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Abstract 

The trend of the last 40 years to build fewer, but larger high schools has resulted in 

dollar savings to taxpayers, but at the cost of higher rates of absenteeism, weaker academic 

environments, and poorer student engagement in learning.  External pressures in the way of 

educational reforms such as the federally mandated No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) have 

also had a negative impact on some large schools in urban school districts.  Why is the 

United States undergoing such a broad national reform in education? 

The United States has a long history of educational reform.  With every new 

generation comes a call for educational reform.  Once education became compulsory in 
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Texas in 1915 (Judd, 1918), so did calls to change it.  Promises of changes to NCLB in the 

last year suggest that now we have left the ―No Child Left Behind‖ reform movement 

(Duncan, 2009) and are moving toward a more culturally-centered approach to education 

where we acknowledge that societal problems affect the ability of students to get a quality 

education, we are able to provide constructive alternatives beyond the non-productive 

mantra that ―if we just had better teachers and administrators, Johnny could learn.‖ Arne 

Duncan (2009a), United States Secretary of Education, when interviewed on the television 

show The Colbert Report, said, ―When schools are really the centers of the neighborhood and 

the heart of the community, our students are going to do very, very well.‖ Indeed.  Creating 

schools-within-schools (SWS) can serve to create neighborhoods – academic neighborhoods 

– that can serve students as the center of their educational community. 

The current national reform movement under President Obama as expressed by his 

Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, (2009b) requires states seeking funds to implement 

four core-interconnected reforms: 

• to reverse the pervasive dumbing-down of academic standards and 

assessments by states.  Race to the top winners need to work toward 

adopting common, internationally benchmarked K-12 standards that prepare 

students for success in college and careers,  

• to close the data gap, which now handcuffs districts from tracking growth in 

student learning and improving classroom instruction,  states will need to 

monitor advances in student achievement and identify effective instructional 

practices,  
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• to boost the quality of teachers and principals, especially in high-poverty 

schools and hard-to-staff subjects, states and districts should be able to 

identify effective teachers and principals and have strategies for rewarding 

and retaining more top-notch teachers and improving or replacing ones who 

are not up to the job, and finally,  

• to turn around the lowest-performing schools, states and districts must be 

ready to institute far-reaching reforms, from replacing staff and leadership to 

changing the school culture (p. 2). 

While this may seem to be more of the finger pointing found in NCLB, and does not 

seem to coincide with Duncan‘s previously cited comments, that ―schools are really the 

centers of the neighborhood and the heart of the community,‖ it does embrace the need for 

―far-reaching reforms.‖ SWS\SLC can be one of those reforms. 

This study explores critically and carefully the extent to which a smaller learning 

community within a large urban high school affected student academic achievement, 

attendance, graduation, and dropout rates as well as student readiness for careers and post-

secondary education.  This study uses a qualitative case study methodology to describe an 

experiment in which the researcher, rather than creating the treatment, examines the effects 

of a naturally occurring treatment after that treatment has taken place (Lord, 1973).   

While a Smaller Learning Community (SLC) in and of itself is not a panacea for 

student improvement, SLCs may create conditions for improved student performance.  

Cotton (2004) reports, that among other benefits, students achieve at higher levels than do 

students in larger schools on both standardized achievement tests and other measures. 
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The results of this study suggest that SLCs can provide an improved learning 

environment students have better relationships with teachers, and teachers with 

administration and parents.  Because of limitations inherent in the data base, however t his 

study is inconclusive in its findings regarding SLC effectiveness with regards to enhanced or 

diminished performance of students academically.  While TAKS test scores were not 

markedly improved in comparison to the state average and a comparable group of high 

schools, college readiness indicators improved significantly.  This suggests that other 

variables are at work in this research site and should be explored.   

Due to the aforementioned data issues, the reader should avoid drawing conclusions 

from the results that may reflect poorly on Texas High School‘s administrators, teachers, and 

students. A number of contextual and methodological limitations outlined in the study may 

have restricted the researcher‘s ability to investigate sufficiently the impact from SLC 

implementation on these performance indicators. The researcher provides recommendations 

for further evaluation of SLC implementation in light of these limitations. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION OF STUDY 

Few American institutions have a greater impact on the quality of life of American 

citizens than the public high school.  High school is a pivotal institution that lays the 

foundation for adult participation in the American economy and civil society.  In the 

eighteenth century, Thomas Jefferson (as cited in Padover 1952, p. 43) noted, ―Democracy 

cannot long exist without enlightenment.‖ With the technological and scientific advances of 

the twenty-first  century, the demand that high school graduates be competent in high-level 

skills and be prepared to attain postsecondary education is significant.  Consequently, society 

has placed greater demands on high schools to prepare adolescents for both the workforce 

and higher education. 

A willingness of the electorate to fund better schools has not always accompanied 

these demands.  Whether looking at the negative effects of large schools on the academic 

achievement of inner-city students, or the recent explosions of violence in large, impersonal 

schools in predominantly white, middle class suburbs, more people are becoming convinced 

that bigger is not better, although this has been an ongoing trend (Figure 1).  Research by 

Cotton, (1996a) indicates that increased funding and energy has been made available to 

create smaller, friendlier, and more effective schools in urban areas.  New York City Mayor 

Michael Bloomberg made small schools – those with less than 200 students - a central part 

of his education reform program and has committed the city to opening at least 250 such 

schools (NYT, 2007).  Urban schools may stand alone in the ability and desire to fund such 

programs. 
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FIGURE 1.  SECONDARY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (U.S.  DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS, COMMON CORE OF DATA (CCD).  2007) 

Thus far, there is little or no corresponding movement in suburban schools, which 

frequently are more conservative (Lewyn, 2000) and less likely to agree to tax increases 

(GAO, 2002).  Since most suburban schools have not experienced violent outbursts like 

those in Springfield, Littleton, Jonesboro, Conyers, or San Diego (Vossekuil, 2002), and 

since large schools in suburban districts do not appear  adversely to affect students‘ academic 

performance as it does that of poor and or minority students, suburban school districts have 

not been as motivated to change. 

The use of Smaller Learning Communities (SLC) has emerged as a strategy to 

address the social problems and academic performance of students to address the demands 
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and shortcomings of the current public education system.  SLCs are any separately defined 

individualized learning units within a larger school setting.  Students and teachers are 

scheduled together and frequently have a common area of the school in which to hold most 

or all of their classes. 

Many reasons are often given for creating SWS\SLC / SLCs.  The National 

Association of Secondary School Principals (2004) lists these:  

 student‘s interest pursued through electives, 

 smaller, caring, learning environments, 

 students have a group of teacher for four years, and 

 accountability is strengthened among teachers, students, and parents. 

According to the principal/leadership team at Texas High School: 

 The motivation: the main reason we implemented the smaller learning 

communities was academically to focus on four core areas because of the new 

accountability systems. 

 We were seeking to create smaller, caring learning environments where students 

have the same group of core teachers for four years and there is a system of real 

accountability among teachers, students, and parents. 

 In addition to accountability, competition, motivation, and intervention also play 

a role that enables the faculty and staff the ability/time to address students‘, 

academic, social, emotional and sometimes physical needs. 

Advocates of Smaller Learning Communities argue that in large schools students and 

teachers do not have the opportunities to build the strong relationships that are crucial to 
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student academic success (Nathan & Febey, 2001; Wasley et al., 2000).  Smaller and more 

personal environments foster closer relationships and stronger academic achievement 

(Ancess & Ort, 1999; Raywid, 1994).  Increasing evidence suggests that school size, directly 

or indirectly interacts with student learning.  Proponents perceive small schools as more 

efficient at raising student achievement.  In addition, student achievement may suffer in 

schools with enrollments over 2,000 (Farber, 1998).  Similarly, the National Educational 

Longitudinal Study (NELS, 1998) data demonstrated that mathematics and reading gains for 

students in large high schools with large minority populations of economically disadvantaged 

students were comparable to their counterparts at schools with low minority and 

economically disadvantages populations.  Whether measuring attendance, dropout or 

graduation rates small schools are more likely to keep students in school (Cotton, 1996a; 

Gladden, 1998).  Cotton (1996a) reports that nationally a relationship has been established 

between school size and student attendance.  Overall, the percentage of students absent on a 

typical day increases as school size increases.   

College and Career Readiness 

Some researchers believe that larger schools maintain an advantage over small 

schools because they are able to offer a more extensive curriculum and greater choice of 

programs (Hauley, 1997; Roellke, 1996; Unks, 1989).  A study by the American Legislative 

Exchange Council (Report Card on American Education, 1991) indicates that higher 

outcomes on standardized tests like the SAT and ACT as well as higher graduation rates 

occur in smaller schools. 
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How important is college readiness? According to an Op-ed article in the New York 

Times (Schramm & Zalesne, December 2009): 

The federal government is about to make a huge investment in high school.  As part 

of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, Congress has appropriated more 

than $100 billion to public schools, including a competitive ―Race to the Top‖ fund 

that encourages innovation.   

However, the real revolution, tucked away in the Race to the Top guidelines 

released by the Department of Education last month, is that high school has a new 

mission.  No longer is it enough just to graduate students, or even prepare them for 

college.  Schools must now show how they increase both college enrollment and the 

number of students who complete at least a year of college.  In other words, high 

schools must now focus on grade 13.   

Data indicate that high schools in urban districts have performed especially poorly in 

terms of graduating students and teaching students substantive academic skills.  Graduation 

rates are frequently measured as the percent of ninth grade students who go on to graduate 

with their class three years later (Texas Education Agency, 2007).  Graduation rates in urban 

schools can be well below 50 percent, and entire school districts in some large cities are 

reported to graduate fewer than 50 percent of their ninth graders with their class (Civil 

Rights Projects, 2005).  Nationally, the rates of African American and Latino students who 

graduate with their class (51 percent & 52 percent respectively) are considerably lower than 

that of their white counterparts (72 percent) (Greene & Foster, 2003).  Graduation rates are 
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not the only problem encountered by large urban districts.  Of course, these data lead to a 

question: Is it poor schools or poor students that cause these failures (Gehrke, 2005)?  This 

question is undergoing intense national debate.   

Urban schools often have high rates of absenteeism, weak academic environments, 

and poor student engagement in learning (Sebring, Bryk, Roderick, & Camburn, 1996).  

There have been a number of reform efforts over the last decade, and the number of urban 

districts attempting high school reform has slowly but noticeably increased.  Reorganization 

of some schools in Texas into SLCs began in the mid to late 1990s (Texas High School 

Project, 2006) Data from these reorganizations are now available. 

    Research reveals a number of strategies for reforming and redesigning high 

schools.  Husband and Beese (2001) identify five major strategies for high school reform / 

redesign: (a) small schools, (b) applied (vocational) learning, (c) professional 

development/curriculum reform, (d) youth development, and (e) comprehensive school 

reform.  Of these strategies, smaller school design appears to be among the most promising.  

As this study explores, smaller school designs have shown sizeable potential to improve 

graduation rates in urban Texas high schools.  A study of New York City schools reported 

that graduation rates were 7.3 percent higher for small schools than large schools (Viduaro, 

1998).  In addition to the overall graduation rate, Viduaro demonstrated that smaller schools 

are able to graduate more students on time.  As a result, such schools are in increasingly 

popular with local communities. 

Small school advocates criticize large comprehensive high school as an outmoded 

organization, structurally unchanged over the past half century (Darling-Hammond, 1997; 
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Wagner, 2001).  These critics argue that large comprehensive high schools adequately 

prepare only a small minority of students for college, prepare most graduates for clerical or 

semi-skilled work, and fail to graduate a substantial portion of students.  In addition, scholars 

who study school size argue, that large schools alienate students whereas small schools 

engage students in active learning (Cotton, 2001; Fine & Powell, 2001; Gates Foundation, 

2001).  The evidence for the increased learning and social benefits of small schools has led 

the government and private funding sources to make millions of dollars in large schools and 

especially large high schools to create small learning communities within the buildings these 

large schools already inhabit.  The Federal Smaller Learning Communities Initiative has 

allocated $165 million for this purpose and the Carnegie Foundation of New York, The Bill 

and Melinda Gates Foundation, The Annenberg Challenge, The Joyce Foundation, The Pew 

Charitable Trust, The Annie E.  Casey Foundation, and others are providing additional 

millions for reforms that include school downsizing (Cotton, 2001).  These grants coincided 

with a time of rapid growth for schools. 
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FIGURE 2.  SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 1970-2000 (IN MILLIONS) (UNITED STATES CENSUS 

BUREAU, CURRENT POPULATION SURVEYS, OCTOBER 1970-2000). 
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TABLE 1.  SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 1970-2000 (IN MILLIONS) (UNITED STATES CENSUS 

BUREAU, CURRENT POPULATION SURVEYS, OCTOBER 1970-2000) 

Year Nursery/KG Elementary High School College 

1970 4.3 34.0 14.7 7.4 

1971 4.3 33.5 15.2 8.1 

1972 4.4 32.2 15.2 9.0 

1973 4.4 31.5 15.3 9.0 

1974 4.9 31.1 15.4 9.9 

1975 5.1 30.4 15.7 10.9 

1976 5.0 29.8 15.7 11.1 

1977 4.8 29.2 15.8 11.5 

1978 4.8 28.5 15.5 11.1 

1979 4.9 27.9 15.1 11.4 

1980 5.2 27.4 14.6 11.4 

1981 5.2 27.8 14.6 12.1 

1982 5.5 27.4 14.1 12.3 

1983 5.7 27.2 14.0 12.3 

1984 5.8 26.8 13.8 12.3 

1985 6.3 26.9 14.0 12.5 

1986 6.5 27.1 13.9 12.7 

1987 6.6 27.5 13.6 12.7 

1988 6.6 28.2 13.1 13.1 

1989 6.7 28.6 12.8 13.2 

1990 7.3 29.3 12.7 13.6 

1991 7.1 29.6 13.0 14.1 

1992 7.0 30.2 13.2 14.0 

1993 7.3 31.2 14.0 14.4 

1994 8.1 31.5 14.5 15.0 

1995 8.3 31.8 14.8 14.7 

1996 8.2 31.5 15.1 15.2 

1997 8.4 32.3 15.6 15.4 

1998 8.4 32.5 15.5 15.5 

1999 8.4 32.9 15.9 15.2 

2000 8.2 32.9 15.8 15.3 

 

Public school enrollment has reached record totals.  The number of elementary and 

high school students in 2000 fell just short of the all-time high of 49 million reached in 1970 
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as shown in Figure 2 and Table 1.  In the fall of 2001, public elementary and secondary 

school enrollment reached a record 47 million, representing a 19 percent increase since the 

fall of 1988 (Haussar & Snyder, 2003).  Between 2001 and 2003, a further increase of 5 

percent was expected, with increases projected in both public and private schools (Haussar 

& Snyder, 2003).  The primary reason for this tremendous increase was the rise in the 

number of births between 1977 and 1990 (Gerald & Haussar, 2002).  A report by the United 

States Department of Education (1997) labeled this increase in student population 

 

FIGURE 3.  ACTUAL AND PREDICTED CHANGE IN GRADES K-12 ENROLLMENT IN PUBLIC 

SCHOOLS BY STATE: FALL 1999 TO FALL 2011 (UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 

EDUCATION, 2009). 
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the ―baby boom echo‖ as the children of the baby boom era entered the nation‘s schools.  

Between 1990 and 2000, public elementary school enrollment increased from 34 million 

students to 38.4 million students.   

 

 

FIGURE 4.  PERCENT CHANGE IN PUBLIC K-12 ENROLLMENT, BY REGION: FALL 1999 TO 

FALL 2011 (UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 2009). 

Enrollment in grade 9-12 increased 18 percent over the same period, from 12.5 

million students to 14.8 million students (Gerald & Haussar, 2002).  This wave of student 

population has made its way through the primary grades and will dramatically affect 
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secondary level in the next 10 years.  After 2002, elementary enrollment was projected to 

decrease slightly, falling to 37.7 million in 2008 (Gerald & Haussar, 2002).  Secondary 

schools, however, will likely continue to experience record enrollments.  In 2007, enrollment 

in grades 9-12 was expected to reach an unprecedented 16.1 million students (Gerald & 

Haussar, 2002).  This growth in enrollment was not tied to increased number of schools.   

Student enrollment did not grow evenly across America.  Figures 3 and 4 show a 

geographical shift towards the South and especially towards the West.  This trend is expected 

to continue through 2018 (United States Department of Education, 2009). 

As the number of students increased, the number of schools decreased.  Between 

1940 and 1990, the total number of elementary and secondary public schools declined 69 

percent, even though the United States experienced a 70 percent increase in the population 

(Walberg, 1992).  This discrepancy has led to fewer schools with high enrollments.  In 2001, 

the average elementary in America had 443 students, the average middle school had 605 

students, and the average high school had 751 students (Gerald & Haussar, 2002).  By way 

of comparison, in 2007, the median population in elementary school was 700, in middle 

school, it was 850, and in high school, it was 1400.  See tables 1 and 2 (Abramson, 2008).  

