.

Accountability System Standards for 2000

The 2000 rating system will differ from 1999 in the following ways:


1.
TAAS results for Spanish TAAS test takers in grades 5 and 6 reading and mathematics, and grade 4 writing, will be evaluated as part of the accountability subset.  As in the past, only the TAAS results for students enrolled in the district by the PEIMS “as of” date in October will be evaluated for accountability purposes.


2.
The minimum TAAS standard to be rated Academically Acceptable / Acceptable will increase to 50.0 percent of students passing.


3.
The minimum size criteria used to determine which student groups are evaluated for rating purposes have been modified.  The criteria will be based on the numbers of test takers, dropouts, and students in membership in grades 7-12 only; the group percent will no longer be evaluated.


4.
Required Improvement for both TAAS and the dropout rate will not be evaluated because the Acceptable standard has reached the performance targets in the calculations.


5.
Aggregate district performance on the base indicators will now include the performance of students served at privately-operated residential treatment centers.


6.
Districts which exceed a threshold for either the number or percent of underreported students in grades 7-12 cannot be rated any higher than Academically Acceptable.  The thresholds are 1,000 or more underreported students or 10.0% or more underreported students.  Underreported students are those students reported by a district in grades 7-12 either in enrollment or attendance in 1998-99, but for whom an enrollment record or a leaver record was not received in the 1999-2000 PEIMS Submission 1.


7.
When the decision is made to rate a district Unacceptable: Data Quality, the campus ratings assigned for schools affected by the data in question will be Rating Suspended until such time as an agency investigation determines otherwise.


8.
The special education compliance status of the district will be reported on the 1999-2000 AEIS reports and may be used to assign an Unacceptable: Special Accreditation Investigation district rating.


9.
Standards for Additional Acknowledgment for participation in either the Recommended High School Program or the Distinguished Achievement Program have been set for 2000 at 30.0 percent participation for all students and all student groups.  The standards for 2001 and beyond will be raised incrementally until a standard of 65.0 percent participation is ultimately reached.

Several of these scheduled changes are discussed in detail.

1.
The 2000 Accountability Subset of TAAS results

In 2000, the number of students tested on Spanish TAAS and included in the accountability subset will increase when results for students tested in grade 4 writing and grades 5 and 6 reading and mathematics are added.  For planning purposes, the 1999 AEIS reports included aggregated passing rates for all tested students meeting the October subset criteria (labeled 2000 Preview Indicator).  

In 2000, the TAAS test takers used to determine passing rates will include the following:

· non-special education students tested in grades 3 – 8, and 10, in reading, mathematics, and/or writing;

· students served in special education in grades 3 – 8, and 10, who were tested in reading, mathematics, and/or writing; 

· students taking the Spanish TAAS in grades 3 – 6, in reading mathematics, and/or writing; and

· students in grade 10 who have fulfilled the assessment requirements for graduation by passing end-of-course examinations by the time of the spring 2000 exit-level administration, and who do not take the exit-level examination in the spring, will also be counted as TAAS passers.

District-level mobility controls will be applied to all of these students; to be included in the accountability evaluation, students must have been enrolled in the district as of the last Friday in October and test in the same district in the spring.

In 1999, 84.2 percent of all students enrolled on the day of TAAS testing were included in the accountability system.  This increased from 76 percent the year before due to the inclusion of results for tested special education students and students tested on Spanish TAAS in grades 3 and 4 reading and mathematics.

2.
Increase in TAAS Passing Rate Standard for Acceptable Rating

The minimum passing rate for TAAS needed to earn the Academically Acceptable / Acceptable ratings has increased to 50.0 percent in 2000.  These standards apply to all students and to all student groups — African American, Hispanic, White, and Economically Disadvantaged.  Districts have been notified of this five percentage point increase at this rating level every year since 1995.  

TAAS standards for Exemplary will remain at 90.0 percent passing, and for Recognized at 80.0 passing, again for all students and all student groups.

There are no changes in the dropout rate standards or attendance rate standard in 2000.

