8 738 761 776 787 805 809 | 111
Grade5 781 790 80.1 823 83.7 848 859 7.8 702 738 762 792 80.7 830 839| 137
Grade 6  77.7 790 795 819 824 843 846 6.9 69.7 717 756 775 79.2 812 819| 122
Grade7 773 779 797 806 813 820 821 4.8 69.6 709 743 762 781 804 815| 119
Grade8 770 770 784 804 817 839 857 8.7 69.1 688 725 753 773 80.0 815| 124
Grade10 771 770 79.1 812 829 841 847 7.6 69.3 705 721 743 764 785 80.4| 111

Table 1.4 Average 2000 TLI Matched Group —

138,954 Students, Grades 3-8, 1995-2000

Matched Group TLI Comparison
Grade 3 Grade4 Grade5 Grade6 Grade7 Grade 8 | Gain/Loss
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1995-2000
Reading 80.3 81.7 85.8 86.6 85.6 88.7 8.4
Mathematics 75.6 79.1 82.1 82.6 83.5 83.7 8.1
Student Performance 5



Grades 4, 8, and 10
Percent Meeting Minimum
Expectations:

Results by Ethnicity, Economically

Disadvantaged Population
Spring TAAS Administrations
1994-2000

Note: This section focuses on Grades 4, 8, and 10 so
that results from the writing test can be included in the
comparison.

Grade 4

Writing scores for African American students
rose 4 percentage points from 1999 to 2000.

The comparison of Grade 4 TAAS passing rates between
1994 and 2000 shows that African American, Hispanic,
and economically disadvantaged students have all made
impressive gains (see Table 1.5).

African American students’ reading scores in 2000 rose
3 percentage points from 1999 levels, with 82 percent

Table 1.5 Grade 4 Percent Passing,

1994-2000
Grade 4 Gain/Loss
‘94 '95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 1999-00‘1994-00
Reading
African American 56 61 60 66 77 79 82 3 26
Hispanic 64 70 66 71 81 84 85 1 21
White 83 8 83 86 92 94 95 1 12
Economically Disadvantaged 61 67 64 69 79 82 84 2 23
Mathematics
African American 36 47 57 62 69 73 75 2 39
Hispanic 47 59 67 72 77 8 83| -1 36
White 67 79 83 86 88 93 93 0 26
Economically Disadvantaged 44 56 64 69 74 81 80 -1 36
Writing
African American 72 71 74 73 78 80 84 4 12
Hispanic 78 78 79 79 81 8 86 1 8
White 90 8 83 89 89 92 94 2 4
Economically Disadvantaged 75 75 76 76 79 83 85 2 10
Passed All Tests Taken
African American 32 39 45 50 59 62 66 4 34
Hispanic 41 51 53 58 67 73 74 1 33
White 63 72 72 77 81 85 88 3 25
Economically Disadvantaged 38 47 50 55 63 69 71 2 33

meeting minimum expectations. Economically
disadvantaged students’ scores increased by 2
percentage points to reach 84 percent passing.
Both Hispanic and White students’ scores im-
proved by 1 percentage point to reach 85 per-
cent and 95 percent passing, respectively. The
comparison between 1994 and 2000 shows that
African American students made the greatest
gain, with an increase of 26 percentage points.

Compared to 1999 levels, the percent passing
for mathematics increased by 2 percentage
points for African American students in 2000.
For White students, the percent passing in 2000
remained the same as in 1999. There was a slight
decline of 1 percentage point for both Hispanic
students and economically disadvantaged stu-
dents. The percent passing ranged from 75 per-
cent meeting minimum expectations (African
American students) to 93 percent (White stu-
dents). The comparison of TAAS scores between
1994 and 2000 shows impressive gains: 39 per-
centage points for African American students,
36 percentage points both for economically dis-
advantaged students and Hispanic students, and
26 percentage points for White students.

Writing scores in 2000 rose by 4 percentage
points over 1999 levels for African American stu-
dents to 84 percent passing. Both economically
disadvantaged students’ and White students’
scores rose by 2 percentage points to 85 and 94
percent passing, respectively. Hispanic students’
scores rose by 1 percentage point to 86 percent
meeting minimum expectations.

The results of all tests taken provide evidence
of improvement across all groups of students.
Scores in 2000 rose by 4 percentage points (66
percent meeting minimum expectations) com-
pared to the previous year’s levels for African
American students. White students’ scores rose
by 3 percentage points (88 percent meeting
minimum expectations). Economically disadvan-
taged students’ scores rose by 2 percentage
points (71 percent meeting minimum expecta-
tions). The percent passing for Hispanic student
rose by 1 percentage point (74 percent meet-
ing minimum expectations). The comparison
between 1994 and 2000 indicates that African
American students made the greatest gain in this
category, showing an impressive increase of 34
percentage points.
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Grade 8

The 2000 mathematics scores for Afri-
can American students were 7 percent-
age points higher than 1999 levels.

Table 1.6 presents the Grade 8 TAAS results for
1994 through 2000 for the four student groups.

Reading scores in 2000 rose by 2 percentage
points for African American, Hispanic, and eco-
nomically disadvantaged students compared to
the previous year’s levels. White students gained
1 percentage point. African American and His-
panic students reached 83 percent passing,
economically disadvantaged students posted
an 82-percent passing rate, and White students
reached 95 percent passing. The comparison
between 1994 and 2000 indicates that African
American students made the greatest gain, with
an increase of 25 percentage points.

In mathematics, every student group made
notable gains. Results showed improvement for
African American students with a gain of 7 per-
centage points; economically disadvantaged
students posted a gain of 6 percentage points;
the results for Hispanic students rose by 5 per-
centage points; and White students’ scores in-
creased by 3 percentage points. Percent passing
results for these groups ranged from 81 per-
cent for African American students to 95 per-
cent for White students. Compared to 1994
levels, all groups have made significant gains.
African American students have gained an im-
pressive 49 percentage points, economically
disadvantaged students have gained 47 per-
centage points, Hispanic students have gained
45 percentage points, and White students have
gained 25 percentage points.

The writing scores showed a slight downward
trend for most student groups. Economically
disadvantaged students’ and African American
students’ passing rates decreased by 2 percent-
age points, while Hispanic students’ scores fell
by 3 percentage points. White students’ 2000
scores remained unchanged from 1999 levels.
The percent-passing rate for all four groups
ranged from 75 percent meeting minimum ex-
pectations for economically disadvantaged stu-
dents to 91 percent meeting minimum
expectations for White students. Gains from

1994 to 2000 ranged from 14 percentage points for
White students to 26 percentage points for African
American students.

In the all tests taken category, which includes the read-
ing, mathematics, and writing tests, the 2000 results
show continued improvement by all groups. African
American students, economically disadvantaged stu-
dents, and White students all showed a gain of 2 per-
centage points (65 percent, 66 percent, and 87 percent
meeting minimum expectations, respectively). The
scores for Hispanic students rose by 1 percentage point
to 68 percent meeting minimum expectations. Com-
paring 1994 to 2000 levels, African American students
made an impressive gain of 40 percentage points. Eco-
nomically disadvantaged students gained 37 percent-
age points, and Hispanic students followed closely with
a gain of 36 percentage points. White students regis-
tered a 26-percentage point gain between 1994 and
2000.

Table 1.6 Grade 8 Percent Passing,

1994-2000
Grade 8 Gain/Loss
‘94 '95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 | 1999-00 ‘ 1994-00
Reading
African American 58 57 60 70 71 81 83 2 25
Hispanic 61 60 62 70 71 81 83 2 22
White 86 84 86 89 90 94 95 1 9
Economically Disadvantaged 59 57 60 68 70 80 82 2 23
Mathematics
African American 32 30 44 55 66 74 81 7 49
Hispanic 40 37 51 61 71 80 85 5 45
White 70 70 78 83 83 92 95 3 25
Economically Disadvantaged 37 35 49 59 69 78 84 6 47
Writing
African American 50 58 61 65 71 78 76 -2 26
Hispanic 55 61 61 67 71 79 76 -3 21
White 77 82 83 85 87 91 91 0 14
Economically Disadvantaged 52 59 59 65 69 77 75 -2 23
Passed All Tests Taken*
African American 25 25 35 44 53 63 65 2 40
Hispanic 32 31 39 48 56 67 68 1 36
White 61 63 69 75 79 85 87 2 26
Economically Disadvantaged 29 29 37 46 54 64 66 2 37

*Does not include results of the science and social studies tests.
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Grade 10 (Exit Level)

The comparisons between 1994 and 2000
show a dramatic upward trend in the all tests
taken category, with 36-percentage point
gains for Hispanic and economically disadvan-
taged students and a 39-percentage point
gain for African American students.

The Grade 10 (Exit Level) TAAS results from 1994 to
2000 for the four student groups are presented in Table
1.7.

Reading scores reflected gains across all student groups,
with economically disadvantaged and Hispanic students
gaining 3 percentage points compared to last year’s
levels. African American students, at 85 percent meet-
ing minimum expectations, gained 2 percentage points
compared to last year’s levels. White students exhibited
a 1-percentage point gain, reaching 96 percent pass-
ing. Six-year gains in reading ranged from 10 percent-
age points for White students to 25 percentage points
for African American students.

Mathematics scores showed improvement for all
groups, and for the first time, all grade levels had pass-
ing rates in the 70s or above. Compared to 1999 levels,

Table 1.7 Grade 10 Percent Passing,

1994-2000
Grade 10 Gain/Loss
'94 '95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 |1999-00 ‘ 1994-00
Reading
African American 60 58 69 76 78 83 85 2 25
Hispanic 61 60 67 73 77 80 83 3 22
White 8 86 89 92 93 95 96 1 10
Economically Disadvantaged 58 57 65 71 75 79 82 3 24
Mathematics
African American 32 35 43 51 58 66 74 8 42
Hispanic 40 42 51 57 65 73 80 7 40
White 68 71 75 81 8 89 93 4 25
Economically Disadvantaged 39 40 49 55 63 71 79 8 40
Writing
African American 68 76 74 79 81 86 86 0 18
Hispanic 69 75 74 77 79 84 84 0 15
White 88 91 91 93 93 95 96 1 8
Economically Disadvantaged 66 73 72 75 78 83 83 0 17
Passed All Tests Taken
African American 28 31 37 46 52 60 67 7 39
Hispanic 34 36 43 49 57 64 70 6 36
White 64 67 71 78 81 86 89 3 25
Economically Disadvantaged 32 34 40 47 54 62 68 6 36

gains ranged from 4 to 8 percentage points for
each group. The percent passing results in 2000
were: 74 percent for African American students,
79 percent for economically disadvantaged stu-
dents, 80 percent for Hispanic students, and 93
percent for White students. The comparison be-
tween 1994 and 2000 shows an impressive up-
ward trend, with economically disadvantaged
students and Hispanic students exhibiting a gain
of 40 percentage points each and African Ameri-
can students gaining an impressive 42 percent-
age points. White students gained 25
percentage points over this seven-year period.

The 2000 writing scores basically remained con-
stant compared to 1999 levels. African Ameri-
can students, economically disadvantaged
students, and Hispanic students all exhibited the
same passing rates as in 1999. White students,
at 96 percent meeting minimum expectations,
exhibited a 1-percentage point gain. Gains over
the 1994-2000 period ranged from 8 percent-
age points for White students to 18 percentage
points for African American students.

All student groups improved in the all tests
taken category. African American students reg-
istered a 7-percentage point gain over 1999
scores to rise to 67 percent passing. Hispanic
students and economically disadvantaged stu-
dents each showed a 6-percentage point gain
to reach 70 percent passing and 68 percent
passing, respectively. White students’ scores rose
3 percentage points to reach 89 percent pass-
ing. Between 1994 and 2000, there was a no-
table increase in scores, with African American
students making a gain of 39 percentage points.
The other populations also registered impres-
sive gains: 36 percentage points for both eco-
nomically disadvantaged students and Hispanic
students and 25 percentage points for White
students.
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All Tests Taken
Percent Meeting Minimum
Expectations:

Results By Special Populations
Spring TAAS Administrations
1994-2000

Between 1994 and 2000, Grade 5
students with limited English proficiency
(LEP) tested in English improved their
passing rate on all tests taken by
32 percentage points.

Categories of students considered as special popu-
lations include students with limited English pro-
ficiency (LEP) and students identified as at risk of
dropping out of school (At-Risk). Note that each
non-exempt LEP student takes the English TAAS

unless it is determined locally that the appropri-
ate assessment for that student is the Spanish TAAS
(available at Grades 3 through 6). This section pre-
sents results of the LEP students who took the En-
glish TAAS tests; Spanish TAAS results appear in a
later section.

The following tables present 1994-2000 TAAS re-
sults for all tests taken* results (percent meeting
minimum expectations) disaggregated by these
special populations for all grade levels.

e Limited English Proficient (LEP)/Non-LEP
populations

e At-Risk (of dropping out of school)/Not At-
Risk populations

* For comparison purposes the “all tests taken” category does
not include the science and social studies tests administered at
Grade 8. Students at Grades 4, 8, and 10 (exit level) were tested
in writing, reading, and mathematics; students at Grades 3, 5,
6, and 7 were tested in reading and mathematics.

Table 1.8 Percent Meeting Minimum Expectations

Results by LEP/Non-LEP Students, 1994-2000

All Tests Taken**
LEP Students Gain/Loss Non-LEP Students Gain/Loss
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00 [1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade 3 34 47 52 57 62 70 64 -6 30 58 66 68 72 74 79 78 -1 20
Grade 4 30 39 42 45 56 61 58 -3 28 53 62 64 69 75 79 82 3 29
Grade 5 26 33 41 46 56 56 58 2 32 58 65 70 76 81 84 87 3 29
Grade 6 19 21 24 35 36 44 44 0 25 55 60 68 75 78 82 85 3 30
Grade 7 15 15 22 30 29 35 34 -1 19 55 58 66 73 76 80 82 2 27
Grade 8* 12 11 13 19 24 32 32 0 20 49 49 57 65 70 79 80 1 31
Grade 10 13 14 15 21 25 31 34 3 21 53 55 60 67 72 78 83 5 30

*Does not include results of the science and social studies tests.

**|Includes only the English version test

Table 1.9 Percent Meeting Minimum Expectations

Results by At-Risk/Not At-Risk Students, 1994-2000

All Tests Taken
At-Risk Students Gain/Loss Not At-Risk Students Gain/Loss
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000| 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade 3 31 43 45 51 54 64 60 -4 29 65 72 75 77 79 84 83 -1 18
Grade 4 29 36 36 41 50 57 58 1 29 67 78 77 82 8 87 90 3 23
Grade 5 33 40 44 51 57 60 66 6 33 76 81 8 89 91 93 9% 1 18
Grade 6 28 31 38 45 47 56 58 2 30 68 78 83 87 89 91 92 1 24
Grade 7 27 27 36 42 43 51 54 3 27 71 75 81 86 88 90 91 1 20
Grade 8* 23 18 25 30 37 51 55 4 32 70 70 75 81 84 89 90 1 20
Grade 10 24 30 33 41 46 56 63 7 39 68 70 72 79 82 87 90 3 22

*Does not include results of the science and social studies tests.
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Although the data in Table 1.8 on page 9 for LEP
and Non-LEP students indicate that at Grades 3,
4, and 7 the percent passing for LEP students de-
clined slightly in 2000 from 1999 levels, from 1994
to 2000 there was continued progress for LEP stu-
dents. LEP students’ 2000 scores in this category
ranged from 32 percent meeting minimum ex-
pectations at Grade 8 to 64 percent at Grade 3.
Between 1994 and 2000, the passing rate of Grade
5 LEP students showed the greatest improvement
across grades, rising a notable 32 percentage
points.

As shown in Table 1.9 on page 9, both At-Risk
and Not At-Risk students made gains on the TAAS
at most grade levels from 1999 to 2000. There
was only a slight decline in Grade 3 for both of
these groups. Grade 10 at-risk students exhibited
the greatest 1999 to 2000 improvement, with the
passing rate rising by 7 percentage points to 63
percent meeting minimum expectations. Between
1994 and 2000, the passing rate of Grade 10 at-
risk students registered the greatest gain, rising
39 percentage points.

Table 1.10 Average TLI Results by Ethnicity, 1994-2000

African American Students

Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000| 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade3 712 708 710 731 766 781 78.0| -0.1 6.8 619 653 689 714 712 706 723 17 10.4
Grade4 707 726 719 735 780 794 815 21 10.8 620 66.2 695 717 736 750 75.9 0.9 13.9
Grade5 713 719 736 765 79.3 79.2 810 1.8 9.7 625 657 688 733 757 775 79.7 2.2 17.2
Grade6 712 73.0 73.7 764 781 79.9 80.6 0.7 9.4 620 643 69.7 716 744 763 77.8 15 15.8
Grade7 704 716 743 757 761 77.1 779 0.8 75 618 623 670 702 719 751 76.8 1.7 15.0
Grade 8 700 70.6 720 754 767 79.9 818 1.9 11.8 609 60.7 650 69.0 723 749 772 2.3 16.3
Grade 10 709 70.4 742 77.1 788 804 813 0.9 10.4 612 624 648 678 703 731 755 2.4 14.3

Hispanic Students

Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1998-99 | 1994-99
Grade 3 734 73.0 735 745 781 813 799 -14 6.5 65.7 689 722 746 743 760 76.1 0.1 10.4
Grade 4 73.7 758 743 754 79.7 818 833 15 9.6 66.3 70.6 733 752 766 79.1 79.0 -0.1 12.7
Grade 5 735 746 757 779 80.3 80.7 822 15 8.7 66.4 704 735 769 788 815 825 1.0 16.1
Grade6 726 745 741 769 77.2 80.0 80.1 0.1 75 654 67.1 719 743 765 788 79.7 0.9 14.3
Grade7 720 727 749 757 766 778 77.9 0.1 5.9 64.6 654 69.7 726 747 774 794 2.0 14.8
Grade 8* 713 716 728 754 76.8 80.1 820 19 10.7 63.7 63.0 678 712 740 773 793 2.0 15.6
Grade10 71.2 713 736 759 785 79.7 80.1 0.4 8.9 642 649 67.7 69.7 726 755 778 2.3 13.6

White Students

Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade3 815 812 815 822 842 867 86.3| -04 48 738 766 790 804 803 813 818 0.5 8.0
Grade4  81.9 832 827 834 865 883 895 1.2 76 736 775 794 806 813 828 838 1.0 10.2
Grade5 824 832 842 865 87.1 89.1 90.1 1.0 7.7 741 776 795 820 831 854 86.1 0.7 12.0
Grade6 825 833 844 866 87.1 886 89.1 0.5 6.6 742 764 794 811 822 843 847 0.4 105
Grade 7 823 828 843 852 859 86.3 865 0.2 4.2 744 764 789 80.0 820 838 844 0.6 10.0
Grade 8* 821 818 837 850 86.3 875 89.4 1.9 7.3 742 741 772 794 80.7 831 842 11 10.0
Grade 10 821 819 836 854 86.6 87.8 886 0.8 6.5 739 754 763 785 800 817 832 15 9.3

*Does not include results of the science and social studies tests.
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Average TLI:
Results By Ethnicity

Spring TAAS Administrations
1994-2000

Between 1994 and 2000, Hispanic and
African American students registered
double-digit gains in their average TLI in
mathematics at all grade levels.

In the seven-year period, overall average TLI scores
in reading rose for all major ethnic groups in most
grades, except for a decline at Grade 3 for all
groups (see Table 1.10). For African American stu-
dents, average TLI scores in 2000 ranged from 77.9
at Grade 7 to 81.8 at Grade 8, with the greatest
six-year gain (11.8 points) at Grade 8. For His-
panic students, average TLI scores ranged from
77.9 at Grade 7 to 83.3 at Grade 4, with the great-

est six-year gain (10.7 points) at Grade 8. The av-
erage TLI for White students ranged from 86.3 at
Grade 3 to 90.1 at Grade 5; between 1994 and
2000, the greatest gain (7.7 points) was exhibited
at Grade 5.

In mathematics (see Table 1.10), all grade levels
exhibited improvement, with the exception of His-
panic fourth graders whose scores declined slightly
(0.1 point). For African American students, aver-
age TLI scores in 2000 ranged from 72.3 at Grade
3 to 79.7 at Grade 5; the greatest improvement
since 1994 was at Grade 5 (17.2 points). For His-
panic students, average TLI scores ranged from
76.1 at Grade 3 to 82.5 at Grade 5, with the great-
est six-year gain (16.1 points) at Grade 5. The av-
erage TLI for White students ranged from 81.8 at
Grade 3 to 86.1 at Grade 5; the greatest improve-
ment since 1994 was exhibited at Grade 5, with a
12-point gain in average TLI.

Table 1.11 Average TLI Results by Economic Group, 1994-2000

Economically Disadvantaged Students
Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000| 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade3 725 721 724 737 773 801 792| -0.9 6.7 647 681 712 736 733 745 750| 05 103
Grade4 727 747 732 744 789 80.8 824 1.6 9.7 650 69.3 720 740 755 778 781| 03 13.1
Grade5 726 735 746 772 795 799 81.6 1.7 9.0 652 69.1 721 757 77.7 803 8L7| 14 16.5
Grade6 719 739 736 764 77.0 795 79.8 0.3 7.9 644 665 713 735 759 782 791 09 14.7
Grade7 711 721 742 752 760 771 77.3 0.2 6.2 636 648 689 718 738 767 785| 18 14.9
Grade8 704 707 721 747 761 795 814 1.9 110 |628 625 669 704 733 767 786| 19 15.8
Grade 10 69.9 70.1 725 749 776 792 79.6 0.4 9.7 634 643 668 69.0 719 749 773| 24 13.9

Not Economically Disadvantaged Students
Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000| 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade3 817 816 820 828 848 867 863| -04 4.6 737 765 79.3 80.7 805 811 8L7| 06 8.0
Grade4 819 833 832 839 869 884 895 11 7.6 736 775 79.7 809 816 829 837| 08 10.1
Grade5 823 834 847 86.9 875 89.2 90.0 0.8 7.7 740 776 79.7 823 834 853 861| 08 121
Grade6 819 828 843 86.6 87.1 883 888 0.5 6.9 736 757 792 809 821 839 845| 06 10.9
Grade7 812 818 838 848 854 857 86.0 0.3 438 733 750 782 795 814 832 840| 08 10.7
Grade8  80.6 80.6 825 843 856 868 88.7 1.9 8.1 726 724 760 786 80.1 823 835| 12 10.9
Grade10 79.8 79.8 820 839 853 863 87.2 0.9 7.4 715 730 744 767 784 803 80| 17 10.5
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Average TLI:
Results By Economic Group

Spring TAAS Administrations
1994-2000

Economically disadvantaged students
continued an overall upward trend in per-
formance, with an average TLI at all
grade levels greater than 77.3 in reading
and greater than 75.0 in mathematics.

As indicated by the data in Table 1.11 on page
11, the average TLI scores of students identified
as economically disadvantaged, through eligibil-
ity for a free or reduced-price meal program, re-
flected gains in reading across most grades, with
the exception of a slight decline at Grade 3. Aver-
age 2000 TLI scores for these students ranged from
77.3 at Grade 7 to 82.4 at Grade 4; gains regis-
tered in the grades that showed improvement

ranged from 0.2 at Grade 7 to 1.9 at Grade 8. The
average TLI of students not identified as economi-
cally disadvantaged also showed overall improve-
ment, ranging from 86.0 at Grade 7 to 90.0 at
Grade 5; one-year gains in the grades that showed
improvement ranged from 0.3 at Grade 7 to 1.9
at Grade 8. Economically disadvantaged students
at Grade 8 posted the greatest gain over six years,
with a rise in average TLI of 11.0 points.

In mathematics, both economic groups registered
improvement at every grade level. Average 2000
TLI scores for economically disadvantaged students
ranged from 75.0 at Grade 3 to 81.7 at Grade 5,
with one-year gains ranging from 0.3 at Grade 4
to 2.4 at Grade 10. For students designated as
not economically disadvantaged, average TLI
scores ranged from 81.7 at Grade 3 to 86.1 at
Grade 5. Single-year gains ranged from 0.6 at
Grades 3 and 6 to 1.7 at Grade 10. Over the seven-
year period, students at Grade 5 posted the great-
est improvement, with a gain of 16.5 points.

Table 1.12 Average TLI Results by LEP/Non-LEP Students, 1994-2000

LEP Students
Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000| 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade 3 68.2 69.0 704 717 76.2 79.3 76.4 -2.9 8.2 629 67.1 70.8 741 735 754 741| -13 11.2
Grade 4 67.8 704 686 69.5 748 76.2 76.6 0.4 8.8 62.0 66.8 70.1 722 740 768 749| -19 129
Grade 5 649 66.1 67.1 69.6 73.0 71.8 73.0 1.2 8.1 60.8 64.6 687 724 748 778 781 0.3 17.3
Grade 6 63.1 66.2 63.7 66.5 66.5 69.7 68.9 -0.8 5.8 58.8 59.5 64.8 674 703 727 733 0.6 14.5
Grade 7 60.8 61.0 63.7 639 64.2 66.0 64.7 -1.3 3.9 56.6 56.8 614 654 66.1 69.2 71.7 2.5 15.1
Grade 8 60.1 60.7 60.7 64.2 642 67.6 69.5 1.9 9.4 558 554 59.2 632 664 695 724 29 16.6
Grade 10 58.1 584 584 626 651 659 67.1 1.2 9.0 57.7 581 59.6 623 654 687 715 2.8 13.8

Non-LEP Students
Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000| 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade 3 782 778 78.0 79.0 816 84.0 837 -0.3 55 70.2 73.0 758 77.6 774 782 79.0 0.8 8.8
Grade4 784 80.0 792 80.1 837 855 87.1| 16 87 |703 743 765 781 791 808 8L7| 0.9 114
Grade5 788 79.7 808 832 845 859 872| 13 84 |707 743 766 797 811 834 846 1.2 139
Grade6 786 79.8 806 831 838 856 86.1| 0.5 75 |704 725 764 783 800 820 828| 08 124
Grade7 783 788 807 8L9 825 832 834| 0.2 51 |703 717 750 770 789 8L2 823| 11 120
Grade8 779 77.8 794 8L5 828 849 867| 18 88 |69.8 695 732 761 780 80.7 821| 14 123
Grade10 784 782 804 824 840 853 859| 0.6 75 |701 713 729 752 771 792 810| 18 109
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Average TLI:
Results By Special Populations

Spring TAAS Administrations
1994-2000

Between 1994 and 2000, LEP students
and At-Risk students showed improvement
in excess of 11 points in their average TLI
in mathematics at all grade levels.

This section presents the TLI results of the LEP
students who took the English TAAS tests; Span-
ish TAAS results appear in a later section.

LEP/Non-LEP Students

As shown in Table 1.12, in reading, LEP students
achieved gains from 1999 to 2000 in average TLI
scores in Grades 4, 5, 8, and 10 with the other
grades showing slight declines; the largest gain
was at Grade 8, with an increase of 1.9 points.
Average 2000 TLI scores for LEP students ranged
from 64.7 at Grade 7 to 76.6 at Grade 4, with

the largest six-year gain being an increase of 9.4
points at Grade 8. The average 2000 TLI scores of
non-LEP students ranged from 83.4 at Grade 7 to
87.2 at Grade 5, with the greatest six-year gain
(8.8 points) posted at Grade 8.

For the first time, the average TLI scores in math-
ematics for LEP students surpassed the 70-point
mark for all grade levels. The greatest 1999-2000
gain (2.9 points) was registered at Grade 8. Aver-
age 2000 TLI scores for LEP students ranged from
71.5 at Grade 10 to 78.1 at Grade 5; the largest
six-year gain was an increase of 17.3 points at
Grade 5. The average 2000 TLI scores of hon-LEP
students ranged from 79.0 at Grade 3 to 84.6 at
Grade 5, with the greatest six-year gain (13.9
points) at Grade 5.

At-Risk/Not At-Risk Students

As shown in Table 1.13, in comparing 1999 and
2000 TLI averages of at-risk students in reading,
gains were recorded at nearly all grade levels, with
the exceptions of Grade 7 where there was no
change and Grade 3 where there was a slight drop.

Table 1.13 Average TLI Results by At-Risk/Not At-Risk Students, 1994-2000

At-Risk Students
Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade3  69.0 688 689 705 745 77.9 764| -15 74 |6L4 654 681 715 711 729 728| -01 11.4
Grade4  69.7 71.8 68.7 69.6 747 765 779 14 8.2 62.2 66.1 684 703 719 747 743| -04 12.1
Grade5 707 709 710 731 749 751 766 15 5.9 62.9 663 68.7 724 739 768 784 16 15.5
Grade6  69.1 71.8 70.8 723 721 747 749| 02 5.8 61.6 638 68.1 695 717 745 756 11 14.0
Grade7  69.3 69.6 717 709 710 726 726| 00 3.3 61.2 617 656 67.6 688 723 748| 25 13.6
Grade8  70.0 685 69.4 712 716 753 776| 23 7.6 61.7 598 63.3 658 689 730 757 27 14.0
Grade 10 69.0 704 722 746 762 784 785 0.1 9.5 61.2 633 648 670 69.1 725 752 2.7 14.0

Not At-Risk Students
Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00 |1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 1999-00 | 1994-00
Grade 3 80.5 80.0 805 812 835 856 854 -0.2 49 726 751 78.0 79.4 79.2 79.8 80.7 0.9 8.1
Grade4  83.0 845 838 847 87.2 884 89.7 13 6.7 747 790 803 816 821 830 840 1.0 9.3
Grade5  84.6 851 859 87.9 884 894 904 | 1.0 5.8 76.6 794 81.0 833 844 859 86.7| 08 10.1
Grade6 825 842 851 87.2 87.6 89.0 893| 03 6.8 743 775 805 819 830 846 851 05 10.8
Grade 7 83.0 835 850 86.1 86.2 86.6 86.7 0.1 3.7 754 77.1 79.9 81.0 825 843 848 0.5 9.4
Grade 8 83.8 835 846 86.0 87.1 883 90.1 1.8 6.3 76.2 75.7 78.7 810 817 837 847 1.0 8.5
Grade 10 82.6 822 833 852 865 875 884 0.9 5.8 748 76.2 76.6 79.0 804 822 836 1.4 8.8
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Grade 8 achieved the largest gain compared to
1999, with an increase of 2.3 points. Average TLI
scores for the at-risk students in 2000 ranged from
72.6 at Grade 7 to 78.5 at Grade 10. The largest
gain between 1994 and 2000 was an increase of
9.5 points at Grade 10. The average TLI scores of
not at-risk students ranged from 85.4 at Grade 3
to 90.4 at Grade 5, with the greatest six-year gain
(6.8 points) posted at Grade 6.

In mathematics, gains in average TLI scores for
at-risk students continued their upward trend for
most grade levels with the exception of small losses
at Grades 3 and 4. The greatest 1999-2000 gain
(2.7 points) was registered at Grades 8 and 10.
Average TLI scores for at-risk students in 2000
ranged from 72.8 at Grade 3 to 78.4 at Grade 5.
The largest six-year gain was an increase of 15.5
points at Grade 5. The average TLI scores of not
at-risk students ranged from 80.7 at Grade 3 to
86.7 at Grade 5, with the greatest six-year gain
(10.8 points) at Grade 6.

Grade 8 Science and

Social Studies Tests
Percent Meeting Minimum
Expectations:

All Students
Spring TAAS Administrations
1995-2000

Between 1995 and 2000, the passing
rates for science and social studies rose
for all populations, with African Ameri-
can students making the greatest gains
in both subject areas.

Table 1.14 presents the 1995-2000 comparison
of science and social studies test results for all stu-
dents. These tests were benchmarked in 1994.

Science

In comparing 1999 with 2000 science scores, the
overall passing rate increased by 1 percentage
point, with 88 percent of all students tested meet-
ing minimum expectations. This pattern of gain
from 1999 to 2000 was repeated for most groups
of students, with the exception of White and not
economically disadvantaged students, whose
scores remained constant. The comparison be-

tween 1995 and 2000 reflects notable increases,
with African American students posting a gain of
24 percentage points, economically disadvantaged
students increasing their passing rate by 21 per-
centage points, and Hispanic students achieving
a 20-percentage point gain.

Social Studies

In 2000, 71 percent of all students tested met
minimum expectations on the social studies test.
This passing rate was up 2 percentage points from
1999 levels. Compared to the previous year’s pass-
ing rate, only the students not at-risk maintained
a constant passing rate; the three ethnic groups,
special population groups, and the economic
groups gained from 2 to 4 percentage points. Over
the period from 1995 to 2000, all student groups
have exhibited gains, ranging from a 2-percent-
age point gain for not at-risk students to a 12-
percentage point gain for African American
students.

Spanish TAAS
Percent Meeting Minimum
Expectations:

All Students
Spring TAAS Administrations
1997-2000

Grade 5 Spanish TAAS reading scores regis-
tered a dramatic rise of 19 percentage points
from 1999 to 2000.

In spring 1996, the Spanish TAAS reading and
mathematics tests at Grades 3 and 4 were
benchmarked. The following year, the Spanish
TAAS reading and mathematics tests at Grades 5
and 6 and the Spanish TAAS writing test at Grade
4 were benchmarked. Passing rates were set after
the benchmark administration.

It is important to remember that LEP students who
take the Spanish TAAS were not being exempted
from the statewide assessment. The students for
whom the Spanish TAAS was determined to be
the appropriate assessment were tested in the
same manner as students taking TAAS in English.
Students who took the TAAS in English or Spanish
must demonstrate performance on the same aca-
demic skills in reading, mathematics, and writing.
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Students taking the Spanish TAAS made notable
gains from 1999 to 2000 at Grades 4 and 5 (see
Table 1.15). In reading, passing rates at Grade 5
rose 19 percentage points to 52 percent meeting
minimum expectations. The percent meeting
minimum expectations in Grade 4 rose by 12 per-
centage points to 58 percent. At Grade 3, this
year’s passing rate rose by 1 percentage point to
75 percent meeting minimum expectations. How-
ever, a drop of 2 percentage points was registered
at Grade 6, with 27 percent passing.

In 2000, the percentage of Grade 5 students meet-
ing minimum expectations on the Spanish TAAS
for mathematics rose by 11 percentage points

over the results from 1999 to 75 percent. The
Grade 4 passing rate of 76 percent represented a
rise of 4 percentage points over the 1999 level.
Grade 3, with 75 percent passing, registered a
gain of 1 percentage point over last year’s results.
The percentage of Grade 6 students meeting mini-
mum expectations remained constant at 50 per-
cent compared to 1999.