Building large schools is often done to achieve economy of scale, is a business term meaning 

that production of a greater number of units will result in lower cost per unit (Jewell, 1989).  

While applying this factory model to education may have had some unintended 

consequences, cost per student was the focus. 
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TABLE 2.  Profile of New Schools Currently Underway (Abramson, 2008)  

Profile of New Schools Currently Underway 

National 
Medians $/Sq., Ft. $/Student 

Sq.  
Ft./ 
Student No.  of Students 

Building Size 
(Sq., Ft.) 

Building Cost 
($000’s) 

Elementary Schools $157.05 $19,685 124.0 700 82,000 $12,885 

Middle Schools $162.50 $23,529 146.6 850 120,000 $20,000 

High Schools $171.43 $29,289 166.0 1,400 223,500 $40,643 

 
Low 
Quartile 

 
$/Sq., Ft. 

 
$/Student 

 
Sq.  
Ft./ 
Student 

No.  of 
Students 

 
Building Size  
(Sq., Ft.) 

 
Building Cost 
($000’s) 

Elementary Schools $127.85 $15,385 105.5 525 65,998 510,000 

Middle Schools $135.36 $19,953 125.3 616 90,000 $14,000 

High Schools $142.59 $22,975 141.1 880 147,020 $25,000 

 
High 
Quartile 

 
$/Sq., Ft. 

 
$/Student 

 
Sq.  
Ft./ 
Student No.  of Students 

 
Building Size 
(Sq., Ft.) 

 
Building Cost 
($000’s) 

Elementary Schools $200.00 $26,895 141.7 800 95,184 $17,141 

Middle Schools $209.44 $31,656 160.7 1,100 160,362 $28,000 

High Schools $229.69 $38,770 194.1 1,830 300,000 $57,600 

 
Top 10 
 percent $/Sq., Ft. $/Student 

Sq.  
Ft./ 
Student No.  of Students 

Building Size 
(Sq., Ft.) 

Building Cost 
($000’s) 

Elementary Schools $356.81 $45,000  178.6 1,038 123,000 $29,821 

Middle Schools $345.29 $58,889 218.8 1,500 212,000 $47,650 

High Schools $404.76 $67,104 460.0 2,600 425,000 $96,000 

 

School Size and Construction Costs 

Construction expenses have also increased both in cost per sq. ft. and in cost per 

student.  Big schools actually cost more to build per student than smaller schools.  As seen in 
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Table 1, the median elementary school in the United States costs $157.05 per sq. ft. to build.  

The median spending is $19,685 per pupil, and the median school provides 124 sq.  ft.  for 

each student.  The median elementary school was designed for 700 students and provides 

82,000 sq.  ft.  at a total cost of $12,885,000 (Abramson, 2008).  The median cost of building 

middle schools is $162.50 per sq. ft. Median spending per pupil reached $23,529, and the 

median middle school is providing 146.6 sq.  ft.  per student.  The median number of 

students in middle schools currently being constructed is 850, and the building size is 

120,000 sq.  ft.  The median cost in 2008 is $20M (Abramson, 2008).  As noted, the larger 

the school, the greater the cost of construction. 

Since high schools are usually bigger than elementary and middle schools, they 

usually cost more to build.  It is not just the size.  High schools also have facilities for 

athletics, theater, and band.  The median cost to construct a high school in the United States 

in 2007 was $40.6 M, provided 223,500 sq.  ft., and was designed to accommodate 1,400 

students.  The median high school provides 166 sq.  ft.  per student at a cost of $29,289 per 

student.  The cost per sq. ft. was $171.43.  Construction costs for schools completed in 2007 

were higher than in 2006.  Cost per sq. ft. increased by about 13 percent (Abramson, 2008).  

At these prices, not surprisingly taxpayers have been reluctant to fund the additional cost 

that smaller schools would require.  In addition, all investment in school facilities has 

dropped since 2001 (Pollock, 2008).  See Figure 5. 
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FIGURE 5.  ANNUAL INVESTMENT ON SCHOOL FACILITIES 2001-2007 (POLLOCK, 2008) 

Large schools are a fact of life in the United States 

Although the issue of school size and its link to academic achievement and social 

and emotional well-being has been debated continually in the current wave of school reform, 

the arguments are taking place in an education landscape and an economic environment 

where change in school size is unlikely. 

More than 70 percent of the United States high school students attend schools of 

more than 1, 000 students, according to the United States Department of Education 

(McNeil, 2000).  Although such populous cities as Los Angeles and Miami have high schools 

with enrollments of 5,000 students, outsized schools are not an exclusive creation of the late 

20th century.  For example, De Will Clinton High School in the Bronx, New York, boasted 
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an enrollment of 12,000 students in 1934.  Today it has 4,337 students and is split into 

several small learning communities (Muir, 2000).  Table 3 below lists the largest high schools 

in the United States in 1998.  Table 4 lists high Schools in America with student populations 

over 2,500.  California and New York have the greatest number of large schools; Texas 

comes in third with 40 high schools with student populations over 2,750 students. 

Researchers argue that large schools are a result of an Americans penchant for 

efficiency, economics of scale, and curricular choice, and their belief that it is less expensive 

to educate more students in one building than in several.  Studies by Walberg (1992) & 

Howley (1994) note that between 1940 and 1990, despite the United States population 

growing 70 percent, the number of elementary and secondary public schools declined from 

200,000 to 62,037 (Cotton, 1996). 
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Table 3.  The 25 Largest High Schools in America, 1998 (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2004) 

1.  Belmont -- Los Angeles 5,299  
1.  Elizabeth -- Elizabeth, N.J.  5,299  
3.  Fremont -- Los Angeles 5,083  
4.  South Gate -- South Gate, Calif.  5,020  
5.  Roosevelt -- Los Angeles 4,940  
6.  Monroe -- North Hills, Calif.  4,881  
7.  Los Angeles -- Los Angeles 4,876  
8.  Bell -- Bell, Calif.  4,855  
9.  Garfield -- Los Angeles 4,844  
10.  Lynwood -- Lynwood, Calif.  4,818  
11.  Long Beach Polytechnic -- Long Beach, Calif.  4,779  
12.  Judson -- Converse, Tex.  4,778  
13.  Sachem -- Lake Ronkonkoma, N.Y.  4,718  
14.  Fort Hamilton -- Brooklyn, N.Y.  4,679  
15.  Felix Varela -- Miami 4,655  
16.  San Fernando -- San Fernando, Calif.  4,602  
17.  G.  Holmes Braddock -- Miami 4,598  
18.  Huntington Park -- Huntington Park, Calif.  4,577  
19.  Marshall -- Los Angeles 4,550  
20.  Lane Technical -- Chicago 4,527  
21.  North Hollywood -- North Hollywood, Calif.  4,509  
22.  John F.  Kennedy -- Bronx, N.Y.  4,422  
23.  Barbara Goleman -- Miami 4,417  
24.  Wilson -- Long Beach 4,383  
25.  Robinson Secondary -- Fairfax County 4,378  
 
 In addition, noted researcher and educator James Conant commenting in ―The 

American School‖ (1959), explained that international political tension accelerated the push 

for school consolidation amid worries that small schools could not offer the scientific rigor 

needed to win the Russian-American space race.  However, the root of building large United 

States schools goes deeper.  The large school movement was especially evident after World 
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War I.  Urban schools were becoming larger to meet the needs of growing populations 

swelled by excessive waves of immigrants. 

TABLE 4.  STATES WITH MORE THAN ONE OF THE LARGEST HIGH SCHOOLS IN AMERICA IN 

1998 (MUIR, 2000, P.2) 

State 
Number of schools with 
more than 2,750 students 

 
California 
New York  
Texas  
Florida  
Illinois 
Pennsylvania  
Arizona  
Nevada  
Indiana  
Massachusetts  
Virginia  
Colorado  
Minnesota 

 
100 
41 
40 
37 
12 
9 
7 
5 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 

 

A major thrust of the Progressive movement in education was the establishment of a 

national network of large high schools, designed to conform to such typically American 

ideals as efficiency, differentiation, specialization, depersonalization, and standardization; in 

effect, this network was a…well-oiled machine whose goal was the production of human 

capital.  Few educational reform efforts have ―succeeded‖ as well as the comprehensive high 

school (Lee & Smith, 1995, p.10).  The question that this begs is successful at what and at 

what cost.  Large urban high schools in many cases were perceived the capstone of the 

Americanization process—efficient factories for producing citizen-workers employable in 

the well-run engines of the United States commerce.  Reformers once believed that the large 
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urban school was the logical ground for launching civic-minded adults into the larger society; 

they argued that schools should mirror the larger society.  Mega-schools now, however, are 

regularly derided as impersonal factories that decrease achievement and increase student 

alienation and crime.   

Howley‘s research shows that smaller schools maximize achievement in students 

from impoverished communities, whereas larger schools maximize achievement among the 

affluent.  Affluent students do better in large schools because they are prepared in middle 

class homes to be competitive, objective, credential seeking, and ―footloose.‖ They are 

expected to prepare, apply, and go to college ―in search of brilliant careers‖ (p. 22).  These 

benefits may not last. 

Consolidation of schools has a long history and has provided some benefits such as 

more upper level classes, electives, and other special programs.  Benefits may be temporary, 

however, because the organizational structure is a legacy that seemingly runs with few 

exceptions in one direction only: the big and bigger.  Schools may be better for a while, but 

as neighborhoods change, the good they harbored can and does turn bad.  Therefore, the 

benefits may not be passed down to succeeding generations. 

Urban schools, city schools, once prosperous/successful, are widely believed to be 

―ungovernable‖.  ―We made them difficult to govern through making them large, expanding 

their levels of governance, piling on expertise after expertise, all in the pursuit of efficiency‖ 

(Howley, p. 22).  According to a United States Department of Education report in 2000: 

While many reform strategies have surfaced in our nation‘s schools, research to date 

has validated relatively few of them.  One reform that continues to accumulate 
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supporting research is the creation of smaller, more personalized high schools.  

Research and experience show that smaller learning communities can improve 

academic achievement for most students by contributing to a safer more humane 

environment and a more positive overall educational experience.   

Additional research finding support the notion that high school students are more successful 

when they attend small schools.  Small school environments (SLC) positively affect student‘s 

achievement with improvements in grades, test scores, attendance rates, and graduation rates 

(Klonsky, 1998).  There is also evidence that large high schools that have been restructured 

into smaller learning communities, yield similar benefits, especially when the sub-school‘s 

units are separate and distinct (Cotton, 2000).  Even so, large schools still predominate. 

Given the one-size fits all aspects of the American school system, large, impersonal 

schools make administrative and economic sense, even if the educational benefits are hard to 

find.  However, a system of schools dedicated to meeting as many diverse needs as possible 

demands that educators, practitioners encourage the establishment of much smaller and 

more humane environments (National Association of Secondary Principals, 2004).  The 

SLCs reform movement may be the solution to developing an educational system with all 

students in mind. 

While much has been written regarding the benefits of smaller schools (Cotton, 

2004; Raywid, 1999), there seems to be a general disconnect between research and practice.  

Median school size continues to be large.  Currently, nearly half the nation‘s children attend 

a high school with more than 1,500 students (National Educational Longitudinal Study, 

1998).  As noted in Table 4, in Texas, the number of high schools with 2,750+ students is 
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40.  The reason, of course, is efficiency and cost.  Table 5 lists the cost of building schools 

by their size.  The median elementary school built in 2007 accommodates 450 students and 

is approximately 60,000 sq.  ft.  for a cost of ten million dollars (Abramson, 2008).  The 

median cost per sq. ft. for the smaller elementary schools was $162.50 and cost per student 

was $23,477.  By contrast, one quarter of new elementary schools built in 2007 was designed 

for 800 or more students.  The largest one was designed for 1,800 students.  Among these 

larger elementary schools, the median student population was 850, the median size 96,890 

sq.  ft., and the median cost of fifteen million dollars.  In terms of cost per sq.  ft., these 

larger buildings cost $146.83, significantly less per sq. ft. than the smaller elementary schools.  

The cost per student, $16,489, was also significantly less than the $23,477 being spent per 

pupil for the smaller schools.   

However, smaller schools provided more space per pupil (137.7 sq.  ft.  per student) 

than the larger schools (111.8 sq.  ft.  per student) (Abramson, 2008).  See Table 5.  Many 

other factors may be influencing these decisions besides cost.  School districts and the 

school boards that control them may have agendas such as civic pride.  One-quarter of the 

middle schools were constructed for 616 or fewer students.  The median among them 

housed 510 students in 80,000 sq.  ft.  at a cost of thirteen million dollars.  The median cost 

per sq. ft. for these smaller schools was just under $155, and the cost per pupil $25,958.  The 

smaller middle schools provided 159 sq.  ft.  per student.  With larger middle schools (with 

between 1,100 and 2,000 students) the median was 1,200 students, 176,950 sq.  ft., and $30 

million.  Surprisingly, in terms of cost per sq.  ft., these larger middle schools actually cost 

more ($162.52) while they provided less space per student.  They did cost less per student.   
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From a cost perspective alone, high school costs favor smaller schools, while the 

median cost per student is about the same in larger schools (with 1,830 to 4,000 students) 

and smaller ones (fewer than 880 students), cost per sq. ft. is higher among the bigger 

schools.  The smaller high schools provide significantly more space per student.  The median 

high school with 600 students costs fifteen $15.1 million while the median high school with 

2,295 students costs 55 million.  The difference in cost per student between large and small 

high schools is quite small but the cost per sq. ft. and the amount of space provided per 

student certainly favors the smaller buildings (Abramson, 2008).  Recent construction trends 

indicate that school size matters. 
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TABLE 5.  DOES SCHOOL SIZE MATTER? CONSTRUCTION COSTS IN 2007 (ABRAMSON, 2008) 

Does School Size Matter? 
 Median 

Number 
of 
Students 

Median 
Size of 
Building 

Median 
Project 
Cost 

Median 
Cost per 
sq.  ft. 

Median 
Cost 
per 
Student 

Median 
Space 
per 
Student 
(SF) 

Elementary 
Schools 
Smallest Quarter  
(Fewer than 525 
students) 
 

 
450 

 
60,000 

 
$10,000,000 

 
$162.50 

 
$23,477 

 
137.7 

National 
Median 
Largest Quarter 
(800 to 1800 
Students) 
 

700 
 
850 

82,000 
 
96,890 

$12,885,000 
 
$15,000,000 

$157.05 
 
$146.83 

$19,685 
 
$16,489 

124.0 
 
111.8 

Middle Schools 
Smallest Quarter 
(Fewer than 616 
students) 
 

 
510 

 
80,000 

 
$13,000,000 

 
$154.83 

 
$25,958 

 
159.2 

National 
Median 

850 120,000 $20,000,000 $162.50 $23,529 146.6 

Largest Quarter  
(1,000 to 2,000 
Students) 
 

1,200 176,950 $30,000,000 $162.52 $22,824 141.7 

High Schools 
Smallest Quarter  
(Fewer than 
880students) 
 

 
600 

 
100,000 

 
$15,100,000 

 
$156.25 

 
$27,772 

 
187.5 

National 
Median 

1,400 223,500 $40,643,000 $171.43 $29,289 166.0 

Largest Quarter 
(1,830 to 4,000 
Students 

2,295 330,000 $55,000,000 $176.27 $27,141 150.0 
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Construction Trends since 1995 

School districts have little control over the costs of constructing new schools.  

Market forces control land, materials and construction labor costs.  Recently construction 

costs have significantly increased.  The difference between 2006 and 2007 is unusually high.  

In 2006, it cost $152 per sq.  ft.; in 2007, the cost was up to $171, a 13 percent increase in 

just one year.  Figure 6 shows how the median cost of construction per sq. ft. has changed 

since 1995.  In 1995, cost for a high school was $104.17 per sq. ft. In 2008, the cost was 

$171.43 a sq.  ft., an increase of almost 65 percent.   

 

FIGURE 6.  MEDIAN COST PER SQ. FT. (ABRAMSON, 2008). 

Some of this increase may be due to the higher cost of building green schools, which 

is more expensive, and outfitting them with more costly technology, but the bulk of the 

increase is inflation.  The history of construction cost per student from 1995 through 2008 is 
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shown in Figure 7.  In 1995, a new high school cost $12,500 per student or a total of $12.5 

million for 1,000 students.  Figure 7 also shows similar information for middle schools and 

elementary schools.  Elementary schools that were built for $10,726 per student in 1995 in 

2008 cost $19,685.   

While inflation normally increases construction costs, schools do have some control 

over cost per student.   

 

FIGURE 7.  MEDIAN SCHOOL COST PER STUDENT (ABRAMSON, 2008). 