3.
Change in Minimum SIZE Requirement Criteria

Beginning in 2000, the following minimum size requirements will be applied, and groups meeting or exceeding the criteria will be evaluated for ratings purposes:

	Indicator
	2000 Minimum Size Criteria
	Applied to:

	TAAS
	at least 30 students tested within a student group 
	Student groups only

	DROPOUT RATE
	at least 10 dropouts AND 
at least 30 students in membership in grades 7-12 within a student group
	All students and student groups


All districts and most campuses are rated using standard evaluation criteria, which include consideration of “all students” results and the results of individual student groups for TAAS and the dropout rate when they meet the minimum size requirements specified here.  Only those student groups which meet the size requirements are evaluated to determine accountability ratings.  Student groups for ratings are African American, Hispanic, White, and Economically Disadvantaged.

From 1994 to 1999, the minimum size requirements used to determine whether TAAS results for a student group would be evaluated were as follows:

· tested at least 30 students within a student group (summed across all grades) for any subject area, and the student group must comprise at least 10.0 percent of all test takers in each subject area; or
· tested at least 200 students within the student group, even if that group represents less than 10 percent of all test takers.

Application of the “10% Rule” as it was called resulted in the performance of some groups as large as 120 students not being considered when ratings were determined.  In the opinion of many smaller school districts in particular, it was not fair that they were held accountable for a group with 30 test takers while the rating of their larger neighbor was not affected by the same group of students which had 50 test takers, but those 50 were not at least 10% of all test takers.  

Due to legislative concern, Commissioner Moses decided to modify the criteria used in the accountability system beginning in 2000.  Dr. Moses agreed to base TAAS minimum size criteria solely on the number of test takers and to eliminate analysis of the group percent.  The decision was made after the 1999 Accountability Manual was published so at the end of November, Commissioner Nelson mailed a letter to all districts and campuses announcing this upcoming change in policy.

Analysis of both 1998 and 1999 performance results shows that there will definitely be an impact on the rating distributions.  Some districts and campuses will be evaluated on more student groups for TAAS than they have been in the past.  This decision to change the minimum size criteria will result in the performance of more students being evaluated at the student group level.

4.
Calculation of 1999 TAAS Required Improvement

Required Improvement (RI) is defined in statute as a measure of improvement toward meeting exit-level standards for TAAS.  While the application of Required Improvement is directed by statute, its calculation is set by the commissioner.  In years past, RI was applied as a way to avoid the Academically Unacceptable / Low-performing ratings.  The calculation used from 1994 to 1999 compared the one year change in an indicator to the calculated amount needed to reach a specified target in five years.  If the actual change was equal to or better than the calculated requirement, then the RI standard was met.

For TAAS, since 1994, the specified target has been 50.0 percent passing.  For the dropout rate, since 1995, the specified target has been 6.0 percent.  Now, in 2000, the Acceptable standard equals the target in both cases.  Thus, under the current calculations, districts or campuses would have 5 years to meet the standard required this year.

In both 1998 and 1999, no district ratings were affected by meeting Required Improvement. However, in 1999, two campus ratings were raised due to TAAS RI and one campus was raised due to dropout rate RI.  In 1998, two campus ratings were raised due to TAAS RI.  Thus, although this mechanism for avoiding the lowest ratings exists, few ratings are affected in a given year.  Therefore, the following decisions have been made:

For 2000 ratings:  Required Improvement will not be applied since the system has reached the calculations’ target performance for TAAS and dropout rate. 

Beyond 2000:  The agency will explore alternative methodologies for calculating Required Improvement.  In particular for TAAS reading and mathematics, the agency will explore options which analyze the current performance of prior year failers.  RI is still a statutory requirement but it should be possible to define a measure better targeted at those students whose performance has not been satisfactory in the past.  Alternative methodologies for TAAS writing and dropout rate Required Improvement will also be explored.