Intensive Instruction

Chapter 39, Subchapter B, §39.024 of the Texas
Education Code specifies that districts must offer
an intensive program of instruction for students
who did not perform satisfactorily on an assess-
ment instrument mandated by the code.

Table 1.14 Percent Meeting Minimum Expectations

Science and Social Studies, 1995-2000

Science Gain/Loss Social Studies Gain/Loss

Students ‘95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 |1995-00 ['95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 | 1995-00
All Students 75 74 81 80 87 88 13 63 66 63 66 69 71 8
African American 54 57 66 65 74 78 24 45 49 47 49 53 57 12
Hispanic 61 61 72 70 79 81 20 47 52 48 50 55 57 10
White 88 87 92 91 95 95 7 77 80 78 80 83 85 8
LEP 33 31 47 42 50 52 19 19 23 20 22 24 26 7
Non-LEP 77 77 84 83 89 90 13 65 69 66 68 72 74 9
At-Risk 56 54 63 59 71 73 17 38 42 35 36 42 46 8
Not At-Risk 89 88 92 92 95 95 6 82 83 81 81 84 84 2
Economically Disadvantaged 59 60 70 69 78 80 21 45 50 46 49 54 56 11
Not Economically Disadvantaged | 83 84 89 89 93 93 10 73 77 75 77 80 82 9

Table 1.15 Percent Meeting Minimum Expectations Spanish TAAS

All Students, 1997-2000

Spanish TAAS
Reading Gain/Loss Mathematics Gain/Loss Writing Gain/Loss
‘97 '98 '99 2000 | 1999-00| 1997-00**|'97 '98 '99 2000 1999-00 |1997-00%*|'97 '98 '99 2000 | 1999-00 |1997-00**
Grade3 43 64 74 75 1 32 |51 65 74 75 1 VI ok ok
Grade4 36 38 46 58 | 12 22 |46 57 T2 76 4 30 ¥ 62 67 73 6 11
Grade5 * 49 33 52 | 19 3 * 55 64 75 11 20 T - ok
Grade6 * 27 29 27 | -2 0 * 36 50 50 0 [V EET " w

*Benchmark year

**Writing test not administered at this grade
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Table 1.16 Intensive Instruction

All Students — English and Spanish Tests, 2000

Number and Percent of Students Requiring Intensive Instruction
One Test Only Two Tests Only All Three Tests Total

Number Percent | Number Percent [ Number Percent | Number Percent
Grade 3 44,254 15 25,652 9 69,906 24
Grade 4 35,217 12 16,466 6 10,343 4 62,026 22
Grade 5 29,681 11 14,617 5 44,298 16
Grade 6 33,194 12 19,302 7 52,496 19
Grade 7 37,619 14 20,877 8 58,496 21
Grade 8* | 48,222 18 22,009 8 13,812 5 84,043 31
Grade 10 | 27,035 11 12,552 5 8,445 4 48,032 20

*Does not include results of the science and social studies tests.

In the 2000-2001 school year, as shown in Table
1.16, districts must offer intensive instruction in
either reading, writing, mathematics, or a combi-
nation of these subject areas to between 16 per-
cent and 31 percent of the students tested at each
grade level in Grades 3 through 8; these numbers
include those students in Grades 3 through 6 who
took the Spanish TAAS tests. At Grade 10, 20 per-
cent of the students tested in spring 2000 did not
meet minimum expectations on one or more tests
(reading, writing, mathematics) of the exit-level
TAAS and must be offered intensive instruction.

The Texas Legislature also mandated that study
guides be provided to assist parents in helping
their children strengthen academic skills during
the summer break when school is in recess. There-
fore, TAAS Study Guides were developed by the
Texas Education Agency for all grade levels and
subject areas tested on TAAS. A study guide is pro-
vided free of charge, through districts, to each stu-
dent who fails one or more TAAS tests. Exit-level
study guides are distributed three times a year
(December, May, and August), while the study
guides for Grades 3 through 8 are distributed once
a year, when the results from spring testing are
reported.

Retesting Opportunities

As a result of testing held for seniors in early
May, an additional 2,471 students were able
to satisfy the TAAS diploma requirement prior
to spring 2000 graduation ceremonies.

All students not meeting minimum expectations
on their first attempt to pass the exit-level TAAS
during the spring of their sophomore year have
up to seven additional opportunities to retest be-
fore the end of their senior year. Administrations
of the exit-level TAAS are provided during every
academic semester, including the summer. For
each administration, out-of-school examinees are
also given the opportunity to retest. The late spring
TAAS administration, provided only a few weeks
before the end of the school year, gives graduat-
ing students and out-of-school examinees an ad-
ditional opportunity to retest immediately prior
to commencement.
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Table 1.17 Percent Passing Biology and Algebra | End-Of-Course Tests,

1995-2000
Biology Gain/Loss Algebra | Gain/Loss
Student Population '95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 |1999-00 | 1995-00 |'95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 |1999-00 | 1996-00

All Students 71 74 75 78 77 81 4 10 * 27 33 38 45 45 0 18
African American 53 56 57 62 61 70 9 17 * 10 14 19 25 27 2 17
Hispanic 55 59 60 64 64 69 5 14 * 13 19 25 32 34 2 21
White 85 87 89 90 89 91 2 6 * 38 46 50 58 57 -1 19
LEP 27 32 27 35 33 41 8 14 * 8 9 14 19 19 0 11
Non-LEP 74 77 78 81 80 84 4 10 * 28 35 40 47 47 0 19
At-Risk 55 56 57 59 59 65 6 10 * 7 10 14 22 21 -1 14
Not At-Risk 83 85 86 87 87 90 3 7 * 39 47 49 59 59 0 20
Economically Disadvantaged 54 57 58 63 62 68 6 14 * 13 19 24 31 32 1 19
Not Economically Disadvantaged 78 81 83 85 84 87 3 9 * 33 41 45 53 53 0 20

*Benchmark year

End-Of-Course Tests
Percent Meeting Minimum
Expectations:

All Students
Spring Test Administrations
1995-2000

The passing rate for the Biology EOC test
increased to 81 percent passing. Overall pass-
ing rates for English Il and U.S. History EOC
tests were in the 70’s. The Algebra | EOC pass-
ing rate for all students remained 45 percent
after being in the 30’s prior to 1999.

End-of-course (EOC) tests are administered at the
end of the last semester of the appropriate course.
These tests provide requisite statewide, regional,
and district-level data on specified secondary-level
courses in various content areas. In addition, school
districts may use the end-of-course tests for local
purposes. Beginning in the 1998-1999 school year,
students could meet the testing requirements for
high school graduation by passing three end-of-
course tests: Algebra I, English II, and either Biol-
ogy or U.S. History. In 1999-2000, 11,190 students
in Grades 10 through 12 fulfilled their graduation
requirements by passing three out of the four end-
of-course tests.

Table 1.17 presents spring 1995-2000 Biology EOC
test results and spring 1996-2000 Algebra | EOC

test results. Table 1.18 on page 18 displays the
results of spring 1999 and 2000 administration
for both the English Il and U.S. History EOC tests.

Algebra |

Although still significantly lower than the passing
rate for the other end-of-course tests, the passing
rate for Algebra | continued an upward trend
across most ethnic groups, special population
groups, and economic groups. Spring 2000 re-
sults show that 45 percent of all the students tested
passed — the same rate as in 1999. African Ameri-
can and Hispanic students made the greatest gains
from 1999 to 2000, 2 percentage points. Over
the period from 1996 to 2000, all groups showed
notable improvement, with gains ranging from
11 percentage points to 21 percentage points.

Release of Tests

Every August all TAAS and end-of-course tests ad-
ministered during the previous school year are re-
leased in order to disclose test items to the public
and to provide released tests to districts for use in
formative student evaluation. Field-test items em-
bedded in each of the tests are not released; students
are not scored on field-test items, which can remain
secure for a period of five years for possible use on
future forms of the tests.
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Biology

Results of the spring 2000 administration showed
that 81 percent of all students tested performed
successfully. Compared to the previous year, sig-
nificant gains were made by all ethnic groups,
special population groups, and economic groups.
Over the period from 1995 to 2000, all groups
have exhibited gains, with the greatest gains
achieved by African American students (17 per-
centage points). Hispanic, LEP, and economically
disadvantaged students followed closely with each
group registering a gain of 14 percentage points.

English 11

Results of the spring 2000 administration show
that 78 percent of all students tested performed
successfully. The student group performance data
show that percentages passing ranged from 45
percent (LEP students) to 87 percent (not at-risk
students). LEP students made the greatest one-
year gain, 13 percentage points.

U.S. History

In 2000, 73 percent of all students taking the U.S.
History test passed, which was a 2-point gain over
1999 levels. The student group performance data
show that scores ranged from 31 percent passing
(LEP students) to 84 percent passing (White and
not at-risk students). The greatest one-year gain

was for at-risk students, who showed an increase
of 4 percentage points.

A Study of the Correlation
Between Course Performance
in Algebra | and Algebra |
End-of-Course Test
Performance

Texas Education Code Section 39.182(a)(4) man-
dates an evaluation of the correlation between stu-
dent grades and student performance on
state-mandated assessment instruments. To com-
ply with this statute, the Student Assessment Divi-
sion at the Texas Education Agency has conducted
periodic studies to determine the relationship be-
tween students’ classroom performance and their
scores on statewide criterion-referenced assess-
ments.

The 1999 study compared (1) the pass/fail rates
of students in their Algebra | course with their pass/
fail rates on the Algebra | end-of-course (EOC) test,
and (2) the numeric grades that students received
in their Algebra | course with their scale scores on
the Algebra | end-of-course test. Passing the Alge-
bra | end-of-course test was defined as attaining a
scale score of at least 1,500, and passing the Al-
gebra | course was defined as receiving a numeric
grade of at least 70. A simple random sample of
20,000 students was selected from the popula-

Table 1.18 Percent Passing English Il and U.S. History End-Of-Course Tests,

1999 and 2000

English 11 Gain/Loss U.S. History Gain/Loss
Student Population 1998 1999 2000 1999-00 1998 1999 2000 1999-00

All Students * 74 78 4 * 71 73 2
African American * 60 69 9 * 56 59 3
Hispanic * 63 72 9 * 56 58 2
White * 83 85 2 * 84 84 0
LEP * 32 45 13 * 28 31 3
Non-LEP * 76 80 4 * 74 75 1
At-Risk * 55 64 9 * 49 53 4
Not At-Risk * 84 87 3 * 84 84 0
Economically Disadvantaged * 61 69 8 * 53 55 2
Not Economically Disadvantaged * 79 83 4 * 79 80 1

*Benchmark year
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Figure 1.5 Percent Passing Algebra |
Course, 1999
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Figure 1.6 Percent Passing Algebra |
EOC Test, 1999
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tion of all middle school and high school students
who took the Algebra | end-of-course test in spring
1999. Requests for data were sent to 932 school
districts. A total of 815 school districts responded
to this request, supplying pass/fail information and
numeric grades for Algebra | for 16,401 students
(82% of the original sample). Because courses in
Algebra | range from one to four semesters, nu-
meric grades for each student were requested from
districts only for the spring 1999 semester (the
terminal semester of the course for the students
in the study). The pass/fail information used was
based on the entire Algebra | course.

The results of this study are presented in two sec-
tions. Part | presents results based on pass/fail in-
formation for both the Algebra | course and
Algebra | end-of-course test. Part Il presents re-
sults based on numeric grades received in the Al-
gebra | course and scale scores received on the
Algebra | end-of-course test.

Part I: Results Based on Pass/Fail
Data

Overall, 45 percent of students in the study passed
the Algebra | EOC test, while 79 percent passed
their Algebra | course. Figures 1.5 and 1.6 present
this information for all students and African Ameri-
can, Hispanic, and White students.

In Table 1.19, comparisons are made between
pass/fail performance on the Algebra | EOC test

Table 1.19 Performance on Algebra |
EOC Test Compared to Performance

in Algebra | Course

All Students Passed Failed
Course Course

Passed EOC Test 43% 2%
Failed EOC Test 36% 19%
African American Students PR e
Course Course

Passed EOC Test 24% 2%
Failed EOC Test 48% 26%
Hispanic Students FEESE s
Course Course

Passed EOC Test 31% 2%
Failed EOC Test 41% 26%
White Students PessE ekl
Course Course

Passed EOC Test 56% 2%
Failed EOC Test 30% 13%

and the pass/fail rates on the Algebra | course for
all students and African American, Hispanic, and
White students. All percentages were estimated
within a bound of 0.02 or smaller with 95 per-
cent confidence.

As can be seen in the “All Students” section of
Table 1.19, 43 percent of the students in the
sample passed both the Algebra | EOC test and
their Algebra | course. 19 percent failed both the
Algebra | EOC test and their Algebra | course. A
very small percentage (2 percent) passed the
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Algebra | EOC test but failed their Algebra | course;
however, quite a large percentage (36 percent)
passed the Algebra | course but failed the Algebra
| EOC test.

For each of the ethnic groups analyzed, more stu-
dents passed the Algebra | course but failed the
Algebra | EOC test than passed the Algebra | EOC
test but failed the Algebra | course. For example,
48 percent of African American students passed

Figure 1.7 Percent Passing Algebra |
EOC and Algebra | Course, 1999
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Table 1.20 Performance on Algebra |
EOC Test Compared to Performance

in Algebra | Course

Economically Passed Failed
Disadvantaged Students Course Course
Passed EOC Test 30% 2%
Failed EOC Test 42% 26%
Not Economically Passed Failed
Disadvantaged Students Course Course
Passed EOC Test 51% 2%
Failed EOC Test 32% 15%

Table 1.21 Correlations Between

EOC Test Scores and Course Grades

Spearman

Student Correlation

Groups Coefficient*
All Students 0.64
African American Students 0.53
Hispanic Students 0.58
White Students 0.64
Economically Disadvantaged Students 0.58
Not Economically Disadvantaged Students 0.66

*All correlation coefficients are estimated within a bound of
0.05 with 95% confidence.

the Algebra | course but failed the Algebra | EOC
test while only 2 percent passed the Algebra | EOC
test but failed the Algebra | course. This same
pattern held true for Hispanic and White students.

Figure 1.7 presents the percent of students pass-
ing the Algebra | EOC test and the percent pass-
ing the Algebra | course by economically
disadvantaged status.

For both groups of students, those classified as
economically disadvantaged and those classified
as not economically disadvantaged, a higher per-
centage of students passed their Algebra | course
than passed the Algebra | EOC test. Seventy-three
percent of students classified as economically dis-
advantaged passed their Algebra | course whereas
only 32 percent passed the Algebra | EOC test.
Likewise, 83 percent of students classified as not
economically disadvantaged passed their Algebra
| course, but only 52 percent passed the Algebra |
EOC test.

In Table 1.20, comparisons are made between
pass/fail performance on the Algebra | EOC test
and the pass/fail rates on the Algebra | course for
students who were and were not economically
disadvantaged. All percentages were estimated
within a bound of 0.02 or smaller with 95 percent
confidence.

For both groups (economically disadvantaged and
not economically disadvantaged) a higher percent-
age of students passed the Algebra | course and
failed the Algebra | EOC test than passed the Alge-
bra | EOC test and failed the Algebra | course. As
can be seen in Table 1.20, 42 percent of economi-
cally disadvantaged students passed the Algebra |
course but failed the Algebra | EOC test whereas
only 2 percent passed the Algebra | EOC test but
failed the Algebra | course. A similar pattern can
be seen for the not economically disadvantaged

group.

Part Il: Results Based on Course
Grades and Scale Scores

In addition to providing the pass/fail rates for stu-
dents in Algebra | courses, the districts sampled
also provided the specific numeric grade that each
student received in Algebra | for the spring 1999
semester. The following statistical analyses exam-
ine the degree of association between the numeric
grades that students received in their Algebra |
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Table 1.22 Mean Algebra | EOC Test Scale Scores* for

Given Algebra | Course Grades

Course Grade
Student Groups 60 70 80 90 100
All Students 1,365 1,396 1,483 1,594 1,728
African American Students 1,348 1,379 1,438 1,569 1,659
Hispanic Students 1,368 1,385 1,447 1,536 1,645
White Students 1,372 1,416 1,515 1,616 1,751

*1,500 is passing score for Algebra | EOC test

course and the scale scores that they received on
their Algebra | end-of-course test. Passing the Al-
gebra | end-of-course test was defined as attain-
ing a scale score of at least 1,500, and passing the
Algebra | course was defined as receiving a nu-
meric grade of at least 70.

Linear Correlation Analyses

Because the Algebra | course grades were not nor-
mally distributed and were highly positively
skewed, Spearman correlation coefficients were
computed to measure the linear correlation be-
tween Algebra | course grades and EOC test scores.
The Spearman correlation coefficient between the
Algebra | EOC scale scores and the Algebra | course
grades for all students was 0.64 (p < .0001). A
correlation of this magnitude indicated that there
was a significant relationship between students’
scores on the EOC test and the scores they re-
ceived in their Algebra | course. In other words,
there was a general trend for students who did
well in their Algebra | course also to perform well
on the Algebra | EOC test, and for students who
did not do as well in their Algebra | course to re-
ceive lower scores on the Algebra | EOC test. As
can be seen in Table 1.21, the same trend was
apparent for all ethnic groups and for students
classified as economically disadvantaged and not
economically disadvantaged.

Regression Analysis

A stepwise regression analysis was performed
to further analyze the relationship between Alge-
bra | EOC test scale scores and spring 1999 Alge-
bra | course grades. The analysis was performed
with the scale score on the Algebra | EOC test as
the criterion variable and the following variables
as predictors: Algebra | course grade, ethnic group
membership, economically disadvantaged status,
and the interactions among these variables. The
selection criterion used was the maximum R? cri-

terion which first included in the regression model
the predictor variable that accounted for the most
variance in the criterion variable (produces the
highest R? value for the regression model), followed
by the variable that produced the largest incre-
ment in R?, and so on until all variables were added
to the model.

Algebra | course grade was found to be the pre-
dictor variable which singly accounted for the most
variation in Algebra | EOC test scale score. With
this predictor variable alone, an R?value of 0.35
was obtained for the model. With all predictor
variables included in the model, the R?value in-
creased only to 0.41. The interaction between Al-
gebra | course grade and ethnicity accounted for
nearly all of the R2difference between the model
containing only Algebra | course grade and the
full model, which means that the regression line
slopes were different for each ethnic group.
Ethnicity alone and variables involving economic
disadvantaged status contributed very little to the
model.

Mean Scale Scores by Course Grade

Algebra | EOC test scale score means were com-
puted for each Algebra | course grade value for all
students and for each of the three major ethnic
groups. From these means the following relation-
ships were observed: (1) the mean scale score for
students who earned a course grade of 70 was
below 1,500 (the passing Algebra | EOC test scale
score) for all three major ethnic groups; (2) course
grade had a positive relationship with Algebra |
EOC test score for all ethnic groups but the rela-
tionship was different for each group; and (3) pass/
fail performance in the Algebra | course was most
predictive of pass/fail performance on the Alge-
bra | EOC test for White students. Table 1.22 shows
mean Algebra | EOC test scale scores for students
who earned Algebra | EOC course grades of
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exactly 60, 70, 80, 90, and 100, respectively, for
all students and for each of the three major ethnic
groups.

Texas Assessment of Academic
Skills (TAAS) 11

Senate Bill 103 of the 76th Texas legislature in 1999
mandated that TEA develop a new assessment to
replace the TAAS. The new assessment will first be
administered in the 2002-2003 school year. An
important distinction between the TAAS and TAAS
Il is that the exit-level assessment will be moved
from Grade 10 to Grade 11. The new Grade 11
exit-level assessment will consist of tests in math-
ematics, science, social studies, and English lan-
guage arts, which will integrate reading and
writing. Since the new Grade 10 test will be de-
signed to be a predictor of performance on the
new Grade 11 test, it will assess the same subject
areas. In addition, the new testing program will
measure mathematics and reading in Grades 3
through 9. Writing will be assessed in Grades 4
and 7. Science will be measured in Grade 5, and
social studies will continue to be assessed in Grade
8.

The Student Assessment Division at TEA has be-
gun the three-year developmental process to cre-
ate the TAAS II. Committees of educators and
professionals convened in Austin to determine
which student expectations from the state-man-
dated curriculum were appropriate to measure in
the new statewide assessment. TEA content-area
specialists from the Curriculum Development and
Student Assessment Divisions then met and
grouped the appropriate expectations under draft
test objectives. In late spring 2000, surveys were
distributed to all districts so that educators and
other interested parties in the state could review
the new draft objectives and student expectations
for the Grade 11 exit-level test. Reviewers voted
on which student expectations were appropriate
to measure on a statewide assessment. These sur-
veys also included space for any narrative com-
ments that reviewers felt were important. As a
result of this process, a total of 27,350 surveys were
returned to TEA. Approximately 98 percent of all
respondents identified themselves as teachers.
About 5,000 surveys included narrative comments.
The suggestions from the narrative comments were
incorporated, and a second draft survey was dis-
tributed to all districts in October 2000. At the

same time, results of the surveys of the first drafts
of the Grades 3 through 10 test objectives and
student expectations were distributed to districts.
Feedback from the surveys will be analyzed and
then discussed with educator committees in early
2001.

Agency Contact Person

Ann Smisko, Associate Commissioner of Curricu-
lum, Assessment, and Technology, (512) 463-
9087.

Other Sources of Information

The TAAS and End-of-Course test results as well as
information about all the agency testing activities
and test development are on the TEA website
(www.tea.state.tx.us/) under Curriculum/Assess-
ment. Released TAAS tests are also available.

State/district/campus/charter school accountabil-
ity ratings and the Academic Excellence Indicator
System (AEIS) performance reports are also avail-
able on the TEA website under Performance
Reporting (also see Chapter 3 of this report).
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Student Dropouts

T he annual dropout rate reported by
school districts* has stabilized over the past
three years. A total of 27,592 students in
Grades 7-12 were identified as dropping out in
school year 1998-99, representing a slight increase
in the number of students who were reported to
have dropped out the previous year. However, the
1998-99 annual dropout rate is again 1.6 percent
(Table 2.1) because enrollment numbers increased
as well. For the first time, the agency prepared a
combined completion/student status rate and
longitudinal dropout rate for a cohort of 7th grad-
ers. The methodology was revised so that the
actual longitudinal dropout rate and completion/
student status rate add to 100 percent. For the
class of 1999, the value of this longitudinal drop-
out rate was 9.0 percent. The target set in law
was to reduce the annual and longitudinal drop-
out rates to 5 percent or less by the 1997-98
school year (TEC §39.182).

Until 1997-98, a nine-year decline in the annual
number of dropouts was observed (Table 2.3 on

*See definitions in Table 2.2, page 24.

page 26). The dropout count increased slightly for
the first time the following year, when TEA intro-
duced a major change in data submission require-

(Continued on page 25)

Figure 2.1 Profile of Texas Dropouts

The following are selected characteristics
of the 27,592 students who dropped out
in Grades 7-12 during the 1998-99 school
year.

62 percent were not
identified as being at
risk of dropping out

66 percent were not
economically disadvantaged

73 percent were Hispanic
or African American

Table 2.1 1998-99 Dropout Rates by Ethnicity, Gender, and Grade Level

7th - 12th Percentage Annual Class of 1999
Grade Total of Total Dropout Grade 7 Cohort
Enrollment Dropouts Dropouts Rate Dropout Rate
African American 248,748 5,682 20.6% 2.3% 11.7%
Hispanic 638,041 14,413 52.2% 2.3% 14.3%
White 833,274 7,006 25.4% 0.8% 5.1%
Other 53,054 491 1.8% 0.9% 4.9%
Gender
Female 860,094 12,545 45.5% 1.5% 8.5%
Male 913,023 15,047 54.5% 1.6% 9.6%
Grade Level
7 315,126 939 3.4% 0.3%
8 312,470 1,767 6.4% 0.6%
9 376,422 7,659 27.8% 2.0% Not Applicable
10 288,371 5,497 19.9% 1.9%
11 246,075 5,014 18.2% 2.0%
12 234,653 6,716 24.3% 2.9%
Total 1,773,117 27,592 100.0% 1.6% 9.0%

Source: TEA PEIMS (1998-99)




Table 2.2 Dropout Definition, Data Collection, and Methodology

Starting in fall 1998, the Texas Education
Agency (TEA) began collecting information
from public school districts about all students
leaving Grades 7 — 12 after the end of each
school year. School districts report the num-
ber of secondary grade “leavers” through
the Public Education Information Manage-
ment System (PEIMS); instructions for cod-
ing leavers’ records with reasons for their
departures are included in the PEIMS Data
Standards (TEA, August 2000). Dropout
information is extracted for Grades 7 — 12
from the leaver data. A student is identified
as a dropout if the individual is absent with-
out an approved excuse or documented
transfer and does not return to school by
the fall of the following school year, or if he
or she completes the school year but fails to
reenroll the following school year. Each of
the more than 40 reason codes listed in the
Data Standards is marked to indicate whether
it could cause a student’s “leaver record” to
be counted as a dropout for accountability
purposes.

School leavers in the following categories are
identified as dropouts:

. Students who drop out as defined
above from Grades 7 - 12 only;

. Students who enter the military before
graduation;

. Students from special education, un-
graded or alternative education pro-
grams who leave school;

. Students who leave school and enter a
program not qualifying as an elemen-
tary / secondary school (e.g., cosme-
tology school); and

. Students enrolled as migrants and
whose whereabouts are unknown.

Leavers whose records are coded with the
following reason codes are excluded from
the dropout count prepared for accountabil-
ity purposes:

. Students who die;

. Students showing regular attendance
at a state-approved alternative pro-
gram;

. Students enrolled as migrants who
have a subsequent school enroliment
record (i.e., a new Generation System
education record is available);

. Students known to have transferred to
another public school, adult or alter-
native education program, or home
schooling;

. Students who were expelled for crimi-
nal behavior occurring on school prop-
erty or at school-related functions and
were incarcerated;

. Students who met all graduation re-
quirements but did not pass the exit-
level Texas Assessment of Academic
Skills (TAAS);

. Students who enroll in college early to
pursue a degree program;

. Students who transferred or were as-
signed to another public institution or
state-approved educational program;
and

. Foreign students who return to their
home countries.

Additional Record Exclusions

In 1990-91, the TEA began an automated
statewide process to appropriately exclude
some records from being counted as drop-
outs in preparing accountability data. As it
now exists, the record exclusion process re-
moves leaver records if the students are en-
rolled in public school somewhere in the
state, have previously graduated or received
a GED certificate, or were previously counted
as dropouts.

In 1998-99, records for 9,189 students were
excluded from the final dropout count.

Annual (or Cross-Sectional) Dropout Rate

The current dropout rate is calculated by
dividing the number of dropouts by cumu-
lative attendance in Grades 7-12. Cumula-
tive attendance is the count of all students
reported in attendance during any six-week
reporting period. If students enroll on sev-
eral campuses during a school year, they are
counted in attendance at every campus on
which they enroll. However, when aggre-
gating dropout information, the student is
only counted once at the campus, district,
county, region, and state level. Cumulative
attendance more closely parallels the num-
ber of dropouts counted for that entire
school year. Although this rate is less com-
parable to the dropout rates reported be-
fore 1992-93, it provides a more accurate
reflection of the dropout situation and more
uniform data for comparison between dis-
tricts and campuses.

Completion/Student Status/Rate and
Longitudinal Dropout Rate

This year, TEA has introduced a new set of
longitudinal rates. These rates show the high
school outcomes for a cohort of entering
Grade 9 or Grade 7 students. The outcomes
are determined the year graduation is ex-
pected. Students who transfer out of Texas
public schools are removed from the cohort.
Students who transfer in to a Texas public
school are added to the cohort. The final
four outcomes are: graduation, received
GED, continued high school, or dropped
out. The graduation rate is calculated by
dividing the number of students who gradu-
ated by the number of students in the en-
tering cohort. The rates for GED recipients,
students who continue high school, and
dropouts are calculated in a similar manner.
The dropout rate calculated this way is called
the longitudinal dropout rate. The sum of
the four rates is 100 percent.

This year, these rates are calculated for the
cohort of students who entered Grade 9 in
1995-96, or the Class of 1999. These are 4-
year longitudinal rates. Rates are prepared
at the state, region, county and district lev-
els. A campus rate is prepared for a campus
that has served Grade 9-12 for 5 years.

The rates are also calculated for the cohort
of students who entered Grade 7 in 1993-

94, also the Class of 1999. These are 6-year
longitudinal rates calculated at the state level.
This dropout component is the longitudinal
dropout rate required by law.

Attrition Rate

The attrition rate compares the difference be-
tween 9th grade enrollment with 12th grade
enrollment four years later, often with a math-
ematical adjustment made for enrollment
growth. The unadjusted four-year attrition
rate for 1998-99 was 36.6 percent. Attrition
rates can be calculated easily at the campus,
district, county and state levels. However, at-
trition rates do not distinguish among all the
possible reasons for the difference in 9th ver-
sus 12th grade enrollment figures. In calcu-
lating the 1998-99 attrition rate, for example,
all students in the cohort who were retained
in grade at any point in their high school ca-
reers, who transferred to other educational
settings in Texas (such as private school, home
schooling, etc.), who transferred to other
states or countries, or who earned GED cer-
tificates were treated as “lost” from the sys-
tem.

Projected Cross-Sectional and Projected
Longitudinal Dropout Rates

Projected cross-sectional dropout rates by
grade level are calculated by taking the popu-
lation for each grade level and each ethnic
group within grade level and incrementing the
grade level for each projected year. That is,
the first step in determining the 1999-00 rate
is to represent all students who were in Grades
6-11in 1998-99 and who progressed to the
next grade level in 1999-00. The 1998-99
annual dropout rate is then applied to each
grade level to give the projected rates for
1999-00. This is determined for each cohort
through the year 2003-04. The dropout rates
by grade and ethnicity remain constant, and
a new grade-level dropout rate is calculated.
This calculation is based on the assumption
that the current dropout rates will remain con-
stant.

Similarly, the projected statewide longitudinal
rates for Grades 7-12 are based on the assump-
tion that longitudinal dropout rates for stu-
dent groups will remain constant. The
projected rates are obtained by projecting
changes in student group shares in the co-
hort. The share of each student group in the
cohort is based on its share when the cohort
entered Grade 7. For example, projections for
the Class of 2000 are based on the demo-
graphics of Grade 7 students in 1994-95.

Future Dropout Data Collection
and Methodology

A study required by Rider 71 of the Appro-
priations Act passed by the 76th Texas Legis-
lature calls for TEA, the State Auditor’s Office,
and the Legislative Budget Board (LBB) to col-
laborate on a thorough study of dropout data
collection methodology and rates. The study
must include recommendations on whether
the current method of reporting dropouts or
leavers should be replaced and/or augmented
by data examining high school completion,
together with a time frame for implementa-
tion of any such changes. The study is due to
the Legislature and the Governor by January
1, 2001.
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(Continued from page 23)

ments for districts. Before the 1997-98 school year,
districts were only required to report students in
Grades 7-12 who graduated or dropped out. The
status of students who left school for any other rea-
son was not reported. Since fall 1998, however, dis-
tricts have had to report the status of all students
who were enrolled in Grades 7-12 during the prior
year. Using the “leaver” record, districts now re-
port up to three of 41 leaver reason codes to de-
scribe the circumstances of a student’s departure.
With this more comprehensive information about
student departures, the number of dropouts in-
creased from 26,901 in 1996-97 to 27,550 in 1997-
98. The number increased again in 1998-99 to
27,592. Dropout recovery programs, implemented
by school districts to bring students who have
dropped out back into the classroom, have con-
tributed to the long term reduction in dropouts.
The accountability system also provides an impetus
for preventing dropouts by including the annual
dropout rate as a criterion for campus and district
ratings. The declines also reflect enhancements to
school district student tracking systems. Addition-
ally, records for some students are excluded from
the count of dropouts for accountability purposes.
A reported dropout’s record is not counted for
accountability if the student:

1. has remained enrolled in public school some-
where in the state, according to the school dis-
trict attendance and enrollment information
provided through PEIMS;

2. has received a General Educational Develop-
ment (GED) certificate and appears on the GED
information file at the time these procedures
are executed;

3. has previously graduated; or

4. was identified as a dropout at any time back to
the 1990-91 school year. For the purpose of the
annual dropout rate, a student will be counted
in the integrated accountability system as a
dropout only once in his or her lifetime, even if
the student drops out repeatedly. This helps
assure that districts and campuses with aggres-
sive dropout recovery programs are not penal-
ized by a relatively higher likelihood of repeated
dropout actions by the same students. For the
longitudinal dropout rate, however, the
student’s final status — whether as a first-time
or repeat dropout — will determine if he or she
is counted as a dropout.