Figure 8 reports for the same period the amount of space allocated per student for a 

new school.  Median high schools in 1995 were providing 150 sq.  ft.  per student.  For point 

of reference, in 1970, the median high school was providing 100 sq.  ft.  per student.   
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In 2008, the median space per high school student was 166 sq.  ft.  Elementary 

schools in 1995 were providing 109 sq.  ft.  per student.  In 2008, that has risen to 124 sq.  ft.  

per student.  In 1970, the average elementary school was providing 70 sq.  ft.  per student.  

As Figure 8 shows, there has been some fluctuation in terms of space allocated per student 

in the median new school, but the trend has been to provide a minor increase in space each 

year (Abramson, 2008). 

 

FIGURE 8.  MEDIAN SQ.  FT.  PER STUDENT (ABRAMSON, 2008). 

Impact of Small Schools 

A logical and seemingly less expensive alternative to constructing new schools is to 

divide large schools into several smaller schools that inhabit the original building.  This 

increasingly popular design, often referred to as ―school-within- schools‖ (SWS), seeks to 

lessen the social and academic shortcomings associated with large public schools.  The 



27 

fundamental notion underlying the SWS\SLC structure is that dividing themselves into 

smaller units, large high schools can reproduce the social supports and interpersonal 

relations typically found in small schools.  A more implicit conviction is that positive social 

ties between students and teachers will improve student engagement and commitment, 

which might lead ultimately to increased student achievement. 

Despite the fact that little empirical work supports this causal mechanism, it has 

received increased interest over the past several years.  However, the SWS\SLC structure 

and the philosophies behind it claim a long history.  Forty-five years ago, Baker and Gump 

(1964) suggested a ―campus model‖ for high schools wherein, 

 …students are grouped in semiautonomous units for most of their studies, but are 

usually provided a school- wide extracurricular program.  The campus school 

provides for repeated contacts between the same teachers and students; this 

continuity of associates probably leads to closer social bonds.  A common sense 

theory is that the campus school welds together the facility advantages of the large 

school and the social values of the school (pp. 201-202).   

Two and a half decades later, Goodlad (1984) advocated a high school structure that 

incorporated ―houses organized vertically, so that each contains students from all secondary 

levels‖ (p. 311).  More recently, the first recommendation in Breaking Ranks, an influential 

report about secondary schools issued jointly by the Carnegie Foundation and the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals is that, ―schools must break into units of no 

more than 600 students so that teachers and students can get to know each other‖ (NASSP, 

1996, p. 5). 
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Educators and policy makers have begun initially assessing research that points to 

the effectiveness of small schools, especially small secondary schools.  Cotton (1996a), for 

example, claimed that smaller high schools graduate a higher percentage of students and 

lower dropout rates than large schools as shown in Figure 9.  Cotton also cited research that 

indicated that a larger percentage of students who graduate from smaller high schools go on 

to postsecondary education than do their counterparts in larger high schools.  According to 

Bryk (1994), smaller high schools have more engaging learning and social environments and 

produce greater student achievement.  As this study explores, smaller schools may produce 

measurable benefits regarding: 1) academic achievement, 2) attendance, 3) dropout rates, 4) 

graduation rates, and 5) college / career readiness.  

 

FIGURE 9 THE EFFECT OF HIGH SCHOOL SIZE AND DROPOUT RATE 

 

When students are part of smaller more intimate learning communities, they are 

more successful.  Small schools, particularly schools, which parents can choose, have a 
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measurable, positive impact upon inner city students, especially Africa-American and Latino 

students and students from low-income families (Oxley, 2005).  Information collected by the 

National Association of Secondary Principals (2004), on small schools indicates: 

 small schools encourage teachers to innovate and take ownership of the curriculum, 

 small school size improves student outcomes on grades and test scores, 

 small school size greatly improves attendance rates and lowers dropout rates, 

 females and non-white students in particular do better in smaller schools, 

 students with special needs, including so-called at-risk, exceptional, disadvantaged, 

and gifted students are better served by small school units. 

In addition, these schools have: 

 higher student satisfaction;  

 lower dropout rate and truancy; 

 higher outcomes on standardized tests such as SAT, ACT results; 

 safe and orderly environments; 

 greater participation for higher education and extracurricular participation; 

 increased curriculum quality,  

 greater parent involvement and satisfaction, and 

 increased teacher attitude and satisfaction 

Studies suggest that small schools work better, while large school size and the anonymity, 

which comes with it is found to hurt attendance and dampen enthusiasm and student 

involvement in school activities and to correlate with higher dropout rates as well as 

increased incidence of vandalism and violence (Oxley, 1994).  They have greater problems 
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with crime than smaller schools.  According to the United States Department of Education 

(2001), big schools have:  

 852 percent more violent crimes, 

 270 percent more vandalism, 

 378 percent more theft and larceny, and 

 3,200 percent more weapons incidents. 

Studies also show a relationship between smaller school size and school effectiveness, as 

well as community and school identity.  Large schools are generally found to correlate with 

inefficiency, institutional bureaucracy, and personal loneliness (DiMartino, 2001).  Small 

learning communities do not all follow the same plan.  There are several major variations. 

 Variations of SWS/SLC 

SLC does not just describe one alternative school environment.  According to 

researchers cited in Oxley (2006), variations on Small Learning Communities include: 

Schools-within-schools are small autonomous programs housed within 

larger school buildings.  Schools-within-schools are generally responsible to the 

district rather than to the host school's principal and are formally authorized by the 

superintendent or the board of education.  Schools-within-schools have their own 

culture, program, personnel, students, budget and school space.  Both students and 

teachers choose to affiliate with schools-within-schools. 
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Career Academies are schools-within-schools organized around career 

themes.  They integrate academic and vocational instruction, provide work-based 

learning opportunities for students and prepare students for postsecondary education 

and employment, with the personalized learning environment of a small community.  

Teachers and students integrate academic and occupation-related classes as a way to 

enhance real-world relevance and maintain high academic standards.  Local employer 

partnerships provide program planning guidance, mentors and work internships.  

Career academies place an emphasis on building relationships between students and 

adults-teachers as well as work-site supervisors and other employer representatives.  

The school-within-a school structure supports constructive relationships between 

and among students and teachers by grouping students together each year to take 

core courses with the same group of teachers, thus increasing the support students 

receive. 

House plans divide students in a large school into groups of several 

hundred, including students from 9th or 10th through 12th grade.  Students take some 

or all courses with their house members and from their house teachers.  House 

arrangements may be yearlong or multi-year arrangements.  House plans personalize 

the high school experience but usually have limited effect on curriculum or 

instruction.  Each house usually has its own discipline plan, social activities and 

student government. 
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Magnet Programs use a specialty core focus such as math, science, creative 

arts, or a career theme or cluster, to attract students from the entire school district.  

Some magnet programs have competitive admission requirements while others are 

open to any interested student.  Students in a magnet program stay together for their 

core classes and may take other courses with non-magnet students. 

Small schools are the most independent model.  They are created through 

restructuring the students, staff and space of an existing school.  Even when they are 

housed within a larger school building, small schools are more like small freestanding 

schools than like "programs" within comprehensive schools. 

Other variations include: 

 focus school (also called ―theme‖ or ―theme-based‖ schools), 

 historically small school, 

 freestanding school, 

 alternative school, 

 pathway, pod, or cluster schools, 

 mini-school, and 

 charter school, 

Such varieties should be considered when planning to make changes to existing systems.  

It should also be noted that different degrees of autonomy exist and SLCs range from part-

time supplements, to a large school‘s operations, to schools that are separate.   
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Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of SWS/SLC on student 

achievement, dropout, attendance, graduation, student teacher relationships, and career and 

college readiness/post-secondary.   

Research Questions 

1. Do Smaller Learning Communities/ Schools Within-a-School within a large 

comprehensive high school in Central Texas affect student achievement as measured by 

standardized test scores for all students? 

2. What effects do Smaller Learning Communities have on dropout rates, attendance rates, 

graduation rates, and student teacher relationships? 

3. Do Smaller Learning Communities within a large comprehensive high school in Texas 

assist in preparing students for careers and post-secondary education? 

Methodology 

The methodology selected for use in a research study is dependent on the questions 

asked and the type of data available (SHEFC, 1999).  This study uses a qualitative case study 

methodology to describe an experiment in which the researcher, rather than creating the 

treatment, examines the effects of a naturally occurring treatment after that treatment has 

taken place (Lord, 1973).  The qualitative research interview seeks to describe and the 

meanings of central themes in the life world of the subjects.  The main task in interviewing is 

to understand the meaning of what the interviewees say (Kvale, 1996).  A qualitative research 

interview seeks to cover both a factual and a meaning level, though it is usually more difficult 
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to interview on a meaning level (Kvale, 1996).  Interviews can provide significant insight into 

a problem. 

Interviews are particularly useful for getting the story behind a participant‘s 

experiences.  The interviewer can pursue in-depth information around the topic.  Interviews 

may be useful as follow-up to certain respondents to questionnaires, e.g., to further 

investigate their responses (McNamara, 1999).  Standardized, open-ended interview 

technique is used where the same open-ended questions are asked to all interviewees; this 

approach facilitates faster interviews that can be more easily analyzed and compared.   

This single case, qualitative study, utilized a grounded theory approach (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994) of a purposefully selected Central Texas high school.  As expected with 

grounded theory, a single, specific educational framework was not selected to interpret the 

findings (Morse & Richards, 2002).  Grounded theory ―seeks to ensure that the theory 

emerging arises from the data and not from some other source‖ (Crotty, 1998, p. 78).  The 

selected high school met the research criteria.  School personnel agreed to participate in a 

qualitative research study to determine how a Recognized Texas school made progress in 

closing achievement gaps with all students. 

Qualitative data were gathered by a single researcher.  The primary data source 

consisted of semi-structured interviews with purposively selected high school members 

including the teachers and administrative staff.  Other data sources included direct 

observation and document examination.  Analysis methods followed the three coding phases 

outlined by Strauss and Corbin (1998): open, axial, and selective coding.  Triangulation of 

results from all three data sources informed the findings and conclusions (Mertens, 2005; 
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Miles & Huberman, 1994; Morse & Richards, 2002; Patton, 2002).  Detailed descriptions of 

the methodology, measures, design, and procedures, have been included in Chapter 3 

(O‘Doherty (2007). 

Annual dropout rate  Completion rate  Longitudinal dropout rate  Attrition rate  

Description  The percentage of students who 
drop out of school during one 
school year.   

The percentage of 
students from a class of 
beginning seventh or ninth 
graders who graduate, 
receive General 
Educational Development 
(GED) certificates, or are 
still enrolled in the fall 
after the class graduates.   

The percentage of students 
from a class of beginning 
seventh or ninth graders who 
drop out before completing 
high school.   

The percentage change in enrollment 
between Grade 9 and Grade 12 across 
years.   

Calculation  Divide the number of students who 
drop out during a school year by the 
total number of students enrolled 
that year.   

Divide the number of students who drop out by the end of 
Grade 12, or the number who complete school, by the total 
number of students in the original seventh- or ninth-grade 
class.  Students who enter the Texas public school system 
over the years are added to the class; students who leave the 
system are subtracted.   

Subtract Grade 12 enrollment from 
Grade 9 enrollment three years earlier, 
then divide by the Grade 9 enrollment.  
The rate may be adjusted for estimated 
population change over the three 
years.   

Advantages   
Measure of annual performance.   
Requires only one year of data.   
Can be calculated for any school or 
district with students in any of the 
grades covered.   
Can be disaggregated by grade level.   
 

More consistent with the public's understanding of a dropout 
rate.   
Districts have more time to encourage dropouts to return to 
school before being held accountable.   
More stable measure over time.   
The completion rate is a more positive indicator than the 
dropout rate, measuring school success rather than failure.   
 

Provides a simple measure of school 
leavers when aggregate enrollment 
numbers are the only data available.   

Disadvantages  Produces the lowest rate of any 
method.   
May not correspond to the public's 
understanding of a dropout rate.   
 

Requires multiple years of data; one year of inaccurate 
student identification data can remove a student from the 
measure.   
Program improvements may not be reflected for several 
years, and districts are not held accountable for some 
dropouts until years after they drop out.   
Can only be calculated for schools that have all the grades in 
the calculation and that have had all those grades for the 
number of years necessary to calculate the rate.  Since few 
high schools have Grades 7 and 8, longitudinal dropout and 
completion rates are often calculated for Grades 9-12.   
Does not produce a dropout rate by grade.   
 

Produces the highest rate of any 
method.   
Does not distinguish attrition that 
results from dropping out from 
attrition resulting from students being 
retained, moving to other schools, 
graduating early, etc.   
Does not always correctly reflect the 
status of dropouts; adjustments for 
growth can further distort the rate.   
Cannot be used in accountability 
systems because it is an estimate.   

Remarks  A Grade 7-12 annual dropout rate 
has been calculated by the Texas 
Education Agency (TEA) since 
1987-88.  In 2003, the Texas 
Legislature required districts and 
TEA to adopt the national dropout 
definition beginning with students 
who left Texas public school in 
2005-06.   

The completion rate is 
calculated such that the 
longitudinal dropout rate 
and completion rate add to 
100 percent.   

Dropouts are counted 
according to the dropout 
definition in place the year 
they drop out.  Students from 
the class of 2008 who left 
school in 2005-06 or later 
were subject to the national 
dropout definition, whereas 
students from the same class 
who dropped out in 2004-05 
or earlier were subject to a 
different definition.   

The attrition rate reported by TEA is 
not adjusted for growth.   
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Definition of Terms 

TABLE 6.  COMMON METHODS OF MEASURING STUDENT PROGRESS THROUGH SCHOOL 

 
The following definitions from Texas Education Agency ( 2007) are used in this research 

study: 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): Continuous and substantial yearly improvement of 

each school and local education agency sufficient to achieve the goal of all children meeting 

the state‘s proficient and advanced levels of achievement. 

Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS): Information compiled by the State of 

Texas on performance measures of students which includes graduation rates, attendance, 

academic achievement results, participation rates in advanced programs, and college entrance 

exam participation and performance.  Results for each school and school district, 

disaggregated by population groups, are reported annually.   

Academies: subgroups within schools, organized around a particular theme. 

Accountability Ratings: In Texas, each school and school district receives one of four 

rating designations as defined by the Texas Education Agency and reported in the AEIS 

Annual Report.  Exemplary, Recognized, Acceptable and Academically Unacceptable ratings are 

determined by the percentages of all students, and each student population group, meeting 

set standards on the following pre-defined factors: Texas Assessment of Knowledge and 

TEA 2007-08  Annual dropout rate  
Grades 7-12: 2.2%  
Grades 9-12: 3.2%  
Grades 7-8: 0.3%  

Completion I rate  

Grades 7-12: 87.8%  
Grades 9-12: 88.0%  

Completion II rate  

Grades 7-12: 89.3%  
Grades 9-12: 89.5%  

Longitudinal dropout rate  
Grades 7-12: 10.7%  
Grades 9-12: 10.5%  

Unadjusted attrition rate  
Grades 7-12: 15.9%  
Grades 9-12: 28.6%  
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Skills (TAKS); State-Developed Alternative Assessment (SDAA II); Completion Rate I; and 

the Annual Dropout Rate for grades 7 and 8.   

Achievement Gap: The difference between measured outcomes when the results of two 

population groups are compared.  Historically in the United States, gaps exist between 

ethnically and economically determined population groups when measured achievement data 

are compared.  This study focuses on the population groups included in the Texas 

Accountability System: African American, Hispanic, White, and Economically 

Disadvantaged. 

At Risk Students: An ambiguous, overly general term that is often used to mean 

whatever an author chooses it to mean.  The word ―at-risk‖ in the present document is used 

to describe children that have a greater than average risk of dropping out of school prior to 

graduation including those who are historically underachievers and economically 

disadvantaged. 

Closing Achievement Gaps: measured decreases over time in the differences between 

academic results for standardized student population groups.  For this study, the groups 

included have been limited to those identified for Accountability ratings by the State of 

Texas: African American, Hispanic, White, and Economically Disadvantaged. 

Economically Disadvantaged Students: students whose families have completed an 

application for the federal meal assistance program and are determined to be eligible for free 

and/or reduced school meals.  Families must apply annually by completing a form available 

in either English or Spanish that includes a statement of financial means.  Note, it should not 
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be assumed that all students whose families would qualify for assistance have applied for, 

and are receiving, this assistance. 

Elements: According to The American Heritage Dictionary of The English Language, an 

element is ―a fundamental, essential, or irreducible constituent of a composite entity‖ 

(Morris, 1981, p. 422).  The purpose of this research, the term ―elements‖ refers to the 

collective correlates, criteria, components, characteristics, processes, and strategies described 

as essential for school reform. 

Ethnicity for School Purposes: in Texas, self-selected designation determined by parents 

during enrollment of African American, Hispanic, Asian, Other, and White. 