5.
Privately-Operated Residential Treatment Centers
As stated in the 1999-2000 Alternative Education Accountability Manual, Second Edition, published in July 1999, accountability data from residential treatment centers and juvenile detention centers will be included in the district rating calculations, beginning this year.  In the past, the performance of students served at a privately-operated residential treatment center was not included in the aggregate district performance used to determine the district rating.  In practice, this policy has had no impact on the rating of districts with this type of facility within its boundaries.  

6.
Use of Under-reported students measures in district ratings
For 2000, the number and percentage of prior year grade 7-12 students not reported in either the PEIMS enrollment or leaver collections will be determined.  This information about under-reported students will be used as follows:

· Underreported students will not be designated as dropouts in 2000, but it remains a possibility in the future.  This decision will be revisited for 2001 after the accuracy of the 1998-99 leaver collection is assessed.

· The commissioner will set rating standards to prevent a district from receiving the Exemplary or Recognized ratings if the district exceeds a specified threshold for accuracy.  These thresholds are the following:


Number of Under-reported Students:
1,000 or greater

OR

Percent of Under-reported Students:
10% or greater

No differential criteria will be applied based on enrollment size.  Any district that exceeds either threshold could not be rated Exemplary or Recognized.  

· The agency’s Data Inquiry Unit will investigate quality-related issues of the PEIMS leaver submission.

· The commissioner reserves the right to assign the Unacceptable: Data Quality district rating and adjust campus ratings to address situations where data have been systematically misreported, either with forethought to the accountability consequences, or through carelessness.  

In his June 28, 1999 letter announcing the creation of new ratings related to data quality, former Commissioner Moses stated that it was possible that prior year grade 7-12 students not reported in either enrollment or on the leaver collection would be counted as dropouts for the 2000 rating system.  This option was raised to give districts an additional incentive to report their PEIMS data correctly for the 2000 rating cycle.

Given the highly publicized issues regarding the quality of last year’s leaver submission, the agency expects the accuracy of this fall’s collection to be substantially improved.  For 2000, the commissioner does not plan to count all unaccounted for students as dropouts for the purpose of calculating the dropout rates used for accountability.  However, legislative leadership expressed a desire for some immediate consequences for poor leaver data reporting.  Therefore, the thresholds described above which prevent a district rating of Exemplary or Recognized have been established.

7.
Campus raTings in Districts Rated Unacceptable: Data Quality
In 2000, if a district receives the Unacceptable: Data Quality rating, then the campus ratings assigned for affected campuses will be Rating Suspended.  An agency investigation will follow after the ratings release date to determine the extent of the reporting / data problems, and if resources permit, to determine appropriate campus ratings.  However, in no case would a campus rating assigned exceed the rating that would have been based on the district’s original data submission.
In June 1999, former Commissioner Moses notified all superintendents that he was creating a new district rating, Unacceptable: Data Quality, for the 1999 accountability ratings cycle.  This rating can be assigned in cases where districts acknowledge that the accuracy of their data is seriously compromised, or where Texas Education Agency investigation discovers that significant reporting errors have occurred.  The rating will not be assigned in situations where the occasional, unintentional reporting error has occurred.  Last year, the Unacceptable: Data Quality rating was applied based only on problems with leaver data, but it could be used when problems are discovered with any type of indicator data.  The rating of Unacceptable: Data Quality will be assigned to a school district at the discretion of the Commissioner of Education after reviewing individual district circumstances related to data quality.

In 1999, the agency analyzed any replacement and / or missing leaver data supplied by districts investigated for quality issues to determine which campuses, if any, should be rated Low-performing.  The label Acceptable: Data Issues was assigned to all other campuses that served grades 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and / or 12 and were not Low-performing.

Using a Rating Suspended label for all affected campuses (e.g. all secondary campuses if the data in question relate to dropouts) would recognize that campus as well as district performance results could not be evaluated at that time. Although a district may provide replacement data in an investigation or appeal, the agency would not process and analyze it for use as part of the standard procedures for determining accountability ratings.

8.
Special Education Compliance Status
House Bill 2172 passed in May requires that the agency consider the district’s special education compliance status when determining district accountability ratings.  Both TEC §39.072 and §39.073 have been revised.  The bill has an effective date of September 1, 1999, but implementation will require a development process.  An interim process for determining a compliance status is being established but refinements should be expected over time.