Dropout Rates Among
Student Groups

The dropout rate of some student groups remains
significantly higher than the overall dropout rate.
The annual dropout rate of Hispanic students for
the 1998-99 school year remained at 2.3 percent
(Table 2.3 on page 26). African American students
also have a 2.3 percent annual dropout rate, an
increase of 0.2 percentage points from 1997-98. Al-
though the rate for Hispanic students has declined
(Continued on page 27)

Figure 2.2 Percentage of Total Annual Dropouts by Grade Level
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Table 2.3 Historical Annual Dropout Rates by Student Groups

Number of Number Percentage Annual
Students, of of All Dropout
Grades 7-12 Dropouts Dropouts Rate
1987-88
African American 194,373 16,364 17.9% 8.4%
Hispanic 396,411 34,911 38.2% 8.8%
White 744,254 38,305 42.0% 5.1%
Other 28,160 1,727 1.9% 6.1%
Economically Disadvantaged N/A N/A N/A N/A
All Students 1,363,198 91,307 100.0% 6.7%
1988-89
African American 193,299 14,525 17.6% 7.5%
Hispanic 412,904 33,456 40.6% 8.1%
White 724,622 32,921 40.0% 4.5%
Other 29,290 1,423 1.7% 4.9%
Economically Disadvantaged N/A N/A N/A N/A
All Students 1,360,115 82,325 100.0% 6.1%
1989-90
African American 192,802 13,012 18.6% 6.7%
Hispanic 427,032 30,857 44.1% 7.2%
White 711,264 24,854 35.5% 3.5%
Other 30,396 1,317 1.9% 4.3%
Economically Disadvantaged N/A N/A N/A N/A
All Students 1,361,494 70,040 100.0% 5.1%
1990-91
African American 192,504 9,318 17.3% 4.8%
Hispanic 444,246 24,728 45.8% 5.6%
White 703,813 18,922 35.1% 2.7%
Other 32,075 997 1.8% 3.1%
Economically Disadvantaged 399,025 14,755 27.3% 3.7%
All Students 1,372,738 53,965 100.0% 3.9%
1991-92
African American 196,915 9,370 17.5% 4.8%
Hispanic 462,587 25,320 47.4% 5.5%
White 712,858 17,745 33.2% 2.5%
Other 34,478 985 1.8% 2.9%
Economically Disadvantaged 442,139 15,614 29.2% 3.5%
All Students 1,406,838 53,420 100.0% 3.8%
1992-93
African American 216,741 7,840 18.1% 3.6%
Hispanic 516,212 21,512 49.6% 4.2%
White 760,143 13,236 30.5% 1.7%
Other 40,101 814 1.9% 2.0%
Economically Disadvantaged 463,452 13,515 31.1% 2.9%
All Students 1,533,198 43,402 100.0% 2.8%
1993-94
African American 221,013 7,090 17.6% 3.2%
Hispanic 537,594 20,851 51.9% 3.9%
White 775,361 11,558 28.7% 1.5%
Other 42,047 712 1.8% 1.7%
Economically Disadvantaged 502,494 13,537 33.7% 2.7%
All Students 1,576,015 40,211 100.0% 2.6%
1994-95
African American 227,684 5,130 17.1% 2.3%
Hispanic 556,684 14,928 49.9% 2.7%
White 789,481 9,367 31.3% 1.2%
Other 43,673 493 1.6% 1.1%
Economically Disadvantaged 535,480 10,176 34.0% 1.9%
All Students 1,617,522 29,918 100.0% 1.8%
1995-96
African American 234,175 5,397 18.5% 2.3%
Hispanic 580,041 14,649 50.2% 2.5%
White 802,509 8,639 29.6% 1.1%
Other 45,853 522 1.8% 1.1%
Economically Disadvantaged 555,318 9,608 32.9% 1.7%
All Students 1,662,578 29,207 100.0% 1.8%
1996-97
African American 240,142 4,737 17.6% 2.0%
Hispanic 603,067 13,859 51.5% 2.3%
White 815,175 7,894 29.3% 1.0%
Other 47,588 411 1.5% 0.9%
Economically Disadvantaged 595,036 9,393 34.9% 1.6%
All Students 1,705,972 26,901 100.0% 1.6%
1997-98
African American 244,987 5,152 18.7% 2.1%
Hispanic 619,855 14,127 51.3% 2.3%
White 828,660 7,734 28.1% 0.9%
Other 49,637 537 1.9% 1.1%
Economically Disadvantaged 626,080 9,911 36.0% 1.6%
All Students 1,743,139 27,550 100.0% 1.6%
1998-99
African American 248,748 5,682 20.6% 2.3%
Hispanic 638,041 14,413 52.2% 2.3%
White 833,274 7,006 25.4% 0.8%
Other 53,054 491 1.8% 0.9%
Economically Disadvantaged 616,720 9,391 34.0% 1.5%
All Students 1,773,117 27,592 100.0% 1.6%

Source: TEA PEIMS, 1988-89 — 1999-2000.

Note. Parts may not add to totals because of rounding or missing student data.



(Continued from page 25)

from 1995-96, both African American and
Hispanic students continue to have the high-
est rates among all ethnic groups. All other

Annual Dropout Rate

Table 2.4 Projected Dropout Rates by Grade

1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04

0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%

0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%

2.0% 2.0% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1%

1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9%

student groups have a dropout rate that is Grade
lower than the state overall rate. .
African American and Hispanic students 8
have represented a higher percentage of

total annual dropouts since the 1990-91 9
school year (Table 2.3 on page 26). Hispanic 10
students have made up the greatest percent- 1

age of dropouts since 1990-91. Since 1992-

2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.1% 2.1%

93, Hispanic students have represented 12

2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9%

approximately 50 percent of all annual drop-

7-12 Longitudinal Dropout Rate

outs. Relative to last year, African Americans
represented a larger share (by 1.9 percent-
age points) of all annual dropouts in 1998-

Longitudinal
Dropout Rate

9.1% 9.1% 9.2% 9.2% 9.2%

99. The annual dropout rate for males, 1.6 Source: TEA PEIMS (1998-99)

percent, is slightly higher than that of fe-
males, 1.5 percent (Table 2.1 on page 23).

The Grades 7-12 cohort dropout rates for Hispanic
and African American students are also higher than
for other groups (Table 2.1 on page 23). The co-
hort rate for Hispanic students is 14.3 percent and
the rate for African American students is 11.7 per-
cent, both of which are significantly higher than
the state target of 5 percent.

Dropout Rates by Grade Level

Again in 1998-99, the highest annual dropout rate
was found in the 12th grade, at 2.9 percent (Table
2.1 on page 23). This is a change from 1995-96,
when the highest dropout rate occurred at the 9th
grade, at 2.7 percent. The dropout rate for 10th
grade in 1998-99 (1.9 percent) represents the low-
est rate for high school grades. The highest drop-
out rates for all ethnic groups are found in the 12th
grade, where African Americans had a higher drop-
out rate at 5.3 percent than did Hispanics, at 3.9
percent.

While students in the 9th grade have consistently
represented the highest number of total dropouts,
students in the 12th grade have steadily increased
as a percentage of total dropouts (Figure 2.2 on
page 25). In 1987-88, students in the 12th grade
represented almost 12 percent of all dropouts, but
by 1998-99 they represented 24 percent, continu-
ing the pattern of increases observed last year. The
greatest decline in numbers of dropouts was in the
9th and 10th grades; all other grades saw increased
numbers of dropouts.

The 12th grade now reflects the highest projected
grade level annual dropout rate. The longitudinal
rate is projected to increase by small increments
through 2003-04 (Table 2.4).

Characteristics of Dropouts

The percentage of Grades 7-12 enrollment and the
percentage of total dropouts identified as economi-
cally disadvantaged have decreased slightly from
1996-97 after increasing in 1997-98. The 1998-99
dropout rate for economically disadvantaged
students is 1.5%, less than the overall state rate
(Table 2.5 on page 28).

School districts are required to identify students in
Grades 7 - 12 as at risk of school failure or of drop-
ping out (TEC §29.081). A student is defined as at
risk if the student:

1. was not advanced from one grade level to the
next for two or more school years;

2. is two or more years below grade level in read-
ing or mathematics;

3. has failed at least two courses and is not ex-
pected to graduate within four years of ninth
grade entrance;

4. has failed at least one section of the most re-
cent Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS);
or

5. is pregnant or is a parent.

Student Dropouts
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Table 2.5 Dropouts by Student Groups

1996-97 1997-98 1998-99
At Risk
Enrollment in Grades 7-12 594,143 568,875 585,442
Percentage of Enroliment 34.8% 32.6% 33.0%
Total Dropouts 10,588 10,421 10,444
Percentage of Dropouts 39.4% 37.8% 37.9%
Annual Dropout Rate 1.8% 1.8% 1.8%
Bilingual/English as a Second Language
Enrollment in Grades 7-12 86,292 85,644 84,629
Percentage of Enroliment 5.1% 4.9% 4.8%
Total Dropouts 2,188 1,902 1,713
Percentage of Dropouts 8.1% 6.9% 6.2%
Annual Dropout Rate 2.5% 2.2% 2.0%
Career and Technology
Enrollment in Grades 7-12 619,776 632,868 645,378
Percentage of Enroliment 36.3% 36.3% 36.4%
Total Dropouts 7,888 7,766 7,421
Percentage of Dropouts 29.3% 28.2% 26.9%
Annual Dropout Rate 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Economically Disadvantaged
Enrollment in Grades 7-12 595,036 626,080 616,720
Percentage of Enroliment 34.9% 35.9% 34.8%
Total Dropouts 9,393 9,911 9,391
Percentage of Dropouts 34.9% 36.0% 34.0%
Annual Dropout Rate 1.6% 1.6% 1.5%
Overage/Not on Grade
Enrollment in Grades 7-12 536,688 529,450 522,041
Percentage of Enroliment 31.5% 30.4% 29.4%
Total Dropouts 21,682 21,251 21,458
Percentage of Dropouts 80.6% 77.1% 77.8%
Annual Dropout Rate 4.0% 4.0% 4.1%
Special Education
Enrollment in Grades 7-12 216,614 228,451 237,379
Percentage of Enrollment 12.7% 13.1% 13.4%
Total Dropouts 4,092 4,132 4,325
Percentage of Dropouts 15.2% 15.0% 15.7%
Annual Dropout Rate 1.9% 1.8% 1.8%
Title I/Chapter 1
Enrollment in Grades 7-12 363,956 413,083 453,819
Percentage of Enrollment 21.3% 23.7% 25.6%
Total Dropouts 4,071 4,331 4,535
Percentage of Dropouts 15.1% 15.7% 16.4%
Annual Dropout Rate 1.1% 1.0% 1.0%

Source: TEA PEIMS (1995-96 — 1998-99)

As applied by school districts, the state criteria re-
sult in 33 percent of students in Grades 7-12 being
identified as at risk. Yet, only 37.9 percent of 1998-
99 dropouts were identified as at risk of dropping
out during the year they dropped out of school.
The dropout rate for students at risk has remained
stable at 1.8 percent.

In 1998-99, 77.8 percent of dropouts were over-
age for grade compared to 29.4 percent of all
Grades 7-12 students (Table 2.5). The age level of
dropouts for 1998-99 ranged from 10 to 21 years
old, with over 76 percent of the dropouts leaving
at age 16 or older.

In 1998-99, 13.4 percent of students enrolled in
Grades 7-12 received special education services, but
15.7 percent of dropouts received special educa-
tion services. The percentage of dropouts receiving
special education services during the year they
dropped out has increased since 1996-97.

Students receiving bilingual/ESL services were over-
represented among the 1998-99 dropouts. Slightly
under 5 percent of students enrolled in Grades 7-
12 received bilingual/ESL services, but 6.2 percent
of dropouts received such services. The dropout rate
for students receiving bilingual/ESL services has
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decreased from 2.5 percent two years ago to 2.0
percent in 1998-99.

In 1998-99, 26.9 percent of Texas dropouts were
enrolled in career and technology education the
year they dropped out of school. The percentage
of all students enrolled in career and technology
education courses remained stable since 1996-97,
while the percentage of dropouts who were enrolled
in those courses the year they dropped out de-
creased.

Reasons for Dropping Out

School districts recorded specific reasons for leav-
ing school for 54 percent of the 1998-99 dropouts.
Of the 14,900 dropouts for whom a reason for leav-
ing school was reported, a school-related concern,
such as poor attendance or failing grades had been
listed for 50.0 percent; a job-related concern, such
as finding a job or joining the military had been
listed for 15.9 percent; 8.7 percent listed a family-
related concern, such as pregnancy or marriage;
and 25.5 percent listed other concerns, such as age
or enrollment in a non-state-approved alternative
program (Table 2.6).

Districts were more likely to report job-related con-
cerns for males than females. More than twice as
many males than females were reported as leaving
school to pursue a job. Females were more likely

than males to leave for family-related concerns.
Almost 8 percent of females were reported to have
dropped out of school to get married, compared to
fewer than 2 percent of males.

District Characteristics

Texas school districts differ greatly based on char-
acteristics such as community type, district size, stu-
dent performance, and expenditures. The dropout
rates of schools among these categories differ as well.

The highest dropout rates are found in charters
(6.8%) and school districts located in urban areas
(2.6%), and lower rates occur in rural (0.8%) and
non-metropolitan, fast growing areas (0.8%). Texas
student demographic data indicate that minority stu-
dents are found in greater numbers in the urban
areas, and these students are already known to drop
out of public schools at higher rates than their
nonminority peers. Districts with the largest enroll-
ments are also more concentrated in urban areas,
again coinciding with higher dropout rates. As the
percentage of students passing all TAAS tests
increases, the dropout rate decreases.

Table 2.6 Common Reasons for Dropping Out of School as Reported

by School Districts for 1998-99

Gender Ethnicity
African

Reason for Dropping Out Total | Female Male American | Hispanic | White | Other
Poor attendance 23.5% | 23.5% 23.6% 28.0% 20.0% 27.3% | 21.6%
Pursue a job 8.3% 5.5% 10.7% 5.4% 9.9% 7.4% 8.6%
Because of age 6.3% 5.9% 6.6% 10.9% 6.0% 3.2% 4.9%
Enter alternative program,
not in compliance with 4.2% 3.6% 4.7% 4.2% 3.1% 6.3% 5.5%
compulsory attendance
Enter alternative program, 3.1% | 2.6% 3.6% 2.3% 3.0% | 4.2% | 2.4%
not pursuing diploma
To get married 2.2% 4.1% 0.6% <0.1% 3.4% 1.6% 0.2%
Pregnancy 1.8% 4.0% <0.1% 1.0% 2.2% 1.8% 0.4%
Low or failing grades 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.0% 1.1% 1.8% 1.0%
Failed exit-level TAAS, not met | 14, | 1 394 1.0% 1.7% 1.1% 0.7% | 1.6%
all graduation requirements
Other reasons 2.2% 1.6% 2.7% 2.6% 1.7% 2.9% 1.4%
Reason not reported 46.0% | 46.9% 45.2% 42.7% 48.6% 42.9% | 52.3%

Source: TEA PEIMS (1998-99)

Student Dropouts
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Recommendations of the
1999-2001 State Plan to
Reduce the Dropout Rate

The Texas Education Agency develops biennial state
plans to reduce the dropout rate, as required by
TEC, §39.182. The 1999-2001 State Plan to Reduce
the Dropout Rate makes the following recommen-
dations to reduce the annual and longitudinal drop-
out rates:

¢ Continue to implement appropriate service de-
livery systems that target students in at-risk situ-
ations and the potential dropout student
population at every grade level with particular
emphasis on groups of students in Grades 7
through 12 that have higher-than-average
dropout rates.

¢ Encourage the prioritizing of state and federal
funds in the applications submitted to the
Agency for the purpose of implementing drop-
out prevention and dropout recovery programs
as may be permitted by funding criteria.

¢ Continue a comprehensive leadership effort by
the Agency that will focus on the advocacy for
recruiting, training, and professional develop-
ment of model teachers of similar backgrounds
as student groups with higher-than-average
dropout rates.

¢ Continue and expand on the statewide parent
involvement efforts and encourage school dis-
tricts to provide ongoing training and informa-
tion for parents.

¢ Conduct research studies on dropout preven-
tion and recovery programs to document prom-
ising practices and target areas for immediate
attention.

¢ Encourage the continued use of innovative tech-
nology such as distance-learning via satellite,
interactive diskettes, and video- conferencing
by school districts and education service cen-
ters.

¢ Continue to support data improvement activi-
ties that will enhance the accuracy of dropout
information reported to the Agency.

Agency Contact Persons

For information on student dropout data,
Criss Cloudt, Associate Commissioner, Department
of Accountability Reporting and Research, (512)

463-9701, or the Research and Evaluation Division,
(512) 475-3523.

For information on The 1999-2001 State Plan to
Reduce the Dropout Rate, Carol Francois, Associate
Commissioner, Department for the Education of
Special Populations, or the Program Evaluation Unit,
(512) 463-9714.

Other Sources of Information

1998-99 Report on Secondary School Completion and
Dropouts, to be published December 2000 by the
Division of Research and Evaluation, Department of
Accountability Reporting and Research.

1999-2001 State Plan to Reduce the Dropout Rate,
published by the Program Evaluation Unit, Depart-
ment for the Education of Special Populations.
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Academic Excellence Indicators

T his chapter presents the progress the state
is making on the Academic Excellence Indi-
cators adopted by the commissioner of
education or the State Board of Education (SBOE).
Analysis of TAAS results and dropout rates can be
found in greater detail in Chapters 1 and 2. Other
measures and indicators in the Academic Excel-
lence Indicator System (AEIS) State Performance
Report on pages 36 to 46 include:

O numerical progress of students who failed the
reading or mathematics portion of TAAS the
prior year;

O cumulative percent of students passing the
exit-level TAAS;

results from end-of-course tests;

participation of students in TAAS testing
(i.e., percentages of students tested and not
tested);

attendance rates;
completion rate/student status;

completion of advanced courses;

O 0o o o

completion of the recommended high school
program;

O results of Advanced Placement (AP) and In-
ternational Baccalaureate (IB) examinations;

O equivalency between performance on exit-
level TAAS and the Texas Academic Skills Pro-
gram (TASP) test;

O results from college admission tests (SAT | and
ACT); and

O profile information on students, programs,
staff, and finances.

Progress of Prior Year TAAS
Failers

As now required by statute, the progress of stu-
dents who failed the reading or mathematics por-
tion of the TAAS (English version) in the prior year
and who took those tests in the current year is
calculated. An average Texas Learning Index (TLI)
growth measure is calculated for reading and
mathematics across Grades 3 through 8 and 10.
A report providing this information by grade for
each campus and district is accessible from the
individual 1999-2000 AEIS reports on the Division
of Performance Reporting’s website.

Statewide, students demonstrated an average TLI
growth of 9.32 in reading and 8.82 in mathemat-
ics, up from 8.51 in reading and 7.90 in math-
ematics in 1999. Average TLI growth in 2000 was
higher for all student groups in both reading and
mathematics compared to 1999. It is important
for students who fail the TAAS in a given year to
demonstrate substantial growth the following year
so that they will be prepared to pass the exit-level
TAAS, currently administered at Grade 10, and
therefore meet the testing requirement for gradu-
ation.

Technical Note

The TAAS results shown in the AEIS State Performance Report on pages 36 through 46 differ by 1 or 2 percentage
points from those reported in the Student Performance chapter of this report. The AEIS indicators, which form the
basis for the state accountability system, reflect the performance of only those students who were enrolled in the
same district as of October of each school year. This ensures that accountability ratings are based only on the
performance of students who have been in the same district for most of the academic year. TAAS results for English
and Spanish are also combined. The Student Performance chapter, however, contains the results of all students
who took the TAAS in the spring of each year, regardless of their enrollment status the previous October, and TAAS
results for English and Spanish are reported separately. TAAS results in both chapters reflect similar trends. The
end-of-course (EOC) test results shown in this chapter also differ by a few percentage points from those reported in
the Student Performance chapter. The EOC test results reported in AEIS are from three administrations: the
summer preceeding a school year, the fall semester, and the spring semester of a given school year. The Student
Performance chapter, however, contains EOC test results for only the spring administration of a given school year.

EOC test results in both chapters reflect similar results.
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Cumulative Percent Passing
Exit-Level TAAS

Students must pass the exit-level TAAS in order to
receive a high school diploma. The exit-level TAAS
is first administered in the spring of the tenth
grade. Students have seven additional opportuni-
ties to retake the test until their graduation date.

This measure reports the percent of students pass-
ing all tests taken on the exit-level TAAS for the
Class of 2000 cohort and the Class of 1999 co-
hort. For example, the TAAS cumulative passing
rate for the Class of 2000 shows the percentage
of students who first took the exit-level test in
spring 1998 when they were sophomores, and
eventually passed all tests taken by the end of their
senior year, May 2000. The measure only includes
those students who took the test in the spring of
the tenth grade and continued to retake the test,
if needed, in the same district.

Statewide, 91.6 percent of the Class of 2000 and
90.0 percent of the Class of 1999 passed the exit-
level TAAS. Passing rates were higher for all stu-
dent groups in the Class of 2000 compared to the
Class of 1999. The greatest gains were for African
American students (87.6 percent compared to
84.4 percent) and Hispanic students (86.6 percent
compared to 84.1 percent).

Results for End-of-Course
Examinations

Students completing Algebra I, Biology, English I,
or United States History must take an end-of-course
examination. The AEIS shows the percent of stu-
dents who took the test, and who passed the test,
in either December or May of each school year, or
in the summer preceding the school year. For Bi-
ology, English Il and United States History, results
for students in Grades 9-12 are reported. For Al-
gebra |, results for students in Grades 7-12 are re-
ported.

Statewide in 1999-2000, 17.6 percent of students
in Grades 7-12 took the Algebra | test, down
slightly from the 18.0 percent taking this test the
previous year. In Grades 9-12, 24.0 percent of stu-
dents took the Biology test, down from 24.2 per-
cent the prior year; 21.9 percent took English I,
up very slightly from 21.4 percent the prior year;
and 18.7 percent took United States History, com-
pared to 18.9 percent the prior year.

The percent of students passing Algebra | was 43.9
in 1999-2000, up very slightly from 1998-99 when
43.4 percent passed the test. The percent passing
Biology was 80.3 in 1999-2000, up from 76.4
percent in 1998-99. The greatest improvement in
percent passing was for English Il, where 77.7
percent of students passed in 1999-2000, com-
pared to 72.7 percent the prior year. For United
States History, 72.1 percent passed in 1999-2000,
an improvement over 1998-98 when 69.8 percent
passed. End-of-course assessments are considered
the best currently available predictor of perfor-
mance of the new exit-level examinations to be
administered in 2003.

TAAS Participation

Every student enrolled in a Texas public school in
Grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10 must be given the
opportunity to take the TAAS test. However, there
are circumstances under which some students are
not tested. In addition, not all test results are in-
cluded when evaluating test performance for ac-
countability ratings purposes. In 2000, test results
for accountability evaluation included students in
regular and special education in Grades 3 through
8 and 10, and regular and students in special edu-
cation who took the Spanish version of TAAS in
Grades 3 through 6. The TAAS Participation sec-
tion of the AEIS reports provides the percentages
of students tested and not tested. The percent-
ages are based on the number of answer docu-
ments submitted; districts are required to submit
an answer document for each student enrolled at
the time of the spring TAAS administration in the
grades tested.

In 2000,

O 90.2 percent of students were tested. The re-
sults of 85.5 percent of students were included
for accountability ratings purposes. The results
of 4.7 percent were excluded for the follow-
ing policy reasons: 4.6 percent were students
not enrolled in the fall in the district where
they tested in the spring (mobile subset), and
0.1 percent took only the Science and Social
Studies components of the 8th grade assess-
ment.

O 9.8 percent of students were not tested. Of
those, 0.6 percent were absent on all days of
testing, 7.1 percent were students served in
special education who were exempt from all
the tests by their Admission, Review, and Dis-
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missal (ARD) Committee, 1.3 percent were
exempt from all tests due to limited English
proficiency (LEP), and 0.8 percent had answer
documents coded with a combination of the
“not tested” categories or had their testing
disrupted by illness or other similar events.

The limited English proficiency (LEP) exemption is
not an option for exit-level examinees. Beginning
in 1997, the Spanish TAAS was available for Span-
ish-speaking students in Grades 3-6 who other-
wise might have been exempted due to limited
English proficiency.

Special education (ARD) exemptions were high-
est among African Americans at 11.6 percent, fol-
lowed by economically disadvantaged (10.3
percent), Native American (7.8 percent), and His-
panic students (7.7 percent).

While there was little variance between males and
females in the rate of exemptions for limited En-
glish proficiency, a much higher percentage of
male students received special education exemp-
tions compared to female students. The special
education exemption rate for males was 9.1 per-
cent, while only 5.0 percent of females were ARD-
exempt.

Student Attendance

The commissioner of education has established a
student attendance standard of 94 percent for all
students in Grades 1 through 12 in all Texas pub-
lic schools. The statewide attendance rate rose
slightly to 95.4 percent in the 1998-99 school year
from 95.3 percent in 1997-98. Rates for all stu-
dent groups were at or above the 94 percent stan-
dard for the 1998-99 school year.

Completion Rate/Student
Status

This year, the AEIS reports include a new set of
longitudinal rates, which expand the completion
rate indicator reported last year. These rates track
a group (or cohort) of students enrolled as 9th
graders through the following four school years
to determine if they graduated, received their
General Education Development (GED) certificate,
remained enrolled in high school in the fall fol-
lowing their expected graduation year, or dropped
out. This latter measure is an actual four-year lon-

gitudinal dropout rate. The four measures sum to
100 percent and are intended to show the status
of students in their expected year of high school
graduation. For example, the Class of 1999
completion rate includes those students who were
in the 9th grade in 1995-96 and graduated (ei-
ther on time or early), received a GED, were still
enrolled during the 1999-2000 school year, or
dropped out.

All of these longitudinal rates show improvement
from the prior year compared to the most current
year of data available. Among the Class of 1999,
79.5 percent graduated, an increase over the 78.7
percent of the Class of 1998. Four percent of the
Class of 1999 received a GED, compared to 4.3
percent of the Class of 1998. Eight percent of the
Class of 1999 were still enrolled during the 1999-
2000 school year, compared to 8.2 percent of the
Class of 1998 who were still enrolled the during
the 1998-99 school year. Of the Class of 1999,
8.5 percent of students dropped out prior to their
expected graduation year, compared to 8.9 per-
cent of the Class of 1998. Among the student
groups expected to graduate in 1999, the highest
actual four-year longitudinal dropout rates were
13.1 percent for Hispanic students and Economi-
cally Disadvantaged students, followed by 12.1
percent for students served in special education
and 11.6 percent for African American students.

Percentage Completing
Advanced Courses

This indicator is based on a count of the number
of students who complete and receive credit for
at least one advanced course in Grades 9-12. The
course list includes all advanced courses as well as
the College Board Advanced Placement (AP)
courses, and the International Baccalaureate (IB)
courses.

In 1998-99, the most recent year for which data
are available, 17.5 percent of students in Grades
9-12 completed at least one advanced course. This
rate is down from the 18.9 percent who completed
advanced courses during the 1997-98 school year.
This decrease, which occurred across all student
groups, is due to the alignment of the definition
of “advanced course” with the more rigorous cur-
riculum standards of the Texas Essential Knowl-
edge and Skills (TEKS), which were implemented
beginning with the 1998-99 school year.

Academic Excellence Indicators
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Percentage Completing
Recommended High School
Program

This indicator shows the percentage of graduates
reported as having satisfied the course require-
ments for the State Board of Education Recom-
mended High School Program. It also includes
those who met the requirements for the Distin-
guished Achievement Program.

For the Class of 1999, 15.0 percent of students
statewide met the requirements for the Recom-
mended High School Program, up from the 8.7
percent reported for the Class of 1998. Perfor-
mance on this measure is low, but showing sub-
stantial increases across all student groups, for
several reasons. The Recommended High School
Program, which was originally adopted by the
State Board of Education in November 1993, un-
derwent a number of changes before being final-
ized in 1996. It is still early for significant numbers
of students to have qualified for the program. Most
districts continue to report their advanced students
as having completed either the “Advanced High
School Program,” or the “Advanced High School
Honors Program” which will no longer be reported
beginning with the Class of 2001 graduates. As
shown in the profile section of the 1999-2000 state
AEIS report, of the Class of 1999 graduates, 53,360
(26.2 percent) were reported as having advanced
seals on their diplomas, while 30,560 (15.0 per-
cent) were reported as having met the require-
ments for the Recommended High School
Program or Distinguished Achievement Program.

Advanced Placement (AP)
and International
Baccalaureate (IB) Results

This indicator reports the results of the College
Board Advanced Placement (AP) and the Interna-
tional Baccalaureate (IB) examinations taken by
Texas public school students in a given school year.
High school students may take these examinations,
usually upon completion of AP or IB courses, and
may receive advanced placement or credit, or
both, upon entering college. Generally, colleges
will award credit or advanced placement for scores
of 3, 4, or 5 on AP examinations and scores of 4,
5, 6, or 7 on IB examinations. These are referred
to as the “criterion scores” in the points below.

O The percent of 11th or 12th graders taking at
least one AP or IB examination rose from 11.0
percent in 1998-99 to 12.7 percent in 1999-
2000. The percentages of students participat-
ing in these examinations rose for all student
groups between 1998-99 and 1999-2000.

O The percent of examinations with scores above
the criterion declined statewide from 55.7
percent to 53.9 percent, the third year of de-
cline for this measure, which was 57.4 per-
cent in 1997-98. Performance for all student
groups declined on this measure.

O The percent of examinees with at least one
score above the criterion decreased statewide
from 58.6 percent to 57.9 percent. Among
the student groups, only Hispanic students
improved on this measure, moving from 48.0
percent in 1998-99 to 48.4 percent in 1999-
2000.

The overall declines in the percentages of AP/IB
examinations and examinees with high scores
should be considered in the context of increased
participation in AP/IB examinations. Generally
speaking with tests of this nature, as participation
rates increase, overall performance tends to de-
crease.

TAAS/TASP Equivalency

The Texas Academic Skills Program (TASP) is a test
of reading, writing, and mathematics, required of
all persons entering undergraduate programs at
Texas public institutions of higher education for
the first time. This indicator shows the percent of
graduates who did well enough on the exit-level
TAAS to have a 75 percent likelihood of passing
the Texas Academic Skills Program (TASP) test.

Equivalency rates for the Class of 1999 showed
that 53.5 percent of graduates statewide scored
sufficiently high on the TAAS (when they first took
the test) to have a 75 percent likelihood of pass-
ing the TASP. This is an improvement over the
equivalency rate for the Class of 1998, at 45.0
percent. All student groups improved on this mea-
sure.
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College Admission Tests

Results from the SAT | of the College Board and
the Enhanced ACT of the American College Test-
ing Program are included in this indicator.

O The percentage of examinees who scored at
or above the criterion score on either test
(1,110 on the SAT | or 24 on the ACT) was
27.2 percent for the Class of 1999, the same
percent for the Class of 1998.

O The percentage of graduates who took either
the SAT | or the ACT increased slightly from
61.7 percent for the Class of 1998 to 61.8
percent for the Class of 1999.

O The average SAT I score for the Class of 1999
was 989, down slightly from 992 for the Class
of 1998.

O The average ACT composite score was 20.2
for the Class of 1999, down slightly from 20.3
for the Class of 1998.

Profile Information

In addition to performance data, the AEIS State
Performance Report also provides descriptive pro-
file statistics (counts and percentages) on a vari-
ety of data relating to students, programs, staff,
and finances.

Agency Contact Person

Criss Cloudt, Associate Commissioner, Department
of Accountability Reporting and Research, (512)
463-9701 and Cherry Kugle, Director of Perfor-
mance Reporting, (512) 463-9704.

Other Sources of Information

AEIS Performance Reports and Profiles for each
public school district and campus, available from
each district, the agency’s Division of Communi-
cations, (512) 463-9000, or online at
www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/.

Pocket Edition, 1999-2000: Texas Public School Sta-
tistics, published by the Division of Performance
Reporting, Department of Accountability Report-
ing and Research, available in December 2000.

Snapshot 2000: School District Profiles, published
by the Division of Performance Reporting, Depart-
ment of Accountability Reporting and Research,
available in early 2001.

Academic Excellence Indicators
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Grade Level Retention

Highlights

How extensive was grade level retention in Texas?

O In the 1998-99 school year, a total of 170,534 students were retained in grade.

O  The overall retention rate for students in Grades K-12 was 4.7 percent.

O  The highest retention rate was found in Grade 9 (18.8 percent).

O At the elementary level, the highest retention rate was found in Grade 1 (6.5 percent).

Who was retained?

a Males were retained more often than females.

O  African American and Hispanic students were retained more often than White students

or students from other ethnic groups.

O Economically disadvantaged students were retained more often than students who were

not economically disadvantaged.

Where were they retained?

O At the district and/or campus levels, higher retention rates were generally observed in

urban school districts.

O Retention rates were higher among districts and campuses with higher percentages of
minority students and with lower percentages of students passing the TAAS.

rade level retention is typically defined
G as delayed entry of a child who is of

appropriate chronological age but not
developmentally ready or mature enough to en-
ter school, or repetition of a grade a student was
unable to complete successfully (Shepard, 1989).
The primary goal of retention is to give a student
a year to mature or master the academic tasks of
one grade level before advancing to the next. Gov-
ernor George W. Bush has proposed enrolling stu-
dents who fail the Texas Assessment of Academic
Skills (TAAS) at Grades 3, 5, and 8 in accelerated
classes designed to ensure students learn the skills
needed to catch up and continue with their class-
mates. Strategies such as after-school programs,
individual tutoring, and summer school are pro-
posed as the first response to TAAS failure. Read-
ing academies are also being established to
concentrate assistance in this subject. In-grade
retention is viewed as the avenue of last resort.

This chapter looks at grade level retention in Texas
based on data collected over a five-year period,

beginning with the 1994-95 school year. This in-
formation was analyzed by grade, gender, and
ethnicity, as well as other student characteristics.

Methodology

The Public Education Information Management
System (PEIMS) provided the data necessary to
compute retention rates. Through the 1997-98
school year, the retention calculations included
students enrolled on the last Friday in October.
Beginning in 1998-99, the retention calculations
for Grades 7-12 included all students enrolled at
any time during the fall. To determine the num-
ber and percentage of students retained in grade,
enrollment data were compared to attendance in
the final, six-week period of the previous school
year. Students who enrolled both years or gradu-
ated were included in the total student count.
Students who dropped or migrated out of the
Texas public school system after the first year were
excluded from the total student count, as were
students new to the system in the second year.
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Each student enrolled in the same grade for two
consecutive years was identified as retained. The
retention rate was calculated by dividing the num-
ber of students retained by the total enrolled.

Table 4.1 Historical Overview
of Grade Level Retention,

1994-95 Through 1998-99*

Year Total To_tal Retention
Students* | Retained Rate
1994-95 | 3,193,214 | 128,369 4.0%
1995-96 | 3,399,451 | 144,683 4.3%
1996-97 3,475,407 147,202 4.2%
1997-98 3,470,630 150,953 4.3%
1998-99 | 3,606,933 | 170,534 4.7%

Source: TEA PEIMS

* Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations
included students enrolled on the last Friday in October.
Beginning in 1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades
7-12 included students enrolled at any time during the fall.

Number of Students Retained

Table 4.1 shows the grade level retention rates
for the 1994-95 through 1998-99 school years.
Of the total number of Texas public school stu-
dents reported in Grades Kindergarten through
12 in the 1994-95 school year, 4.0 percent
(128,369) were retained in grade. For the 1998-
99 school year, student retention rose to 4.7 per-
cent. The absolute number of students retained
has increased steadily.