House Plan: Students and teachers are assigned a smaller grouping within the larger 

school.  Students in each house may take some of their core courses together and share the 

same teachers; each house has its own discipline policies. 

Large Comprehensive High School: Large comprehensive high schools have been defined 

usually as containing more than 2,000 students. 

Low Income Students: see the definition for Economically Disadvantaged students. 

Magnet School: Magnet schools usually have an academic specialization focus and draw 

students from the entire school district. 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB): Sweeping reform enacted by congress that 

focuses on key academic, instructional, and environmental goals. 

Processes: The systems and actions employed to accomplish results in a school district. 

Progress: measured gains in results on standardized instruments. 
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Recognized Accountability Rating: Texas State Accountability System sets required 

standards for each population group and all students.  The 2006 criteria for Recognized 

rating required TAKS and SDAA II passing rates of 70 percent for each subject or meets 65 

percent floor and required improvement; Completion Rate I of 85 percent standard or 80 

percent standard plus required improvement; Dropout Rate of.7 percent standard or .9 

percent and required improvement.   

Reform/redesign: A plan or movement, which attempts to bring about a systematic 

change in educational theory or practice across a community or society. 

School-Within-A-School (SWAS): A School-Within-A-School is operated within a larger 

―host‖ school, either as the only SWAS in that school or one of several.  Schools-Within-A-

School represents different degrees of autonomy, but typically has their own personnel and 

program, and their students and teachers are self-selected.   

Smaller Learning Communities (SLCs): Any separately defined individualized learning 

unit within a larger school setting.  Students and teachers are scheduled together and 

frequently have a common area of the school in which to hold most or all of their classes. 

Strategy: In this research, strategy refers to planning, and carrying out plans designed 

to achieve a specific goal. 

Success: measured progress in closing or eliminating differences in measured 

achievement for students of all populations groups when compared to White, and 

economically advantaged results.  Results must indicate achievement of all groups at, or 

approaching, a high standard.  In other words, success in closing achievement gaps does not 

mean that all groups are performing at equally low levels. 
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Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS): Annual academic assessments at 

specified grade levels used to measure student achievement in the areas of reading (3rd-9th), 

language arts (10th and 11th), math (3rd-11th), writing (4th and 7th), science (5th, 8th, 10th, 

11th), and social studies (8th, 10th, 11th) (Texas Education Agency, 2006a).   

Texas Education Agency (TEA): The cooperative State of Texas Education Agency 

designed to assist Texas public school districts with education- related information produced 

by, gathered for, and pertaining to the state of Texas public education system. 

Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS): Curriculum framework adopted by the 

state of Texas that establishes core foundation learning expectations in each subject area 

divided by grade levels and/or courses. 

Texas High Schools Recommended Graduation Plan: Students entering high school for 

2001-02, or later, are expected to complete minimum requirements which include, in part, 

specific credits and courses in the areas of: English (4), math (3), science (3), social studies 

(3.5), and languages other than English (2)  (TEA,2009). 

Significance of this Study 

This study is a contribution to the analysis of SLCs and should provide resources to 

inform, direct, and engage educational reform.  From a practical standpoint, administrators, 

teachers, parents, and community members, may find this information helpful in deciding 

between various SLCs approaches to local school reform.  From a more theoretical 

standpoint, researchers, practitioners, and external service providers may use this study to 

continue research is SLCs effectiveness. 
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Delimitations 

The focus of this study was a Texas public high school that had at least three years‘ 

experience with SLCs It is limited in accuracy to the quantitative data provided through the 

interview process and the existing documents and data provided/collected by the Texas 

Education Agency (2007).  This study also does not take into account the effects of other 

individual reforms and initiatives such as dropout prevention programs and bilingual 

programs. 

Assumptions 

This study does not assume that having SLCs alone are the key to improving on-time 

graduation rates and  post-secondary success while also decreasing dropouts, improving 

attendance rates, and raising standardized test scores.  Instead, it tests the assumption that 

SLCs can be of significant benefit in reaching those goals. 

Summary of Chapter 1 

Over the past several years, educational standards, accountability ratings, and 

perceived failures of the United States public education system increasingly has required 

educators to address key issues such as high school dropout rates, changing curricular 

standards, Adaquate Yearly Progress (AYP), and increasingly diverse student populations.  

One way schools and school districts addressed these needs is through what is ambiguously 

termed education reform, of which smaller schools and SLCs are a current component.  These 

models have been instrumental in redesigning and restructuring the public school and 

continue to be a popular choice for schools, education policy makers, and administrators 
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looking for alternative education methods.  The SLC model is not without limitations.  

Recent literature that addresses the implementation of this model remains difficult to achieve 

and the costs and efforts to create SLCs can be burdensome to school systems that face 

financial and professional limits.   

However, there has been research to show that the SLC model can work in the 

public school system, including large comprehensive urban high schools, which seem to 

have a higher percentage of at risk students as well as teacher and administrative challenges.  

The educational strategy is to create small learning communities so that they model the 

successful traits of smaller schools because, ―Research conducted over the past fifteen years 

has convincingly demonstrated that small schools are superior to large ones on many 

measures and equal to them on the rest‖ (Raywid, Cotton, et al.,1996,  p. 20).  This present 

study focuses on the benefits of small learning community as they relate to student 

achievement, attendance, college readiness, dropout rates, on-time graduation, closing the 

achievement gap, and standardized test scores.   

Here the term ―achievement gap‖ involves a variety of measures where there is a 

disparity between one group of students and another (Coleman, 1966).  For example, one 

significant achievement gap is graduation rate.  The problem might be to increase graduation 

rate of minorities to the 72 percent rate of white students.  A different achievement rate goal 

would be to bring all students up to a 90+ percent graduation rate.  These are likely separate 

but equally important goals.  Achievement gaps can be observed on a variety of measures 

including attendance, dropout rates as well as socialization, gender, race/ethnicity, ability, 
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standardized test scores, grade point average, dropout rates, college-enrollment and 

completion rates, and socioeconomic status. 

Many gaps exist between and among subgroups of students in schools across the 

United States.  Persistent gaps between students of color (especially African American and 

Latino students from low income families) and the middle and upper class white students in 

the area of reading and math are most significant and alarming (Springfield Public Schools 

African American Achievement Task Force, 2005; Cormier & Madison, 2005; Lipman, 2004; 

Rothstein, 2004; Cormier, 2003; Perry Educational Alliance, 2002; English, 2007; Skrla & 

Scheurich, 2001; Gay, 2000; Valenzuella, 1999; Fuguson, 1998; Delpit, 1995; Delpit, 1993). 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

While the Industrial Revolution of the 19th Century brought great change to the 

American way of life, World War I resulted in material production on a scale never before 

known in the world.  Not only did United States industry provide the weapons of war, but 

also the lessons of efficiency learned in the factories and the rapid growth of the United 

States population following the war gave rise to larger factory schools.   

A major thrust of the Progressive Movement in education was the establishment of a 

national network of large high schools, designed to conform to such typically American 

ideals as efficiency, differentiation, specialization, depersonalization, and standardization; in 

effect, this network was a well-oiled machine whose goal was the production of human 

capital.  Few educational reform efforts have ―succeeded‖ as well as the comprehensive high 

school (Lee & Smith, 1995).  This success was heralded at the time for its efficiency. 

Frederick Winslow Taylor led the efficiency movement that took hold and 

permeated American society, including its educational institutions.  Taylor thought that 

analyzing work would reveal the "one best way" of doing a task.  He is remembered for 

developing the time and motion study.  He would break a job into its component parts and 

measure each to the hundredth of a minute.  The resulting efficiency was supposed to save 

manufacturers money.  While not successful at Bethlehem Steel, his ideas caught the 

imagination of educational planners.  ―In many cases, large urban high schools became the 

capstone of the Americanization process efficient factories for producing citizen-workers 

employable in the well-run engines of United States commerce.  Reformers believed that the 

large urban high school was the logical staging ground for launching civic-minded adults into 
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the larger society‖ (Allen, 2002, p. 38).  Walberg (1992) and Howey (1994) demonstrated that 

between 1940 and 1990, despite a United States population growth of 70 percent, the 

number of elementary and secondary public schools declined from 200,000 to 62,037 

(Cotton, 1996a).  School districts had responded to the population growth with the creation 

of large schools, so-called factory schools, to handle the increase of students.  Near the end 

of the 20th century, these factory schools were to gain even greater popularity, but for a 

reason other than educational efficiency: financial efficiency.   

Schools are also designed and operated with safety as a significant focus.  Cevin 

Soling voiced his concern over this change in an interview with Stephen Colbert discussing 

his new documentary, ―The War on Kids‖, when he said public schools have been 

transformed into prisons because of an overdependence on security (Soling, 2009).  Some 

schools are now equipped with metal detectors, access to databases of sexual offenders, 

mandatory use of photo IDs for students and teachers, security cameras, and campus police 

– euphemistically known as School Resource Officers (SROs).  Whether factory schools or 

prison schools, the American high school has certainly become a large institution.   

What was born in the first quarter of the 20th century, matured in the last quarter.  

The decade of the 1980s in the United States ushered in a cry for education reform and the 

massive tax cutbacks that were often its ultimate purpose.  The first tax limitations came in 

1978, when Tennessee passed a general spending and tax-limitation amendment.  California 

voters then approved Proposition 13.  Michigan, Washington, Massachusetts, Missouri, New 

Jersey, and South Carolina, voters subsequently approved a general spending and tax-

limitation amendments (National Tax Limitation Committee, 2009, p. 2).  In later years, 
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similar amendments were approved in six other states (Niskanen et al., 1997).  California 

Proposition 13 in California, (California Constitution Article 13a [Tax Limitation]), for 

example, and its associated cuts in school funding were national news.  The California state 

constitutional amendment specified that: ―The maximum amount of any ad valorem tax on 

real property shall not exceed one percent (1 percent) of the full cash value of such 

property.‖  It also froze property values for purposes of valuation (California State 

Constitution, 1978, Article 13A, §1).  The result was severe reductions in financing to public 

schools that depended on property taxes as a primary revenue source.  One could 

characterize this historical period as ―doing more with less‖ for public school systems.  The 

laws forced school districts in each case to seek solutions to funding public schools within a 

reduced tax base (Speich & Weiner, 1980).  One solution to this problem was school 

consolidation. 

Once again, school districts began constructing much larger high schools, but not 

solely as a solution to a growing population, but as a solution to doing more with less.  

School districts became obsessed with efficiency, but they gave time efficiency a new name: 

―reform.‖ These new schools (so-called ―Mega Schools‖) were often twice the size of 

previous schools.  Schools with 2,000 or more students requiring over 50 acres were 

common (Peirce, 2001).  Unfortunately, a new set of problems arose because of what some 

called ―warehousing children‖ (Nine Counties One Vision, 2001).  These problems, 

including higher rates of absenteeism, weak academic environments, and weak student 

engagement in learning, became the focus of educational research in the 1990s (Cotton, 

1996a).  Investigators suggested the creation of ―schools within a school‖ or as they became 
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known, smaller learning communities (SLC) as one solution to the problem resulting from 

such monolithic schools.   

Researchers of school organization have raised many questions in the past few years 

including how to define ―small.‖ Just how small is appropriately small? The National 

Evaluation of High School Transformation report (2006) considered ―small‖ as being 

around 400 students.  While small school size is often seen as the best context for creating 

and sustaining learning communities, there is significant debate among education experts as 

to the optimum size of such schools and how they should be run from an administrative and 

curriculum prospective.   

Another key question is, ―Does it really make a difference to the success of the 

majority of students to be in a smaller school setting?‖ Research shows that schools that 

employ practices consistent with the suggestions in the literature proposing redesigning 

educational institutions (toward smaller schools) commonly report higher student 

achievement (Bickel, 2001).  Reducing school size represents the most significant departure 

from traditional practices and is more likely to improve overall student outcomes across race, 

gender, and socioeconomic groups.  Kathleen Cotton, in her 1997 report notes, ―The 

academic achievement of students attending small schools is comparable to or better than 

that of students in large schools‖ (p. 3).  These findings are not limited to standardized test 

data.  Cotton concludes that these findings also ―apply to school grades, test scores, honor 

roll membership, subject area achievement, and assessment of higher-order thinking skills‖ 

(p. 3).  Reducing school size and increasing academic achievement positively affect other 

components of an integrated school experience. 
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A question frequently asked is, ―Do academic benefits of small schools also tend to 

affect the social environment of students, encouraging them to identify with the community 

as opposed to viewing themselves as isolated individuals?‖ Within smaller schools, the 

development of community awareness among students, teachers, administrators, and staff 

allows students to be academically, socially, and emotionally supported (Schulte, 1999).  

Lower professional/student ratios result in greater opportunities for team and community 

enhancement (Saari, 2007).  This represents a shift in educational organization from a 

rational-bureaucratic model to a personal-communal model as discussed below.  It also 

changes the educational focus regarding the way students are taught to relate and to 

collaborate with one another. 

 To provide answers to these questions and a clearer understanding of the functional 

benefits of smaller learning communities or schools-within-a-school, this study critically 

explores three main areas: (a) models of school organization, (b) high school restructuring, 

and (c) the small school movement.  Only small learning communities that are part of much 

larger high schools are examined in this analysis.  I gave primary attention to research 

examining the restructuring of large high schools in urban environments, using schools in 

central Texas as a heuristic example.  Reviewing these three areas will identify the goals and 

best practices for creating Small Learning Communities (SLCs) that will assist all students in 

(a) building relationships, (b) taking rigorous and challenging courses, benefiting from 

relevant pedagogy, and (c) achieving positive academic results. 
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Models of School Organization 

School organization usually reflects the underlying philosophy of its administration.  

Two contrasting perspectives are often seen in school organizations: the rational-

bureaucratic and the personal-communal models (Bryk, 1994; Lee & Smith, 1990, 1993; 

Levine, 1971).  Administrators of smaller learning communities may draw on either or both 

models while developing their own unique educational model. 

The rational-bureaucratic model conceptualizes the school as a formal organization 

with a functional division of adult labor into specialized tasks.  Emphasis is placed on social 

interactions that are objective, rule governed, affectively neutral, and offer limited individual 

discretion.  Personal authority is attached to one‘s role within the organization.  In contrast, 

the personal-communal model identifies the school as a small society where emphasis is 

given to informal and enduring social relationships as well as a strong attachment to a 

common culture.  In the personal-communal model, adult roles tend to be somewhat 

diffused and there exists a much less pronounced division of labor. 

Advocates of the personal-communal model for educational design argue that 

institutional supports once available to prevent students from dropping out of high school 

have decreased.  In one Indiana-based study, 24 percent of the students who dropped out 

reported, ―No adults in the school cared about me‖ (Yazzie-Mintz, 2007).  Although the 

family traditionally has been seen as the primary focus of such forms of support, schools 

have been increasingly forced to develop social capacities to make up for difficult family 

conditions.  Small schools, by virtue of their size, are better positioned to promote a sense of 

community with the assumption that this will promote learning and student achievement.  
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For many students it is often the nature of the relationships developed in school that has the 

greatest impact on their learning experience. 

 Schools that are organized around a sense of community are also believed to have a 

better chance of developing a collective sense of commitment and responsibility among the 

adults who work within the school.  ―But schools can do better, and a fair amount is known 

about what they need to do to engage students cognitively and emotionally in learning.  For 

most urban high schools, improvement requires a fundamental rethinking of how they go 

about their work‖ (Board on Children, Youth, and Families, 2003, p. 225).  The emphasis in 

the person-communal model is informal; it focuses on relationships, and celebrates a shared 

school culture.  The rational-bureaucratic model, on the other hand, is more formal and 

organized around appropriate division of labor using a chain of command. 

RATIONAL-BUREAUCRATIC MODEL 

The comprehensive high school was designed with an ideal bureaucratic form in 

mind.  Bureaucracies are grounded in the belief that the work of schools is routine, clear, and 

stable.  Bureaucratic schools make assumptions about work rules, policies, regulations, 

knowledge, teaching, and learning.  According to Lee & Smith (1995), work values are 

established by a top down chain of command and on relationships that are governed by a set 

of neutral codes of behavior.  In bureaucratic organizations, knowledge is reduced to a 

curriculum composed of discrete and fixed subjects.  Both the factory model and prison 

model fit well with bureaucratic organizations. 

Teaching consists of imparting specialized knowledge; instruction is organized into 

standardized and sequenced patterns within subjects.  A measure of subject mastery with 
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learners sorted into focused instructional treatments to maximize the matching of the subject 

matter and learner is used to access learners.  The organization of instruction (pedagogy) 

with practices such as departmentalizing and performance tracking are examples of this 

model.  Other reforms that fit the bureaucratic model are state teacher-proof curricula, 

increased academic standards, and stringent graduation requirements (Grant, 1988; Lee & 

Smith, 1993, 1993b, 1994b; Levine, 1971; Rowan, 1990; Getting to the Heart of Quality 

Teaching, 2005).  Many educators have espoused this Parentilism  approach with its origins 

in the philosophy of Realism (e.g., Broudy, 1961; Wild, 1948) ; it ―relies on the past, 

especially the past asserted by agreed-on, universal knowledge and cherished values of 

society‖ (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 36).  For example chain of command, top down, 

pyramid shaped environments.  Within the history and perceptions of the comprehensive 

high school, there is the public expectation that schools resemble rational institutions, which, 

in turn, reinforces their bureaucratic structure. 