TEA does not currently have an annual process for evaluating the compliance of every district with special education laws and regulations, or for that matter, with the requirements for any special program.  A cyclical review process has been used in the past.  For special education, the cycle was six years.  Therefore, there is no current compliance information available on every school district in 2000.

Beginning in 1999-2000, the agency will annually apply risk assessment criteria and investigate complaints.  Risk assessment analyses have been described for several years in the Accountability Manual in the Systems Safeguards section.  Based on these analyses, a district will be label as either desk audit compliant or it will be identified for further inquiry.  A series of labels will be assigned to those districts receiving an inquiry based on whether a site visit was required and whether or not problems were found.  If problems are found, the district will be given one year to resolve the corrective actions required. 

Districts which continue to have serious compliance problems after the self-correction period will be assigned a district rating of Unacceptable: Special Accreditation Investigation (SAI) in 2001.  This rating would not be assigned without a site visit being involved.  However, situations investigated and reviewed in the 1999-2000 school year could result in the Unacceptable: SAI rating for 2000, if the problems are so egregious that such an action is deemed appropriate by the agency.  This process parallels that used to investigate governance and financial compliance concerns, so an ultimate sanction of the Unacceptable: SAI rating is considered appropriate.

The special education compliance status will be frozen for reporting purposes as of September 15, 2000 through November 1, 2000.  That status will be printed on the 2000 district AEIS reports to be prepared in October.

Beyond 2001:  Over the next two years, the agency will explore changing the basis of the compliance status to analysis of performance indicators for students served in special education. 

9.
Additional Acknowledgment Standards for the Recommended High School Program 

Participation in the State Board of Education’s Recommended High School Program (RHSP) is one of the statutory indicators defined in TEC §39.051.  This indicator is scheduled to be evaluated for Additional Acknowledgment beginning in 2000.  

The 2000 standards for that acknowledgment are defined at 30.0 percent or greater participation in either the RHSP, or the more rigorous Distinguished Achievement Program (DAP), for all students and all student groups.

The class of 1998 was the first class which had four school years to complete the board’s Recommended High School Program or the DAP.  PEIMS has permitted reporting of RHSP or DAP completers beginning with the class of 1995, but the codes have not been commonly used.  Graduation type is now reported on the leaver record which is reported on PEIMS Submission 1.  For classes before 1998, a student more commonly was reported as completing another graduation program such as the advanced program or advanced academic program.  SBOE rule effective  September 1, 1998 eliminates those graduation programs for entering high school students, but for a short while, districts will still have the opportunity to report graduation under the prior programs.  (Those codes would be used for students taking longer than four years to graduate.)

2001 and Beyond:  Since growth in the participation rate is expected to annually increase, regular increases in this acknowledgment standard will occur until a participation standard of 65 percent is reached.  

ACCOUNTABILITY RATING STANDARDS FOR 2000

	
	Exemplary †
	Recognized †
	Academically Acceptable / 
Acceptable
	Academically Unacceptable / Low-performing

	Base Indicator Standards

	Spring 2000 TAAS


Reading


Writing


Mathematics
	at least 90.0% passing each subject area (all students & each student group *)
	at least 80.0% passing each subject area (all students & each student group *)
	at least 50.0% passing each subject area (all students and each student group *)
	below 50.0% passing any subject area (all students or any student group *)

	1998-99 Dropout Rate
	1.0% or less (all students and each student group *)
	3.5% or less (all students and each student group *)
	6.0% or less (all students and each student group *) ‡
	above 6.0% (all students or any student group *) ‡

	1998-99 Attendance Rate
	at least 94.0% (grades 1-12) 
	at least 94.0%  (grades 1-12) 
	at least 94.0%  (grades 1-12) 
	at least 94.0%  (grades 1-12) 

	Additional Performance Requirements

	Required Improvement


	not applicable
	not applicable
	not applicable
	not calculated


†
A district cannot be rated Exemplary or Recognized if it:

· has one or more Low-performing campuses; or

· has 1,000 or more, or 10% or more 1998-99 students in grades 7-12 who were unreported on either the PEIMS enrollment record or PEIMS leaver record.