Grade Level Retention
by Grade

The percentage of students retained in each grade
over the five-year period from 1994-95 to 1998-
99 is displayed in Figure 4.1. As the figure indi-
cates, the percentage of students retained varied
markedly by grade. Students in ninth grade had
the highest average retention rate in each of the
five years. Moreover, the retention rates for all high
school grades except Grade 12 were well above
the average retention rate for all students each
year.

First Grade. At the elementary level, the highest
retention rate was in first grade. Table 4.3 pre-

Table 4.2 1998-99 Grade Level Retention by Grade and Ethnicity*

Total African American Hispanic White Other
Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention
Grade |Retained Rate Retained Rate Retained Rate Retained Rate |Retained Rate
K 6,996 25% 845 2.1 % 2,752 23 % 3,330 3.0% 69 1.0 %
1 19,693 6.5% 3,779 86% |10,014 7.8% 5670 4.6% 230 2.9 %
2 9,460 3.2% 1,896 4.4 % 5313 4.4 % 2,142 1.7 % 109 1.4 %
3 7,129 24 % 1,680 4.0% 3,964 3.4 % 1,383 1.1% 102 1.3%
4 3,881 1.3% 784 1.9 % 2,049 1.8% 989 0.8% 59 0.7 %
5 2,502 0.9% 445 1.1 % 1,211 1.1% 797 0.6 % 49 0.6 %
6 4762 1.6% 873 2.1% 2,468 2.3% 1,372 1.0% 49 0.6 %
7 8,642 3.0% 1,633 4.0% 4432 41% 2,487 1.8% 90 1.1 %
8 6,533 23% 1,049 27% 3,440 33% 1,962 1.5% 82 1.0 %
9 59,738 18.8% | 11,558 25.0% |33,046 27.1% |14,341 10.2% 793 9.1 %
10 19,552 7.8% 3,856 11.5% 9,716 11.5% 5,613 4.6 % 367 4.4 %
11 12,063 5.6 % 2,261 8.3 % 5,722 8.3 % 3,772 3.4 % 308 4.1 %
12 9,583 4.6% 1,562 5.9% 4693 7.2% 3,085 29% 243 3.4 %
Total |{170,534 4.7% |32,221 6.4% [88820 65% |46943 29% | 2550 25%

Source: TEA PEIMS

* Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations included students enrolled on the last Friday in October. Beginning in
1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades 7-12 included students enrolled at any time during the fall.
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Figure 4.1 Trends in Retention Rates by Grade, 1994-95 Through 1998-99*

Il 199899
[ ]1997-98
1996-97
1995-96

0 2.0 4.0 6.0 8.0 100 120 140 160 180 200
Retention Rates (%)

Source: TEA PEIMS
* Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations included students enrolled on the last Friday in October. Beginning in
1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades 7-12 included students enrolled at any time during the fall.

Table 4.3 Grade 1 Student Retention by Ethnicity, 1994-95 Through 1998-99*

Other
African Minorities
White American Hispanic Combined Total

Year |_Total Retention Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention
Retained Rate |Retained Rate |Retained Rate |Retained Rate |[Retained Rate

1994-95| 5,714 4.6% | 2,708 7.0% | 7,353 7.1% 223 3.4% |15998 5.8%
1995-96| 5953 4.6% | 3,174 7.4% | 7,956 7.0% 216 3.0% |17,299 5.9%
1996-97| 5,655 4.4% | 3,039 7.0% | 7,866 6.6% 217 3.0% |16,777 5.6%
1997-98| 5,475 44% | 3,375 7.9% | 8,689 7.2% 224 3.1% |17,763 6.0%

1998-99| 5,670 4.6% | 3,779 8.6% |10,014 7.8% 230 2.9% |19,693 6.5%
Source: TEA PEIMS

* Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations included students enrolled on the last Friday in October. Beginning in
1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades 7-12 included students enrolled at any time during the fall.
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sents the number and percent of students retained
in Grade 1 by ethnicity from 1994-95 through
1998-99. The 1998-99 number retained in the first
grade increased by nearly 2,000 students over the
previous year. The percentage of students retained
in first grade has increased to 6.5 percent in
1998-99. Hispanic and African American students

had higher retention rates than Whites and other
minorities.

Ninth Grade. As shown in Table 4.4, the number
of students repeating Grade 9 from 1994-95
through 1998-99 increased by 14,306 students,
and the retention rate increased 2 percentage

Table 4.4 Grade 9 Student Retention by Ethnicity, 1994-95 Through 1998-99*

Other
African Minorities
White American Hispanic Combined Total

Year | Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention Total Retention Total Retention
Retained Rate |Retained Rate |Retained Rate |Retained Rate |Retained Rate

1994-95| 11,764 9.2% 9,190 23.2% |23,944 25.0% 534 7.8% |45,432 16.8%
1995-96| 13,409 9.9% |10,414 24.2% |27,603 25.9% 647 8.7% |52,073 17.8%
1996-97| 13,229 9.6% |10,506 24.2% |29,076 25.9% 669 8.5% |53,480 17.8%
1997-98| 13,052 9.6% |10,440 24.3% |28,537 25.3% 680 8.5% |52,709 17.6%

1998-99| 14,341 10.2% | 11,558 25.0% |33,046 27.1% 793 9.1% |59,738 18.8%
Source: TEA PEIMS

* Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations included students enrolled on the last Friday in October. Beginning
in 1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades 7-12 included students enrolled at any time during the fall.

Figure 4.2 Grade Level Retention Rates by Ethnicity, 1994-95 Through 1998-99*

Retention
Rates (%)

7 -

6 7

24 7 77

‘95 ‘96 ‘97 ‘98 ‘99 ‘95 ‘96 ‘97 ‘98 ‘99 ‘95 ‘96 ‘97 ‘98 ‘99 ‘95 ‘96 ‘97 ‘98 ‘99

White African American Hispanic Other Minority

Source: TEA PEIMS
* Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations included students enrolled on the last Friday in October. Beginning in
1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades 7-12 included students enrolled at any time during the fall.
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Table 4.5 Grade Level Retention of Students

Receiving Special Education Services, 1994-95 Through 1998-99*

Students Receiving Students Not Receiving
Special Education Services Special Education Services
Year Total Retained Retention Rate | Total Retained Retention Rate
1994-95 23,633 6.0% 104,736 3.7%
1995-96 26,792 6.2% 117,891 4.0%
1996-97 28,276 6.2% 118,926 3.9%
1997-98 29,681 6.5% 121,272 4.0%
1998-99 34,073 7.0% 136,461 4.4%

Source: TEA PEIMS

*Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations included students enrolled on the last Friday
in October. Beginning in 1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades 7-12 included students enrolled

at any time during the fall.

points. Nearly 19 percent of ninth graders were
retained in the 1998-99 school year. As with first
grade, disproportionately larger percentages of
Hispanic and African American students were
retained relative to their enrollment. The reten-
tion rate is 2.5 times that of White students for
African American and Hispanic students. Approxi-
mately one-fourth of all Hispanic and African
American students was retained in ninth grade.

Grade Level Retention
by Gender

Over the five-year period, males were more likely
to be retained than females at every grade level
and within each ethnic group. During the 1998-
99 school year, 3.8 percent of female students were
retained, compared to 5.7 percent of male stu-
dents. These percentages reflect an increase of
about 0.6 percentage points for female students

Table 4.6 Grade Level Retention of Students With Limited English Proficiency

(LEP) and Special Language Services Received, 1994-95 Through 1998-99*

Students With Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
o Receiving Special o

Receiving Receiving Education Receiving LEP Non-LEP

Bilingual Services| ESL? Services Services No Services® Students Students
Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention| Total Retention

Grade | Year |Retained Rate |Retained Rate |[Retained Rate |Retained Rate |Retained Rate |Retained Rate

KG -6 1994-95| 4,803 2.8% | 2,141 3.1% 201 3.6% 539 25% | 7,684 2.9% | 30,816 2.0%
1995-96| 4,929 2.7% 2,303 3.1% 228 4.2% 527 2.5% 7,987 2.8% | 35,440 2.1%
1996-97| 5,036  2.6% | 2,302 2.8% 234 4.2% 614 25% | 8,186 2.7% | 35188 2.1%
1997-98| 6,458 3.2% | 2,776 3.2% 231 4.2% 647 2.9% (10,112 3.2% | 38,973 2.3%
1998-99| 7,509 3.7% | 3,266 3.5% 233 4.6% 646 3.0% | 11,421  3.6% | 42,769 2.5%
712 1994-95 64 4.9% 7,772  12.1% 647 11.5% | 1,760 10.9% | 10,243 11.7% | 79,626 6.4%
1995-96 57 51% | 8,088 11.9% 628 10.7% | 1,809 11.3% |10,582 11.6% | 90,674 6.8%
1996-97 71 8.3% | 8504 12.1% 729  12.1% | 2,217 11.4% | 11,521 11.9% | 92,307 6.7%
1997-98 50 74% | 8,341 12.0% 621 115% | 1,660 11.4% |10,672 11.8% | 91,196 6.5%
1998-99 40 5.8% 9,806 13.4% 729 13.5% | 1,737 12.4%| 11,583 13.2% |103,799 7.0%

Source: TEA PEIMS
* Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations included students enrolled on the last Friday in October. Beginning in
1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades 7-12 included students enrolled at any time during the fall.
2 English as a second language.
b Including students whose parents requested the student not be served by a special language program.
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Table 4.7 Grade Level Retention by Economic Status,

1994-95 Through 1998-99*

Economically Non-Economically
Disadvantaged Disadvantaged

Year Total Retained Retention Rate | Total Retained Retention Rate

1994-95 66,237 4.9% 62,132 3.4%
1995-96 75,640 5.0% 69,043 3.6%
1996-97 79,718 5.1% 67,484 3.6%
1997-98 86,294 5.4% 64,659 3.4%
1998-99 94,623 5.8% 75,911 3.8%

Source: TEA PEIMS
* Through the 1997-98 school year, the retention calculations included students enrolled on the last Friday in
October. Beginning in 1998-99, the retention calculations for Grades 7-12 included students enrolled at any time

during the fall.

and nearly 1 percentage point for male students
from 1994-95 to 1998-99.

Grade Level Retention
by Ethnicity

Historically, minority students have been over rep-
resented in the population of students being re-
tained. As shown in Figure 4.2 on page 50,
Hispanic and African American students were, on
average, retained at least twice as often as White
students or students from other ethnic groups. In
1998-99, for example, 2.9 percent of White stu-
dents were retained in grade compared to 6.4
percent and 6.5 percent for African American and
Hispanic students, respectively. For students in all
other ethnic groups, the percent retained was 2.5.

Each year during the five-year period, almost 7
out of 10 students retained in Texas public schools
were either African American or Hispanic while only
about 5 out of 10 students enrolled were from
these two ethnic groups. As Figure 4.2 indicates,
the largest number of students retained each year
have been Hispanic students, followed by White
students.

Grade Level Retention by
Student Characteristics

Students in Special Education Programs. Table 4.5
compares the retention rates of students in spe-
cial education programs with the retention rates

of students not in special education programs,
from 1994-95 through 1998-99. Each student in
a special education program has an individual edu-
cation plan with goals and objectives the student
must meet on a yearly basis. If these goals are met,
the student progresses to the next grade level. As
can be noted in Table 4.5, a disproportionately
higher percentage of students in special educa-
tion programs were retained each year compared
to students not receiving special education ser-
vices.

Students With Limited English Proficiency. Students
with limited English proficiency (LEP) are faced
with the challenge of learning English at the same
time they learn other skills. Reading and language
problems have been shown to be highly corre-
lated with elementary grade retention. Depend-
ing on their level of English skills and other factors,
LEP students participated in bilingual or English as
asecond language (ESL) programs or received lan-
guage services as part of their special education
programs. In 1998-99, 12 percent of the students
in Texas public schools participated in bilingual/
ESL programs. The retention rates for LEP students
as compared to non-LEP students are presented
in Table 4.6. The table has been separated into
two grade-level spans because of the small num-
bers of secondary students receiving bilingual ser-
vices.

In 1998-99, all LEP students in the elementary
grades, whether receiving bilingual, ESL, special
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education, or no special language services, had
similar retention rates, although the rates were
consistently higher than the rates for non-LEP
students. In Grades 7-12, the retention rates for
LEP students receiving ESL services and LEP stu-
dents not receiving services were notably higher
than the rates for non-LEP students.

Students Who Were Economically Disadvantaged. As
shown in Table 4.7, the retention rates for stu-
dents identified as economically disadvantaged
were consistently higher than those for other stu-
dents from 1994-95 through 1998-99. Economi-
cally disadvantaged students represented a higher
proportion each year of both the total number of
students enrolled and retained in Texas public
schools. In 1998-99, 48.5 percent of students over-
all and 55.5 percent of students retained were
identified as economically disadvantaged.

Grade Level Retention
by District/Campus
Characteristics

District Characteristics. Texas school districts differ
considerably based on characteristics such as com-
munity type, size, student performance, and
expenditures. Retention rates in districts across
these categories differ as well.

Districts in urban areas had the highest retention
ratesin 1998-99. Higher retention rates also were
generally associated with districts that had higher
percentages of minority students, higher percent-
ages of economically disadvantaged students,
higher than average teacher salaries, larger per-
centages of minority teachers, and lower percent-
ages of students passing the TAAS. As might be
expected, many of these characteristics are typi-
cal of districts classified as urban.

Campus Characteristics. Higher retention rates were
associated with campuses in urban areas and with
campuses that had characteristics similar to those
of districts with higher retention rates. One
exception was the absence of a consistent rela-
tionship between retention rates and percentages
of students identified as economically disadvan-
taged at the campus level.

Agency Contact Persons

For information on student grade level retention
data, Criss Cloudt, Associate Commissioner of

Accountability Reporting and Research, (512) 463-
9701 or the Research and Evaluation Division,
(512) 475-3523.

For information on retention reduction programs,
Elvis Shoaf, Student Support Programs, (512) 463-
9374.

Other Sources of Information

For a summary of the results of grade level reten-
tion in Texas, see Report on Grade Level Retention
of Texas Students, 1998-99, published by the
Division of Research and Evaluation, Department
of Accountability Reporting and Research.

Grade Level Retention
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Status of the Curriculum

lum—the essential elements—in 1984, Texas

has continued to increase the rigor of stu-
dent knowledge and skills and raise the standards
of student achievement. A new curriculum, The
Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS), codi-
fied in the Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Title
19 Chapters 110-128, became effective in all con-
tent areas and grade levels on September 1, 1998.
The TEKS replaced 19 TAC Chapter 75 Curricu-
lum, Subchapters B-D, which contained the es-
sential elements. The State Board of Education
(SBOE) repealed the essential elements in May
1998. The state continues to promote rigorous and
high standards by:

S ince the adoption of a statewide curricu-

O Facilitating the implementation of the TEKS
in all classrooms in the state;

Adopting textbooks aligned to the TEKS;

Aligning the statewide assessment to the TEKS;
and

O Aligning the graduation requirements to the
new statewide assessment to be implemented
in 2003.

By law and SBOE rule, the TEKS in the foundation
areas of English language arts and reading, math-
ematics, science, and social studies are required
for use in instruction and statewide assessment.
Those in the enrichment areas are to be used to
guide instruction. The TEKS have been widely dis-
tributed to assist schools in implementing the TEKS
and the public in having access to them. Related
professional development on TEKS implementa-
tion has been and continues to be available from
many sources.

Distribution of the TEKS

The agency distributed a printed copy and a CD-
ROM containing the TEKS to every district and
campus office, Education Service Center (ESC), in-
stitution of higher education, and appropriate pro-
fessional association. The TEKS are also available
on the Agency web site. The Agency also distrib-
uted informational brochures in English and Span-

ish about the TEKS in the foundation areas for Kin-
dergarten through Grade 5 to all districts to be
shared with parents of elementary school students.
The TEKS are available for purchase in print and
on CD-ROM.

Professional Development in the TEKS

The implementation of the TEKS in classrooms,
replacing the essential elements that had been in
effect since the 1985-86 school year, is requiring
significant preparation of teachers and other edu-
cators who are expected to raise standards, revise
lesson plans, and make other adjustments. To ac-
complish this task, the Centers for Educator De-
velopment (CEDs) in the foundation curriculum
areas and statewide centers in the enrichment
curriculum areas have developed and disseminated
supporting materials and provided training. For
example, the “TEKS for Leaders” series of semi-
nars for district and campus administrators pro-
vides an in-depth introduction to the TEKS and
methods for supporting and monitoring their
implementation in the classroom. Many of the
centers have established web sites that maintain a
common navigational system enabling teachers
and administrators easy access to current infor-
mation and materials that support the TEKS and
other aspects of their respective programs. ESCs
also provide extensive training in the TEKS to the
districts in their respective areas. In addition, ma-
terials for areas in which textbooks are not yet
adopted are available for teachers’ use.

The Texas Essential Knowledge
and Skills in the Subject Areas

English Language Arts and Reading

The TEKS in reading and English language arts
emphasize such important basic skills as handwrit-
ing, spelling, grammar, language usage, and punc-
tuation. Through listening, speaking, reading,
writing, viewing, and representing, Texas students
use their skills in reading and language arts in
purposeful ways. Texas students at all grade levels
are asked to inquire into important subject areas,
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to make connections across books and content,
to evaluate others’ work as well as their own, to
synthesize information gleaned from text and talk,
and to produce their own error-free texts and vi-
sual representations.

The curriculum also continues an emphasis on an
integrated approach to reading instruction. Stu-
dents learning to read are assessed for their abil-
ity to segment and manipulate phonemes in
spoken language as well as their ability to under-
stand the relationship between letters and sounds.
Instruction in the area of word identification is
balanced with instructional strategies that empha-
size such comprehension strategies as predicting,
self-monitoring, and rereading. Students learn
these skills in literature-rich classrooms.

Textbook adoptions in the last two years included
language arts and reading for Grades K-5, litera-
ture for Grades 6-12, language arts and compo-
sition for Grades 2-12, and all the English
language arts electives. These textbooks reflect
the integration of the language arts (listening,
speaking, reading, written composition, handwrit-
ing, spelling, and mechanics of writing) as well as
an integrated approach to reading, the philoso-
phy explained in the introduction to the English
Language Arts TEKS.

TEA has continued using federal grant money to
fund the Texas Center for Reading and Language
Arts (TCRLA) at the University of Texas at Austin.
The center provides professional development,
instructional materials, and student assessment
measures aligned with the TEKS. In the past two
years, the TCRLA has developed professional de-
velopment guides focusing on the viewing and
representing strand of the TEKS, Communication
Applications (the only speech course that will sat-
isfy the one-half credit speech requirement for
graduation beginning in 2001-02), reading and
writing strategies for secondary students, and lit-
eracy at the Prekindergarten level. The center, in
collaboration with agency staff, has developed and
trained ESC trainers for the Kindergarten and First
Grade Teacher Reading Academies.

All ESCs have designated reading liaisons and
dyslexia contact persons. The reading liaisons work
closely with the TCRLA and with the Statewide
Initiatives Division at ESC Region XIII in Austin.
Through professional development institutes in
reading, provided by center staff, these reading

liaisons assist districts in their regions in the imple-
mentation of the TEKS, as well as with the
Governor’s Reading Initiative. Dyslexia contact staff
work in collaboration with the statewide dyslexia
coordinators at ESC Region X in Dallas. Through
professional development efforts led by staff at ESC
Region X, the dyslexia contact staff are able to pro-
vide information and training on a statewide ba-
sis.

Bilingual Education/English as a
Second Language

Bilingual education and English as a second lan-
guage (ESL) instructional programs serve students
in Grades Prekindergarten—-12 whose primary lan-
guage is not English and who have been deter-
mined to be limited English proficient (LEP) in
accordance with state identification and assess-
ment requirements (19 TAC §89.1225). More than
100 languages are spoken in the homes of Texas
public school students. Spanish is the language
spoken in 93 percent of homes where English is
not the primary language. Other frequently re-
ported primary student languages are Vietnam-
ese, Cambodian, Laotian, Chinese, Korean,
Japanese, French, and German. In 1999-2000,
555,470 LEP students were identified in Texas.

Bilingual education and ESL programs seek to en-
sure that LEP students learn English and succeed
academically in school. Students participating in
these programs are provided linguistically appro-
priate instruction. Instruction is cognitively appro-
priate in that creativity, problem solving, and other
thinking skills are cultivated through mathemat-
ics, science, and social studies in the language
which students understand.

The TEKS for Spanish Language Arts (SLA) and ESL
are based on the principle that second language
learners should be expected to achieve the same
high academic standards as native English speak-
ers. To demonstrate that students receiving instruc-
tion in SLA or ESL are learning the same knowledge
and skills as students enrolled in English Language
Arts, the SLA/ESL TEKS are placed side-by-side with
the TEKS for English Language Arts and Reading
in the TAC.

Since the adoption of the SLA and ESL TEKS, TEA
has developed two implementation guides in col-
laboration with ESC Region IV in Houston. The
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guides, entitled Bilingual/ESL TEKS - Elementary Pro-
fessional Development Manual and Bilingual/ESL
TEKS - Secondary Professional Development Manual,
explain the structure of the SLA/ESL TEKS docu-
ment, provide an analysis of the actual content of
the document, and provide guidance on how to
develop curriculum and lessons. Videotapes show-
ing teachers implementing lessons and using dif-
ferent strategies to teach concepts in a variety of
classroom environments were also developed and
disseminated to districts statewide.

In July 1999, in collaboration with ESC Region IV
in Houston, TEA developed professional develop-
ment guides to assist bilingual, ESL, and content
area teachers with LEP students in their classrooms
in implementing the TEKS in mathematics, science,
and social studies. The Elementary Professional De-
velopment Manual provided resources for teach-
ing the content area TEKS in Spanish within the
context of bilingual education programs. It also
provided resources and strategies for teaching
these subjects using ESL and sheltered English
approaches within the context of ESL programs
or in mainstream classes with LEP students. The
Secondary Professional Development Manual pro-
vided ESL approaches for instruction in middle and
high school. A third professional development
guide was developed to help high school ESL
teachers understand and implement the TEKS En-
glish I and English Il for Speakers of Other Lan-
guages. As with the previous training materials,
videos showing teachers implementing these strat-
egies were also produced and disseminated state-
wide.

Also in collaboration with ESC Region 1V, a website
was created to support the implementation of the
SLA/ESL TEKS. This website provides information
to clarify curriculum and instruction in the form of
a tool kit. The tool kit links users to the SLA and
ESL TEKS and provides information on professional
development, program development, instruction
and assessment, data and research, and legal and
administrative rules.

The Governor’s Reading Initiative

In January 1996, Governor Bush challenged Tex-
ans to focus on the most basic of education goals—
teaching children to read. The goal the governor
set for the state was that all students should be
able to read on grade level or higher by the end
of third grade and continue to read on grade level

or higher throughout their schooling. TEA, in col-
laboration with the State Board for Educator Cer-
tification, ESCs, school districts, and teacher
education programs, has undertaken a multifac-
eted effort aimed at providing resources and
knowledge to educators as they undertake the task
of teaching children to read.

Defining Good Practice. The first step was to
clearly identify common ground on reading issues
among the diverse range of agencies and organi-
zations in the state with a professional educational
interest in and perspectives on reading. In the
spring of 1996, the governor assembled represen-
tatives from various organizations to try to reach
consensus on issues of good reading practice.
These educators reached consensus on a set of
basic principles for a balanced and comprehen-
sive approach to reading instruction. These prin-
ciples were published and distributed statewide
in a brief pamphlet entitled Good Practice: Impli-
cations for Reading Instruction—A Consensus Docu-
ment of Texas Literacy Professional Organizations.

Components of Effective Reading Programs.
Building on the consensus statement, TEA staff
began reviewing the large volume of scientific re-
search on reading in an effort to identify critical
components of reading instruction. The resulting
booklet titled Beginning Reading Instruction: Com-
ponents and Features of a Research-Based Reading
Program serves as a guide for administrators and
teachers on implementing effective reading pro-
grams. The booklet describes 12 essential com-
ponents of effective beginning reading programs.
In addition to the 12 essential components, Be-
ginning Reading Instruction also describes features
of classrooms and campuses that support effec-
tive beginning reading instruction.

Early Reading Assessment. TEC §28.006, enacted
by the 75th Texas Legislature, requires school dis-
tricts to measure the reading skills and compre-
hension development of students in Kindergarten
and Grades 1 and 2 beginning with the 1998-99
school year. The use of early data collection al-
lows educators to make informed and appropri-
ate decisions regarding students reading
instructional needs and objectives.

The commissioner adopted several instruments to
be used to measure early reading development
and made recommendations for administrators,
training, and local responsibilities. The TEA has
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distributed the 2000 Reading Instruments Guide to
school districts. The guide is also available on the
TEA website.

The most frequently used early reading measure
is the Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI). The
TPRI is an informal, individually administered as-
sessment. The TPRI is designed to provide teach-
ers with an additional tool for collecting data to
determine how well students are progressing as
readers along the continuum of growth. The TPRI
consists of a diagnostic screening and an inven-
tory. The reading inventory section includes tasks
that ask children to demonstrate their understand-
ing of book and print awareness, phonemic aware-
ness, graphophonemic knowledge, oral reading
ability, and comprehension development.

Reading Academies. Funds were allocated by the
75th Texas Legislature to establish intensive read-
ing programs for Prekindergarten through Grade
8 to assist districts in meeting the governor’s chal-
lenge. The program goals and objectives include
implementing research-based reading programs
to prevent or remediate reading difficulties. This
is done preferably in an academy form, involving
parents, assessing reading skills, and monitoring
and evaluating progress of student learning. The
grants are awarded in three rounds, August 1998-
August 2000, May 1999-August 2001, and be-
ginning in January 2001. The funds for 1999-2000
were awarded to two groups. Round 1 districts
(34 districts and ESCs) in Year 2 received
$5,122,541 continued funding serving 2,669
teachers and 47,034 students. Round 2 districts
(21 districts and ESCs) in their first year of funding
received $6,484,422 serving 1,728 teachers and
38,354 students and in Year 2 received $5,850,581
continued funding serving 1,488 teachers and
32,818 students. Recipients of grants use the funds
for a variety of programs including after-school
reading academies, professional development for
teachers, a Prekindergarten and Kindergarten lan-
guage literacy laboratory, instructional staff, in-
structional and diagnostic materials, library reading
materials, and family partnerships.

Parental Involvement. Involving parents in their
child’s education is especially important in the early
years. Beginning Reading Instruction: Practical Ideas
for Parents has been developed in English and
Spanish to provide parents with information and
activities to use as they help their children learn to
read. This document has been distributed to all

elementary school principals and all local PTA presi-
dents. In addition, TEA provided school districts
with both an English and Spanish version of a par-
ent brochure explaining the promotion require-
ments set forth by the 76th Texas Legislature in
Senate Bill 4. Senate Bill 4 requires that, begin-
ning in the 2002-2003 school year, students in
Grade 3 must pass the reading portion of Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills Il (TAAS 1) before
they can be promoted to the next grade level,
without the involvement of a decision-making
committee. Students will also have to pass both
the reading and the mathematics sections of TAAS
[lin Grade 5 in the 2004-2005 school year and in
Grade 8 in 2007-2008 in order to be promoted
with committee involvement.

Focus on Professional Development. The Texas
Center for Reading and Language Arts (TCRLA)
was selected to lead the effort to create a coordi-
nated system of teacher education and professional
development in the area of language arts. A
website has been developed to give teachers ready
access to up-to-date information and to provide a
forum for discussion. TCRLA brings nationally
known reading experts to Texas to serve as re-
sources for the regional education service centers.
TCRLA developed professional training programs
for Kindergarten and first-grade teachers that fo-
cused on preventing reading failure. Kindergar-
ten teachers were targeted in 1999-2000 with
training sessions continuing to be offered in 2000-
2001. First-grade teachers are targeted for 2000-
2001. The professional development for all Texas
Kindergarten and Grade 1 teachers is delivered in
4-day academies through the ESCs in a trainer-of-
trainers model. Additional TCRLA special projects
include the Texas Family Literacy Center, the Spe-
cial Education Reading Project (SERP), and Texas
Reading Leaders. The purpose of these projects is
to continue supporting educators as they imple-
ment the TEKS and Reading Initiative goals. The
research and evaluation component of the TCLRA
has several projects that help educators utilize the
TEKS in effective practices. Some of these projects
include grouping for effective instruction, evalua-
tion of the Texas Reading Academies, middle
school comprehension studies, effective reading
instruction for special education students, and
ways in which research-based interventions are
translated into classroom practice.

Education Service Center (ESC) Liaisons. Each
of the 20 ESCs has a Texas Reading Initiative liai-
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son. The liaison is responsible for distributing in-
formation about the initiative and answering ques-
tions from districts and campuses in their
respective regions. The liaisons meet several times
a year to receive training on the latest research in
reading instruction, including implications for
classroom instruction. Additionally, each ESC has
a dyslexia liaison to work with the districts in their
respective areas. The liaisons meet several times a
year to update their information and to receive
training.

Master Reading Teacher. House Bill 2307, imple-
mented during the 76th Texas Legislature, estab-
lished the Master Reading Teacher (MRT) Grant
Program and MRT Certification. The program pro-
vides funds ($12,000,000) to initiate the MRT pro-
gram and to school districts to pay stipends to
certified master reading teachers at high-need
campuses. The State Board of Educator Certifica-
tion (SBEC) established standards for certification,
approved MRT training entities, developed the cer-
tification examination framework, and developed
the framework for a pretest to be administered by
training entities. The Reading and Language Arts
Unit participated in the process and the Curricu-
lum and Professional Development Division at TEA
administers the MRT stipends. SBEC approved 34
colleges/universities, 11 ESCs, and 2 districts as
training entities. TEA identified high-need cam-
puses in 374 districts. Some campuses, because
of their student population, will qualify for 2 MRT
stipends. The grant program has the funds for
2,270 stipends at $5,000 each.

Accelerated Reading Instruction Program. Sen-
ate Bill 4, implemented during the 76th Texas Leg-
islature, requires school districts to provide
accelerated intensive reading instruction that ad-
dresses reading deficiencies as determined by the
Grades K-2 reading instruments. The districts de-
termine the form, content, and timing of the pro-
gram. In 1999-2000, each school district in Texas
received funds for Accelerated Reading Instruc-
tion Programs in Kindergarten based on the num-
ber of students who did not pass the reading TAAS
in Grade 3.

Mathematics

The state curriculum standards streamline the
mathematics program and raise the level of rigor
expected at each grade level and course. Fewer
topics are addressed at each grade level, and they

are studied in greater depth at each level than
under the essential elements. Now there are fewer
course options at the high school level than previ-
ously. The high school program is designed to
ensure that all students complete a course se-
quence that is on or above grade level before com-
pleting high school. Because the SBOE eliminated
low-level high school mathematics courses in
1994, all students in Texas are required to take
Algebra | and 2 other credits in mathematics,
which can be selected from Geometry, Algebra I,
or Mathematical Models with Applications. Be-
cause the TAAS Il exit-level test (to be adminis-
tered beginning in the 2002-2003 school year)
will include content from Algebra | and Geom-
etry, graduation requirements in mathematics will
include both courses, beginning with all students
entering ninth grade in 2001-2002. Students also
can take advanced mathematics courses includ-
ing Precalculus, Advanced Placement (AP) Calcu-
lus, AP Statistics, International Baccalaureate (IB)
courses, and independent study courses. As a re-
sult of efforts to raise expectations, enroliment in
and completion of core mathematics courses for
the Recommended High School and Distinguished
Achievement Programs have continued to in-
crease.

Professional development for teachers of math-
ematics is a critical component of implementing
the TEKS. TEA contracted with the Charles A. Dana
Center at the University of Texas at Austin to serve
as the Center for Educator Development in math-
ematics. In October 1994, Texas received a four-
year grant of $2 million per annum from the
National Science Foundation (NSF) to support the
Texas Statewide Systemic Initiative (Texas SSI)
housed at the Dana Center. This project was
funded for an additional five years beginning in
1998. The state of Texas provides $1 million in
matching funds each year. The SSI developed a
Mathematics Tool Kit, an Internet resource, and
CD-ROM that consist of a wealth of activities and
resources for teachers and administrators designed
to clarify and provide information for teaching the
TEKS.

Additional professional development training and
materials have been developed for mathematics
through the Texas Teachers Empowered for
Achievement in Mathematics and Science
(TEXTEAMS) project funded by the federal Dwight
D. Eisenhower Mathematics and Science Educa-
tion Program. TEXTEAMS has produced 35 pro-
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fessional development modules for all levels of
mathematics. Additionally, the project has devel-
oped five-day professional development institutes
for teachers of Prekindergarten and Kindergarten,
Grades 1-2, Grades 3-5, Grades 6-8, Algebra |,
Geometry, and Mathematical Models with Appli-
cations. TEXTEAMS professional development is
coordinated through the 20 ESCs. The ESCs also
will be instrumental in providing other professional
development on implementation of the TEKS.

Science

The Science TEKS reflect a shift in science educa-
tion to include more emphasis on science con-
tent. While the essential elements focused entirely
on science process skills, the TEKS emphasize both
content and process skills. In keeping with the re-
sults and recommendations of the Third Interna-
tional Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS),
the science content is focused so that students
may investigate each topic in depth. The science
skills that are developed are observation, problem
solving, and critical thinking. In addition, the TEKS
incorporate scientific investigation skills through-
out the grades and integrate the science disciplines
throughout the elementary and middle school
grades. The TEKS also require that all high school
science courses devote 40 percent of their time to
laboratory and fieldwork.

Student enrollment in and completion of higher-
level science courses continues to increase. The
advanced science program consists of the AP and
IB courses, which prepare students for the rigor of
college science courses. In addition, 6 courses of-
fered through career and technology education
can now be counted toward meeting high school
graduation credits in science, further expanding
the options for students.

As with mathematics, the Science Center for Edu-
cator Development is the Statewide Systemic Ini-
tiative (SSI), located at the Charles A. Dana Center
at the University of Texas at Austin. The SSI pro-
vides training, also called TEXTEAMS, on the sci-
ence TEKS to science supervisors, ESC
representatives, and master teachers in a trainer-
of-trainer model. The center has developed a Sci-
ence Tool Kit, a technology-based program that
will assist school districts with the development of
a local curriculum based on the TEKS. The Tool
Kit’'s framework, available on the web and CD-
ROM, provides schools with access to safety regu-

lations, equipment recommendations, certification
requirements, and other components of a quality
science program. In addition, the SSI sponsors sev-
eral other programs that complement the TEKS
implementation efforts of the Agency, including
an Informal Science Network and Building a Pres-
ence for Science. The SSI works closely with the
Urban Systemic Initiatives and the Rural Systemic
Initiative.