 Schools and school districts are expected to be highly coordinated, efficient, and 

effective organizations.  Incorporating and emphasizing features of the bureaucratic model, 

such as clear work rules, an established top-down chain of command, departments, and the 

regular supervision of employees, schools aim at such consequences (Grant, 1988; Meyer, 

1984).  Focus shifts from ―academic standards, skillful instruction, and support to achieve 

educational and career goals‖ (Board on Children, Youth, and Families, 2003, p. 212), to the 

structure, perpetualization, and memorialization of a matrix-type organization where 

students and teachers only serve to supply the energy to perpetuate the machine (Silver, 
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Nalbandian, Wachowski, A, & Wachowski, 1999).  In other words, at times the effort to 

maintain the bureaucracy overshadows the true goals of education. 

A carefully orchestrated systematic structure is often the overriding consideration in 

the rational-bureaucratic model.  Because urban public high schools are often quite large, 

they have a strong dependence on formal policies and procedures to regulate behavior.  

Ultimately, formalized systems of rules, expectations, sanction, and incentives govern 

behavior.  Everyone is connected to his or her own work for calculated reasons 

(Sergiovanni, 1994).  Indeed, its structure tends to impersonalize relationships.  The 

organizational structures upon which schools were designed and the problems that these 

designs were intended to solve have contributed greatly to the failure of the comprehensive 

high schools truly to achieve hoped for educational goals.  The complexity of the large urban 

high school along with both internal and external pressures, such as accountability and 

internal norms, drive the organization towards self-perpetuation.  This situation tends to 

displace the goal of student learning.  Moreover, there can exist a social and psychological 

disconnect existing between students and these organizations all unite to render large-scale 

bureaucratic schools poorly adapted and too inflexible to respond adequately to the myriad 

of problems facing today‘s urban learners (Levine, 1971; Fuhrman & Elmore, 2004, pp. 17-

18).  This disconnect can have unfortunate consequences for some students. 

http://www.variety.com/profiles/people/main/758506/Zareh%20Nalbandian.html?dataSet=1
http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0905152/
http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0905152/
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FIGURE 10.  TEXAS Dropout RATE (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 
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According to McLaughlin (1994), students who are not attracted to traditional 

academic goals (such as a post-secondary pursuit) and feel that no one notices or cares about 

them, are often those who drop out.  Such students may fall through the cracks in large-scale 

schools.  Dropout rates are highest in high schools where students report a lack of faculty 

interest, unfair disciplinary procedures, widespread truancy, rigid retention policies, tracking 

procedures, and competency examinations-characteristics most typical of schools attended 

by low-income urban students (Barro, 1989; Fine, 1991; Ekstorm et al., 1986; Oaks, 1985; 

Wehlage & Rutter, 1986).  These studies are supported by national dropout rates as reported 

by Kaufman, Alt, & Chapman (2004); Laird, Lew, DeBell, and Chapman (2006); Seastrom, 

Chapman, Stillwell, McGrath, Peltola, Dinkes, and Xu (2006a, 2006b, 2006c).  Figure 12 

graphically depicts the high 

dropout areas in the 

United States.   

The dropout rate 

for students in  

 Texas for years 2000 to 

2008 is show in Figure 10.  

―According to the East 

Texas Review, every hour 

93 students drop out of 

Texas schools.  A majority 

of these are inner city 

FIGURE 11.  ATTRITION RATES FOR TEXAS 

COUNTIES 2008-2009 (IDRA, 2009). 
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minority males.  Close to one third of all high schoolers in Texas schools will fail to 

graduate‖ (Schools K-12, p.1).  Attrition  

rate is the rate at which students are leaving a particular school district.  Much of this is 

composed of dropouts.  These attrition rates are highest in south, central, and east Texas as 

shown in Figure 11 (Johnson, 2009). 

 

FIGURE 12.  United States Graduation Rates For The Class Of 2002 (Greene & Winters, 2005). 

According to students COUNT State-Level Data Online (Kids Count, 2006), a 

project of the Annie E.  Casey Foundation, the four-year dropout rate for Texas as shown in 

Figure 10 more than doubled between 2005 (4.3 percent) and 2006 (8.8 percent) (Kids 

Count, 2007).  Dropout rate is defined as the number of students for an entire ninth grade 

cohort who dropped out of high school before their class graduated (4-year longitudinal 

data).  Students with the highest dropout rate are males, Hispanics and African Americans, in 
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cities and towns (Bridgeland, DiIulio & Morison (2006).  Lack of faculty interest is the most 

frequently student cited within-school factor (poor relationships with teachers); less 

frequently students cited out-of-school factors, such as needing a job (Jordan & McPartland, 

1994).  Figure 13 lists frequent reasons students give for leaving school.   

 

FIGURE 13.  TOP FIVE REASONS DROPOUTS IDENTIFY AS MAJOR FACTORS FOR LEAVING 

SCHOOL (BRIDGELAND, DIIULIO & MORISON, 2006). 

 
The Rational-Bureaucratic Model was the method of choice when new mega-schools 

were first built.  The efficiency of the bureaucratic model championed by Max Weber in the 

1940s is the reason often given for its use by the military and corporate America including 

many Fortune 500 companies (Kilcullen, 1996).  From the concept of economies of scale, 

which when applied to business means that production of a greater number of units results 

in a lower cost per unit, when applied to schools leads to the belief that larger schools are 

more cost efficient (Jewell, 1989).  ―Researchers say that large schools are a result of 

America‘s penchants for efficiency, economies of scale, and curricular choice and their belief 
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that it is cheaper to educate more students in one big building than several‖ (Allen, 2002, p. 

20).  Bureaucracies designed and built comprehensive high schools. 

Within the school, bureaucracy embodies the notion that the work of schools needs 

to be highly structured.  Supporting this view of schooling is public pressure; society expects 

schools to be safe, efficient, effective, smooth running organizations.  The rational 

bureaucratic model not only meets the needs of managing large schools, but also provides 

other benefits to meet the public expectation that schools resemble rational institutions.  The 

rational bureaucratic model: 

 reinforces the bureaucratic structure, which is believed to be both efficient and 

effective.  this saves money while educating the masses, 

 reflects the will of the public that schools be highly coordinated and efficient 

organizations, 

 provides tight coupling between teachers and curriculum, and  

 has clear work rules, top down chain of commands, departments, and regular 

supervision of employees (Allen, 2002). 

However, in large schools students‘ and teachers‘ social needs often go unattended.  

This can result in a lack of student achievement, low teacher and student morale, increased 

dropout rates for students, and low retention among teachers.  As a result, the rational 

bureaucratic model has been slipping in popularity as more schools choose the smaller 

learning community model as discussed below. 
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PERSONAL-COMMUNAL MODEL 

The personal-communal model contrasts sharply with the rational-bureaucratic 

model.  The major premise of the personal-communal model is that the work of schools is 

non-routine and uncertain; that schools are dynamic with numerous unpredictable 

environments.  This model attempts to meet both the educational and non-educational 

needs of the students.  For example, its assumptions about work rules, knowledge, teaching, 

and learning are different from those associated in the rational-bureaucratic model.  In a 

personal-communal model, educators create a culture of shared responsibility, accountability, 

and collaboration among adults with a commitment to organizational productivity.  Such 

schools consider knowledge multidimensional and interdisciplinary in nature.  Teaching and 

pedagogy is more responsive to students‘ opinions, talents, and interests.  Learning is built 

more around concrete ―problems‖ than abstract ―subjects‖ and assessment procedures are 

more flexible and less standardized.  For example, schools may incorporate a flexible testing 

environment and alternative assessments accurately to gage student progress.  This 

pragmatic approach, ―consider(s) teaching to be a process of restructuring experiences 

according to the scientific method… (and) … for the learner, it is most important to acquire 

the method or process of solving problems in an intelligent manner‖ (Ornstein & Hunkins, 

2004, p. 35).  Such flexibility is extended into non-assessment areas as well. 

The personal-communal model often includes independent study, interdisciplinary 

teaching (team teaching), flexible scheduling, cooperative learning, and heterogeneous 

classes.  The foundation of the personal-communal model is a shared and acted-on purpose 

rather than bureaucratic differentiation (Lee & Smith 1993, 1994; Rowan, 1990).  In 1996, 

Lee & Smith reported: 
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Results were consistent: achievement gains are significantly higher in schools where 

teachers take collective responsibility for students' academic success or failure rather 

than blaming students for their own failure.  Achievement gains were also higher in 

schools with more cooperation among staff.  Moreover, the distribution of 

achievement gains is more socially equitable in schools with high levels of collective 

responsibility for learning.   

The personal-communal model also suggests that high schools should be viewed as a 

different kind of organization.  Sergiovanni suggests that the term ―organization‖ be 

eliminated when describing schools because of its effect on the perceptions of ―…how 

schools should be structured and coordinated, how compliance within them should be 

achieved, what leadership is, and how it works‖ (Sergiovanni, 1994, p. 215).  The term 

―organization‖, according to Sergiovanni, leads to the perception of schools as rational 

bureaucracies.  In his view, changing the metaphor for schools from ―organization‖ to 

―community‖ will also change the way schools are operated and designed. 

Cotton (1996) and McLaughlin (1994) assume that the personalized nature of a 

secondary school environment has more to do with a student‘s attachment and commitment 

to school and ultimately to his or her achievement than any other individual factor.  

Similarly, Lee and Smith (1994a) note that restructuring practices result in improvements in 

achievement and engagement when they (a) support and sustain personalized relationships 

between adults and students and (b) when they lead to a sharing of knowledge among staff 

about individual students.  The educational environment must address learning needs while 

also having a positive impact on families, cultures, and life beyond school. 
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Given the one-size-fits-all aspect of the American school system, large, impersonal 

schools made administrative sense, even if the educational benefits were hard to 

find….  However, a system of schools dedicated to meeting as many diverse needs as 

possible almost demands that school boards encourage the establishment of much 

smaller and more humane environments (Kearns & Harvey, 2000, p. 20).   

This transition, however, comes with some challenges. 

In the personal-communal model, the work of schools is often non-routine and 

uncertain; such schools can be unpredictable and do not provide a systematic environment 

that addresses work rules, knowledge, teaching, and learning.  For example, how do schools 

access quality teaching without standardized outcome assessments? One may address the 

unpredictable outcomes of the unknown system associated with the personal-communal 

model by asking the question: What is wrong with high school?  Some examples provided by 

the United States Department of Education indicate that  

Too many high schools are overly large and impersonal; their schedules are too 

regimented, adults are too busy to get to know students; athletics are more valued than 

academics.  All too often, critics say, high school is a place that stifles creativity while 

fostering competition, conformity, intolerance, and mean-spiritedness (United States 

Department of Education, 2001, p. 3).   

This model does face challenges: 

 Does the personal communal model insure positive results on standardized tests? 

 Can quality teaching be assured without the use of standardized tests?  
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 Because it is non-routine, uncertain, and unpredictable, it may fail to provide the 

type of structure needed. 

 It makes assumptions about work rules, knowledge, teaching and learning that 

differ from the traditional rational bureaucratic model. 

 It contradicts testing and testing environments, less standardized. 

 Does it have the necessary rigor in the curriculum?  

 Will it yield the state mandated improvements? 

In spite of these challenges, the personal-communal model fosters community, flexibility, 

interest, and able to build a curriculum around concrete problems rather than abstract 

subjects. 

SMALLER LEARNING COMMUNITIES MODEL 

The Smaller Learning Communities Model catches the attention of researchers and 

practitioners, bridging both the rational-bureaucratic and personal-communal models.  

Policy-makers, educators, and parents are recognizing that the traditional, rigid, hierarchical 

model may not be the best solution to our educational challenges.  However, many do not 

see the creative, mutual environment of the communal model as a viable solution.  For 

example, preparing students, especially at-risk students, for such a paradigm shift presents 

challenges in itself.  In response, educators have been developing and implementing small 

learning communities that embrace the best elements of both models, while focusing on 

flexible approaches for building a strong academic foundation and a sense of community 

(Fowler & Walberg, 1991; Fowler, 1997; Lee & Smith, 1994b).   
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While a number of studies revealed an inverse relationship between school size and 

student achievement, it is still not clear why smaller settings lead to higher achievement 

(Fowler & Walberg, 1991; Fowler, 1997; Lee & Smith, 1994b).  The difference seems to 

point to greater opportunities in small high schools for the development of a strong sense of 

community among students, teachers, and staff that enables students successfully to be 

academically, socially, and emotionally supported.  Researchers note that within small 

schools, there is a greater tendency towards more timely and meaningful student-teacher 

interactions, greater teacher collaboration, an increased ability to respond to problems and 

concerns, as well as more substantial parental involvement (Klonsky, 1995; Lee & Smith, 

1994a, 1996; Oxley, 1994; Wood, 1993; Bridgeland, DiIulio & Morison, 2006).   

Common features of smaller schools (Small Schools Workshop & Northwest 

Regional Educational Laboratories): 

 schools are unique to the community that each serves (Wasley & Lear, 2001), 

 maximum population of 250-300 students in a heterogeneous mix that represents the 

local school community (Mohr, 2000), 

 non-exclusive admission policies (Raywid, 1996), 

 consistent educational experiences for students over an extended time (more than 

one year) (Oxley, 1996), 

 cohesive groups of teachers that collaborate and discuss the needs of the students 

(Mohr 2000), 

 shared senses of leadership and investment (Cushman, 1999), 

 greater involvement of families in the school community (Ancess, 1997). 
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The long list of positive aspects as found in the ―Common Features of Small 

Schools‖ list and a review of the literature regarding the impact of school size and student 

achievement, reveal that close to half of the research indicates no significant difference 

between achievement and levels of students in large and small schools, including alternative 

schools (Burke, 1987; Caldas, 1987; Fowler, 1995; Stockard & Mayberry, 1992; Way, 1985).  

However, there is substantial evidence that suggests student achievement in large schools 

tends to be inferior to that found in smaller school settings (Bates, 1993; Eberts, Kehoe, & 

Stone, 1984; Eizhenstein, 1994; Fowler & Walberg, 1992; Robinson-Lewis, 1991).  

According to Cotton (1997), ―student achievement in small schools is at least equal and 

often superior to student achievement in large schools.‖ While the majority of the small 

schools researched were set in urban environments, the data collected revealed that 

regardless of the setting, smaller schools are beneficial (Stockard & Mayberry, 1992; Walberg, 

1992).  The benefit of smaller schools is particularly true for ethnic minority students and 

students of low socioeconomic status (Berlin & Cienkus, 1989; Eberts, Kehoe, and Stone 

1982; Fowler, 1995; Friedkin & Necochea, 1988; Howley, 1994; Jewel, 1989; Rutter, 1988; 

Stockard & Mayberry, 1992).  In addition, students‘ attitudes, especially those of low 

socioeconomic status minority students, toward specific subjects and school in general, are 

more favorable in small settings (Bates, 1993; Fowler, 1995; Fowler & Walberg, 1991; 

Gregory, 1992; Gregory & Smith, 1983; Hawky, 1994; Rutter, 1988; Smith, Gregory, & 

Pugh, 1981; Walberg, 1992).   

Benefits of SLC‘s, in contrast to large schools include: 

 higher achievement, 
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 reduction of the negative effects of poverty on achievement, 

 increased student affiliation with their school community, 

 greater safety and order, 

 much less truancy and many fewer dropouts, 

 similar college entrance exam scores, acceptance rates, GPAs, and completion, 

 higher levels of extra-curricular participation in traditional small school‘s, role of 

extra-curricular participation differs across SLC‘s, 

 higher levels of parent and community involvement and greater satisfaction, and 

 more positive teacher attitudes and satisfaction. 

In addition: 

 Dropout rates are significantly lower. 

 Students have higher grade point average (GPA). 

 Students have better attendance records. 

 Fewer students fail courses. 

 Students demonstrate persistence toward graduation. 

 Fewer students retained.  and 

 Students achieve higher standardized test scores in reading (Cotton.  2001). 

HIGH SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING 

The phrase ―school restructuring‖ has been around since the 1980s.  Lee and Smith (1993, p. 