*
Student groups are African American, Hispanic, White, and Economically Disadvantaged.

‡
If a district or campus would be rated Academically Unacceptable / Low-performing solely because of a dropout rate exceeding 6.0% for a single student group (not all students), then the district or campus will be rated Academically Acceptable / Acceptable if that single dropout rate is less than 10.0%, and has declined from the previous year.


Districts may appeal to use 1999-2000 attendance rates if failure to meet the attendance rate standard is the sole reason that the district or one of its campuses did not earn the Exemplary or Recognized rating.


If failure to meet the attendance rate standard is the sole reason that a district would receive an accreditation status of Academically Unacceptable or a campus rating of Low-performing, then that requirement will be waived.

ADDITIONAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT STANDARDS FOR 2000

	
	Acknowledged 
	Does Not Qualify
	Not Eligible
	Not Applicable

	Class of 1999 College Admissions Tests

	Percent Tested
	at least 70.0% of graduates must have taken the SAT I or ACT  (all students & each student group*)

AND  
	fewer than 70.0% of graduates took the SAT I or ACT (all students & each student group*) 

OR 
	

schools either initially or finally rated Low-performing
and 
	

schools and districts without graduates
and

	Percent Scoring at or above the Criterion Score

symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
SAT I: 1110

symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
ACT Composite: 24
	50.0% or more of examinees must have met or exceeded the criterion score (all students & each student group*)
	fewer than 50.0% of examinees met or exceeded the criterion score (all students and each student group*)
	districts initially or finally rated Academically Unacceptable, Unacceptable: SAI, or Unacceptable: Data Quality
	schools rated under the alternative education accountability procedures

	Class of 1999 TAAS / TASP Equivalency

	Percent Meeting TAAS Equivalency Standards:

symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Reading:  TLI >= X-81

symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Mathematics:  TLI >= X-77

symbol 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Writing: scale score >= 1540
	at least 80.0% of graduates must have met or exceeded the TAAS / TASP equivalency standard (all students & each student group**)
	less than 80.0% of graduates met or exceeded the TAAS / TASP equivalency standard (all students & each student group**)
	schools either initially or finally rated Low-performing and 
districts initially or finally rated Academically Unacceptable, Unacceptable: SAI, or Unacceptable: Data Quality
	schools and districts 
without graduates 
and
schools rated under the alternative education accountability procedures

	Class of 1999 Participation in the SBOE’s Recommended High School Program

	Percent Participating in the Recommended High School Program (RHSP) or Distinguished Achievement Program (DAP)
	at least 30.0% of graduates must have participated in the RHSP or DAP (all students & each student group**)
	less than 30.0% of graduates must have participated in the RHSP or DAP (all students & each student group**)
	schools either initially or finally rated Low-performing and 
districts initially or finally rated Academically Unacceptable, Unacceptable: SAI, or Unacceptable: Data Quality
	schools and districts 
without graduates 
and
schools rated under the alternative education accountability procedures


*
Student groups are African American, Hispanic, and White.

**
Student groups are African American, Hispanic, White, and Economically Disadvantaged.

Continued. . . 

ADDITIONAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT STANDARDS FOR 2000

	
	Acknowledged 
	Does Not Qualify
	Not Eligible
	Not Applicable

	2000 Campus Comparable Improvement  (Determined Separately for Reading and Mathematics)

	2000 Comparable Improvement Quartile
	Q1

AND  
	Q2, Q3 or Q4

OR  
	schools either initially or finally rated Low-performing 
	schools not evaluated for Comparable Improvement and 

schools rated under the alternative education accountability procedures

	Percent of High-Performing Students

(Matched Test Takers Scoring a TLI >= 85 in the 1998)
	50.0% or more
	fewer than 50.0% 
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