Other activities also support establishing and dis-
seminating quality science programs statewide.
Regional Collaboratives for Excellence in Science
Teaching, funded by federal Eisenhower Math-
ematics and Science Education Program funds,
have the goal of empowering teachers to lead sys-
temic reform in science education. This is done
through high quality, sustained, and intensive
mentoring that includes 105-130 contact hours
with educators and teacher leaders in each of the
20 collaboratives throughout the state (one in each
ESC region). The focus of the staff development is
on strengthening content and pedagogy for teach-
ers. The regional collaboratives also provide staff
development on the science TEKS and the new
science framework. Many collaboratives offer
graduate courses for teachers leading to Masters
Degrees in Science. The regional collaboratives
have forged strong ties with business partners that
enable them to provide state-of-the-art technol-
ogy training to their teachers and other educa-
tors.

The Texas Environmental Education Advisory Com-
mittee (TEEAC) continues to increase professional
development sites for teachers. Over 130 TEEAC
sites provide environmental education training to
Texas teachers. TEEAC representatives also receive
training in the implementation of the new science
TEKS. The Eye on Earth television program pro-
duced by the T-STAR television network provides
teachers with resources from state natural resource
agencies that will assist implementation of the
TEKS.

Social Studies

The social studies TEKS in all grade levels and
courses include strands in history, geography, eco-
nomics, government, citizenship, culture, science,
technology and society, and social studies skills.
The 8 strands are intended to be integrated for
instructional purposes, with the history and ge-
ography strands establishing a sense of time and

60 2000 Comprehensive Biennial Report on Texas Public Schools



a sense of place. The skills strand, in particular,
engages students in a greater depth of understand-
ing of complex content material through analyz-
ing primary and secondary sources and applying
critical-thinking and decision-making skills. In ad-
dition, the science, technology, and society strand
provides students with an opportunity to evalu-
ate how major scientific and technological discov-
eries and innovations have affected societies
throughout history.

A variety of elective courses is included in the so-
cial studies TEKS. For example, Special Topics in
Social Studies and Social Studies Research Meth-
ods are one-semester elective courses. Students
may repeat these courses with different course
content for state graduation credits. Another new
elective course is Social Studies Advanced Studies
developed for students who are pursuing the Dis-
tinguished Achievement Program (DAP). This
course is intended to guide students as they de-
velop, research, and present the mentorship or
independent study advanced measure of the DAP.

As in the other content areas, the Social Studies
TEKS are more specific and clearer than were the
essential elements. An example of the increased
specificity of the social studies TEKS can be seen
by comparing the requirements at Grade 4 from
the essential elements and from the TEKS regard-
ing the Texas Revolution. The essential elements
stated that students should have the opportunity
to “explain basic facts about the founding of Texas
as a republic and state,” as compared to the TEKS
which state that students should “analyze the
causes, major events, and effects of the Texas Revo-
lution, including the battles of the Alamo and San
Jacinto”.

To provide social studies educators with the pro-
fessional development necessary to implement the
TEKS, the TEA established the Social Studies Cen-
ter for Educator Development (SSCED), jointly di-
rected by staff at Texas A and M University and
ESC Region VI in Huntsville. The SSCED has worked
with teams of trainers from each of the 20 ESCs.
Training for the teams has centered on appropri-
ate content and pedagogy that supports the So-
cial Studies TEKS, including the integration of
technology into classroom instruction. A social
studies framework was developed to provide ad-
ditional assistance with the implementation of the
TEKS.

At its September 2000 meeting, the SBOE ap-
proved two new courses—AP Human Geography
and AP World History to be first implemented in
the 2001-2002 school year. AP World History may
be substituted for World History Studies, and dis-
tricts have the option of offering AP Human Ge-
ography either as a one-half credit elective course
or a one-credit course that could substitute for
World Geography Studies.

Collaborative projects have begun between TEA
social studies staff and a number of organizations
desiring to provide curriculum materials and pro-
fessional development opportunities for social
studies teachers. These include the Texas Environ-
mental Education Advisory Committee, the Insti-
tute of Texan Cultures, the Fort Worth Museum of
Science and History, and the Lyndon Baines
Johnson National Historic Park.

Economics with Emphasis on the Free
Enterprise System and Its Benefits

One-half credit in Economics with Emphasis on
the Free Enterprise System and Its Benefits is re-
quired in all graduation plans. The TEKS for the
high school economics course reflect an empha-
sis on the nature of economics, the American free
enterprise system and its benefits, the relationship
between government and the American economic
system, and international economic relations.

Languages Other Than English

The development of meaningful language profi-
ciency remains the goal for programs in Languages
Other Than English (LOTE). Program emphasis is
on the development of the linguistic skills of lis-
tening, speaking, reading, and writing, and in the
knowledge of culture and language. The TEKS for
LOTE are described within the five areas of com-
munication, cultures, connections, comparisons,
and communities and reflect performance expec-
tations for various lengths of learning sequences.

In addition to adoption of the TEKS, several initia-
tives have been undertaken to ensure effective
implementation of the TEKS in Texas language
classrooms. These are: (1) A Texas Framework for
Languages Other Than English, a curriculum frame-
work developed to help teachers in schools imple-
ment the TEKS; and (2) The Center for Educator
Development (CED) in Languages Other Than
English, a resource site to assist with the profes-
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sional development of LOTE educators in the
implementation of the TEKS. In addition to estab-
lishing an interactive and functional website for
LOTE educators as a professional development
resource, the LOTE CED has produced quarterly
newsletters related to professional development
sent to all schools. Also the LOTE CED dissemi-
nated to all schools with LOTE programs, a trainer-
of-trainers package, Peer Coaching and Mentoring
for Teachers of LOTE, and four training modules for
use in training facilitators statewide to assist in TEKS
implementation for Texas LOTE teachers. The
modules are: Module 1-TEKS for LOTE/ Overview;
Module 2-TEKS for LOTE/Classroom Implementa-
tion; Module 3A-TEKS for LOTE/Addressing Assess-
ment; and Module 3B-TEKS for LOTE/Curriculum
Development.

An agreement among TEA, the State Board for
Educator Certification, and Spain’s Ministry of Edu-
cation and Culture has established several pro-
grams that provide school districts, their teachers,
and their students opportunities to employ visit-
ing teachers, sponsor study abroad experiences,
and initiate cultural exchanges.

The LOTE program in Texas schools has experi-
enced moderate growth in enrollment at most lev-
els in most languages, with significant increases in
Spanish classes. Instructional materials have been
in place under the current textbook cycle since
the 1996 and 1997 adoptions for exploratory lan-
guages, French, German, Latin, and Spanish.

Health Education

The primary goal of the Health Education TEKS is
to assist in the development of health literacy
among students. Health literacy is the ability to
obtain and understand health information to use
it in ways that enhance health. Many serious health
issues, including tobacco use, alcohol and other
drug use, unhealthy dietary behaviors, physical
inactivity, and sexual behaviors that contribute to
unintended pregnancy and sexually transmitted
diseases, can be established during youth and ex-
tend into adulthood. The aims of health educa-
tion are to prevent such behaviors and to improve
the health of adolescents and adults.

After the Health and Physical Education TEKS were
approved by the SBOE in 1997, attention turned
to providing assistance to school districts to imple-
ment the TEKS. In February 1998, TEA established

a contract with Texas A and M University to pro-
vide the leadership and fiscal responsibility associ-
ated with the development of the TEKS
Implementation Project. The major component of
the Texas A and M project was the development
and dissemination of a TEKS video series in both
health and physical education that would serve as
a useful tool for TEKS implementation. In April
2000, over 600 video packages were mailed to
school districts, university teacher preparation pro-
grams, and ESCs in Texas.

In 1999, TEA moved the Health and Physical Edu-
cation Project from a university setting to an ESC.
The decision was made primarily because ESCs
have more direct access to school districts. Thus,
the TEKS Implementation Project evolved into the
Health and Physical Education Center for Educa-
tor Development. A contract was established with
Region XV ESC in San Angelo to continue the work
of the TEKS Implementation Project.

Senate Bill 162, 75th Texas Legislature, amended
TEC, §28.002, to state that “the State Board of
Education, in consultation with the Texas Depart-
ment of Health and the Texas Diabetes Council,
shall develop a diabetes education program that
a school district may use in the health curriculum.”
To comply with this statute, the Texas Department
of Health and the Texas Diabetes Council recom-
mended the Child and Adolescent Trial for Car-
diovascular Health (CATCH) materials developed
by the National Heart Lung and Blood Institute as
a program that a school district may use in the
health curriculum. CATCH materials were recom-
mended based on age appropriateness, compre-
hensiveness, continuity of instruction, compliance
with national school health education standards,
cost effectiveness, attention to diabetes risk fac-
tors, proven effective behavioral changes, com-
pliance with existing physical education
requirements, and simple integration into exist-
ing activities. In January 1999, the SBOE unani-
mously recommended approval of the CATCH
materials as the diabetes education program that
a school district may use in its health curriculum
required under TEC, §28.002(a)(B).

Physical Education

Physical inactivity is one of six categories of prior-
ity health-risk behaviors that contribute to serious
health problems in the population. According to
research reported in the U.S. Surgeon General’s
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report on Physical Activity and Health in 1996, 60
percent of adults do not achieve the recommended
amount of regular physical activity. The TEKS in
Physical Education were adopted to help address
these challenges.

The TEKS emphasize traditional concepts, such as
movement skills, physical fitness, and social de-
velopment, as well as enjoyment of physical ac-
tivities. The TEKS encourage physical education
instructors to address additional wellness compo-
nents, such as nutrition, safety, and making deci-
sions about health issues. The TEKS
implementation project described under Health
Education also includes a video series and instruc-
tional manual involving physical education at all
grade levels.

In addition, the SBOE adopted a textbook in Physi-
cal Education called Foundation of Personal Fitness.
The textbook, which became available for class-
room use in September 1997, focuses on teach-
ing students about becoming fit for a lifetime.

Fine Arts

A high quality fine arts education cultivates the
whole child, gradually developing many forms of
literacy while enhancing intuition, reasoning,
imagination, and dexterity into unique forms of
expression and communication. All students
should have access to a deep and rich education
in the arts in order to gain an understanding of
human experiences, both past and present. In the
arts, students learn to creatively express them-
selves, respect the ways of others, and solve prob-
lems in varied and difficult situations. The arts are
a vital component to the process of teaching and
learning and can transform the entire culture of a
school and community. The arts are a powerful
tool in bridging cultural differences and are es-
sential to an educational system that values diver-
sity.

The subject areas encompassed by the Fine Arts
in the TEKS are art, dance, music, and theater. The
TEKS in these subject areas are organized into four
strands - perception, creative expression/perfor-
mance, historical/cultural heritage, and response/
evaluation. At the high school level, a wide array
of courses provides choices for students studying
the arts as a lifelong interest or career. One credit
in a fine arts course is required for graduation in

both the Recommended High School and the Dis-
tinguished Achievement Programs.

The Center for Educator Development in Fine Arts
(CEDFA), which is housed at ESC Region XX in
San Antonio, was established in 1998-99 to sup-
port TEKS implementation. The center serves as a
coordinated statewide fine arts network to sup-
port leadership in each of the four fine arts disci-
plines. Through CEDFA and its website, teachers
and administrators are able to obtain pertinent
information relating to the TEKS, including meth-
ods to incorporate these learning standards into
effective instruction. TEA, in a partnership with
CEDFA and ESC Region XX, is developing prod-
ucts, processes, and strategies to aid Texas teach-
ers in increasing student achievement in fine arts
content. Examples of these initiatives are as fol-
lows:

Fine Arts Curriculum Frameworks. Fine Arts Cur-
riculum Frameworks, which is aligned with the Fine
Arts TEKS, has been provided to all Texas school
districts, colleges/universities, and ESCs to assist
educators in the development of local curricula
and to increase student achievement in the fine
arts. The Frameworks may also be viewed and
downloaded from the CEDFA website or purchased
from ESC Region XX.

Texas Fine Arts Summit. The Texas Fine Arts Sum-
mit, which is a collaborative project of TEA, CEDFA,
ESC Region XX, and the Texas Commission on the
Arts, is an annual statewide gathering of fine arts
educators and stakeholders to generate increased
support for fine arts education in Texas public
schools. All ESCs are invited to participate in the
Fine Arts Summit with expectations of conduct-
ing similar statewide professional development
activities for fine arts educators.

Fine Arts Video Series. A Fine Arts video series
titled, Fine Arts Education: Portrait for Excellence, has
been produced by TEA in conjunction with the
T-STAR Communications Network. This video
series highlights the Fine Arts TEKS and covers art,
dance, music, and theater in addition to a fine
arts overview. The videos are available for check-
out by school districts through ESCs and may be
purchased from ESC Region XX. Due to the
success of this endeavor, production of a second
Fine Arts video series is planned for the 2000-01
academic year.

Status of the Curriculum

63



Technology Applications

Technology Applications focuses on the teaching
and learning of technology skills in Grades K-12.
In this curriculum, “technology” refers to the use
of computers and related technologies such as
digital cameras and microscopes, scanners, and
hand-held digital computing devices. As a part of
this academic curriculum, students use technol-
ogy to access information related to their studies
and analyze and evaluate that information. They
use technology to record and organize new infor-
mation, allowing them to synthesize and make
connections to other knowledge and skills. Stu-
dents use technology to communicate their new
knowledge with others. In the classroom, students
are fully immersed in a learning process that pro-
motes deep and complex understanding, and
technology is used to facilitate this learning.

The Technology Applications curriculum was built
on the premise that students acquire Technology
Applications knowledge and skills in a continuum
beginning at the elementary level and continuing
through the secondary level. Technology Appli-
cations standards were developed and adopted
for Grades K-12. The TEKS found in 19 TAC Chap-
ter 126 describe what students should know and
be able to do using technology. The Technology
Applications TEKS are divided into four strands for
all grade levels: Foundations; Information Acqui-
sition; Work in Solving Problems; and Communi-
cation. These strands are not linear and can be
used in any order. With these common strands,
the use of technology can be tied to the TEKS in
other curriculum areas. The goal of the Technol-
ogy Applications TEKS is for students to gain tech-
nology-based knowledge and skills and to apply
them to all curriculum areas at all grade levels.
Being able to acquire information, solve problems,
and communicate using technology is important
for students and educators today as well as in their
future. These Technology Applications TEKS are
important for life-long learning in a digital age.

Technology Applications TEKS are divided into
grade clusters for Grades K-2, 3-5, 6-8 and
courses for Grades 9-12. Students should dem-
onstrate proficiency with the TEKS before they exit
the benchmark Grades of 2, 5, and 8. Interim
grade-level expectations are local definitions of
strategies that build toward student success. While
the Technology Applications TEKS are specific to
technology, it is expected that the TEKS at Grades

K-8 are not taught in isolation but are the
proficiencies necessary for integrating technology
into the foundation and enrichment curriculum.
These TEKS continue to be applied across the cur-
riculum in Grades 9-12. In addition, they are the
prerequisites for 8 high school courses, including
Computer Science | and Il, Desktop Publishing,
Digital Graphics/Animation, Multimedia, Video
Technology, Web Mastering, and Independent
Study in Technology Applications. The courses
offer opportunities for in-depth study of technol-
ogy at the high school level.

All high school graduates are required to have one
technology application graduation credit under all
graduation plans. The State Board approved
courses to count for the Technology Applications
graduation credit. Students who take any of the 8
courses in Technology Applications TEKS, Chap-
ter 126 receive this credit. In addition, there are
courses in Career and Technology Education that
students can take to earn this credit.

Prekindergarten Guidelines in Technology Ap-
plications. Guidelines for Technology Applications
were made available to schools in December 1999.
They articulate what three- and four- year old stu-
dents should know and be able to do using tech-
nology. This curriculum was added from the areas
that were included in the essential elements to
align with the TEKS.

Technology Applications Web Site. The Technol-
ogy Applications website was developed to pro-
vide official information and resources for
implementing the Technology Applications cur-
riculum. It includes information about the Tech-
nology Applications curriculum, TEKS, graduation
credit, professional development opportunities,
and other resources. It is found at
www.tea.state.tx.us/technology/ta.

Technology Applications Promising Practices
T-STAR Series. To assist educators in the teaching
of Technology Applications, a nine-part television
series was developed highlighting promising prac-
tices in the implementation of the Technology
Applications TEKS in schools across the state. The
series was produced by TEA for broadcast over the
T-STAR Network to schools in the spring of 2000.
For each program additional resources were pro-
vided on the Technology Applications website.
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Technology Applications Center for Educator
Development. The Technology Applications Cen-
ter for Educator Development (CED) was estab-
lished through the Texas Center for Educational
Technology at the University of North Texas. The
Technology Applications CED has developed and
compiled resources for teaching and learning the
Technology Applications TEKS for Grades K-12 and
for integrating these TEKS across curriculum ar-
eas. The Technology Applications CED provides
resources and a mechanism to share via a web-
site. These resources can be accessed from
the Technology Applications website at
www.tea.state.tx.us/technology/ta.

In February 2000, the Technology Applications
CED developed a Curriculum Connections planning
package to assist schools in making technology
curriculum connections with the foundation cur-
riculum areas. It included several planning re-
sources such as planning posters for Grades K-2,
3-5, and 6-8. Curriculum Connections was mailed
to every campus librarian, district technology con-
tact, and to each ESC. In addition, it was shared
with educators at state and regional conferences
and meetings.

Instructional Materials. Computer literacy and
computer science materials were made available
to schools in previous textbook/instructional ma-
terials adoptions. However, there are no adopted
instructional materials for the elementary level or
for the new high school courses including Desk-
top Publishing, Digital Graphics/Animation, Mul-
timedia, Video Technology, Web Mastering, and
Independent Study in Technology Applications.
The call for Technology Applications instructional
materials will be made in Proclamation 2001 to
be issued during the 2000-2001 school year with
materials available in schools in 2004-2005.
Schools have used resources and materials pro-
vided by the Technology Applications CED as well
as other sources to assist with the implementation
of Technology Applications.

Other Resources. Several other resources support
the Technology Applications TEKS and the inte-
gration of technology throughout all curriculum
areas. The state-funded technology allotment has
provided $30 per student per year since 1992.
With this allotment, schools can purchase hard-
ware, software, and training. In addition, grant
opportunities are available from many sources,
including the Telecommunications Infrastructure

Fund and the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund.
Through Technology Preview and Training Cen-
ters at ESCs, district personnel receive hands-on
experience and an orientation to state-of-the-art
technologies for classroom use. They also receive
staff development on the integration of technol-
ogy into the teaching and learning process. Tech-
nology institutes, video-conferencing sessions, and
other professional development opportunities
were offered through each ESC. Many districts,
professional organizations, and businesses pro-
vided professional development focusing on tech-
nology applications.

Career and Technology Education

The subject areas encompassed by Career and
Technology Education TEKS are home economics
education, agricultural science and natural re-
sources education, trade and industrial education,
technology education/industrial technology edu-
cation, marketing education, business education,
and health science technology education. The
TEKS for each program area within career and tech-
nology address rigorous and relevant academic
skills that students need for continuing education
and employment. Whenever possible, the TEKS
include interdisciplinary content. Most Career and
Technology Education TEKS were designed to in-
clude components that encourage students to use
technology.

In order to provide school districts with maximum
flexibility in offering career and technology courses
that meet local needs, the Agency approved sev-
eral career and technology innovative courses
during the biennial period. Among the innovative
courses approved are Internetworking Technolo-
gies | and Il; Animal Biomedical Science; Early
Childhood Professions | and Il; Operating Systems
I, Il and IV; Personal Finance Education; Careers
in Education; Basics of Pathology; and Diagnosis
and Management of Computer Systems | and Il

Strategies to assist school districts in implement-
ing the TEKS have included websites, TEKS imple-
mentation guides for each career and technology
subject area, regional and statewide workshops,
and week-long summer conferences for career and
technology educators, counselors, and adminis-
trators. The workshops and conferences provided
participants with information on broad educational
initiatives as well as in their specific subject areas.
Participants also received training in recent tech-
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nological advances related to program disciplines,
and current information on state and federal rules
and regulations.

In addition to development of the TEKS, the
agency revised the State Plan for Career and Tech-
nology Education, as required in TEC §29.182. The
plan is based on the statutory goals for Career and
Technology Education established in TEC §29.181.
The plan was developed as a guide to assist dis-
tricts in their efforts to offer effective career and
technology education programs that prepare stu-
dents for further education and eventual employ-
ment. The plan rests on the premise that career
and technology education should complement
and enhance rigorous academic preparation by
enabling students to apply academic principles to
a variety of community and career situations. The
plan strongly supports local control of Texas pub-
lic schools by offering strategies school districts
may choose to implement based on local needs
and decisions.

During the 1998-2000 biennium, enrollment in
secondary career and technology education pro-
grams rose, from 689,800 students during the
1998-99 school year to 721,470 students during
the 1999-2000 school year (unduplicated counts).

Kindergarten and Prekindergarten
Education

The TEKS for Kindergarten are found in the TAC
for each content area (excluding Career and Tech-
nology Education). The placement of Kindergar-
ten TEKS under each discipline represents a change
from the essential elements which were placed
under four developmental domains—social/emo-
tional development, intellectual development,
aesthetic development, and physical development.
This organizational change from developmental
domains under the essential elements to subject
area-specificity under the TEKS still allows for an
integrated developmental approach to the Kin-
dergarten curriculum. The Kindergarten TEKS fo-
cus on academic content of what five-year-olds
are expected to know and be able to do and ap-
ply to both full- and half-day programs.

Following the adoption of the TEKS in 1997, the
essential elements at all grades, including
Prekindergarten, were repealed. In 1999, at the
request of then-Commissioner Mike Moses, a
working group of educators and community mem-

bers from across the state convened to draft guide-
lines for a Prekindergarten curriculum that school
districts could use on a voluntary basis. Develop-
ment of the guidelines drew upon the expertise
from Texas educators, nationally recognized indi-
viduals, professional organizations, and university
personnel. The guidelines were distributed to
school districts and various educational groups in
early 2000. The Prekindergarten guidelines are
intended to help educators make informed deci-
sions about curriculum content for Prekindergarten
children and define and implement a comprehen-
sive curriculum that will provide many opportuni-
ties for our youngest students to achieve
knowledge and skills.

The Prekindergarten guidelines are based on
knowledge of theory and research about how chil-
dren develop and learn. The guidelines reflect the
growing consensus among early childhood pro-
fessional organizations that a greater emphasis be
placed on young children’s conceptual learning,
acquisition of basic skills, and participation in
meaningful and relevant learning experiences. The
guidelines also delineate the content that children
are to learn and what they should be able to
achieve. Finally, the guidelines provide a means
to align the Prekindergarten programs with the
TEKS curriculum.

The Prekindergarten guidelines describe specific
goals in each content area. The intent of this or-
ganizational design is to ensure that all three-and
four-year-old children have the opportunity to
strive towards these goals. The guidelines help to
build connections between subject matter disci-
plines by organizing the large amounts of infor-
mation children must learn into a set of meaningful
concepts. Because there is no state-required
Prekindergarten curriculum, the use of these guide-
lines is voluntary. TEC §29.153 contains the statu-
tory requirements concerning Prekindergarten
education.

Implementing the Texas
Essential Knowledge
and Skills

In addition to the professional development op-
portunities already cited, implementation of the
TEKS is promoted through adoption of textbooks,
through access to school library resources, and
through administration of the statewide assess-
ment based on the TEKS.
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Textbooks and Other
Instructional Materials

In 1997, the SBOE voted to move to a single sub-
ject-area adoption process for Kindergarten
through Grade 12 (see Table 5.1 on page 68).
This process is designed to align adoption of in-
structional materials in one content area with re-
view of the TEKS in that content area (as well as
with the statewide assessment). The adoption
cycle was extended from six years to eight years.
In keeping with TEC 831.002, however, textbooks
in the foundation areas will be reviewed after six
years to determine whether new textbooks are
needed sooner.

The transition to this new approach is contained
in Proclamation 1997, which focuses on two sub-
ject areas—English language arts and reading and
science, Grades 1-5. Books in these content areas
are fully aligned with the TEKS and were used in
classrooms in fall 2000. Proclamation 1998 focuses
solely on English language arts and reading, in-
cluding Spanish language arts and English as a
Second Language. These instructional materials
will be adopted in fall 2000.

T-STAR Series

A series called TEKS in Action was broadcast over
the T-STAR network during the 1999-2000 school
year. The focus of the series was demonstration of
the implementation of TEKS from various subject
areas in actual classrooms across Texas. Subject
areas presented included reading, science, social
studies, mathematics, and health and physical
education.

School Libraries

Within a few short years educators replaced the
vocabulary term “knowledge explosion” with that
of “information age”. Librarians altered their ter-
minology from “library skills” to “research and
study skills”. The current descriptor for the evolu-
tion of these activities is “information skills.” These
denote a commitment to assist students in devel-
oping the skills necessary for purposeful inquiry,
informed decision-making, and lifelong learning.
Research and study skills are taught together so
students can access and use information efficiently
and effectively. These skills are related to curricu-
lum content, and use many forms of technology.

Library Standards. The five components of School
Library Standards focus on activities that will re-
sult in a student who is information literate. The
first component, Library Learning Environment
provides opportunities for students to access li-
brary resources at the point of information need.
Second is Curriculum Integration which provides
access beyond the instructional day and supports
the need for a variety of print, electronic, and on-
line information sources thus integrating technol-
ogy into the TEKS. The third component is the
Library Program Management which supports the
concept of a librarian as manager who plans, or-
ganizes, staffs, directs, reports, and budgets for
the school library program. Within the scope of
this standard is the description of a librarian which
includes strategic planning. This planning results
in the development of policies and procedures,
long-range plans and operational tasks that insure
a library program that provides exemplary service
for students, teachers, and other school staff. The
fourth component is Resources that provide stu-
dents and faculty opportunities for research, read-
ing and life-long learning. Fifth is the Facilities
Component that ensures a barrier-free learning en-
vironment, access to a centralized collection of
information resources, and access to an electroni-
cally networked telecommunications infrastruc-
ture.

Learner Impact statements are woven into all lev-
els and throughout the components to ensure that
resources are current, in good repair, selected ac-
cording to district-adopted board-approved selec-
tion policies, and reflect an appropriate balance
among print, software, and electronic resources.
Outdated and worn library materials are regularly
discarded according to guidelines generally ac-
cepted by the library profession.

The Texas Library Connection. The mission of
the Texas Library Connection (TLC) is to ensure
that all citizens of its school communities are pro-
vided current, relevant information resources re-
gardless of a district’s size or geographic location.
This mission is accomplished by: (1) providing an
integrated, statewide resource sharing system
through which needed information resources are
identified, accessed, and retrieved; (2) facilitating
library technical services and local collection de-
velopment; (3) providing appropriate electronic
full text journals, newspapers, and other informa-
tional databases; and (4) enhancing the ability of

(Continued on page 70)
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Table 5.1 Adoption Cycle for Foundation and Enrichment Subjects
Approved by the SBOE - May 2000

Proclamation 1996
State Adoption 1998
Implementation 1999-2000

Mathematics, Grades K-8

Mathematics (Spanish), Grades K-6
Geology, Meteorology & Oceanography
Aquatic Science

World History Studies

Enrichment:

Technical Theatre I-IV
Choir 1-3

Proclamation 1997
State Adoption 1999
Implementation 2000-2001

English Language Arts & Reading, Grades K-1
Reading, Grades 2-3

Spanish Language Arts & Reading, Grades K-1
Spanish Reading, Grades 2-3

Literature, Grades 9-12

Science, Grades 1-5

Science (Spanish), Grades 1-5

Proclamation 1998
State Adoption 2000
Implementation 2001-2002

English Language Arts, Grades 2-12
Spanish Language Arts, Grades 2-6
Reading, Grades 4-5

Spanish Reading, Grades 4-5
Literature, Grades 6-8

Spanish Literature, Grade 6

Enrichment:

English for Speakers of Other Languages,
Grades 9-12

Communication Applications

English Language Arts Electives

Proclamation 1999
State Adoption 2001
Implementation 2002-2003

Science, Grades 6-12
Science (Spanish), Grade 6

Proclamation 2000
State Adoption 2002
Implementation 2003-2004

Social Studies, Grades 1-12
Social Studies (Spanish), Grades 1-6
Prekindergarten

Enrichment:

Economics with Emphasis on Free Enterprise

Proclamation 2001
State Adoption 2003
Implementation 2004-2005

Enrichment:

Health Education, Grades 1-12

Agricultural Science & Technology Education
Business Education

Home Economics Education

Technical Education/Industrial Technology Education
Marketing Education

Trade & Industrial Education

Technology Applications

Career Orientation

Health Science Technology Education

Proclamation 2002
State Adoption 2004
Implementation 2005-2006

Kindergarten — All Subjects
Mathematics, Grades 1-5
Mathematics (Spanish), Grades 1-5

Proclamation 2003
State Adoption 2005
Implementation 2006-2007

Mathematics, Grades 6-12
Mathematics (Spanish), Grade 6
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Table 5.1 (continued) Adoption Cycle for Foundation and Enrichment Subjects
Approved by the SBOE - May 2000

Proclamation 2004
State Adoption 2006
Implementation 2007-2008

Enrichment:

Languages Other Than English
Fine Arts
Physical Education

Proclamation 2005
State Adoption 2007
Implementation 2008-2009

English Language Arts & Reading, Grade 1
Spanish Language Arts & Reading, Grade 1
Reading, Grades 2-5

Spanish Reading, Grades 2-5

Literature, Grades 6-12

Spanish Literature, Grades 6-12

Proclamation 2006
State Adoption 2008
Implementation 2009-2010

English Language Arts, Grades 2-12
Spanish Language Arts, Grades 2-6

English as a Second Language, Grades 1-8
English I-1l for Speakers of Other Languages

Enrichment:

Speech, Grades 7-8

Speech Communication

Public Speaking I-l1l
Communication Applications
Debate I-lI

Journalism

Advanced Broadcast Journalism
Photojournalism

Proclamation 2007
State Adoption 2009
Implementation 2010-2011

Science, Grades 1-12
Science (Spanish), Grades 1-6

Proclamation 2008
State Adoption 2010
Implementation 2011-2012

Social Studies, Grades 1-12
Social Studies (Spanish), Grades 1-12
Prekindergarten Systems

Enrichment:
Economics with Emphasis on Free Enterprise

Proclamation 2009
State Adoption 2011
Implementation 2012-2013

Enrichment:

Health Education, Grades 1-12

Agricultural Science & Technology Education
Business Education

Home Economics Education

Technical Education/Industrial Technology Education
Marketing Education

Trade & Industrial Education

Technology Applications

Career Orientation

Health Science Technology Applications

Proclamation 2010
State Adoption 2012
Implementation 2013-2014

Kindergarten — All Subjects
Mathematics, Grades 1-5
Mathematics (Spanish), Grades 1-5

Proclamation 2011
State Adoption 2013
Implementation 2014-2015

Mathematics, Grades 6-12
Mathematics (Spanish), Grade 6
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(Continued from page 67)

participating libraries to contribute to and partici-
pate in local, state, and national resource sharing
initiatives, including the academic library statewide
initiative, TexShare, and the public library state-
wide initiative, the Texas State Electronic Library.
Currently resources valued at more than $20,000
per campus are provided to the 4,200 campuses
enrolled in TLC. An encyclopedia, magazines, jour-
nals, newspapers, primary source material, and a
virtual catalog containing 44 million items for in-
terlibrary loan are available from the library for use
in classrooms, and homes of students in partici-
pating campuses.

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills
(TAAS)

The statewide assessment program includes the
TAAS tests and end-of-course examinations. TAAS
measures the statewide curriculum in reading and
mathematics at Grades 3 through 8 and the exit
level; in writing in Grades 4, 8, and the exit level;
and in science and social studies at Grade 8. Span-
ish-language TAAS tests are administered at Grades
3 through 6. Satisfactory performance on the TAAS
exit-level tests is a prerequisite to a high school
diploma.

End-of-course examinations measure the statewide
curriculum of certain high school courses (Alge-
bra I, Biology, English Il, and U.S. History) to en-
sure that high academic standards are being met.
Demonstrating satisfactory performance on three
of the four end-of-course tests is an additional
means (in place of the exit-level TAAS) for students
to be eligible to graduate. The end-of-course
examinations will be phased out in 2003 when
the TAAS Il is implemented, replacing the TAAS.

The TAAS must be aligned with the TEKS. A key
component of the alignment is that the specific
skills tested on the TAAS are stated in the exact
language used in the TEKS. In addition, any skills
that were previously tested under the former cur-
riculum, the essential elements, but are not found
in the TEKS are no longer tested.

School year 1998-99 was a transitional year in the
alignment process. The spring 1999 TAAS tested
only previously tested skills common to both the
TEKS and the essential elements. In 1999-2000,
those skills found in the TEKS but not previously
tested on TAAS were integrated into the TAAS.

Students taking the TAAS administered in spring
2000 were tested on the TEKS that they would
have studied during the previous two school years.
Copies of the Educator’s Guide to the TEKS-based
TAAS at the elementary, middle, and high school
levels were distributed to schools prior to that
administration. The Curriculum and Professional
Development staff in the foundation areas are cur-
rently collaborating with the Student Assessment
staff in the development of the objectives for TAAS
I, the new statewide assessment aligned to the
TEKS that will be implemented in 2003 in Grades
3-11.

Highlights of Changes in
Curriculum Rules

Adoption of the TEKS and the subsequent repeal
of the essential elements necessitated revisions to
19 TAC Chapter 74, Curriculum Requirements to
make course titles and other aspects of this chap-
ter consistent with the TEKS. Following is a sum-
mary of the changes made in the required
curriculum, graduation requirements, and other
provisions; the revised rule is effective for students
entering Grade 9 in 1998-99.

Subchapter A. Required Curriculum

O References to essential elements were replaced
with essential knowledge and skills, and
courses that no longer exist were deleted and,
where appropriate, replaced with courses that
exist in the TEKS

0 Requirements to review the curriculum every
five years were deleted, enabling the review
to be aligned with the textbook adoption cycle

O New requirements in mathematics, science,
physical education, fine arts, and speech were
added.