163) noted that educational reform efforts collected under this phrase include ―back to 

basics, effective schools, community control, cultural literacy, and choice.‖ They continue, 

―Although these phrases are meant to marshal public support for reform, they are 
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ambiguous enough to have different meanings to a broad spectrum of Americans.  The call 

to reform United States schools implies that something fundamental needs fixing.  But what 

does restructuring really mean?‖  

Forms of school redesign/education restructuring have been attempted in the past 

with varying degrees of success; namely, the standards-based reforms and SLC, which in 

several cases, address the school-to-career movement.  In particular, the SLC model takes 

advantage of both traditional and communal models while adding new elements that benefit 

education and high school redesign.   

Reporting on high school restructuring and student achievement, Lee and Smith 

(1994) based their analysis on data collected as part of the National Education Longitudinal 

Study (NELS) in 1988 and 1990 as well as on a variety of reform practices in the United 

States.  During their study, they identified the restructuring/redesigning movement 

somewhere between the bureaucratic and communal forms of educational theory and 

organization.  The Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools (Newmann & 

Wehlage, 1996) concluded that the degree of restructuring that produced better outcomes 

for students, also improved the quality of professional life for the school staff.  Importantly, 

these restructuring initiatives create opportunities for personalizing school environments.  

Schools with communal characteristics facilitate better outcomes because adults assume 

more responsibility for student learning, while students work harder and are more engaged 

(Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Bryk, 1993; Cotton, 1996; Lee & Smith, 1994; McLaughlin, 1994).  

The standards-based movement in education requires schools and states to produce students 
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who measure up to new and more rigorous standards and a personalized environment 

facilitates meeting those higher expectations.   

STANDARDS BASED SCHOOL REFORM 

The standards-based school accountability system, formally outcomes-based 

education, which was tried but found largely unworkable in the 1990s, provides both 

rewards and sanctions for schools based primarily on test scores.  Tests and test scores have 

become the main strategy for measuring the success of students in public schools.  Over a 

third of the states require students to achieve test scores at designated levels for promotion 

or graduation. 

Some educators believe that standard-based school reform collides with reality 

(Wolk, 1998).  Wolk points out that many reforms place urban students (frequently at-risk 

students) in a double-bind situation in that the system that failed adequately to educate them 

is also punishing them for not being educated.  In these high schools, students who have not 

been exposed to rigorous standards, demanding expectations, highly trained and qualified 

teachers, and a curriculum on which standards are based, are being tested and held 

accountable for knowledge and skills they have not had an opportunity to acquire (Wolk, 

1998).  Still, perhaps failing such students is the only way to draw attention to the fact that 

the schools have not practiced such rigorous standards.  How can we know if we do not test 

the students? Even if it is not the student‘s fault, we still need to identify these students to 

address the problem.  The alternative is that failing students, who do not know they are 

failing, are graduated.  That is a real systematic failure.  To resolve this Catch-22, some 

comprehensive urban high schools have increasingly experimented with new organizational 
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approaches that they hoped would influence the academic success of all students.  One form 

of experimentation encourages schools to adopt strategies from restructuring efforts in 

industry and government, replacing highly standardized and bureaucratic organizational 

structure with smaller, more responsive units (Lee, Bryk, & Smith, 1993)...  Besides high 

school restructuring and standards-based reform, a third approach is the use of smaller 

learning communities. 

SMALLER LEARNING COMMUNITIES (SLC) 

Research on smaller learning communities (SLC) indicates an increasing number of 

schools moving to career-focused programs that are being merged to create small career 

academies, magnet programs, and other forms of focused smaller learning communities, 

such as schools-within-a-school (Stern, Raby, & Dayton, 1992; Fine, 1994).  Magnet 

programs and career academies are often piecemeal or selective and have come under fire 

for exacerbating educational inequity in urban districts by creaming off the most 

academically motivated students and most talented teachers (Jeter, 1998).   However, 

research has consistently supported the advantages of smaller schools, according to Kathleen 

Cotton, Research Associate at Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.  In her analysis, 

student academic achievement, social behavior, attendance, and extra-curricular participation 

are regularly superior in small schools.  Some of the benefits of small learning communities 

that Cotton points out include giving students a sense of belonging, which, in turn, lowers 

dropout rates and increases parental involvement (Cotton, 1996a).   

Research models of school restructuring (Oxley, 1994) lends support to the 

hypothesis that small schools (SLC) can have a positive impact on achievement, school 
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climate, and student connectedness, thereby reducing the negative and destructive behavior 

of some students (Fowler & Walberg, 1991).  Lee, Bryk, and Smith (1993) argue that smaller 

groupings (SLC) facilitate group cohesion, frequency of communication between individuals, 

and general school management.  Studies also indicate that the size of the learning 

environment has an indirect effect on student learning (Klonsky, 1998).  Smaller learning 

communities create conditions for success, particularly when high expectations and rigorous 

standards are the agreed upon norm.  When the size of the learning environment is reduced, 

the benefits become apparent quickly within a year or two of implementation of SLCs and 

district-level support.  Benefits have been reported to include the following: 

 students experience a greater sense of belonging and are more satisfied with their 

school (Cotton, 1996a), 

 fewer discipline problems (Raywid, 1997), 

 decreased crime, violence, and gang participation decrease (Cushman, 1997), 

 decreased incidents of alcohol and tobacco abuse decrease (Klonsky, 1998), 

 decreased dropout rates(Funk and Bailey, 1999), 

 increased graduation rates and post-secondary enrollment rates increase (Funk and 

Bailey, 1999), 

 increased student attendance increases (Klonsky, 1998).   

As SLCs researchers continue to reveal the benefits of SLCs and SWS, it is important that 

educators understand the evolution of the small school movement into the SLCs/SWS\SLC 

model. 



69 

The Smaller Learning Community / Schools-Within-A-School Movement 

 From the small school movement (SSM) to smaller learning community (SLC) or 

schools-within-a-school (SWS), the model started as an intervention mechanism for students 

who were not succeeding in the traditional school environment.  The SSM began under the 

title of School to Work (STW) and focused on taking students with a high risk for dropping 

out and placing them in smaller, focused groups that provided more skills-based or trade-

level training.  Based on the success of these programs and the steady decline of the 

traditional education and school structure model, the STW initiative became more about the 

benefits of smaller class sizes, focused teacher attention, and the level of student connection 

and accountability.  The school-to- work movement transformed into the small-school 

movement and has since received government funding, educator and parental interest, and 

student acceptance. 

Although a work in progress, qualitative and quantitative data demonstrate that 

smaller schools are beneficial and serve as a successful education model.  The SSM was 

introduced to remedy two major school-based issues: the overall environment (school 

climate) and the curriculum (rigor/relevance).  Over the past several years, traditionally 

modeled high schools have become more diverse, large, impersonal, and complacent.  

Administrative measures and large group logistics have replaced an educationally focused 

and nurturing school environment (Engaging Schools: Fostering High School Students' 

Motivation to Learn, 2003).  SLCs hope to reverse some of these problems.   

Although SLCs/SWS\SLC provide schools with potentially less bureaucracy, the 

SWS\SLC is still an entity to be managed.  However, when a school is small, it is easier to 

involve the whole school in important decisions, which adds to the feelings of community, 
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empowerment, and accountability.  According to Oxley (2006), several questions have been 

raised regarding SLCs/SWS:  

 does the school need to be in a separate building or floor? 

 what is the school‘s optimum size? 

 can teachers be shared or should their efforts be focused solely on the SLCs/SWS? 

 what do students gain and lose in SLCs/SWS? 

 are there student populations for whom a smaller learning community provides a 

greater benefit? 

There currently exists a lack of consensus regarding the best size for SLC.  The optimum 

size of schools varied by as much as 1,700 students (Baker, 1986; Green & Stevens, 1988; & 

Williams, 1990).  Even among advocates of small schools movement, the definition of what 

constitutes a smaller learning community varies.  The debate for SLCs/SWS\SLC may 

continue due to lack of consensus on basic parameters such as the ideal size of SLCs or 

SWS.  Some proponents and practitioners recommend SLCs high schools with a maximum 

population of 500 students, while other researchers indicate that the most effective size for 

secondary schools averages between 400-800 students (Williams, 1990).  The effects of 

reducing population density to a maximum size of 500 should not be underestimated. 

It is important to note that when students who are assigned to a SLCs/SWS\SLC 

setting are compared to students from the same school who are not a part of such a 

program, SLCs students benefit in achievement, social behavior, attitudes (Burke, 1987; Way, 

1985), satisfaction (Burke, 1987; Eichenstein, 1994), student-teacher relations (Goldberg, 

1982; Welch & McKenna, 1988), and attendance (Eichenstein, 1994; Gordon, 1993).  
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However, creating these SLCs settings often requires completely rethinking previous 

paradigms. 

Smaller learning community / school-within-a-school settings are often envisioned 

within the context of creating and sustaining unique learning communities (Fine, 1994; 

Gregory, 1992; Meir, 1993).  Instead of bureaucracies using formal rules to govern, these 

SLCs are envisioned as a heterogeneous mix representing the local residential school 

community, a cohesive self-selected faculty led by a teacher-director, a high degree of 

autonomy around issues involving curriculum, instruction, and assessment, a coherent 

curricular or pedagogical focus that provides a continuous educational experience across a 

range of grades, and an inclusive admissions policy that gives weight to student and parent 

commitments to the school mission (Chicago Public School, 1995; Cross City School 

Coalition, 1995; Klonsky, 1995; Oxley, 1994; Lee & Smith, 1994).  This inclusion of parents 

and students into the calculus of the educational paradigm can result in several benefits. 

Smaller learning community / school-within-a-school environments positively affect 

student achievement with noted improvements in grades, test scores, attendance rates, 

graduation rates, drug and alcohol use, and school safety (Klonsky, 1998).  There is also 

evidence that large high schools, which have been restructured into smaller learning 

communities, have yielded similar benefits, especially when the sub-school units are separate 

and distinct (Cotton, 2000).  Making high schools smaller is not a simplistic panacea for 

secondary education, but smaller, more personalized learning structures provide fertile soil 

for other high school improvement strategies to take root and succeed. 
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STRATEGIES TO CREATE SLC ENVIRONMENTS, SMALL SCHOOLS AND SCHOOLS-

WITHIN-SCHOOLS 

Research by Oxley (2006) on a variety of approaches to small unit organization 

includes small schools and career academies, small learning communities, houses, and 

schools-within-schools.  Strategies and best practices for creating smaller learning 

environments that are found to have a positive effect on student achievement in at least two 

studies.  The research base does not demonstrate that the best practices have independent, 

causal effects on student achievement, only that they are associated with effective SLC. 

Oxley (2006) proposed some strategies to create smaller learning environments through 

the cycle of continuous program improvement.  Oxley lists seven steps to create an effective 

SLC: 

1. Take stock in existing practices—a critical examination of current activities through a 

team-based process of describing practices, reviewing data on their impact, and 

comparing them to research-based practices.  (A self-assessment of the school‘s 

current practices). 

2. Identify gaps between existing and desired practices—identify what is needed 

beyond what is already in place. 

3. Generate and study strategies to adopt—ask staff members to generate specific 

strategies that the staff could adopt to meet identified needs for improvement. 

4. Develop consensus for adopting strategies after studying the strengths and 

implementation requirements of each identified set of strategies.  This step is a key 

component to the staff buying into continuous improvement/school reform SLC. 
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5. Devise implementation plan—implement the plan—develop a plan that specifies the 

key activities that will take place to achieve in successful implementation of SLC. 

6. Develop plan to monitor implementation—ongoing and/or sustained data collection 

activities—the monitoring of progress must be a part of the regular school routine. 

7.  Gauge success—SLCs must identify: 

 specific, measurable objectives of reforms, 

 how objectives were measured, and 

 when objectives were measured. 

The various models of school organization have both positives and negatives; 

however, certain strengths and weaknesses of each model can be combined to create a 

positive learning environment.  For example, large schools are creating hybrid forms of small 

learning communities.  Large schools are able to divide curriculum offerings, educators, 

resources, and student groups into particular groups of learners that share common goals 

and objectives.  As explained in Chapter 3, this model will continue to require long-term 

research, but its hybrid form has enabled educators to head in a new direction of educational 

thoughts and perceptions.   

Summary of Chapter 2 

Changes in tax formulation, and the resulting development of large public schools 

since the 1970s, have resulted in new approaches to school organization to ensure that 

public school students get the ―four basic elements students need from their schools: (a) 

relevant schoolwork, (b) a nurturing and supportive environment, (c) opportunities for 

academic success, and (d) help with personal problems‖ (Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990, p. 
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20).  The implementation of small learning communities continues to be one successful 

strategy for achieving these four elements.  Recently, the importance of smaller learning 

communities was confirmed by the United States Department of Education: 

Smaller learning communities benefit students, teachers, and parents by making 

effective communication easier, offering opportunities for collaboration, and 

encouraging meaningful relationships between students and adults.  Research 

confirms that smaller schools are more productive and safer because they can 

address students‘ needs more personally, reducing feelings of alienation, and 

connecting students with caring adults.  All of these conditions create an 

environment that contributes to positive student outcomes: higher student 

achievement, improved attendance and graduation rates, and reduced violence and 

disruptive behavior (United States Department of Education, 2001). 

 These are societal goals debated in many forums for the past twenty years.   

How best to educate the youth of America so that they can grow into successful 

citizens will continue to be debated.  Research is mounting that smaller learning 

communities can solve some of the problems faced by American schools.  What is needed, 

however, is the general acknowledgement that schools are not factories that simplistic 

understanding of economies of scale are not the goal, and that bigger is not always better.  

Our future depends, rather, on the recognition that the price of democracy is an educated 

electorate.  Education is not only a right, but also a responsibility.   

  



75 

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

Chapter III describes the methodology and procedures used in conducting a 

qualitative study of the impact of Smaller Learning Communities (SLC)/School-within-a-

School (SWS) inside a large comprehensive high school in Central Texas.  The intent of this 

process was to produce findings that might be informative to school districts and ―like‖ high 

schools, educators, and researchers focused on school reform and school improvement.   

Conant (1959) called for the consolidation of small schools in his seminal work on 

the American high school.  This consolidation of small schools into large regional schools 

was part of the Comprehensive Schools Movement, which called for major structural 

educational reform (Budzinski, 1986).  It resulted in the mega-school phenomena with high 

school student populations in excess of 2000.  According to Cotton (1996), the number of 

public school campuses declined between 1940 and 1990 by 69 percent.  There were 

approximately 200,000 schools in 1940 and 62,500 in 1990.  The average school enrollment 

during the same period rose from 127 in 1940 to 653 in 1990.  In Texas, some public school 

districts have high schools with enrollment over 4,000.  We continue to find the largest 

schools in the United States in the largest cities that also tend to have the largest school 

districts (Muir, 2000, p. 2). 

While mega schools may give the appearance of having saved taxpayers money and 

provided winning extra-curricular teams, they are often plagued by academic and social 

problems.  These large schools have been shown to have a higher rate of student alienation 

and a lower level of student participation when compared to smaller schools (Barker & 
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Gump, 1964; Haller, 1992; Lee & Smith, 1995).  Research also indicates that large schools 

have an adverse effect on student achievement (Lee, 1999; Lee & Smith, 1995, 1997; Sizer, 

1996).  Student attendance rates have been shown to be lower in larger schools (Gewertz, 

2001; McComb, 2000) while dropout rates increase, as schools become greater (Lee & 

Burkman, 2003; Rumberger, 1995; Rumberger & Thomas, 2000).  Because of the challenges 

that face large, comprehensive high schools, there has been a movement towards building 

smaller schools, and in several school districts, the creation of smaller learning communities. 

Methodology 

Methodology in a research paradigm, ―refers to the process, principles, and 

procedures by which we approach problems and seek answers‖ (Bogdan et al., 1975, p. 1).  

Qualitative research methods are directed at ―setting and the individuals within these settings 

holistically…the subject of the study…is not reduced to an isolated variable or to a 

hypothesis, but is viewed instead as part of a whole‖ (Bogdan et al, p. 4).  Qualitative 

methodology involves collecting, organizing, and analyzing text or other information that is 

usually non-numerical (Patton, 1980).  Qualitative research information usually consists of 

―detailed descriptions of situations, events, people, interactions, and observed behaviors 

(Patton, 1980, p. 22).   

The methodology of a study must ―fit the [purpose and] questions asked‖ (Light, as 

quoted in Van Maanen, 1983, p. 57).  Due to the nature of the research questions, these 

questions are designed to elicit participant‘s detailed knowledge of experiences with 

SLCs/SWS.  Qualitative methodology was determined to be appropriate.  Lincoln and Gabe 
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(1985) note that the qualitative process of inquiry unfolds in a way that promotes depth of 

detail of understanding. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

This section details the dynamics used in conducting the research study and defines 

the research questions and the methodology used to answer those questions in support of 

the purpose of this study.  The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of 

SLC/SWS on student achievement, dropout, attendance, graduation, student teacher 

relationships, and career and college readiness/post-secondary.   

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

I considered the following questions to meet the purpose of this study: 

1.  Do Smaller Learning Communities (SLCs) within a large comprehensive high school 

in Central Texas affect academic achievement? 

2. What is the effect of SLCs on dropout rates, attendance, graduation rates, and 

student-teacher relationships? 

3. Do SLC‘s within a large comprehensive high school in Central Texas assist in 

preparing students for careers and post-secondary education? 

Research question one indicated a need to address and identify core educational 

processes.  Qualitative methods such as interviewing and observations would appropriately 

address research questions 1 and 2.  Research question two sought to identify measures or 

indicators by which SLCs results could be evaluated.  Research methods that seemed a fit for 

this question were again observation along with document review.  The purpose of research 

question three was to examine the issues relevant to the use of SLCs/SWS\SLC with respect 
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to vertical and horizontal curriculum alignment as it applies to meeting student‘s future 

needs.   

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

A small learning community (SLC) should act to: 

1. encourage students to feel part of the school community,  

2. encourage students to interact in campus activities,  

3. create a thematic style of teaching that will foster student learning as well as 

collegiality and collaboration among teachers and students,  

4. decrease students‘ apathy toward the school setting,  

5. significantly improve academic performance,  and 

6. improve teacher morale. 

HYPOTHESIS 

Implementing smaller learning communities in a large Texas high school would 

result in improved academic and social behavior of students. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Qualitative methods typically produce a depth of information about a smaller number of 

cases or individuals than quantitative research (Patton, 1990).  Qualitative research is 

described by Trochim (2001) as ―a vast and complex area of methodology‖ and that it ―has 

special value for investigating complex and sensitive issues‖ (p. 152).  Denzin and Lincoln 

(2005) define qualitative research as:   

… a situated activity that locates the observer in the world.  It consists of a set of 

interpretive, material practices that make the world visible.  These practices transform 
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the world.  They turn the world into a series of representations…qualitative research 

involves an interpretive, naturalistic approach to the world.  This means that qualitative 

researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or to 

interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring them (p. 3). 

 ―Quality methods allow us to know people personally and to see them as they are 

developing in their setting holistically‖ (Bodgan and Taylor, 1975, p. 4).   

Qualitative research is conducted without ―imposing preexisting expectations on the 

phenomena under study‖ (Mertens, p. 230).  A researcher can enter into a study without a 

pre-assigned theory or model and allow the expressed experiences of the participants to 

determine the direction of the research (Patton, 2002).  This study took place in the natural 

setting of a single school and provides descriptive information gathered from respondents 

working there.  According to O‘Doherty (2007): 

McEwen and McEwen (2003) list three principal characteristics of qualitative research: 

―naturalistic, descriptive, and focused on meaning and explanation‖ (p 78).  Research and 

collection of data should occur as close to the natural occurring circumstances of the 

situation or participants as possible (McEwan & McEwan, 2003).  The descriptive qualities 

of qualitative research ―permit inquiry into selected issues in great depth with careful 

attention to detail, context, and nuance‖ (Patton, 2002, p. 227).  By framing the research 

questions within the world of the researched, ―one can preserve the chronological flow, see 

precisely which events led to which consequences, and derive fruitful explanations‖ (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994, p. 1).   
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Mertens (2005) details seven strategies primarily used in qualitative research: 

ethnographic study, case study, phenomenological research, grounded theory, participatory 

research, clinical research, and focus groups.  Grounded theory and case study will be 

explored here and described as follows. 

Grounded Theory: Originally developed by Glaser and Strauss, grounded theory is theory 

that is discovered from ―data systematically obtained from social research‖ (1967, p. 2).  

Patton (2002) defines grounded theory as ―the process of generating theory rather than a 

particular theoretical content‖ (p. 124).  Through careful questioning, comparison of 

findings, observations, and experiences, the researcher attempts to allow the specific context 

of the situation to dictate the direction of the study.  This methodology allows the outcome 

of the study to reflect the reality of the researched rather than the preconceived notions of 

the researcher.  Grounded theory should not be used as a catch-all for inductive research, 

but as a tool for analyzing and making sense of raw data (Patton, 2002).   

Case Study: Patton (2002) counsels that the primary concern in selecting a unit of analysis 

for a particular research study is deciding, ―what it is you want to be able to say something 

about at the end of the study‖ (p. 229).  A single case study allows for focused research on 

the unique aspects of the subject and is an appropriate unit of analysis when the researcher 

wants to provide in-depth, context specific research (Patton, 2002).  Descriptions of what a 

case study entails differ slightly depending on the source.  According to Mertens (2005), case 

study ―involves intensive and detailed study of one individual or of a group as an entity‖ (p. 

237). 
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 McEwan and McEwan (2003) define case study as a strategy that allows the 

researcher to ―focus on a particular aspect of organizational or human behavior‖ (p. 77).  

While Trochim (2001) offers, ―an intensive study of a specific individual or specific context‖ 

(p. 345).  Robert E.  Stake, as quoted in Patton (2002, p. 297) states ―We study a case when it 

itself is of very special interest we look for the detail of interaction within its 

context…coming to understand its activity within important circumstances‖  

For this research, the unit of special interest is a Texas high school that has achieved 

a Recognized rating and was purposefully selected as the unit of study.   

Rationalization for Selection of Methodology  

The choice of methodology must be dictated by the purpose of the study (Morse & 

Richards, 2002; Patton, 2002).  The purpose of this study is to determine the extent to which 

smaller learning communities within a large, urban high school in Central Texas affect 

student academic achievement, attendance, dropout rates, readiness for careers, post-

secondary education, and student/teacher relationships.   

 Qualitative methodology is well suited to conducting research on processes.  Patton 

(2002) notes: Qualitative inquiry is highly appropriate for studying process because (a) 

depicting process requires detailed descriptions of how people engage with each other, (b) 

the experience of process typically varies for different people so their experiences need to be 

captured in their words, (c) process is fluid and dynamic so it cannot be fairly summarized 

on a single rating scale at one point in time, and (d) participants‘ perceptions are a key 

process consideration (p. 159).   
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Morse and Richards (2002) contend that in some cases qualitative methods may be the 

only choice: ―if the purpose is to learn from the participants in a setting or process the way 

they experience it, the meanings they put on it, and how they interpret what they experience, 

you need methods that allow you to discover and do justice to their perceptions and the 

complexity of their interpretations.‖ (p. 28.  emphasis in original).  A qualitative 

methodology is the approach most likely to yield the rich description needed for this study 

of process.   

Though a qualitative methodology informed the research, quantitative standards dictated 

the process of selecting the studied school.  The Academic Excellence Indicator System 

(AEIS) (Texas Education Agency, 2005) describes individual schools and districts through 

discrete data points covering a variety of areas including in part: academic achievement, 

attendance, dropout rates, and student mobility.  Annual Accountability ratings are derived 

by comparing school data on four base indicators: TAKS, SDAA II, Completion I Rates and 

Dropout Rates, to the criteria established by the state.  While an Exemplary or Recognized 

rating denotes which schools have made progress in closing achievement gaps, the rating 

does not tell the story of how the individual Exemplary or Recognized schools accomplished 

this feat.   

Strengths and Limitations of this Methodology  

Patton (2002) argues that every research methodology has inherent strengths and 

limitations.  Strengths associated with qualitative methodology include rich description, 

discovery of highly individualistic patterns, and inclusion of diverse and unexpected insights.  

Though the results of qualitative studies may not generalize to other contexts and settings, 
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the deep, detailed, descriptions offered through open-ended interviews and observations 

may provide a clearer appreciation of a situation than a standardized data gathering system 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994).  Having access to qualitative data through the expressed 

thoughts of respondents provides voice to the research through individual quotes (Patton, 

1990).  The qualitative researcher looks for patterns in responses, or lack of patterns, noted 

from one respondent to the next (Morse & Richards, 2002).   

In a qualitative study, an individual response can maintain its own integrity and be 

appreciated holistically, rather than reduced into an aggregated response, as is often the case 

in quantitative research (Patton, 2002).  A qualitative study provides respondents an 

opportunity to share freely from their own experiences, thus encouraging diversity, which 

may result in unusual responses (Mertens, 2005).  Cary (1999) describes unexpected stories, as 

those that do not conform to generally accepted or mainstream responses.  Rather than 

being treated as outliers or extraneous data, these unanticipated responses may be critical 

properly to uncover the true dynamics of a situation.   

Limitations acknowledged in this study include its single case design, relatively small 

sample size of respondents, and the abilities and influence of the researcher.  This is a single 

case study of a school that has received a state Recognized rating based in part on making 

progress in closing achievement gaps.  It does not include comparison information with any 

other schools that have, or have not, been designated as Recognized.  The sample size and 

purposeful selection method of acquiring respondents is a further limitation.  Interviews 

were conducted with only a fraction of the people represented by the schools and 

community.  The respondents were purposefully selected for their campus-level perspectives 
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and, therefore, only represent their own individual views, and not a cross-section of school 

members.  Other viewpoints not solicited might have provided different perspectives on the 

processes used by the school to close achievement gaps.  Finally, the knowledge, abilities, 

and lived experiences of the researcher are a further limitation.  If even subatomic particles 

are influenced by the act of being observed (Wheatley, 2006), then certainly human inquiry 

conducted through a qualitative research project will be impacted by the researcher, the 

researched, as well as through interactions between them (Morse & Richards, 2002; Patton, 

2002; Trochim, 2001).  What questions are asked, how the questions are posed, who is 

selected for interviews, and how the data are interpreted will all be impacted by the lived 

experiences of the single researcher conducting the study (Merchant & Willis, 2001).  

―Understanding comes from trying to put oneself in the other person‘s shoes, from trying to 

discern how others think, act, and feel‖ (Patton, 2002,  p. 49).  Establishment of rapport, or 

a lack of rapport, can affect the quality of interview results.  As an African American male 

with campus leadership experience, the researcher‘s ethnicity, race, and/or perceived 

educational knowledge may have affected the responses shared by those interviewed (Bettis 

& Adams, 2005).   

These limitations are not seen as detractors from the study, rather the subjective nature 

of qualitative research opens opportunities for a richer experience between researcher and 

researched as well as the potential of greater depth and insight (Morse & Richards, 2002).  

With this said, it must be noted that the study represents this researcher‘s first experience in 

conducting such a project.   
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Because this was a single case study and the research questions that required examination of 

the organization, people‘s practices regarding the organization and the process management, 

qualitative methodology was determined to be the appropriate research method to pursue. 

School Selection Process  

As this study examined the impact of implementing smaller learning communities in student 

performance in an urban high school in Central Texas, the unit of analysis for this study was 

a single high school.  Because of the limited number of high schools in Central Texas 

employing SLCs/SWS concepts, the constraints of geography, and the desire to obtain in-

depth, detailed information, one Central Texas school was chosen for this study. 

 The process called purposeful sampling was used to identify a high school based on the 

following criteria:  

1. use of SLCs/SWS\SLC as school reform (number of years), 

2. recognized by Texas Education Agency standards as a recognized high school,   

3. serves at least 1,500+ students,  

4. majority minority population, and is an  

5. urban school in Central Texas.   

  While several schools met the requirements, Texas High School in Central Texas was 

chosen as the case site to be examined.  Once I selected the high school, I used purposeful 

sampling to select participants for the study.  This sampling technique is in line with research 

standards, ―Decisions about samples…depend on prior decisions about the appropriate unit 

of analysis (Patton, 1980, p. 99).  In this case, the unit is a high school. 
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VARIABLES 

I collected data for the following variables: attendance, graduation rate, dropout 

rates, college readiness, and academic achievement as measured by scores on the Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) by measuring language arts, math, science, and 

social studies test scores. 

Attendance 

According to the Texas Education Agency (TEA), attendance rates reported in the 

Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) are based on student attendance for the 

entire school year.  Only students in grades 1-12 are included in the calculations.  Attendance 

rate is calculated as follows: total number of days students were present divided by the total 

number of days students were in enrolled.  Attendance rate is computed each six weeks then 

averaged for an entire school year (Texas Education Agency, 2009a). 

Graduation Rate 

According to the Texas Education Agency (TEA), the graduation rate was the 

percentage of students who graduated within four years of entering ninth grade for the first 

time.  I did not consider the students who transferred out of the school or district to attend 

school elsewhere or who enrolled in an adult-education program.  Incoming transfer 

students, at the time of their enrollment were included in the count of the class with which 

they were scheduled to graduate.  A graduate is defined as a student who received a standard 

diploma, a special diploma, or a diploma awarded after successful completion of the GED 

examination. 



87 

 Dropout Rate 

A student is identified as a dropout if he or she is absent without an approved excuse 

or documented transfer and does not return to school by the fall term of the following 

school year, or if he or she completes the school year, but fails to re-enroll the following 

school year (Texas Education Agency, 2009a). 

Dropout counts are obtained from Public Education Information Management 

System (PEIMS) records.  Districts must report the status of all students who were enrolled 

in grades 7-12 in the district during the prior school year in one of two ways: as being 

currently in school (Enrollment record) or as having left school (Leaver record).  The Leaver 

record provides possible reasons for leaving school.  The Leaver records enable schools and 

school districts to determine if a student(s) should be coded as a dropout.  Generally, a 

school leaver can be put into one of four categories: 

1. The student graduated or received a GED. 

2. The student died. 

3. The student left school with appropriate documentation of continuing education 

elsewhere. 

4. The student left school for other reasons. 

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) calculates the dropout rates for the district as 

follows: the number of students in grades 7-12 designated as ―official‖ dropouts divided by 

the number of students in grades 7-12 who attended at any time during the school year.  A 

cumulative count of students is used in the denominator as well as the numerator.  This 

method of calculating the dropout rate neutralizes the effects of mobility by including in the 

denominator every student who is enrolled at the school throughout the school year.  If the 
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student dropped out, the student was counted as a dropout for the district last attended 

(Texas Education Agency, 2009a). 

Academic Achievement 

Academic achievement was measured by students‘ scores on the Texas Assessment 

of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) tests.  The TAKS is a criterion-referenced test that 

measures student mastery of state curriculum standards in reading, writing, math, science, 

and social studies.  Texas public schools administer it annually to all students in grades 3-11.  

Students who fail the exit level tests in grade 11 retake the test in grade 12 (Texas Education 

Agency, 2009a). 

The specific steps followed to collect data were: (a) apply for and fill out the 

necessary paper work to get IRB approval to collect the data on identified campuses; (b) 

evaluate on-site archival data and then access individual campus data regarding attendance, 

academic achievement, graduation rates, and dropout rates; (c) and assess  data from the 

Texas Education Agency (TEA), the Texas Academic Excellence Indicators System (AEIS) 

(also a part of TEA), and the U.  S.  Department of Education electronic sites regarding 

Smaller Learning Communities.   

This study sought to examine the linear relationship between smaller learning 

communities and each of the variables of student outcomes.   

STUDY POPULATION 

For the years 2001-2003, 17 high schools in Texas began the implementation of the 

Smaller Learning Communities program.  The intent of this study is to examine the impact 

of SLCs in the traditional high school setting in grades 9-12.  For the purposes of study, 
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middle schools, junior-senior high schools, adult education programs, private schools, 

charter schools, and vocational-technical centers were not included.  By narrowing the focus 

to a Texas high school that implemented the SLCs process in the year 2001-2002, the 

population was reduced from 117 total schools to 17 schools, from which one was selected.   

The selected population for this study is a large, comprehensive public high school in 

Texas that has had SLCs in place for at least three consecutive years.  Proposed participants 

for this study were limited to schools having grades 9-12 with federally funded SLCs.  The 

Texas public high school selected was awarded grants and implemented SLCs for at least 

three or more years.   

Texas High School (THS), located in a large central Texas city, serves grades 9-12 

with a student population of 1,683 in 2004 as shown in Figure 17.  It was 94 percent 

Hispanic, and 86 percent economically disadvantaged.  Special sub populations include 

special education 11 percent, gifted/talented students 10 percent, and limited English 

proficiency 10 percent. 

Texas High School SLC Organization 

During the first year of implementation of small learning communities at Texas High 

School, the school was divided into four smaller schools as shown in Figures 14 and 15.  

During the second year, the number of smaller schools was reduced to three as shown in 

Figure 16.   
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Figure 14.  Texas High School SLC Administration Assignments Year 1.  
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FIGURE 15.  Vertical Alignment Teams Year 1 
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FIGURE 16.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL SLCS ORGANIZATION YEAR 2. 
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Demographics 

In the 2000-2001 school year Texas High School served 1,770 students.  By the end of the 

2009 school year, enrollment declined to 1,702.  This represents a decline of 4 per cent 

during this period.  The trend at Texas High School over the eight-year period between 2000 

and 2008 shows a drop in student population of about ten students per year. 