Subchapter B. Graduation
Requirements
Minimum High School Program

0 College Board AP and IB courses were added
as courses that students may take for required
COUrses.

O English IV (Academic) was deleted; English IV
remains.
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O Certain course titles were changed. English as
a Second Language was replaced by English
for Speakers of Other Languages and was
made available to immigrant second language
learners; United States History was changed
to United States History Since Reconstruction;
and, Introduction to Speech Communication
was changed to Speech Communication.

O The requirement for health was changed to
allow students to take either one-half credit
of health or one credit of health science tech-
nology.

0 Communication Applications was added to
the list of speech courses available to meet
graduation requirements.

O Language was added stating that students can
take up to 4 credits of Reserve Officer Train-
ing Corps (ROTC) and one-half credit of driver
education as an elective.

O A new one-credit technology applications re-
quirement was added beginning in the 1997-
98 school year (applicable to all graduation
plans). Students may choose from 8 high
school technology applications TEK courses or
from selected career and technology educa-
tion TEKS courses in the areas of business edu-
cation and technology education.

Recommended High School Program

0 Science requirements were changed so that
students must choose their 3 required credits
from the following 4 areas with not more than
1 credit available from each area:

O Integrated Physics and Chemistry;
O Biology, AP Biology, or IB Biology;

O Chemistry, AP Chemistry, or IB Chem-
istry; and

O Physics, Principles of Technology I, AP
Physics, or IB Physics.

O Language was added encouraging students
who want to complete this program to take
Biology, Chemistry, and Physics and to study
the foundation areas every year.

O The requirement for health was changed to
allow students to take either one-half credit
of health or 1 credit of health science tech-
nology.

O In Option I: mathematics, science, elective all
mathematics course options were deleted ex-
cept Precalculus, and the number of available
science courses was increased.

0 Language was added to say that no substitu-
tions are allowed.

Distinguished Achievement Program

0 In addition to the changes noted under the
Recommended High School Program, the
advanced measures were revised, as follows:

O Original research/projects may not be used for
more than 2 of the 4 advanced measures.

O The provision for licenses was deleted.

Subchapter C. Other Provisions
Award of Credit

O It was made clear that out-of-country transfer
students include foreign exchange students.

0 Language was added stating that a course
must be considered completed, and credit
must be awarded if the student has demon-
strated proficiency.

0 Language was added stating that students
who complete one semester of a two-semes-
ter course can be allowed, in accordance with
local policy, to be awarded credit proportion-
ately.

Innovative Courses and Programs

Previously approved experimental courses under-
went a sunset review during the 1997-1998 school
year. TEA has had a process for approving locally
developed “experimental courses,” courses de-
signed to enable students to master knowledge,
skills, and competencies not included in the es-
sential elements. Based on the new rules concern-
ing graduation requirements, and based on the
adoption of the TEKS, experimental courses, which
had been approved in previous years for state
credit toward graduation, were no longer ap-
proved on August 31, 1998. “Innovative course”
approvals replaced experimental courses. During
the sunset process for experimental courses,
agency staff reviewed requests for approval of in-
novative courses in the subject areas defined in
the foundation and enrichment curriculum. Re-
quests for approval of innovative courses that did
not fall within any of the subject areas in the re-
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quired curriculum were reviewed and approved
by the SBOE in May 1998. A total of 160 innova-
tive courses have been approved for instruction in
one or more school districts. School districts may
continue to apply for approval of innovative or
other locally designed courses to enable students
to master knowledge and skills not included in the
TEKS. TEA and the SBOE will continue to review
innovative course applications.

Academic Achievement Record

TEC §28.025, requires student academic achieve-
ment records to be on forms adopted by the SBOE.
In addition, the statute requires that the adopted
forms clearly differentiate between each of the high
school diploma programs and identify whether a
student received a diploma or a certificate of
coursework completion. During 1996-97, the
forms were reviewed by a task force consisting of
agency staff and school personnel and chaired by
an ESC representative. In the past, the form of the
academic achievement record had been very pre-
scriptive. The task force focused on finding ways
to allow more flexibility in the design of the forms,
while still maintaining standards that would as-
sure accuracy and consistency in student tran-
scripts for use in transfers, for potential employers,
or for application for admission to a college or
university. The proposed new forms were pilot-
tested during the 1997-98 school year and were
subsequently approved by the SBOE for use be-
ginning in the 1998-99 school year. The instruc-
tions for completing the Academic Achievement
Record were revised to provide alignment to the
new forms. Districts were provided with samples
of the new transcript forms along with the new
Minimum Standards for the Academic Achieve-
ment Record in June 1998. Subsequent review
occurred in May 2000 to reflect eligibility for TEXAS
grants, as approved by the Texas Legislature in
1999.

Agency Contact Person

Ann Smisko, Associate Commissioner for Curricu-
lum, Assessment, and Technology, (512) 463-
9087.

Other Sources of Information

19 Texas Administrative Code (TAC), Chapters
110-128, Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills

(formats available include print, CD-ROM, and on
the TEA website at www.tea.state.tx.us)

19 TAC Chapter 74 Curriculum Requirements; Chap-
ter 74 handbook (including information on gradu-
ation requirements and “frequently asked
questions” on Chapter 74 topics); and Chapter 74
questions and answers (on the TEA website)

Dyslexia and related disorders handbook

List of Products and Services for TEKS Implemen-
tation

Progress report on the long-range plan for technol-
ogy, 1988-2000; Long-range plan for technology,
1996-2010; and Progress report on long-range plan
for technology, 1996-2010

The TEA Educator Resources website at
www.tea.state.tx.us/resources/
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District and Campus Performance

ne of the major objectives of the Texas
O Education Agency is to support the ac-
complishment of the state’s goals for pub-
lic education by recognizing, rewarding, sanction-

ing, and intervening in school districts and
campuses to ensure excellence for all students.

Accountability Ratings

The accountability ratings for districts and for cam-
puses are based on the academic excellence indi-
cators required by law and adopted by the State
Board of Education.

Accountability ratings for 2000 showed that more
Texas districts and campuses received high per-
formance ratings (see Table 6.1 on page 74) than
ever before. The number of exemplary schools in-
creased from 1,120 in 1999 to 1,296 in 2000. The
number of recognized schools increased from 1,843
in 1999 to 2,009 in 2000. Legislation enacted in
1993 required the establishment of the account-
ability system, which is now in its eighth year of
implementation. The number of exemplary and rec-
ognized schools has increased each year, with more
schools receiving exemplary and recognized ratings
in 2000 than in any of the previous seven years.

District accreditation ratings showed similar im-
provements: in 2000, 168 districts received exem-
plary ratings, compared to 122 in 1999. Another
439 districts were rated recognized in 2000, com-
pared to 383 in 1999. One district included in this
total underwent annexation on July 1, 2000.

Schools and districts earned higher ratings in 2000
even though the number of students taking the
TAAS increased. In 1999, 84.7 percent of the stu-
dents in Grades 3-8 and 10 were tested and were
included in the accountability subset used to com-
pute the accountability ratings. In 2000, the per-
centage of students taking the TAAS and included
in the accountability subset increased to 85.5 per-
cent. Exemption rates for students in special edu-
cation increased slightly from 6.9 percent in 1999
to 7.1 percent in 2000. LEP exemptions decreased
from 2.2 percent in 1999 to 1.3 percent in 2000.
Beginning in 1998-99, scores of students enrolled

in special education who took the TAAS, and stu-
dents in Grades 3 and 4 who took the reading
and mathematics Spanish TAAS were included in
the accountability ratings. In 2000, scores of stu-
dents who took the reading and mathematics
Spanish TAAS in Grades 5 and 6 and writing in
Grade 4 were also included.

Districts and campuses are rated on 3 indicators:
TAAS passing rates in reading, mathematics, and
writing; the annual dropout rate for students in
Grades 7-12; and the annual attendance rate for
students in Grades 1-12.

The record number of high performance ratings
was achieved despite the tougher standards used
to rate districts and campuses. In 1995, 25 per-
cent of all students and each student population
group (African American, Hispanic, White, and
economically disadvantaged students) were re-
quired to pass the TAAS in order for the campus
or district to be rated acceptable. That standard
rose to 30 percent in 1996, to 35 percent in 1997,
to 40 percent in 1998, to 45 percent in 1999, and
to 50 percent in 2000.

The standard for achieving recognized status in-
creased from 70 percent of all students and each
student population group passing TAAS in 1995
and 1996, to 75 percent passing in 1997, to 80
percent in 1998, 1999, and 2000. Standards for
dropout rate and student attendance have re-
mained constant since 1995.

The standard for achieving exemplary status has
remained constant since 1994. At least 90.0 per-
cent of all students and each student population
group must pass each subject area of the TAAS.

The dropout rate standard is 6.0 percent or less
for acceptable; 3.5 percent or less for recognized;
and 1.0 percent or less for exemplary. These stan-
dards apply to all students and each student group.
The attendance rate standard of 94 percent must
be met for all students.

Even though the standard for the percentage of
students passing the TAAS increased annually, the
number of low-performing campuses and districts
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decreased from 1995 to 1999. The number of
campuses rated low performing decreased from 267
in 1995 to 96 in 1999. However, in 2000, the num-
ber of campuses rated low performing increased to
146. The number of campuses rated low perform-
ing decreased from 267 in 1995 to 146 in 2000,
however, there were less low-performing campuses
in 1997 (67), 1998 (59), and 1999 (96). This in-
crease in the number of low-performing schools was
predicted and is due to a number of changes in
2000: the increase in TAAS passing standards from

trict, Memphis ISD. When accreditation ratings for
all Texas school districts were released in August
2000, Memphis ISD and Lakeview ISD each re-
ceived the rating earned through student perfor-
mance. Likewise, Kendleton ISD received a rating
earned through student performance. The district
was rated academically unacceptable due to low
TAAS scores. The status designation of unaccept-
able: SAl was removed from Lakeview ISD. At pub-
lication, no school districts are currently rated as
unacceptable: SAL.

45 percent to 50
percent; the inclu-
sion of results for
students taking

Table 6.1 District and Campus Accountability

Ratings, 1995-2000

Concerns about the
accuracy of some ac-
countability informa-

the Spanish ver- tion reported by
sion of the TAAS at | Campus Ratings 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | school districts led to
Grades 5 and 6 in | Exemplary 255 394 683 1,048 1,120 1,296 | the creation of two
reading and math- | pecognized 1004 1309 1617 1666 1843 2009 | New rating catego-
ematics,  and |y 4347 4127 3679 3365 3,148 2916 | rles for the 1999 rat-
Sk:?ic:]egt Isn \;\g't'tnhgé Acceptable: Data Issues NA NA NA NA 36 0 :jnzgz_quu;} i;cig:ag:g:
LEP-exemption Low Performing 267 108 o7 % % L6 tricts and acceptable:
policy which re- 7. 1 tive Campus Ratings 1096 1997 1998 1999 2000 | Uata issues for cam-
sulted in testing Commended NA ONA NA NA 5 | Puses. Four districts,
more LEP students Austin I1SD, North
(22,324 more in Acceptable 157285 316 354 213 | et ISD, Quitman
reading, 23,128 Needs Peer Review 106 46 67 24 33 |SD, and Ysleta |SD,
more in math- — - received the new low
ematics, and District Ratings 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 rating because the
8,479 more in | Exemplary 148 6 120 12 168 | dropout information
Wr|t|ng), and im- Recognized 137 209 321 329 383 439 turned in by the dis-
provements in the | Acceptable 860 788 650 585 523 429 | ftricts was so severely
collection of leaver | Academically Unacceptable 34 8 4 6 flawed the Agency
and dropout data. | Unacceptable: SAl NA 2 3 2 could not be assured
In 1999, 7 districts | ynacceptable: Data Quality NA  NA NA NA of its accuracy and

were rated aca-
demically unacceptable in 1999; 5 were rated aca-
demically unacceptable in 2000. In addition,
districts can be rated unacceptable by action of
the commissioner of education as a result of the
findings of a special accreditation investigation
(SAl). In 1998 there were 2 and in 1999 there were
3. The unacceptable: SAI rating for one of those
districts (Wilmer Hutchins ISD) was changed to
academically acceptable in November 1998. An-
other district (Asherton ISD) was annexed in July
1999, leaving two districts (Kendleton ISD and
Lakeview ISD) rated unacceptable: SAI as of Octo-
ber 1, 1999. On August 1, 2000, the commissioner
raised the status of Kendleton ISD from unaccept-
able: SAl to academically acceptable. Effective
July 1, 2000, Lakeveiw consolidated with Mem-
phis, and the consolidation resulted in one dis-

completeness. Be-
cause the flawed data directly affected the ratings
of all secondary education campuses in Austin and
Ysleta, 36 middle schools, junior high school, or
senior high schools in these districts were given
the new rating of acceptable: data issues. In addi-
tion, the Special Data Inquiry Unit conducted in-
vestigations of data quality in 14 other districts.
No districts are currently rated as suspended: data
inquiry, the term selected for use in 2000.

The TEA has implemented optional alternative ac-
countability procedures, developed in 1994-95,
for alternative campuses that serve long-term  stu-
dents (those served for 85 cumulative days or
longer). Ratings for alternative campuses can be
based on student performance on TAAS, dropout
rates, course completion rates, attendance, Gen-
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eral Educational Development (GED) completion
rates, and/or dropout recovery rates. In 2000, the
alternative procedures included criteria for AE: com-
mendable ratings and 5 alternative campuses re-
ceived this rating (see Table 6.1). The alternative
accountability procedures rate schools that fail to
meet targeted campus performance objectives as
AE: needs peer review (formerly called AE: needing
peer review).

In 1998, 383 campuses or charter schools were
rated through the alternative accountability pro-
cedures: 316 were rated AE: acceptable and 67
were rated as AE: needing peer review. In 1999, 378
campuses or charter schools were rated: 354 were
rated AE: acceptable and 24 were rated AE: need-
ing peer review. In 2000, of the 311 alternative cam-
puses or charter schools rated, 5 campuses were
AE: commendable, 273 were rated AE: acceptable,
and 33 were rated AE: needs peer review.

The TEA established a Special Data Inquiry Unit in
January 1996 to investigate anomalies in Public
Education Information Management System
(PEIMS) data submitted by local school districts.
During the 1997-98 school year, the unit con-
ducted 230 campus investigations. Ninety-one
campuses were investigated for excessive exemp-
tions and absences on TAAS, and 76 campuses
were investigated due to high numbers of student
withdrawals. In addition, unit staff investigated 63
campuses whose ratings were based on less than
40 percent of the student populations eligible for
TAAS. During the 1998-99 school year, the unit
conducted 144 campus investigations. Fifty-three
campuses were investigated for excessive exemp-
tions and absences on TAAS, and 62 campuses
whose ratings were based on less than 40 percent
of the student population eligible for TAAS. In ad-
dition, unit staff conducted desk audits on 12 cam-
puses identified as first-year low performing due
to a high dropout rate. The unit also made on-site
visits to the 17 first generation open-enroliment
charter schools. As a result of the implementation
of the leaver record, the focus of investigations
for high numbers of student withdrawals changed
to a review of high numbers or percentages of
underreported student leavers. Seventeen districts
received this new type of investigation in fall 1999.

The 1996-97 school year marked the first year of
operation for 17 open-enroliment charter schools
approved by the State Board of Education. All char-
ter schools are held accountable for student per-

Table 6.2 Charter School

Accountability Ratings, 1998-2000

1998 1999 2000

Exemplary 0 2 5
Recognized 1 3 7
Acceptable 7 7 34
Low Performing 2 3 20
AE: Acceptable 2 5 9
AE: Needs Peer Review 5 1 24
AE= Alternative Education

formance on TAAS. Depending on the student
population served, charter schools may choose to
be rated through the standard rating process or
the alternative accountability procedures. All open-
enrollment charter schools, in a newly authorized
charter, receive a not rated (charter) rating for the
first full year of operation. The following year, these
charter schools are rated through the regular ac-
countability or alternative accountability proce-
dures, as appropriate.

Seventeen charter schools were rated for the first
time in 1998 (see Table 6.2). Of the ten charter
schools rated through regular procedures in 1998,
one was recognized, seven were acceptable, and
two were low performing. Of the seven charter
schools rated through alternative procedures in
1998, two were AE: acceptable and five were AE:
needs peer review.

In 1999, 21 open-enroliment charter schools re-
ceived accountability ratings. Of the 15 charter
schools rated through regular procedures in 1999,
two were exemplary, three were recognized, seven
were acceptable, and three were low performing.
Of the six charter schools rated through alterna-
tive procedures in 1999, five were AE: acceptable
and one was AE: needs peer review.

In 2000, 99 open-enroliment charter schools re-
ceived accountability ratings. Of the 66 charter
schools rated through regular procedures in 2000,
5 were exemplary, 7 were recognized, 34 were
acceptable, and 20 were low performing. Of the 33
charter schools rated through alternative proce-
dures in 2000, 9 were AE: acceptable and 24 were
AE: needs peer review.

On-site evaluations were conducted during the
1998-99 school year for the 17 charter schools
receiving ratings for the first time in 1998; two
charter schools receiving ratings for the first time
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in 1999 were visited by the Special Data Inquiry
Unit during the 1999-2000 school year. Three
charter schools rated low performing and one rated
AE: needs peer review in 1999 were visited by the
Division of Accountability Evaluations. In 2000, 20
charter schools rated low performing and 24 rated
AE: needs peer review will be visited by the Division
of Accountability Evaluations.

Framework for Interventions

The agency has developed a framework for
multiyear sanctions and interventions for first-,
second-, third-, and fourth-year academically
unacceptable districts and low-performing cam-
puses.

Interventions and sanctions for academically
unacceptable districts and low-performing campuses
include the issuance of public notice and the
provision of a public hearing by the local board of
trustees; submission of a local improvement plan
for state review; and an on-site peer review.
First-year academically unacceptable districts or low-
performing campuses due to high dropout rate re-
ceive a desk audit. Additional sanctions or
interventions may include Education Service Cen-
ter (ESC) support; a hearing before the commis-
sioner or designee; assignment of an intervention
team; assignment of a master, monitor, or man-
agement team; or appointment of a board of
managers.

For third- and fourth-year low-performing cam-
puses, interventions and sanctions include the
issuance of public notice and the provision of a
public hearing by the local board of trustees; sub-
mission of a local improvement plan for state re-
view; and a hearing before the commissioner or
designee. Results of the hearing will determine the
need for additional sanctions and interventions.

For districts or campuses that are academically
unacceptable or low performing in consecutive
years, members of the peer evaluation team that
visited the campus the previous year will visit the
district or campus again when possible.

1999 Ratings

Seven districts were designated as academically
unacceptable in 1999 due to low performance on
TAAS or high dropout rates. Seven low-performing
campuses were in the academically unacceptable
districts. An additional 85 low-performing campuses
were located in 39 other districts. Three open-
enroliment charter schools were also rated low per-
forming.

In August 1999, three other districts were rated
unacceptable due to the findings of special accredi-
tation investigations (SAI). One of the three dis-
tricts, Asherton ISD, was annexed to Carrizo
Springs ISD by order of the commissioner. The sta-
tus of the other districts, Kendleton ISD and
Lakeview ISD, remained unacceptable: SAIl. Four
districts (Austin ISD, North Forest ISD, Quitman
ISD, and Ysleta ISD) were rated unacceptable due
to questions concerning the quality of data sub-
mitted to the Agency. Thirty-six campuses in Aus-
tin ISD and Ysleta ISD were rated acceptable: data

quality.

On-site peer review accreditation visits were made
to 7 academically unacceptable districts, 76 low-
performing campuses, and 4 open-enrollment char-
ter schools rated low performing. Sixteen campuses
rated first-year low performing due solely to a high
dropout rate submitted self-evaluations and
improvement plans for desk audit.

Academically Unacceptable Districts

Big Spring ISD
Cleveland ISD
Fabens ISD
Goodrich ISD
Hull-Daisetta ISD
Three Rivers ISD
Wilmer-Hutchins ISD

Unacceptable: SAl Districts

Asherton [SDAnnexed
Kendleton ISD
Lakeview ISD

Unacceptable: Data Quality Districts

Austin ISD
North Forest ISD
Quitman ISD
Ysleta ISD
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Low-Performing Campuses

Academy of Transitional Studies
Academy of Transitional Studies Charter
School

Andrews ISD
Andrews High School

Athens ISD
Athens Middle School

Austin ISD
ACC/Robbins Academy
Blackshear Elementary School
Crockett High SchoolP*
Dobie Middle School"*
Govalle Elementary School
Johnston High School
Lanier High School*
McCallum High SchoolP*
Mendez Middle School
Palm Elementary School
Pearce Middle School®*
Pecan Springs Elementary School
Reagan High SchoolP*
Special Placement Center”
Travis High SchoolP*
Wooldridge Elementary School

Axtell ISD

Methodist Home Boys Ranch
Waco Center for Youth

Beaumont ISD
Paul A. Brown Alternative Center
Price Elementary School

Big Spring ISD
Big Spring High School

Key to Symbols

Annexed Asherton ISD was annexed to Carrizo Springs ISD
effective July 1, 1999 by order of the Commis-

sioner.

* The campus was rated low performing for the
second consecutive year.

*k The campus was rated low performing for the
third consecutive year.

DA Desk audit. The first-year low-performing
campuses whose ratings were due solely to a
high dropout rate will receive a desk audit.

Buna ISD
Buna High SchoolP*

Calvert ISD
W. D. Spigner Elementary School

Clarksville ISD
Clarksville High School®*

Cleveland ISD
Cleveland High School”

Coldspring-Oakhust Consolidated ISD
Lincoln Junior High School

Conroe ISD
Anderson Elementary School

Corpus Christi ISD
Broken Camp Residential

Dallas ISD
Bryan Adams High School
Julius Dorsey Elementary School
Maria Moreno Elementary School
North Dallas High School
Onesimo Hernandez Elementary School
Oran M. Roberts Elementary School
Priscilla L. Tyler Elementary School
Sequoyah Elementary School
Stevens Park Elementary School

Denver City ISD
Excalibur GED/AEPPA

Eagle Pass ISD
EPHS — C. C. Winn Campus
Eagle Pass High SchoolP*

Edinburg Consolidated ISD
Hargill Elementary School

Faben ISD
Fabens High School

Galveston ISD
Alternative School*

Goodrich ISD
Goodrich Elementary School™

High Island ISD
High Island Middle School
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Hitchcock ISD
Northside Elementary School
Stewart Elementary School

Houston ISD
Attucks Middle School
Black Middle School®*
Community Services — Secondary”
Concord Elementary School
Durham Elementary School
Employment Training CenterP*
Franklin Elementary School
Gulf Shores Alternative SchoolP*
Harper School
HCC - Alternative®
Houston Accelerated Charter Academy
Kashmere Gardens Elementary
LEAPPA
Lee Elementary School
McCardell Academy®*
Scott Elementary School
Sherman Elementary School
Y E SPA

Hull-Daisetta ISD
Hull-Daisetta High School

Lampasas ISD
Challenger High SchoolP*

Littlefield ISD
Littlefield Instructional Center

Livingston ISD
Livingston High SchoolP*

Manor ISD
Bluebonnet Trail Elementary

Mathis ISD
Mathis High SchoolP*

Mineral Wells ISD
Mineral Wells High SchoolP*

Morton ISD
Morton Junior High School

New Braunfels ISD
The NBISD Learning Center

North East ISD
Alternative Middle School

North Forest ISD
Fonwood Elementary School
Northwood Middle School
Forrest Brooke High SchoolP*
Tidwell Elementary School

Northside ISD
Holmgreen Junior-Senior High School
Northside Children Center
Special Education Night School

One Stop Multiservice Charter School
One Stop Multiservice High School

Pampa ISD
Lamar Elementary School

Renaissance Charter School
Renaissance Charter High School

Roosevelt ISD
Roosevelt Junior High School

Spring ISD
Wunsche School

Taft ISD
Alternative Ed Campus Shoreline

Tornillo ISD
Tornillo High School

Waller ISD
Waller Junior High School

Wilmer-Hutchins ISD
Hutchins Academic Center
Wilmer-Hutchins High School

Winona ISD
Winona Elementary Schooll

Four (4.2 percent) of the above listed campuses
were second-year low performing. One was rated
low performing for the third consecutive year.

Alternative Campuses rated AE:
Needs Peer Review

In 1999, 378 campuses and open-enrollment char-
ter schools received ratings under the alternative
accountability procedures. Three hundred fifty-
four (93.7 percent) of the campuses or charters
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rated under the alternative procedures were rated
AE: acceptable and 24 (6.3 percent) were rated
AE: needs peer review. In shared services arrange-
ments, one alternative campus serves students
from all member districts. Each member district
receives a rating for the alternative campus. There-
fore, although several districts receive AE: needs
peer review campus ratings, only one actual al-
ternative campus that AE: needs peer review re-
ceives an on-site peer review accreditation visit.

On-site reviews were conducted during the 1999-
2000 school year at 22 alternative campuses and
one open-enrollment charter school rated AE:
needs peer review. Two appeals were granted to
cancel the on-site visit to alternative campuses
rated AE: needs peer review.

Eleven additional alternative schools identified as
AE: needs peer review received a site visit during
the 1999-2000 school year. Because these schools
enrolled students after the submission of the fall
attendance report through PEIMS, they were not
listed below and their ratings were not included
in the total counts of campuses rated in 1999.

Alief ISD
Alief Learning Center

Bandera ISD
Challenge High School

Bronte ISD
Juvenile Detention Center

Brownfield ISD
Student Alternative Program v

Key to Symbols

* The campus was rated AE: needs peer review for the
second consecutive year in 1998.

LPin 99 The campus was rated low performing in 1999
through regular accountability procedures.

NPR in 99 The campus was rated needs peer review in 1999
through alternative accountability procedures.

FA  Fiscal agent. The alternative campus serves students
from multiple districts in the shared services arrange-
ment.

MD Member district of shared services arrangement.
The alternative campus serves students from multiple
districts in the shared services arrangement.

Burleson ISD
Burleson Alternative School

Corpus Christi ISD
Student Learning and Guidance Center
Teenage Mothers School

Fabens ISD
Fabens ALTA Program

Frenship ISD
Reese Educational Center

George I. Sanchez Charter School
George |. Sanchez High School

Goose Creek Consolidated ISD
School Community Guidance Center

Huntsville ISD
Huntsville Alternative School

Killeen I1ISD
Bell County Detention Center’

La Vega ISD™
China Spring ISD™P
Lorena ISDMP
Midway ISD MP
Waco ISDMP
OPTIONS
Liberty Hill ISD
Panther Academy ™

Northwest ISD
Denton Creek

Raymondville ISD
Raymondville Instructional Center

Roma ISD
Instructional and Guidance Center”

Ropes ISD ™

Four (16.7 percent) of the above listed campuses
were rated AE: needs peer review for the second
consecutive year. Fourteen alternative campuses,
3 rated AE: low performing and 11 rated AE: needs
peer review in 1998, did not receive ratings in 1999
because student data was not attributed to these
campuses. In most instances, the on-site visit in
1998-99 revealed that the campus did not meet
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criteria to be registered as an alternative school.
Local decisions resulted in either closing the alter-
native campuses or attributing student data to a
regular campus.

Efforts to Improve Performance

Of the 7 districts rated academically unacceptable
in 1999, 6 showed sufficient progress to receive
an academically acceptable rating in 2000 and one
(Three Rivers ISD) earned a recognized rating. Of
the 96 campuses listed as low performing in 1999,
51 received a rating of acceptable and 7 received
a recognized rating in 2000. Both campuses rated
low performing for the second consecutive year in
1999 received an acceptable rating in 2000. In
2000, 21 of the 96 campuses were low performing
for the second year, while one (McCallum High
School, Austin ISD) was low performing for the third
consecutive year. The campus rated low perform-
ing for the third consecutive year in 1999
(Goodrich Elementary, Goodrich ISD) received an
acceptable rating in 2000.

Peer review teams visited academically unaccept-
able districts and low-performing campuses. Each
review team analyzed district and campus perfor-
mance on the academic excellence indicators and
developed a specific set of recommendations that
provided clear direction for local restructuring and
improvement initiatives.

Desk audits were conducted for campuses rated
first-year low performing due solely to high drop-
out rates. The effectiveness of the desk audit is
evident in the analysis of the 1998 and 1999 rat-
ings. Only one of the 18 campuses (Jefferson High
School in Port Arthur ISD) receiving a desk audit
for dropout in 1997 was rated low performing in
1998. The second-year low-performing rating was
due to low TAAS performance, not a high drop-
out rate. In 1999, none of the 12 low-performing
campuses receiving a desk audit were rated low
performing; in fact, 2 of the 12 (Big Sandy High
School in Big Sandy ISD and Malakoff High School
in Malakoff ISD) received recognized ratings.

There were 24 campuses listed as low performing
due to dropout rate only in 1999. Of these, 9
received a low- performing rating for the second
consecutive year in 2000 (7 due to dropout rate
and 2 due to low TAAS performance). A third cam-
pus received a third year low-performing rating in
2000 (only the last two years were for dropout

rate). Two of the 24 campuses received a recog-
nized rating and 8 received an acceptable rating in
2000.

The commissioner assigned state intervention to
improve student performance in 3 districts. On
April 12, 1996, the status of Wilmer-Hutchins ISD
was lowered to academically unacceptable, and the
commissioner assigned a monitoring team to as-
sist the district in the areas of student performance,
governance, and finances. The monitoring team
was upgraded to a management team on June 6,
1996. The district was rated unacceptable: SAl on
August 1, 1997. The commissioner removed the
management team on November 9, 1997. In
1998, the district rating was academically accept-
able, three campuses were recognized, and three
were acceptable. However, the 1999 district rat-
ing was academically unacceptable, and two cam-
puses were rated low performing. Four campuses
were acceptable, and one was recognized. The 2000
ratings indicate an academically acceptable rating
for Wilmer-Hutchins ISD, with three campuses
rated low performing and three rated acceptable.

2000 Ratings

Five districts were designated as academically un-
acceptable in 2000 due to low performance on
TAAS or high dropout rates. In these 5 districts
were 5 low-performing campuses. The remaining
141 low-performing campuses were in 75 other
districts and charter schools.

On-site peer review accreditation visits are sched-
uled in 2000-01 at 4 of the 5 academically unac-
ceptable districts and 134 low-performing campuses
and charter schools. One district rated academi-
cally unacceptable and 12 campuses rated low per-
forming due solely to a high dropout rate (first year)
will submit self-evaluations and improvement plans
for desk audits.

Key to Symbols

2 indicates the district/campus has been rated low for
two consecutive years

3 indicates the district/campus has been rated low for
three consecutive years.

indicates low rating due to dropout performance only.
indicates low rating due to TAAS performance only.

B indicates low rating due to both dropout and TAAS
performance.
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Academically Unacceptable
Districts

Hitchcock ISD D
KendletonISD T
Mirando City ISD T
SierraBlancalSD T
WalnutBend ISD T

Low-Performing Campuses

Academy of Houston
Academy of Houston Charter

Arlington ISD

T

Crouch Elementary School T

Workman Junior High School

Austin ISD
Dobie Middle School 2T
Johnson High School D
Johnston High School 2D
Langford Elementary School
Lanier High School 2D
McCallum High School 3D
Pearce Middle School 2T
Reagan High School 2D
Travis High School 2T

Axtell ISD

Methodist Home Boys Ranch 2T

Beaumont ISD
Central Senior High School

Big Spring ISD
Goliad Elementary School T

Bright Ideas Charter
Bright Ideas Charter School

Brownsville ISD

Teen Learning Community School

Bryan ISD
Special Opportunity School

Calvert ISD

T

T

T

T

T

W.D. Spigner Elementary School

Carrizo Springs CISD
Asherton Elementary School

T

T

2T

Children First Academy-Dallas

Children First Academy of Dallas
Charter T

Children First Academy-Houston

Children First of Houston Charter
School T

Clarksville ISD

Cheatham Middle School T

Cleveland ISD

Cleveland Junior High School T

Conroe ISD

Austin Elementary School T

Corsicana ISD

Carroll Elementary School T

Dallas ISD

Amelia Earhart Elementary School T
Ascher Silberstein Elementary

School T
Bayles Elementary School T
Buckner Academy T
David G. Burnet Elementary School T
Esperanza Medrano Elementary

School T
J. L. Long Middle School T
James B. Bonham Elementary School T
James Bowie Elementary School T
James S. Hogg Elementary School T
Joseph McMillan Primary School T
Julian T. Saldivar Elementary School T
Lida Hooe Elementary School T
Lorenzo De Zavala Elementary

School T
Maple Lawn Elementary School T
Mount Auburn Elementary School T
Onesimo Hernandez Elementary

School 2T
Oran M. Roberts Elementary

School 2T
Phyllis Wheatley Elementary School T
Prairie Creek Academy T
Preston Hollow Elementary School T
R. C. Buckner Elementary School T
Richard Lagow Elementary School T
S. S. Conner Elementary School T
Sam Houston Elementary School T
Stevens Park Elementary School 2T
W. W. Bushman Elementary School T
William B. Miller Elementary School T
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Donna ISD
C. Stainke Elementary School T
Patricia S. Garza Elementary School T

Eagle Mountain-Saginaw ISD
Alternative Discipline Campus T

East Central ISD
Pecan Valley Elementary School T

Ector County ISD
Odessa High School D
Periman High School D

Ed White School-Education
Ed White School of Education Charter
School B

Eden Park Academy
Eden Park Academy Charter T

Edinburg CISD
Hargill Elementary School 2T

Fairfield ISD
Fairfield Elementary School T
Fairfield Intermediate School T

Faith Family Academy-Oak CIiff
Faith Family Academy of Oak Cliff
Charter T

Fort Worth ISD
Detention Center School B
Handley Middle School T
Homebound School D
Horizon Middle School T
Meacham Middle School T

Gabriel Tafolla Charter
Gabriel Tafolla Charter School T

Key to Symbols

2 indicates the district/campus has been rated low for
two consecutive years

3 indicates the district/campus has been rated low for
three consecutive years.

D indicates low rating due to dropout performance only.
indicates low rating due to TAAS performance only.

B indicates low rating due to both dropout and TAAS
performance.

Galveston ISD
Morgan Academy of Fine Arts T

Grand Prairie ISD
Crockett Elementary School T

Greenville ISD
Greenville Middle School T

Guardian Angel Performance Academy
Guardian Angel Performance
Academy Charter T

Higgs, Carter, King Gifted/Talented
Higgs, Carter, King, Gifted and
Talented Charter School T

Hitchcock ISD
Hitchcock High School D

Houston ISD

Centripet Il School T

Community Education Partners
South School T

Community Education Partners
S. W. School B

Cullen Middle School T

Education Learning Enrichment
Center School D

Employment and Training Center
School 2D

Energized For Excellence Academy T

Gregory-Lincoln Education Center
School T

Gulf Shores Alternative School 2D

HCC-Alternative Education School 2D

Houston Accelerated Academy 2T

Houston Read Commission School D

LE AP School 2D

Language Acquisition Transitional
School D

McCardell Academy 2D

MLK Projects SAF E School T

Westbury High School D

Jacksonville ISD
Joe Wright Elementary School T

Jesse Jackson Academy
Jesse Jackson Academy Charter B

John H. Wood Charter
John H. Wood Charter School B
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Judson ISD N W Math Science & Language
Judson Senior High School D Northwest Mathematics Science and
Language Charter School T
Kendleton ISD
Powell Point Elementary School T Richardson ISD
Richardson North Junior High School T

Kermit ISD
Kermit Junior High School T Roma ISD
Roma Middle School T
Kingsville ISD
L A S E R Expulsion/Suspension Rylie Faith Family Academy
School T Rylie Faith Family Academy Charter T
Lamar CISD San Antonio ISD
Juvenile Detention Center School T M. L. King Middle School T
Pershing Elementary School T
Life Charter-Oak CIiff Wheatley Middle School T
Life Charter School of Oak CIiff T
Sherman ISD
Lorenzo ISD Washington Elementary School T

Lorenzo Elementary School T
Sierra Blanca ISD
Lytle ISD Sierra Blanca School T
Lytle High School D
Somerville ISD
Manor ISD Somerville Elementary School T
Decker Elementary School T

Terrell ISD

Marshall ISD Kennedy Elementary School T

G. W. Carver Elementary School T W. H. Burnett Elementary School T
McKinney ISD Texarkana ISD

Faubion Middle School T Dunbar Elementary School T
Midland ISD Texas City ISD

Rusk Elementary School T Alternative Learning Center School T
Mineola ISD Theresa B. Lee Academy

Mineola Middle School T Theresa B. Lee Academy Charter T
Mirando City ISD Tornillo ISD

Mirando Elementary School T Tornillo Middle School T
Navasota ISD Tyler ISD

Navasota High School D Dogan Middle School T
New Frontiers Charter Untied ISD

New Frontiers Charter School T Kennedy Zapata Elementary School T
North Forest ISD Universal Academy

Tidwell Elementary School 2T Universal Academy Charter T
NOVA Valley High

NOVA Charter School T Valley High Charter School B
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Victoria ISD
Devereux School T

Waco ISD
Cesar Chavez Academy T

Walnut Bend I1SD
Walnut Bend Elementary School T

Warren
Fred Elementary School T

Waxahachie ISD
Wedgeworth Elementary School T

West Orange-Cove CISD
Anderson Elementary School T
Bancroft Elementary School T

Wilmer-Hutchins ISD
Kennedy-Curry Middle School T
Wilmer Elementary School T
Wilmer-Hutchins High School B

Alternative Campuses Rated
AE: Needs Peer Review

Building Alternatives Charter
Building Alternatives Charter School

Cedar Ridge Charter
Cedar Ridge Charter School

Corpus Christi-Richard Milburn Charter
Corpus Christi-Richard Milburn
Alternative Charter School

Cotulla ISD
Cotulla Alternative School

Eagle Advantage School
Eagle Advantage Charter School

Fort Worth ISD
Newcomer Career Academy

Gateway (Student Alternative Program)
Gateway (Student Alternative
Program) Charter School

Heritage Academy
Heritage Academy Charter

Houston Can! Academy Charter

On-site reviews will be conducted during the
2000-2001 school year at the 8 alternative edu-
cation campuses and 25 charter schools that were Killeen ISD

Houston Can! Academy Charter

rated AE: needs peer review in 2000.

Academy of Skills and Knowledge
Academy of Skills and Knowledge
Charter

Academy of Accelerated Learning
Academy of Accelerated Learning
Charter

Academy of Transitional Studies
Academy of Transitional Studies
Charter

Austin ISD
Huston-Tillotson GED School

Benji’s Special Academy
Beniji’s Special Education Academy
Charter

Blessed Sacrament Academy
Blessed Sacrament Academy Charter
High School

Bell County Detention Center School

Killeen-Richard Milburn Charter
Killeen-Richard Milburn Alternative
High School Charter

Nancy Ney Charter
Nancy Ney Charter School

One Stop Multiservice Charter
One Stop Multiservice Charter School

Paso Del Norte
Paso Del Norte Charter School

Positive Solutions Charter
Positive Solutions Charter School

Raven School
Raven Charter School

Raymondville ISD
Raymonadville Instructional
Center School
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Roma ISD
Accelerated Learning Academy

San Antonio ISD
Adelante Academy

Sentry Technology Preparatory
Sentry Technology Preparatory
Charter School

Southwest Preparatory
Southwest Preparatory Charter School

Technology Education Charter
Technology Education Charter
High School

Texas Serenity Academy-Bayshore
Texas Serenity Academy-Bayshore
Charter

Texas Serenity Academy
Texas Serenity Academy Charter

Transformative Charter Academy
Transformative Charter Academy

Ysleta ISD
Academy of Science and Technology
Cesar Chavez Academy

Monitors, Masters, and
Alternative Interventions

Texas Education Code §39.131 grants authority
to the commissioner of education to take specific
actions if a district does not satisfy accreditation
criteria. Among these actions, the commissioner
may: (1) appoint an agency monitor to partici-
pate in and report to the agency on the activities

Table 6.3 Monitors, Masters, and Alternative Interventions

for 1999 through October 2000

Charter School

Region District Change From Change To Date of Change
NA Academy of America Charter School Charter School/Monitor Charter 12/10/99
Charter School School 9/01/00
04 All Saint’s Academy  Charter School Charter School/Master 9/29/00
Charter School
10 Dallas Academically Academically Acceptable/Monitor 2/10/00
Acceptable
13 Eden Park Academy  Charter School Charter School/Monitor 4/28/00

06 Goodrich Academically Academically Unacceptable/Monitor  11/05/99
Unacceptable Academically Acceptable/Monitor 8/17/00
Academically Acceptable 9/01/00
11 Heritage Academy Charter School Charter School/Monitor 4/17/00
Charter School Charter School/Master 9/01/00
04 Impact Charter Charter School Charter School/Monitor 2/04/00
School
20 La Pryor Academically Academically Acceptable/Monitor 3/15/99
Acceptable
08 Marietta Academically Academically Unacceptable/Monitor  4/30/99
Unacceptable Academically Acceptable/Monitor 8/16/99
Academically Acceptable 9/01/00
10 Renaissance Charter  Charter School Charter School/Monitor 2/04/00
School
10 Rylie Charter School  Charter School Charter School/Monitor 10/03/00
01 Santa Maria Academically Academically Acceptable/Monitor 7/13/00
Acceptable
19 Ysleta Recognized Recognized/Master 8/29/00
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of the board of trustees or the superintendent,
(2) appoint a master to oversee the operations of
a district, or (3) appoint a management team to
direct the operations of the district in areas of un-
acceptable performance.

As of October 2000, three school districts (Dallas
ISD, La Pryor ISD, and Santa Maria ISD) and 4
charter schools (Eden Park Academy Charter
School, Impact Charter School, Renaissance Char-
ter School, and Rylie Charter School) were assigned
a monitor. Heritage Academy Charter School, All
Saint’s Academy Charter School, and Yselta ISD
were assigned masters. Because of improvement,
monitors were removed from Goodrich ISD,
Marietta ISD, and Academy of America Charter
School. See Table 6.3 for a listing of the monitors,
masters, and other interventions assigned by the
commissioner to districts and charter schools
experiencing problems from 1999 through Octo-
ber 2000.

The Texas School Improvement Initiative targets
for improvement those districts, campuses, and
charter schools that do not satisfy the performance
standards as defined by the commissioner. Perfor-
mance standards are directly tied to the public
education academic goals listed in the Texas Edu-
cation Code 84.002.

Compliance with State Special
Education Requirements

One of the major responsibilities of TEA is to en-
sure compliance by school districts and other lo-
cal education agencies with the provisions of the
federal law — the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (IDEA), 20 U.S.C. 881400 et seq., its
implementing regulations, 34 C.F.R. §8300.1 et
seq., and applicable state laws and rules relating
to special education.

Special Education Monitoring

TEA has developed and implemented a compre-
hensive system for monitoring school district and
charter school compliance with federal and state
laws relating to special education. The monitor-
ing system provides for ongoing analysis of dis-
trict and charter school special education data and
of complaints filed with TEA concerning special
education services. Inspections and reviews of dis-
trict and charter school programs and facilities are
an essential component of the monitoring pro-

cess. TEA uses the information obtained through
its analysis of special education data and from the
complaints management system to determine the
appropriate schedule for and extent of its inspec-
tion and review activities.

Historical Summary. The current TEA special edu-
cation monitoring system is based on a system
devised in 1996. At that time, TEA developed a 6-
year schedule for conducting an on-site visit to
every school district in the state by the end of the
2001-02 school year. That system was imple-
mented as planned from 1996-97 through 1998-
99.

During the 1997-98 school year, TEA began the
development of a new system for analyzing dis-
trict and charter school special education data and
using the results of that analysis to select districts
and charter schools for on-site visits. TEA piloted
that system with 15 school districts in spring 1999.

During the 1999-2000 school year, TEA imple-
mented a dual system for identifying districts and
charter schools for on-site special education moni-
toring reviews. Certain districts and charter schools
were visited as planned under the 6-year cycle
adopted in 1996. Another set of districts and char-
ter schools were visited based on TEA’s analysis of
their special education data (the Data Analysis Sys-
tem) and of information obtained from complaints
filed with TEA concerning special education ser-
vices. See Table 6.4 for a summary of the data
elements analyzed in 1999-2000.

The On-Site Process. On-site evaluations of school
district and charter school special education pro-
grams and services are conducted in accordance
with TEA’s District Effectiveness and Compliance
(DEC) monitoring process. An on-site DEC review
of a district’s or charter school’s special education
program includes the following components:

1. A self-evaluation by the district.

2. Classroom observations by on-site
monitors.

3. Staff interviews.
4. Case studies of selected students.

5. Reviews of a “purposeful sample” of
student folders to evaluate compliance
with federal and state special education
requirements. The “purposeful sample”
of student folders is selected based on
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Table 6.4 Special Education Data Elements Analyzed For Selection

of Districts and Charter Schools in 1999-2000

education students.

1. District-level percentage of special education students relative to the State median (50th percentile) of special

2. District-level analysis of potential disproportionality of student populations served in special education identified by
ethnicity, limited English proficiency, and economic disadvantage.

percentile) by disability category.

3. District-level percentages of special education students by disability category relative to the State median (50th

4. District-level placement percentages by instructional arrangement relative to the State average placement
percentages.
5. Percentage of special education students exempted (ARD) from the statewide assessment compared to the State

median (50th percentile) for exemption rates for each section of the TAAS (Reading, Mathematics, Writing).

6. District-level analysis of number of referrals for students with disabilities to alternative education programs and/or
other alternative settings due to discretionary disciplinary incidents relative to the State median (50th percentile) of
referral of non-special education students in disciplinary Alternative Education Programs.

7. District-level percentages of special education students that were reported as dropouts.

8. District’s pattern of complaints indicated by the Agency’s complaint findings (for and against the district) and due
process hearing findings (for and against the district).

9. District’s pattern for removing discrepancies relative to timeliness and implementation of appropriate corrective
actions.

10 Percentage of special education students passing the statewide assessment compared to State median (50th
percentile) for passing rates for each section of the TAAS (Reading, Mathematics, Writing).

criteria established by TEA to ensure that
various ages, disability categories, and
instructional service arrangements are
represented in the student folders
selected for review. The monitors review
compliance with 36 identified indicators
that measure compliance with special
education requirements.

6. Roundtable discussions with parents of
students with disabilities.

Special Education Compliance
Status

Pursuant to legislation passed by the 76th Legis-
lature (House Bill 2172) TEA is required, begin-
ning with 1999-2000 school year, to determine
the special education compliance status (SpECS)
of each school district and charter school in the
state. For 1999-2000, TEA determined the SpECS
of each school district and charter school in ac-
cordance with the methodology described below.
The 2000 SpECS of each school district and char-
ter school is based upon information available to
the Agency as of August 31, 2000.

1. Desk Audit: Compliant. Based on the Agency’s
analysis of the special education program data of

every eligible school district and charter school
(i.e., a “desk audit”), the Agency selected certain
school districts and charter schools for either an
on-site monitoring visit or a self-evaluation review.
All school districts and charter schools not selected
for either an on-site monitoring visit or a self-evalu-
ation review were assigned the status Desk
Audit: Compliant, unless the school district or
charter school received an on-site review of its
special education program during the 1999-2000
school year or was required, during the 1999-2000
school year, to implement corrective actions re-
lating to outstanding compliance discrepancies re-
sulting from an on-site monitoring review
conducted prior to the 1999-2000 school year.
The special education compliance status (SpECS)
of each such school district and charter school was
determined in accordance with the descriptions
below.

2. Desk Audit: Self-Evaluation Required. This is
the SpECS assigned to each school district and
charter school for which the Agency’s analysis of
special education program data resulted in the
school district or charter school being required to
conduct a self-evaluation review during the 1999-
2000 school year.

3. Desk Audit: Site Visit Pending. This is the
SpECS assigned to each school district and char-
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ter school for which the Agency’s analysis of spe-
cial education program data resulted in a decision
to conduct an on-site monitoring visit to the school
district or charter school and, as of the end of the
1999-2000 school year, the visit had not been
completed.

4. Site-Visit: Compliant. This is the SpECS as-
signed to each school district and charter school
which received an on-site monitoring visit of its
special education program during the 1999-2000
school year (whether the result of the Agency’s
analysis of special education program data or for
other reasons) and no compliance discrepancies
were cited by the Agency.

5. Site-Visit: Corrective Action Compliant. This
is the SpECS assigned to each school district and
charter school involved in the implementation of
corrective actions during the 1999-2000 school
year (based on compliance discrepancies noted
during an on-site monitoring visit by the Agency)
which resulted in a finding by the Agency that the
corrective actions were sufficient to bring the
school district or charter school into compliance
with federal and state laws relating to special edu-
cation.

6. Site-Visit: Corrective Action Required (Under
Review by TEA). This is the SpECS assigned to
each school district and charter school involved in
the implementation of corrective actions during
the 1999-2000 school year (based on compliance
discrepancies noted during an on-site monitoring
visit by the Agency), and the corrective actions
were still being reviewed for sufficiency by the
Agency as of August 31, 2000.

7. Site-Visit: Corrective Action
Required (Unresolved). This is
the SpECS assigned to each
school district and charter school
involved in the implementation

8. Sanctions Imposed: Unresolved Corrective
Actions. This is the SpECS assigned to each school
district and charter school involved in the imple-
mentation of corrective actions during the 1999-
2000 school year (based on compliance
discrepancies noted during an on-site monitoring
visit by the Agency), and the failure of the school
district or charter school to adequately address out-
standing discrepancies has resulted in the imposi-
tion of one or more sanctions by the Agency.

Table 6.5 summarizes the SpECS for each school
district and charter school for 1999-2000.

Noncompliance of Specific
School Districts and
Charter Schools

Section 39.182(a)(15) of the TEC requires TEA to
provide as part of this Biennial Report a list of each
school district and charter school that is not in
compliance with state special education require-
ments. The list is required to include the follow-
ing information:

1. The period of time for which the district or
charter school has not been in compliance.

2. The manner in which TEA considered the
district’s or charter school’s failure to com-
ply in determining the accreditation status
of the district or charter school.

3. An explanation of the actions taken by the
commissioner to ensure compliance and an
evaluation of the results of those actions.

Table 6.5 Special Education Compliance Status

(SPECS), 1999-2000

of corrective actions during the | Status Number | Percent
1999-2000 school year (based | pesk Audit: Compliant 961 | 813%
on compl_lance dlscr_epanCIe_s Desk Audit: Self-Evaluation Required 8 0.7%

noted during an on-site moni- — _
toring visit by the Agency), and Desk Audit: Site Visit Pending 0 0.0%
the Agency has responded to the | Site-Visit: Compliant 23 2.0%
corrective actions and discrep- | site-visit: Corrective Action Compliant 39 3.3%
Esi(?lflle?; continue to be unre- Site-Visit: Corrective Action Required (Under Review by TEA) 129 10.9%
. Site-Visit: Corrective Action Required (Unresolved) 20 1.7%
Sanctions Imposed: Unresolved Corrective Actions 2 0.2%
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Since the provisions of Section 39.182(a)(15) of
the TEC took effect on September 1, 1999, the
period of noncompliance for any district or char-
ter school listed below is reported as of:

a. September 1, 1999; or

b. a date more recent than September 1, 1999
if TEA’s determination of noncompliance is
based on an on-site visit which occurred
after September 1, 1999.

In the interest of completeness, included are all
districts and charter schools with a 2000 SpECS
of: Sanctions Imposed: Unresolved Corrective Actions;
Site-Visit: Corrective Actions Required (Unresolved);
and Site-Visit: Corrective Actions Required (Under
Review by TEA). A total of 151 districts are listed.

Sanctions Imposed: Unresolved
Corrective Actions (2 Districts)

Dallas ISD

(Out of Compliance since 9/1/99)

On February 10, 2000, the commissioner ex-
ercised the authority granted to him under TEC
§39.131 and appointed a special education
monitor to Dallas ISD. This decision was based
on Dallas ISD’s systemic failure over an ex-
tended period of time to ensure that children
with disabilities living in residential facilities in
Dallas ISD were identified, evaluated, and ap-
propriately served. Concerns in this area were
originally noted by TEA following an on-site visit
to Dallas ISD in March of 1997. After working
with Dallas ISD for two years to develop and
implement corrective actions (including a man-
date to obtain technical assistance from Region
X ESC in March, 1999), TEA conducted a fol-
low-up on-site visit in October, 1999. During
that visit, TEA determined significant issues of
noncompliance still existed. A special educa-
tion monitor was appointed on February 10,
2000.

Since the appointment of the monitor, Dallas
ISD has made progress in some areas of its spe-
cial education program. However, the commis-
sioner remains very concerned about the
significant time it has taken for the district to
respond to corrective actions identified to be
necessary by TEA. In a letter from the commis-
sioner dated October 10, 2000, Dallas ISD was
notified that its 2000 SpECS would be Sanc-
tions Imposed: Unresolved Corrective Actions. In

addition, Dallas ISD was informed that if the
district has not successfully demonstrated com-
pliance with all federal and state laws relating
to special education by March 1, 2001, the
district’s accreditation rating will be lowered
to Academically Unacceptable: Special Accredi-
tation Investigation (SAl). The district’s accredi-
tation rating will then remain Academically
Unacceptable: SAl until the district is able to
demonstrate that is has resolved all outstand-
ing corrective actions and that it is in full com-
pliance with federal and state laws relating to
special education.

In addition to the foregoing, Dallas ISD was
informed by the commissioner’s October 10,
2000 letter that if it has not demonstrated sig-
nificant progress toward correcting deficiencies
in its special education program by March 1,
2001, the commissioner may review the role
of the special education monitor assigned to
the district and consider whether the role
should be changed to a master to oversee the
operation of the district’s overall special edu-
cation program.

As of the date of this report, TEA is optimistic
that the actions it has taken, together with re-
cent changes in the administrative leadership
of Dallas ISD, will be effective in bringing the
district into full compliance with federal and
state special education requirements. TEA is
currently planning to conduct an on-site re-
view of Dallas ISD’s special education program
in spring 2001.

La Pryor I1ISD
(Out of Compliance since 9/1/99)

On March 15, 1999, the commissioner exer-
cised the authority granted by TEC §39.131
and appointed a special education monitor to
La Pryor ISD. This decision was based on La
Pryor ISD’s repeated failure to submit documen-
tation of follow-up actions needed to correct
certain areas of noncompliance originally iden-
tified by TEA during an on-site DEC visit to the
district in December, 1996.

Following the appointment of the monitor, La
Pryor ISD submitted a number of corrective
actions. In a letter dated September 21, 1999,
La Pryor ISD was informed of TEA’s decision to
provide the district with an opportunity to con-
tinue the implementation of its corrective ac-
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tion plan without the assistance of a special
education monitor. This decision was based,
in part, on the fact that TEA planned to con-
duct an on-site visit to La Pryor ISD on Octo-
ber 27-28, 1999. In a letter dated December
15, 1999, La Pryor ISD was informed of the
commissioner’s decision to reinstate the
district’s special education monitor.

In a letter from the commissioner dated Octo-
ber 10, 2000, La Pryor ISD was notified that its
2000 SpECS would be Sanctions Imposed: Un-
resolved Corrective Actions. In addition, La Pryor
ISD was informed that if the district had not
successfully demonstrated compliance with all
federal and state laws relating to special edu-
cation by March 1, 2001, the district’s accredi-
tation rating will be lowered to Academically
Unacceptable: Special Accreditation Investigation
(SAI). The district’s accreditation rating will then
remain Academically Unacceptable: SAl until the
district is able to demonstrate that is has re-
solved all outstanding corrective actions and
that it is in full compliance with federal and
state laws relating to special education.

In addition to the foregoing, La Pryor ISD was
informed by the commissioner’s October 10,
2000 letter that if it has not demonstrated sig-
nificant progress toward correcting deficiencies
in its special education program by March 1,
2001, the commissioner may review the role
of the special education monitor assigned to
the district and to consider whether the role
should be changed to a master to oversee the
operation of the district’s overall special edu-
cation program.

As of the date of this report, TEA is optimistic
that the actions it has taken with respect to La
Pryor ISD will be effective in bringing the dis-
trict into full compliance with federal and state
special education requirements. TEA is currently
planning to conduct a comprehensive on-site
DEC review of all of La Pryor ISD’s special pro-
grams, including special education, the week
of November 13, 2000.

Site-Visit: Corrective Action
Required (unresolved)
(20 Districts/Charter Schools)

District/Charter Out of Compliance

School Since:
Austin ISD 09/01/99
Beaumont ISD 09/01/99
Blessed Sacrament

Academy Charter School 09/01/99
Building Alternatives

Charter School 09/01/99
Corpus Christi ISD 09/01/99
Edgewood ISD 09/01/99
Ft. Hancock 09/01/99
Girls and Boys Prep

Academy Charter School 09/01/99
Medical Center

Charter School 09/01/99
Milano ISD 09/01/99
Nordheim ISD 09/01/99
One Stop Multiservice

Charter School 09/01/99
Port Arthur ISD 09/01/99
R.Yzaguirre School For

Success Charter 09/01/99
Timpson ISD 09/01/99
United ISD 09/01/99
University of Houston

Charter School 09/01/99
Waco Charter School 09/01/99
West Houston

Charter School 09/01/99
White Settlement ISD 09/01/99

Each district and charter school assigned a
2000 SpECS of Site-Visit: Corrective Action
Required (Unresolved) received an on-site visit
during the 1998-99 school year. In addition,
each district and charter school had outstand-
ing unresolved corrective actions pending as
of September 1, 1999. As of August 31, 2000,
the corrective action plans submitted by these
districts and charter schools continue to be in-
sufficient to bring the districts and charter
schools into full compliance with federal and
state special education laws.

Each district and charter school has been noti-
fied that if it has not successfully demonstrated
compliance with all federal and state laws re-
lating to special education by the end of the
2000-01 school year, the district’s or charter
school’s accreditation rating will be lowered
to Academically Unacceptable: SAI. The district’s
or charter school’s accreditation rating will then
remain Academically Unacceptable: SAl until the
district or charter school is able to demonstrate
that is has resolved all outstanding corrective
actions and that it is in full compliance with
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federal and state laws relating to special edu-
cation.

In addition to the foregoing, the commissioner
may consider other appropriate sanctions, as
listed in TEC 839.075. TEA is optimistic that
any such actions taken will be effective in bring-
ing these districts and charter schools into full
compliance with federal and state special edu-
cation requirements.

Site-Visit: Corrective Action
Required (Under Review by TEA)
(129 Districts/Charter Schools)

District/Charter

Out of Compliance

School Since:
Academy of Beaumont

Charter School 02/09/00
Academy of Dallas

Charter School 02/08/00
Academy of Houston

Charter School 02/07/00
Academy of San Antonio

Charter School 02/23/00
Adrian ISD 09/01/99
Aldine ISD 10/11/99
Ambherst ISD 09/27/99
Anna ISD 12/06/99
Arlington ISD 11/01/99
Atlanta ISD 10/18/99
Austwell-Tivoli ISD 09/01/99
Avinger ISD 10/18/99
Axtell ISD 04/03/00
Bastrop I1SD 04/24/00
Beeville ISD 05/01/00
Blanco ISD 03/20/00
Bloomburg ISD 10/18/99
Bloomington ISD 09/01/99
Blue Ridge ISD 12/06/99
Brady ISD 11/15/99
Brooks County ISD 01/31/00
Brownsboro ISD 02/28/00
Bruceville-Eddy ISD 04/03/00
Buena Vista ISD 09/13/99
Burnet CISD 02/28/00
Bushland ISD 09/01/99
Carrollton-Farmers Branch I1SD 10/18/99
Celina ISD 12/06/99
Cherokee ISD 11/15/99
Chilton ISD 04/24/00
China Spring ISD 04/03/00
Clarksville ISD 03/20/00
Community ISD 12/06/99
Conroe ISD 04/03/00
Coolidge ISD 02/14/00
Cotton Center ISD 09/27/99
Cross Roads ISD 02/28/00
Edcouch-Elsa ISD 11/29/99
Elgin ISD 04/24/00
Elysian Fields ISD 03/20/00
Eustace ISD 02/28/00
Falls City ISD 09/01/99
Fannindel ISD 02/28/00
Farmersville 1ISD 12/06/99
Frisco ISD 12/06/99
Georgetown ISD 05/08/00
Glen Rose ISD 09/27/99
Goliad I1SD 09/01/99

District/Charter
School

Out of Compliance
Since:

Goodrich ISD 11/15/99
Goose Creek ISD 03/06/00
Grapeland ISD 05/08/00
Groesbeck ISD 02/14/00
Hallsburg ISD 04/03/00
Hallsville ISD 03/20/00
Houston ISD 02/14/00
Huffman ISD 02/28/00
Hughes Springs ISD 10/18/99
Iraan-Sheffield 1ISD 09/13/99
Jasper I1SD 03/20/00
Jourdanton ISD 03/20/00
Karnack I1SD 03/20/00
Karnes City ISD 09/01/99
Kenedy ISD 09/01/99
Kirbyville CISD 05/01/00
La Villa ISD 11/29/99
Lapoynor ISD 02/28/00
Laredo ISD 01/31/00
Liberty-Eylau ISD 03/20/00
Linden-Kildare CISD 10/18/99
Lipan ISD 09/27/99
Littlefield 1SD 09/27/99
Livingston ISD 04/24/00
Lockhart ISD 05/08/00
Lohn ISD 11/15/99
Longview ISD 10/18/99
Lorena ISD 04/03/00
Malakoff ISD 02/28/00
Marlin ISD 04/24/00
Mart ISD 04/03/00
McCamey ISD 09/13/99
McLeod ISD 10/18/99
Melissa ISD 12/06/99
Memphis ISD 05/01/00
Mexia ISD 02/14/00
Midlothian ISD 03/06/00
Monte Alto ISD 11/29/99
Morgan ISD 01/31/00
Muleshoe ISD 05/01/00
Murchison ISD 02/28/00
Navasota ISD 01/31/00
Perrin-Whitt CISD 11/29/99
Prosper I1SD 12/06/99
Rankin ISD 09/13/99
Red Oak ISD 03/06/00
Refugio ISD 09/01/99
Richland Springs ISD 11/15/99
Riesel ISD 04/24/00
Rio Grande City CISD 01/31/00
Rochelle ISD 11/15/99
Rocksprings I1SD 01/31/00
Roma ISD 01/31/00
Rosebud-Lott ISD 04/24/00
Royal ISD 05/01/00
Runge ISD 09/01/99
San Marcos CISD 03/06/00
San Saba ISD 11/15/99
Schleicher ISD 01/31/00
Silsbee ISD 05/01/00
Slidell ISD 02/28/00
Slocum ISD 01/31/00
Snyder ISD 02/28/00
Southside I1SD 03/20/00
Spade ISD 09/27/99
Springlake-Earth ISD 09/27/99
Sudan ISD 09/27/99
Tenaha ISD 02/28/00
Tolar ISD 09/27/99
Tornillo ISD 04/03/00
Trinidad I1SD 02/28/00

District and Campus Performance

91



(continued)

Site-Visit: Corrective Action
Required (Under Review by TEA)
(129 Districts/Charter Schools)

District/Charter Out of Compliance
School Since:
Tulia ISD 05/01/00
Vega ISD 09/01/99
Victoria ISD 05/08/00
Walcott ISD 08/30/99
West ISD 04/03/00
Westphalia ISD 04/24/00
Wildorado ISD 09/01/99
Wilmer-Hutchins ISD 01/10/00
Woodsboro ISD 08/30/99
Wylie ISD 12/06/99

Each district and charter school assigned a
2000 SpECS of Site-Visit: Corrective Action Re-
quired (Under Review by TEA) received an on-
site visit during the 1999-2000 school year. The
period of time for which each district or char-
ter school is considered to be out of compli-
ance begins as of the date of the on-site visit.
Itis important to note, however, that each dis-
trict and charter school identified has submit-
ted to TEA a corrective action plan for
addressing compliance citations noted by TEA
as a result of the on-site visit. TEA staff is cur-
rently in the process of reviewing these cor-
rective action plans. TEA anticipates that in the
majority of cases, the corrective action plans
submitted by these districts and charter schools
will be sufficient to bring the districts and char-
ter schools into compliance with federal and
state special education laws.

Agency Contact Person

For information on accountability ratings, Criss
Cloudt, Associate Commissioner for Accountabil-
ity Reporting and Research, (512) 463-9701.

For information on intervention and state special
education accountability requirements, Karen
Case, Associate Commissioner for Quality, Com-
pliance, and Accountability Reviews, (512) 463-
8998.

Other Sources of Information

For an explanation of the accountability system,
see the 2000 Accountability Manual published by
the Division of Performance Reporting, Depart-
ment of Accountability Reporting and Research.

The 2000-2001 Alternative Education Accountabil-
ity Manual, published by the Division of Account-
ability Development and Support, Department of
Quiality, Compliance, and Accountability Reviews,
provides the most current information regarding
procedures for rating alternative campuses.

For the most current information on accreditation
interventions and sanctions, see Status Report on
the Accreditation, Interventions, and Sanctions of
School Districts and Charter Schools included in the
agenda for each State Board of Education meet-

ing.

Reference Guide, Part I, District Effectiveness and
Compliance (published each school year).

Reference Guide, Part IlI, District Effectiveness and
Compliance, Special Education (published each
school year).

Special Education Operating Guidelines Manual For
Accountability Monitoring On-Site Reviews 2000-
2001

Accountability Procedures Manual for On-Site Evalu-
ations (published each school year).

Special Education Data Analysis System, School Year
2000-2001.
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Deregulation and Waivers

steps to reduce the number and scope of

regulations governing education in Texas. They
have given local school districts and campuses un-
precedented latitude in tailoring education pro-
grams to meet the specific needs of students.
Increased local control, accompanied by account-
ability for results, is the hallmark of the state’s ef-
forts to enable all students to achieve exemplary
levels of performance.

I n recent years, state lawmakers have taken

Based upon this legislative direction, the Texas
Education Agency (TEA) undertook a major effort
to deregulate public education in this state. These
actions include review and elimination of unnec-
essary State Board of Education (SBOE) rules, ap-
proval and support of open-enroliment charter
schools, and removal of barriers to improved stu-
dent performance by waiving provisions of fed-
eral and state laws. These actions to maximize local
control support all four of the state’s academic
goals. These efforts also support the strategic plan
goal of local excellence and achievement by fos-
tering local innovation and supporting local au-
thorities in their efforts to ensure that each student
demonstrates exemplary performance in reading,
and in the foundation subjects of English language
arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.

Sunset Review of TEA Rules

Beginning in 1991, the TEA conducted a three-
year sunset review of State Board of Education
(SBOE) rules. This three-year sunset review reduced
the number of SBOE rules from 936 to 466, a de-
crease of 50 percent. In May 1996, the TEA com-
pleted a one-year review of SBOE rules, resulting
in a reduction of rules from 551 to 250, a decrease
of nearly 55 percent.

In accordance with the 1998-99 General Appro-
priations Act, which established a four-year sunset
review cycle for all state agency rules, the TEA ini-
tiated a sunset review of all agency rules (SBOE
and commissioner of education rules) that is sched-
uled to take place from September 1997-August

2001. On March 27, 1998, the TEA filed with the
Office of the Governor, Legislative Budget Board
(LBB), and Secretary of State a review plan for all
rules with effective dates before September 1,
1997. Revisions to the plan were filed on Sep-
tember 25, 1998, and June 13, 2000. The plan,
as revised, scheduled the review of 360 TEA rules
for the 1997-2001 rule review period.

During the period of September 1997-August
2000, the TEA reviewed 323 rules, nearly 90 per-
cent of the 360 rules that were in effect on Sep-
tember 1, 1997. The TEA readopted 201 rules
and repealed 122 rules. In addition, the TEA
adopted 108 new rules. Forty-three rules remain
to be reviewed during the final year of the 1997-
2001 rule review plan. As of August 2000, this
four-year sunset review has reduced the number
of SBOE rules that were in effect September 1,
1997, from 179 to 141, a decrease of 21 percent.
During that same period, commissioner rules in-
creased from 132 to 201, an increase of 34 per-
cent.

It should be noted that the number of SBOE rules
(179) that were in effect September 1, 1997, does
not include the 49 curriculum rules that were in
effect at that time. Those 49 curriculum consisted
of 45 essential elements and four mathematics
Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). The
number of SBOE rules (141) in effect August 31,
2000, does not include the 541 TEKS that took
effect September 1, 1998. Including the TEKS rules
in the above counts would not give a clear view of
the results of the sunset process due to a major
change in format for curriculum rules that took
place in 1996-1997 during the development and
adoption of the TEKS. The formatting change,
independent of the curriculum content of the rules
themselves, caused a substantial increase in the
count of SBOE/TEA rules.

Senate Bill 178, 76th Texas Legislature, 1999,
amended the Texas Government Code by adding
§2001.039, which codifies the review of existing
state agency rules. Rules with effective dates on
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or after September 1, 1997, must be reviewed no
later than four years after their respective effec-
tive dates. In accordance with this legislative re-
quirement, the TEA filed a sunset review plan on
August 16, 2000, for SBOE and commissioner of
education rules that is scheduled to take place
from September 2001-2006.

The sunset review plan for SBOE and commis-
sioner of education rules is available on-line at
www.tea.state.tx.us/rules/home/.

Open-Enrollment Charter
Schools

To further promote local initiative, the 1995 revi-
sion of the Texas Education Code established a
new type of school, known as an open-enrollment
charter school. Charter schools are subject to fewer
state laws than other public schools and capital-
ize on innovative and creative approaches to edu-
cating students. In 1996, the SBOE authorized 20
charter schools. In 1997, the 75th Legislature
granted the board the authority to approve 100
additional open-enrollment charters and an un-
limited number of open-enroliment charters to

Table 7.1 General State Waivers

Approved in 1999-2000

Type 1999-00
Staff Development ....................... 580 (34.1%)
Staff Development For
Reading/Language Arts .................. 35 (2.1%)
Reading/Language Arts-
Mathematics.. ..........cccoeeeeieeenen. 36 (2.1%)
Mathematics ........ccoeeveeeeiieiiiieiinnn 20 (1.2%)
Course Requirements ..............c..eeeee 76 (4.5%)
Certification .........cooevvvveiiieiiieiiiennne. 105 (6.2%)

Modified Schedule
Alternative Education Program ....... 48 (2.8%)
Texas Assessment of Academic

SKills (TAAS) ..., 132 (7.8%)
Student Identification/Gifted
and Talented .........coooeviiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnes 25 (1.5%)
Early Release Days .......cccccvevvveenns 397 (23.4%)
Pregnancy-Related Services .............. 26 (1.5%)
TexXtbhoOoKS......ceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiies 154 (9.1%)
Other Misc. Waivers ...............eevvveens 66 (3.9%)
Total General Waivers
Approved .......ccooooieiiieiieennn. 1,700 (100.0%)

serve students at risk of dropping out of school.
The board approved guidelines for the second gen-
eration of open-enrollment charters in July 1997.
In 1998, the board awarded 141 additional char-
ters, of which 42 were granted to primarily serve
students at risk of dropping out of school. In March,
1999, the board awarded nine more charters in
this category. As of September 2000, the SBOE had
awarded 189 charters. Of these 189, 3 had their
charters revoked and 13 returned their charters.
Of the 173 remaining charters, 163 are currently
in operation and 10 are inactive primarily due to
extensions granted by the SBOE to delay their start-
ing dates.

Charter schools are monitored and accredited un-
der the statewide testing and accountability sys-
tem. Like school districts, charter schools are rated
based on Texas Assessment of Academic Skills
(TAAS) performance, attendance rates, and drop-
out rates. Charters are granted for a period of five
years, with renewal dependent on performance.
In addition to evaluation under the statewide ac-
countability system, charter schools are evaluated
annually by an independent evaluation team.

Additional information about charter schools and
charter school students may be obtained from the
Agency. Information derived from 1999-2000
school year data will be available after November
1, 2000.

State Waivers

While the new Texas Education Code and the sun-
set review of SBOE rules have greatly enhanced
local authority, school districts and campuses con-
tinue to seek waivers from state laws and rules they
believe impede efforts to improve student perfor-
mance. During the 2000 fiscal year, the commis-
sioner of education granted 1,700 general state
waivers (see Table 7.1).

The type of waiver most frequently requested al-
lows a district or campus to modify its calendar to
make additional time available for staff develop-
ment. For the 1999-2000 school year, the com-
missioner of education approved 580 waivers
granting a maximum of three days for general staff
development. These waivers for additional general
staff development accounted for 34 percent of the
general state waivers approved in fiscal year 2000.
To encourage staff development related to read-
ing/language arts, the commissioner approved an
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additional waiver day for staff development re-
lated to reading/language arts and/or an addi-
tional waiver day for staff development related to
mathematics. One additional day of staff devel-
opment was approved for districts requesting to
participate in eligible conferences, such as the
National Conference of Texas. A total of 91 dis-
tricts requested one or all of these additional days
for staff development.

Class size waivers may be granted by the com-
missioner of education only in cases of undue hard-
ship and for only one semester at a time. Class
size waivers may be granted under the following
criteria: (1) a district is unable to employ qualified
teachers, (2) a district is unable to provide educa-
tional facilities, or (3) a district which budgeted
for a class size ratio of 22:1 in Grades
Prekindergarten through 4, but has a campus (or
campuses) with enrollement increases or shifts that
result in exceeding this limit by only one or two
students in only one section at any grade level on
any campus. Table 7.2 presents the class size waiv-
ers approved in the 1999-2000 school year.

The overall impact of general state waivers may
be seen in improved student educational perfor-
mance statewide, including rising TAAS scores and
gains in the number of campuses and districts
achieving exemplary status under the state’s ac-
countability rating system. In fiscal year 2000, the
number of exemplary districts increased to 168
districts, or to 16.1 percent of the total, and the
number of exemplary campuses increased to
1,296, or to 20.3 percent of the total campuses.
The comparable numbers for fiscal year 1999 were
122, or 11.7 percent of the districts, and 1,120,
or 17.9 percent of the campuses. Texas Educa-
tion Code §39.112, automatically exempts any
school district or campus that is rated exemplary
from all but a specified list of state laws and rules.
The exemption remains in effect until the district
or campus rating changes or the commissioner of
education determines that achievement levels of
the district or campus have declined.

Education Flexibility Partner-
ship Demonstration Program
(Ed-Flex) Status

Ed-Flex is a federal program that grants a state
the authority to waive certain federal education
requirements that may impede local efforts to re-

Table 7.2 Class Size Waivers

Approval in 1999-2000

Fall 1999 141
Spring 2000 127
Total for 1999-2000 268

form and improve education. Ed-Flex is designed
to help districts and schools carry out education
reforms and raise the achievement levels of all
children by providing increased flexibility in the
implementation of certain federal education pro-
grams in exchange for enhanced accountability
for the performance of students.

During the 1999-2000 school year, the commis-
sioner of education used his Ed-Flex authority to
grant three administrative statewide waivers to all
local education agencies (LEAs). These waivers re-
duced administrative paperwork for the federal
programs covered under Ed-Flex without the need
for individual application. Also during the 1999-
2000 school year, 770 districts received one or
more programmatic Ed-Flex waivers.

The following three programmatic statewide waiv-
ers accounted for 94 percent of the programmatic
waivers received by districts in 1999-2000:

1) Title I, Part A Program—This waiver
eliminates the 50 percent poverty re-
quirement for Title |, Part A
schoolwide eligibility. This waiver ap-
plies to campuses that are eligible for
Title I, Part A services, but which do
not have at least 50 percent of its stu-
dents from low-income families.

2) Title II, Eisenhower Professional Devel-
opment Program—This waiver allows
the use of up to 25 percent of Title Il
Eisenhower Professional Development
Program funds reserved for profes-
sional development in mathematics
and science for professional develop-
ment in reading/language arts and in
social studies.

3) Title II, Eisenhower Professional Devel-
opment Program—This waiver elimi-
nates the 33 percent local cost share
requirement for the Title Il Eisenhower
Professional Development Program.

Deregulation and Waivers
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Approximately 70 percent of the LEAs or campuses
that were granted the increased flexibility provided
in the three programmatic statewide waivers met
the waiver evaluation requirements which shows
that the Ed-Flex Program is an important compo-
nent in the state’s reform efforts to improve stu-
dent performance.

Agency Contact Persons

For information on the sunset review of SBOE rules,
Criss Cloudt, Associate Commissioner for Account-
ability Reporting and Research, (512) 463-9701.

For information on charter schools, Hugh Hayes,
Deputy Commissioner for Initiatives and Adminis-
tration, (512) 463-9354.

For information on general state waivers and fed-
eral Ed-Flex waivers, Carol V. Francois, Associate
Commissioner for the Education of Special Popu-
lations, (512) 463-8992.

Other Sources of Information

For a list of general state waivers granted by the
commissioner of education, see the waiver report
included in the agenda for each SBOE meeting.
For additional information on the sunset review
of board rules, state waivers, and federal Ed-Flex
waivers, see the agency’s home page at
www.tea.state.tx.us.
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Administrative Cost Ratios

n 1999 and 2000, the Texas Education Agency
I (TEA) examined the ratio of school districts’

administrative expenditures to instructional
expenditures as required by Section 42.201 of the
Texas Education Code. The following information
summarizes the methodology used to determine
a district’s administrative cost ratios for school years
1997-98 and 1998-99.

The administrative cost ratio for a school district is
determined by dividing non-federal operating ex-
penditures in general administration and instruc-
tional leadership by expenditures in instruction,
instructional resources, curriculum development
and instructional staff development, and guidance
and counseling services. These ratios are compared
to target standards set by commissioner’s rule for
districts within one of six average daily attendance
(ADA) groups. Table 8.1 shows the statewide mean
administrative cost ratio for the years 1988 through
1999.

Districts exceeding the applicable standard are re-
quired to either submit a plan to reach compli-
ance during the next full school year or request a
waiver from the commissioner. The commissioner
has authorized a small number of waivers for dis-
tricts that demonstrate justified costs over which
the district has no control. Districts awarded a
waiver are allowed a higher standard than other

districts in the same ADA group but cannot ex-
ceed the standard established by waiver. If a dis-
trict again exceeds the applicable standard or
waiver standard during the subsequent school
year, an amount equal to the excess administra-
tive expenditures is withheld from state aid pay-
ments.

During the 1997-98 school year, 11 districts
exceeded the applicable administrative cost stan-
dard. Of this number, 2 districts also exceeded
standards during the 1995-96 school year. For the
1999-2000 school year, a total of $23,914 was
withheld from state aid payments to these districts.
For the 1998-99 school year, 16 districts exceeded
the applicable administrative cost standard. Of this
number, 2 districts also exceeded standards dur-
ing the 1996-97 school year and are subject to
having a total of $11,926 withheld from state aid
for the 2000-2001 school year. Table 8.2 shows
ADA groups, the standards set by commissioner’s
rule, and the distribution of districts that have
exceeded standards for the past four years.

Agency Contact Person

For information on administrative cost ratios, con-
tact Joe Wisnoski in the Department of School
Finance and Fiscal Analysis at (512) 463-8994.

Table 8.1 Historical Administrative Cost Ratios, 1998 Through 1999

1988 | 1989 |1990 [1991 |1992

1993

1994 | 1995 [1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999

0.181 | 0.179| 0.174 | 0.171 | 0.162

0.116

0.136 | 0.133 | 0.125| 0.122 | 0.118 | 0.119

Table 8.2 Districts Exceeding Administrative Cost Standards

Number of Districts Percent of Districts
ADA Group Standard 1996 1997 1998 1999 1996 1997 1998 1999
10,000 and Above 0.1105 (6] (6] o) o) 0% 0% 0% 0%
5,000 to 9,999 0.1250 (6] (6] o) 1 0% 0% 0% 2%
1,000 to 4,999 0.1401 9 5 4 7 3% 1% 1% 2%
500 to 999 0.1561 3 3 2 5 1% 1% 1% 2%
Less than 500 0.2654 3 4 4 2 1% 1% 1% 1%
Sparse 0.3614 4 3 1 1 5% 4% 1% 1%
Statewide 19 15 11 16 2% 1% 1% 2%
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District Reporting Requirements

he Texas Education Agency (TEA) estab-
lishes district reporting requirements for
both automated data collections (those
that involve the submission of data in an exclu-
sively electronic format) and paper collections. In
most instances, districts are given the option to
submit paper collections in an electronic format.

There are now several data requirements that
depend on the submission of electronically for-
matted information from school districts. The most
extensive of these systems is the general data col-
lection known as the Public Education Informa-
tion Management System (PEIMS). This data
system gathers information about public educa-
tion organizations, school district finances, staff,
and students. A summary of the information types
is shown in Table 9.1.

There are 147 data elements in PEIMS for the
2000-01 school year, and all reporting require-
ments for the elements are documented annually
in the TEA publication, PEIMS Data Standards. This
large-scale data collection is designed to meet a
number of data submission requirements in fed-
eral and state law. The PEIMS system and its data
requirements are the subject of two advisory

review committees. The Policy Committee on Pub-
lic Education Information meets on a quarterly
basis to provide advice to the commissioner con-
cerning data collection policies and strategies. All
major changes to PEIMS requirements are re-
viewed by this committee, which is comprised of
representatives of school districts, regional edu-
cation service centers, and legislative and execu-
tive state government offices.

In addition, the Information Task Force provides
technical reviews of proposed changes to PEIMS
data standards, and reports to the Policy Com-
mittee on Public Education Information. This
group is made up of agency, school district, and
regional education service center staff, and has
conducted sunset reviews in 1991-92, and again
in 1996-97, of all PEIMS data elements to mini-
mize reporting burdens on school districts. A
three-year sunset review process has been adopted
as part of the ongoing responsibilities of the task
force.

The agency maintains a system used for gather-
ing information in an electronic format for the
Child Nutrition Program Information Manage-
ment System (CNPIMS). This data collection sys-

Table 9.1 Information Types in the PEIMS Electronic Collection

Organizations
O  District name and assigned number

0  Shared service arrangement types, fiscal agent, and iden-
tifying information

0  Campus identification and certain program component
information specific to that campus

Finances

0  Budgeted revenue and expenditures for required funds,
functions, objects, organizations and programs

0  Actual revenue and expenditures for required funds, func-
tions, objects, organizations and programs

Staff

0  Identification information, including Social Security num-
ber and name

0  Demographic information, including gender, ethnicity,
date of birth, highest degree level, and years of profes-
sional experience

O  Employment, including days of service, salary, and expe-
rience within the district

0  Permits held by staff to perform certain job functions

O  Responsibilities, including the types of work performed,
its location, and, in some cases, the times of day

Students

O Identification, including a unique student number, name,
and basic demographic information

0  Enroliment, including campus, grade, special program
participation, and various indicators of student charac-
teristics

0 Attendance information for each six-week period and
special program participation

O  Course completion for Grades 9-12

O  Graduated student information

O  School leaver information

O Disciplinary actions
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tem is designed to meet the administrative data
requirements of the National School Lunch and
School Breakfast reimbursement systems. It is de-
signed for direct input from school districts
through an Internet connection. There are approxi-
mately five principal entry screens with about 30
data elements in the CNPIMS for the 2000-01
school year, and all reporting requirements for the
elements are documented online. Total data re-
quirements vary with the size of the school dis-
trict, but monthly reimbursement claims require
input of only eight fields.

A comparable system for order entry of textbooks
has also been developed at the agency. The Edu-
cational Materials (EMAT) system allows schools
to place textbook orders over the Internet. There
are multiple steps to the process, but school dis-
tricts generally enter the materials code and a
quantity to place an order.

School districts have been given the ability to en-
ter other transactional data directly through the
Internet. The Adult and Community Education Sys-
tem (ACES) was implemented to allow users to
enter data and print reports that track the status
of students participating in Texas adult education
programs. The New Generation System (NGS) is
an interactive interstate information network for
migrant students. This system is designed to al-
low student data to be shared among school dis-
tricts serving migrant children. School districts now
update certain basic contact and organizational
data through a web-based application known as
Ask TED (Texas Education Directory).

Certain applications for funding and related docu-
mentation for a limited set of grant programs can
also be done online in an Internet-based applica-
tion. Applications for Carl Perkins funds and cer-
tain funds managed by the Divisions of Special
Education and Service for the Deaf can be com-
pleted and submitted over the Internet. Certain
expenditure reports may also be completed online.

The Texas Education Agency proscribes paper col-
lection instruments for certain information that
cannot meet the development cycle or data ar-
chitecture of the PEIMS data collection. In many
cases, data requirements change with more fre-
quency and with less lead-time than the PEIMS
system supports. In other cases, the information
acquired is too variable to fit predetermined coded

Table 9.2 Bulletin 742 Summary

for 1999-2000

Documents published and

available on TEA web site 50
Business forms 18
Data collection instruments 32
32 Total Data Collections for 2000-2001
Federal Requirements 16
Title | 6
Eisenhower Professional Development 1
Safe and Drug-Free Schools 1
Emergency Immigrant Education 1
Gun-Free Schools 1
Special Education 3
Civil Action 5281 3

State Requirements 14
Bilingual Education
Special Education
Transportation
Other

Both State and Federal Requirements 2
Adult Education
Career and Technology

ONEFLDN
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values, or requires a more open reporting format
than electronic formats provide.

Paper collection requirements are presented on
the TEA web site, along with a downloadable ver-
sion of each collection instrument. This form of
publication replaces the published paper version
of Bulletin 742 - Data Submission to the Texas Edu-
cation Agency. The web site publication has ex-
cluded certain short-term data collections, such
as one-time surveys or transitional collection sys-
tems.

The Texas Education Agency Data Approval Com-
mittee (TEADAC) is made up of agency staff from
across the agency. In addition to conducting a
sunset review of documents in Bulletin 742, the
committee is charged with developing ongoing
reviews of new data requirements and establish-
ing an educational program for agency staff to
make paper collections more effective and less
burdensome. The result is a much smaller set of
paper collections, which are categorized in Table
9.2.

The sources of remaining data requirements are
also shown in Table 9.2. The number of paper
collections has been substantially reduced in part
due to elimination of statutory requirements or
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the reassignment of functions to other agencies.
The length of reports is difficult to assess because
several reports vary in length according to the
number of affected students, staff, or campuses.
In the basic form, the 32 data collection instru-
ments have less than 100 total pages of data en-
try. Review of Bulletin 742 documents will
continue on an ongoing basis.

Agency Contact Persons

Nina Taylor, Customer Assistance and Training,
463-9049 (Bulletin 742 and General Questions);
Karen Cornwell, Planning and Strategic Services,
463-9229 (Information Planning and Information
Requirements Clearinghouse); Joe Wisnoski,
School Finance and Fiscal Analysis, 463-8994
(TEADAC).

Other Sources of Information
2000-01 Public Education Information Manage-

ment System Data Standards; TEA Web Site
http://www.tea.state.tx.us.

District Reporting Requirements
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Texas Education Agency Funds
and Expenditures

just over $14 billion in state and federal

funds during the 1999-2000 school year
(fiscal year 2000). This is the second year of a bi-
ennium during which the agency will administer
major legislative initiatives contained in Senate Bill
(SB) 4, which, among other provisions, financed
a $3000 annual salary increase for every teacher,
counselor, librarian, and nurse in the Texas public
schools. SB 4 also increased the state share of pub-
lic education. State and federal sources now fund
over 50 percent of the total cost of public educa-
tion in Texas. Itis important to note that the agency
does not administer local school district funds gen-
erated through property tax assessments.

T he Texas Education Agency will administer

New Programs to Improve
Student Achievement

The 76th Texas Legislature aggressively debated
and passed a significant number of new grant pro-
grams for Texas students. The agency will begin
the second year of administering over $230 mil-
lion in new or expanded grant programs. The pro-
grams include a $25 million After-School Initiative
aimed at middle school students, as well as $85
million focused on preventing student retention
in 9th grade. Academic achievement in lower
grades also continues to be a focus of legislative
funding initiatives; the Governor’s Texas Reading
Initiative program will be funded at $50 million
over the biennium, with an additional $26 million
allocated to the early childhood “Ready to Read”
program, Head Start and the new Master Reading
Teacher initiative. The Investment Capital Fund, a
grant program aimed at increasing parental in-
volvement in the public schools, received a fund-
ing increase to $14 million for the biennium.
Finally, the legislature funded the Advanced Place-
ment grant and reimbursement program at $21
million for the biennium. See Table 10.1.

The agency has also begun implementation
of several new federal programs including: the
$105 million Federal Class Size Reduction Act;
$36 million in the Reading Excellence Act — called

“Read for Texas” at the state level; and the $5
million GEAR-UP program. All three programs are
in the second year of activity and are beginning
to benefit Texas students.

Table 10.1 New and Expanded State

Programs for Public Education
(Biennium 2000-2001)

9th Grade Basic Skills $85 million
Texas Reading Initiative $50 million
Texas After-School Initiative $25 million
Advanced Placement $21 million
Investment Capital Fund $14 million
Head Start $12 million
Master Reading Teachers $12 million
Early Childhood “Ready to Read” |$ 2 million

Major Funding Initiatives:
Prekindergarten, Kindergar-
ten, and Student Success

The agency has also administered two major fund-
ing initiatives in the areas of early childhood edu-
cation and reading proficiency. The legislature
appropriated $200 million as an economic incen-
tive to increase enrollment in state Prekindergarten
and Kindergarten programs. This funding is above
and beyond the Foundation School Program sup-
port of Kindergarten programs. In the 1999-2000
school year, over $49 million was granted in the
Prekindergarten program. Funding will increase in
2000-2001. In addition, the legislature appropri-
ated $173 million to the Student Success Initia-
tive. This initiative focuses resources on teaching
children to read in the early grades. It is a goal of
the legislature, and of the State Board of Educa-
tion and this agency, that all children will demon-
strate reading proficiency on the 3rd grade TAAS
assessment. The Student Success Initiative provides
funds for teacher training, student remediation and
instruction in reading and more opportunities for
students to pass the 3rd grade TAAS reading as-
sessment. The initiative is a “ground up” approach
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that will be fully implemented when the fall Kin-
dergarten class of 1999 reaches the 3rd grade.
The agency included funds adequate to continue
the Student Success Initiative in the August 2000
Legislative Appropriations Request.

The Foundation School
Program

The major funding source administered by the
agency remains the Foundation School Program
(FSP). The FSP represents the major state educa-
tion funding source, allocated to school districts
through funding formulas based upon average
daily student attendance and adjusted for local
tax effort. Fiscal year 2001 FSP appropriations
amount to just under $11.6 billion. The founda-
tion program also includes $223 million for 2001
for the instructional facilities allotment.

Sources of Funds

While the Foundation School Fund is the major
funding source administered by the agency, ac-
counting for almost 75 percent of the agency’s
administered funds, there are also other signifi-
cant state and federal fund sources to take into
account. The FSP is augmented by some $730
million from the Available School Fund. This rev-
enue is generated by the Texas Permanent School
Fund, a public education endowment in excess
of $20 billion.

Federal sources make up roughly 15 percent of
agency funds. The U.S. Department of Education
will allocate approximately $1.45 billion to Texas
in FY 2001. The majority of federal funding comes
from the Title | grant, targeting economically dis-
advantaged students and the Individuals with Dis-
abilities in Education Act (IDEA), targeting
students in special education programs.

The other component of federal funding is the
free and reduced price lunch and breakfast pro-
grams administered by the agency through the
U.S. Department of Agriculture. These child nu-
trition programs are budgeted at about $761 mil-
lion for FY 2001.

Agency expenditures presented in this chapter are
linked to the goals, strategies and objectives of
the agency strategic plan. The agency’s strategic
plan structure is detailed at the conclusion of the

chapter with expenditures reflected at the strat-
egy level (Table 10.2).

Agency Operations

The agency consistently ranks among the states
as one of the most efficient state departments of
K-12 public education. With over 1000 school dis-
tricts and 844 full time equivalent employees (FTE),
the agency increasingly relies on technology and
the innovation and creativity of program staff to
carry out its mission.

In 1998, the agency was recognized by the Ameri-
can Productivity Council and the Education Com-
mission of the States as a “Best Practice Partner.”
The recognition was, in part, a reflection of the
agency’s ability to undertake successful change
management and respond positively to a challeng-
ing environment. The agency downsized from
1144 FTE in FY 1995 to 834 FTE by FY 1998. With
an increasing confidence in local control of school
districts and a less-regulated environment for
school administrators, the smaller agency staff has
focused on its core mission of accountability for
student results with great success.

The agency administration will continue to face
challenges in the coming year stemming from the
implementation of all of the new funding programs
approved by the 76th legislature, as well as the
continuing support given to the expanding open-
enrollment charter school populations. With an
emphasis on “working smart” through technologi-
cal tools such as ISAS and the development of a
new Foundation School Program payment system,
along wtih an increased emphasis on risk-based
monitoring of school district programs and fi-
nances, the agency stands ready to meet those
challenges.

Agency Contact Persons

Bill Monroe, Chief of Operations, (512) 463-9437;
Shirley Beaulieu, Managing Director of Financial
Management, (512) 475-3773; Adam Jones,
Director of Budget and Planning, (512) 463-9171

Other Sources of Information

FY 2001 Agency Annual Administrative and Program
Strategic Budget; Legislative Appropriations Request
for Fiscal Years 2002-2003, Texas Education Agency,
August 2000
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Table 10.2

Expenditures Under TEA Goals, Objectives, and Strategies

Goal A

Standards of Achievement and Equity: The Texas Education Agency will build the capacity of
the state public education system to ensure each student demonstrates exemplary performance
in reading and the foundation subjects of English language arts, mathematics, science, and social
studies by developing and communicating standards of student achievement and district and
campus accountability. (Texas Education Code §4.002)

Strategy A.1.1. 1999-00 2000-01

Assessment: The state's assessment system will continue | $66,356,482 $68,556,483
to provide a basis for evaluating and reporting the extent
to which the Texas educational system is achieving its
goals for student performance.

Strategy A.1.2.
Accountability System: Build the capacity of the state $2,500,000 $2,500,000
public education system by developing and implementing
standards of district and campus accountability for the
achievement of all students.

Strategy A.2.1.
Foundation School Program: Operate an efficientand  [$10,515,583,801f $11,184,711,700
equitable school finance system, disburse Foundation
School Program formula funding to school districts, and
ensure that formula allocations are accounted for in an
accurate and appropriate manner.

Strategy A.2.2.
Maximizing School Facilities: Operate an equalized $173,000,000 $223,000,000
school facilities program and disburse facilities funds.

Strategy A.3.1.
Instructional Materials: Provide students equitable $583,769,002 $115,455,002
access to instructional materials supporting the state’s +U.B.*

essential knowledge and skills.

Strategy A.3.2.
Technology: Support the implementation of a statewide $43,594,604 $44,841,804
technological infrastructure for education; increase access
to educational data; and encourage school districts to
implement technologies that increase the effectiveness

of student learning, instructional management,
professional development, and administration.

*U.B. = unobligated balance
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Table 10.2 (continued)

Expenditures Under TEA Goals, Objectives, and Strategies

Strategy A.3.3.

Improving Educator Performance: Develop and
implement professional development initiatives that
encourage collaboration between K-12 and higher
education and ensure all educators access to training and

evaluation tied to the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills.

1999-00
$9,800,024

2000-01
$9,800,024

1999-00 Total - Goal A
$11,394,603,913

2000-01 Total - Goal A

$11,648,865,013

Goal B

Local Excellence and Achievement: The state public education system will foster local innova-
tion, support local authority, and encourage regional, district, and university efforts to ensure

that each student demonstrates exemplary performance in reading and the foundation subjects
of English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.

(Texas Education Code, §7.021 and §7.055)

Strategy B.1.1.

Instructional Excellence: Build the capacity of school
districts to plan and implement challenging early literacy,
academic, advanced academic, career and technology
education, and bilingual / English as a second language
education programs to ensure all Texas students are
prepared to gain entry level employment in a high-skill,
high-wage job or continue their education at the
post-secondary level.

$285,567,407

$288,817,407

Strategy B.2.1.

Program and Funding Flexibility: Develop and
implement, with regional education service centers and
school districts, accelerated instruction programs that
take full advantage of Texas’ status as an Ed-Flex state.

$759,645,978

$758,243,599

Strategy B.2.2.
Students with Disabilities: Build the capacity of regional
education service centers, school districts, and service

providers to develop and implement programs that ensure

students with disabilities attain the state’s goals of
exemplary academic performance.

$388,133,043

$388,133,043

Strategy B.2.3.

Support Programs: Build the capacity of the state public
education system by developing and implementing the
academic counseling and support service programs
necessary for all students to demonstrate exemplary
academic performance.

$48,372,327

$48,372,327
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Table 10.2 (continued)

Expenditures Under TEA Goals, Objectives, and Strategies

Strategy B.2.4.

Child Nutrition Programs: Build the capacity of the
state public education system by implementing and
supporting efficient state child nutrition programs.

1999-00
$725,887,815

2000-01
$726,615,815

Strategy B.2.5.

Adult Education: Build the capacity of the state public
education system by encouraging school districts and
service providers to improve adult education and
literacy programs, improving the adult literacy rate,
and implementing an accountability system for

adult education.

$40,021,086

$40,421,086

Strategy B.2.6.

Windham School District: Build the capacity of the
Windham School District by ensuring that students are
provided effective instructional and support services.

$57,712,213

$57,712,213

Strategy B.3.1.

Regional Training and Development: The regional
education service centers will facilitate effective
instruction and efficient school operations by
providing core services, technical assistance, and
program support based on the needs and objectives
of the school districts they serve.

$58,824,345

$58,824,345

Strategy B.3.2.

Deregulation and School Restructuring: Encourage
educators, parents, community members, and
university faculty and personnel to increase
involvement in education, improve student learning,
and develop and implement programs that meet
local needs.

$109,290,755

$115,920,775

2000-01 Total - Goal B
$2,483,060,610

1999-00 Total - Goal B
$2,473,454,969

Goal C

Texas Education Agency Operations: The Texas Education Agency will fulfill its statutory
responsibilities in building the capacity of the Texas public education system to ensure each
student demonstrates exemplary performance in reading and the foundation subjects of
English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.

1999-00
$10,990,776

2000-01
$11,366,053

Strategy C.1.1.

Accountability Operations: Develop and implement
standards of district and campus accountability for the
student achievement and financial performance of
districts by conducting research, reporting results, and
responding to districts and campuses not meeting
state standards.
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Table 10.2 (continue

d)

Expenditures Under TEA Goals, Objectives, and Strategies

Strategy C.1.2.

School Finance System Operations: Efficiently manage
the Foundation School Program and increase the principal
value of the Permanent School Fund and the annual

rate of deposit to the Available School Fund.

1999-00 2000-01
$20,902,758 $20,902,758

Strategy C.1.3.

Improving Instruction Operations: Provide equitable
access to instructional materials for the state’s foundation
and enrichment curriculum; develop, communicate, and
provide training in the state’s essential knowledge and
skills; maintain and expand the technological capabilities
of the public education system; and increase access

to educational data.

$12,686,286 $9,874,854

Strategy C.2.1.
Local Authority Operations: Foster program and funding
flexibility, support regional training and development

at the education service centers, and encourage educators,

parents, and community members to develop programs
that increase involvement in education, improve student
learning, and meet local needs.

$6,048,636 $6,911,189

Strategy C.2.2.

Special Populations Operations: Support access by all
students to instructional programs based on the state’s
essential knowledge and skills.

$7,800,810 $7,801,652

1999-00 Total - Goal C

2000-01 Total - Goal C

$58,429,266 $56,856,506
Goal D
Indirect Administration
Strategy D.1.1. 1999-00 2000-01
Indirect Administration - Central Administration $9,083,390 $9,012,614
Strategy D.1.2.
Indirect Administration - Information Resources $15,737,839 $16,750,515

1999-00 Total - Goal D
$24,821,229

2000-01 Total - Goal D
$25,763,129

$13,951,309,377

1999-00 GRAND TOTAL

2000-01 GRAND TOTAL
$14,214,545,258
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COMPLIANCE STATEMENT

TITLE VI, CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964; THE MODIFIED COURT ORDER, CIVIL ACTION 5281,
FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT, EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, TYLER DIVISION

Reviews of local education agencies pertaining to compliance with Title VI Civil Rights Act of 1964 and with
specific requirements of the Modified Court Order, Civil Action No. 5281, Federal District Court, Eastern
District of Texas, Tyler Division are conducted periodically by staff representatives of the Texas Education
Agency. These reviews cover at least the following policies and practices:

(1) acceptance policies on student transfers from other school districts;

(2) operation of school bus routes or runs on a nonsegregated basis;

(3) nondiscrimination in extracurricular activities and the use of school facilities;

(4) nondiscriminatory practices in the hiring, assigning, promoting, paying, demoting,
reassigning, or dismissing of faculty and staff members who work with children;

(5) enrollment and assignment of students without discrimination on the basis of race, color, or
national origin;

(6) nondiscriminatory practices relating to the use of a student’s first language; and
(7) evidence of published procedures for hearing complaints and grievances.

In addition to conducting reviews, the Texas Education Agency staff representatives check complaints of
discrimination made by a citizen or citizens residing in a school district where it is alleged discriminatory
practices have occurred or are occurring.

Where a violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act is found, the findings are reported to the Office for Civil
Rights, U.S. Department of Education.

If there is a direct violation of the Court Order in Civil Action No. 5281 that cannot be cleared through
negotiation, the sanctions required by the Court Order are applied.

TITLE VII, CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964 AS AMENDED BY THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
ACT OF 1972; EXECUTIVE ORDERS 11246 AND 11375; EQUAL PAY ACT OF 1964; TITLE IX, EDUCA-
TION AMENDMENTS; REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 AS AMENDED; 1974 AMENDMENTS TO THE
WAGE-HOUR LAW EXPANDING THE AGE DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1967; VIET-
NAM ERA VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972 AS AMENDED; IMMIGRATION
REFORM AND CONTROL ACT OF 1986, AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT OF 1990; AND THE
CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1991.

The Texas Education Agency shall comply fully with the nondiscrimination provisions of all federal and state
laws, rules, and regulations by assuring that no person shall be excluded from consideration for recruitment,
selection, appointment, training, promotion, retention, or any other personnel action, or be denied any ben-
efits or participation in any educational programs or activities which it operates on the grounds of race,
religion, color, national origin, sex, disability, age, or veteran status (except where age, sex, or disability
constitutes a bona fide occupational qualification necessary to proper and efficient administration). The
Texas Education Agency is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action employer.
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