 

 

FIGURE 17.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT POPULATION 2000-2007 (TEXAS EDUCATION 

AGENCY, 2009A). 
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classified as economically disadvantaged (Figure 24).  Table 7 provides a snapshot of the 

2004-2005 school year.  While there was a decrease in general population, there was growth 

in Hispanic population as a percent of students during the study period 2000-2008.  As 

Figure 18 indicates, there is a -.89 Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient (PPMC) 

between the percent population change of students who are Hispanic and those who were 

white.  While the overall population dropped, it was primarily due to the departure of non-

Hispanic students.   

 

FIGURE 18.  POPULATION CHANGE 2000-2008 
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TABLE 7.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS AS OF 12/10/04 (TEXAS EDUCATION 

AGENCY, 2009A) 

 

Grade 9th 10th 11th 12th Total # / % 

Students 

Student Count 577 402 355 333 1,667 / 100% 

 
Gender 

Female 279 201 170 176 826 / 49.6% 

Male 298 201 185 157 841 / 50.4% 

 
Ethnicity 

Native American 1 1 1  3 / 0.2% 

Asian / PI 1 2 1  4 / 0.2% 

Black 12 9 16 7 44 / 2.6% 

Hispanic 545 376 328 314 1,563 / 93.8% 

White 18 14 9 12 53 / 3.2% 

 
Program 

LEP 57 41 39 26 163 / 9.8% 

Bilingual     0.0% 

ESL 54 40 37 24 155 / 9.3% 

At Risk 383 285 284 240 1,192 / 71.5% 

Eco.  Disadvantaged 492 353 299 286 1,430 / 85.8% 

Special Education 80 47 56 48 231 / 13.9% 

G / T 46 39 46 24 155 / 9.3% 

Migrant 15 9 7 4 35 / 2.1% 

Career Tech 190 320 280 299 1,089 / 65.3% 

Homeless 2    2 / 0.1% 

Pregnant 1 3 2 5 11 / 0.7% 

Special Education SC 11 7 17 27 62 / 3.7% 

 
Age @ Sep 1 

Average Age 14.89 15.93 16.86 17.85  
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FIGURE 19.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS 2000-2008 (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 

2009A). 
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Student Mobility 

Mobility rate is the percent of student turnover during a school year.  The mobility 

rate for Texas High School and the state are shown in Figures 20 and 21.  While the state 

mobility rate decreased during the 2000-2008 period, Texas High School increased, but was 

still lower than the state.  However, as Figure 21 shows, Texas High School gap first 

increased and then decreased during the period.  The overall trend is for Texas High School 

to narrow the gap with the state mobility rate and become stable at about 20 percent.   
 
 

 

FIGURE 20.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL MOBILITY RATE (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 
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FIGURE 21.  MOBILITY GAP - PERCENT ABOVE STATE (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

 

Figure 21 shows the increasing mobility gap at Texas High School from 2000 – 2008.   

The data reveals about the same increase at Texas High School of from .9 percent to 3.9 

percent as we see at the state level during the same period.   

English Proficiency 

With a large Hispanic population, it is not surprising that Texas High School has a 

large number of students with limited English proficiency (LEP).  As shown in Figures 22 

and 23, the percent of students with limited English proficiency is increasing in Texas.   

Between 2003-2008 the LEP population went from 1.8 percent to 8.3 percent, which 

is an increase greater than the state percentages.   
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FIGURE 22.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH LIMITED ENGLISH 

PROFICIENTCY (LEP) 2000-2008 (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

LEP 12.9 11.7 11.2 11.6 9.8 9.5 9.2 9.5

State LEP 14.1 14.5 14.9 15.3 15.6 15.8 16 16.7

CG LEP 14.9 14.4 15.2 15.8 15.8 16.5 15.9 15.1
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FIGURE 23.  LEP GAP - PERCENT BELOW STATE (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

 

Economic Status 

Students who are from economically disadvantaged families do poorly or 

standardized tests such as the TAKS (Texas Education Agency, 2009).  Texas High School 

has a very large percentage of students who are in this category.  In 2005-2006, it 

approached 100 percent.  Figure 24 shows the percent of economically disadvantaged 

students at Texas High School and the state.  Figure 24 shows the actual percent of students 

who were classified as economically disadvantaged (EcoDis) from 2000 to 2008.  One can 

note from Figure 24, that Texas High School has a greater percent of students who are 

economically disadvantaged than the state average.  Figure 25 shows the actual gap in 

percent between Texas High School and the state.  While the percent fluctuates between 
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2004 and 2008, the linear regression shows a slight growth overall from 2000 to 2008 in the 

percent of economically disadvantaged.  The rate of students who are economically 

disadvantaged increased from 90.6 percent to 99.0 percent during the period 2003-2006, 

while the state increase was marginal at 3.8 percent.  The trend for Texas High School is an  

increase in students who are economic disadvantaged, while the state trend is only marginally 

increasing.   

 

 

 

FIGURE 24.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL PERCENT OF STUDENTS WHO ARE ECONOMICLY 

DISADVANTAGED (ECODIS) 2000-2008 (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

Texas HS 82.1 86.3 89.6 90.6 85.9 99 98.6 83.9
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FIGURE 25.  ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED GAP - PERCENT ABOVE STATE (TEXAS 

EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

As noted above, students are classified as ―At Risk‖ if they have a greater than 

average risk of dropping out of school prior to graduation and who are historically 

underachievers and economically disadvantaged.   

The number of students classified as At Risk at Texas High School exceeds the state 

by 26 percent throughout the 2004-2008 period.  As shown in Figure 26 Texas High School 

had an At Risk population of around 74 percent for the period 2004-2008.  Data for 

students who were classified as At Risk were not available for the years before, but the trend 

for the period shown in Figure 26 is slightly upward.   
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FIGURE 26.  PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT RISK (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

Texas HS 71.8 74.7 74.7 74.3

State 45.8 48.7 48.3 48.4
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FIGURE 27.  AT RISK GAP - PERCENT ABOVE STATE (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 
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Staffing  

In 2008, Texas High School has more than 131 employees including an instructional 

staff of 107, 6 administrators and approximately 101 teachers.  Texas High School also has 

academic counselors, librarian, nurse and other support staff on site.  The average pupil to 

teacher ratio is 25.8 to one (Texas Education Agency, 2009a).  Figure 28 shows the 

relationship between school data and the state‘s.  The gap is shown in Figure 29 and is 1.5 

teachers per students, although this fluctuates closer to the state average in 2003 and 2005.   

 

FIGURE 28.  Students Per Teacher (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

 

FIGURE 29.  STUDENT PER TEACHER GAP - NUMBER ABOVE STATE (TEXAS EDUCATION 

AGENCY, 2009A). 
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to earn ―Academically Recognized‖ status from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and a 

visit from the Texas Gov.  Rick Perry during the 2004-2005 school year.  Recognized status 

is earned by scoring at or above the 80th percentile on all state tests by all students groups, 

maintaining an attendance rate of 94 percent or higher (Figure 32), and a dropout rate less 

than 3 percent (Figure 33). 

While Recognized, Texas High School test scores were below the state average.  In 

addition, a large percent of students did not improve after the three-year implementation 

of SLCs/SWS. 

Respondent Description  

To examine the high school regarding the impact of SLCs on student achievement, 

teachers were selected to participate in the study from each core subject area.  Campus 

leaders were chosen from the Staff Leadership Team (SLT).  Selection was made based upon 

the leadership role of individuals, their knowledge of SLCs/SWS, and their access to 

information needed to examine the high school‘s implementation of SLCs/SWS.  To sample 

key stakeholders, the researcher adopted a criterion sampling design (Mertens, 2005).  

Individuals who serve Texas High School in the following roles were included in the 

sampling criteria:  (1) principal, (4) assistant principals, (3) campus instructional coordinators 

(CIC), (6) department chairs, selected lead teachers, (3) academic counselors, and (1) college 

and career counselor.   

 Texas High School is a large four-year urban high school located in Central Texas.  

While this school could be considered an inner city school by its location and minority 

population, it was unique in that this student population was comprised of students of 
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mainly Hispanic origins.  I was able to negotiate entry into the school through university and 

school district contacts.  Through conversations and emails with the building-level principal, 

I obtained permission to schedule and conduct interviews with different subject-area 

teachers, administrators, campus instructional coordinators and academic counselors.  The 

initial meeting was arranged through communication with the principal.  Twenty or more 

participants had two or more years working in education and specifically with Smaller 

Learning Communities (SLC) or Schools-within-a-School (SWS).  Other participants were 

from the following positions: assistant principals, curriculum and instruction coordinators, 

college readiness teachers, department chairs, lead teachers and academic counselors.   

  Data were gathered from semi- structured interviews, direct observation, and 

document examination.  The interviews and observations over several weeks help to clarify 

and gain the teachers‘ and administrators‘ perspective regarding SLCs.  Informal 

conversations with teachers were held in the teachers classroom during his or her conference 

period, thus giving me greater focus on teacher feedback and also developing a sense of trust 

and comfort.  These interviews provided me with the school administration and each 

SWS\SLC perspective on the impact and influence SLCs has on students within each 

community.   

  Supplementary data were also gathered through a variety of school publications.  

Examples include curriculum guides, student code of conduct, and the school class schedule.  

Demographic and background information was obtained from reports generated by the 

Texas Education Agency (TEA) and campus reports.  Using different data sources, the goal 

was to triangulate the references to ensure greater reliability.   
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Procedures and Data Collection 

I used existing data from Texas schools and school districts to select a study site.  I 

compiled this information from data sources, the Texas Education Agency (TEA), school 

districts, and individual schools that have an SLC program.   

I used academic performance as measured by the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and 

Skills (TAKS) and the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) indicators, which 

include graduation rates, attendance, dropout, and school improvement in this study.  The 

Texas Accountability System has a direct impact on this research.  A brief explanation of the 

Texas Accountability System as it relates to the school selection criteria for this study follows 

along with a description of both the purposive selection process used to identify the case 

study school and select individual respondents for the case study itself (O‘Doherty, 2007). 

TEXAS ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM – HISTORICAL REFERENCE  

To study the process used by a school to close or eliminate achievement gaps, both a 

criteria for establishing success and a school deemed to be successful had to be identified.  

This research relied on the Texas Education Agency Accountability System criteria to 

identify which districts have made progress in closing achievement gaps.  The Texas 

Accountability System measures yearly student performance against a state standard to 

designate school and district ratings of Exemplary, Recognized, Acceptable, and 

Academically Unacceptable (Texas Education Agency, 2006a).  One of the indicators used to 

determine accountability ratings uses results from the state developed standardized test, the 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS).  One should note that the TAKS is 
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considered far more rigorous than its predecessor, the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 

(TAAS).  It should also be noted that the state adjusts the criteria each year.   

In coordination with the federal No Child Left Behind Act (United States Congress, 2001a), 

Texas adopted a more rigorous assessment, the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills 

(TAKS).  Texas also recalibrated its accountability system to create higher standards.  The 

state introduced the new system with a staged increase in standards and accountability 

ratings delayed until 2004.  Between 2004 and 2006, no school district with an enrollment 

greater than 7000 students achieved a rating of Exemplary (Texas Education Agency, 2006c).  

In 2006, under the more rigorous assessments and standards, only 19 districts (1.5 percent) 

received an Exemplary rating.  An additional 337 districts received a Recognized rating (27.5 

percent).  Only 16 percent of the districts with enrollments greater than 10,000 students 

earned a Recognized rating in 2006 (Texas Education Agency, 2006b).   

STUDY SITE SELECTION 

I obtained data for the schools considered for this study from the Texas Education 

Agency (TEA) and the United States Department of Education, Smaller Learning 

Communities Awards Database.  The data reflected information for each of the schools in 

the sample for the 2000-2001 (pre-SLC) school year and the 2001-2002 (post-SLC) school 

year.  Data from the 2004-2005 school year will also be examined in comparison to see 

longer-term effects of the program. 

As the author of this study, I wanted to enhance my knowledge of SLC/SWS\SLC 

and high school design.  In my conceptualization of the research study, I did site visits to 
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several additional high schools that were at different stages of restructure and redesign.  (See 

Table 8). 

 

TABLE 8.  TEXAS SCHOOLS REVIEWED FOR THIS STUDY 

TEXAS HIGH SCHOOLS REVIEWED FOR THIS STUDY 

1. Austin ISD: Travis, Akins, Bowie 

2. Pflugerville ISD: Pflugerville HS 

3. Round Rock ISD: Stony Point HS, Round Rock HS 

4. Georgetown ISD: 9th Grade Center 

5. Leander ISD: Leander HS 

6. Eanes ISD: 9th Grade Center 

7. San Antonio ISD: Texas HS 

 

 

Permission for the research was reviewed verbally and in writing by the participating 

district and the school in this study.  The research study request was also submitted and 

approved by the university.  A preliminary meeting with the principal was held to discuss the 

parameters of the study, and a timeline for conducting the interviews was established. 

ACCESS TO DATA 

I obtained all data used in this study from public sources with aggregated granularity.  

I did not use any sub-aggregated granularity data or data from individual students in this 

study. 
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Data Analysis 

PRELIMINARY DATA COLLECTION 

I used two sources to collect data concerning the need to create small learning 

communities at Texas High School: archival data and interviews. 

ARCHIVAL DATA 

I obtained archival data from the Texas Education Agency (Texas Education 

Agency, 2009a) and included AEIS and AYP reports.   

INTERVIEW GROUP 

The second data collection method used was an interview conducted with teachers and 

staff.  As noted above the group consisted of (1) principal, (4) assistant principals, (3) 

campus instructional coordinators (CIC), (6) department chairs, selected lead teachers, (3) 

academic counselors, and (1) college and career counselor.  The teachers interviewed had 5 

to 25 years of experience. 

NEEDED/ FIELD PACKET 

Because of the information learned about the research site, and interview process prior 

to the study; a field packet was developed for the visits.  The field packet included: 

1. a cassette recorder with 90 minute tapes, batteries and microphone; 

2. legal pads for note taking and visual observation; 

3. copies of permission and consent forms( signatures); 

4. copies of the interview questions; 

5. map of the school and master schedule; and 

6. miscellaneous materials (paper, pens, contact information). 
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POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

One type of reform is to restructure large school campuses such as Texas High 

School and create a school within a school.  This alternative solution is a complete 

separation from a building/school (physically) while still using the larger school building.  It 

is called a school-within-a-school (SWS).  Such schools are administratively detached from 

the larger school. 

A school-within-a-school is a separate and autonomous unit formally authorized by 

the board of education and/or superintendent.  It plans and runs its own programs, has its 

own staff and students, and receives its own separate budget.  Although it must negotiate the 

use of common space (gym, auditorium, playground, athletic fields, and band hall for 

example) with a host school and defer to the main building principal on matters of safety 

and building operations, the school-with-in-a-school reports to a district official instead of 

being responsible to the building principal.  Both its teachers and students are affiliated with 

the school-with-in-a-school as a matter of choice (Raywid, 1995, p. 21).   

Conceptually, SWAS is like a shopping mall.  There is one large building called a 

―mall,‖ but inside it contains numerous independent stores.  This plan could, for example, 

be used to create school-to-work programs for upper-level students.  Students could be 

given options for experiencing different career paths with job training, so when they leave 

high school, they would have the training necessary to obtain specific jobs.  This model calls 

for teachers with backgrounds in administration, enabling them to understand the inner 

workings of the budget, scheduling, building maintenance, and discipline.  Such a program 

would need to have strong parental and district administration support.  However, 
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administered properly such a program could be a cost effective plan to help reduce student 

apathy. 

A second solution would be to create a house plan.  A house plan is an 

organizational arrangement not affecting program (curriculum and instruction) but only who 

provides it.  Both students and teachers are assigned to houses, and students take some to all 

of their coursework with their ‗housemates‘ and from the teachers assigned to their house 

(Raywid, 1995.  p. 20). 

These groups can be one-year or multiple year plans.  Houses can have separate 

extracurricular activities, but usually they participate in the larger school‘s activities.  A 

―house plan‖ allows teachers to create vertical team curricula that makes connections for 

students.  Teachers are able to communicate with ―house‖ teachers about an individual 

student‘s performance and classroom behavior, enabling them to modify instruction for 

enhanced student learning experiences.  Finally, the house plan allows teachers to create a 

united front/united focus when meeting with parents and administrators.   

When creating a house plan, administrators need to look at team dynamics.  Team 

dynamics are the lifeline of a house plan.  If teachers are placed into a program in which they 

do not want to participate, it not only stresses the teachers, but students suffer as well.  A 

second factor that can destroy a house plan is failing to create a pure team of students.  

When teachers are given students who are not all in the same house, some students may not 

understand the connections from lesson to lesson and thereby become discouraged about 

the learning process. 
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When considering this type of program, teachers need to have: (a) a pure team of 

students and (b) be committed to communicating with house teachers to insure a small 

effective learning community.  This type of learning community would best benefit students 

at the elementary level.  Teachers and counselors at the elementary level have more 

opportunities to create a pure house of students.  This type of plan would be difficult for a 

high school to create due to the many electives and varying levels of courses offered.  

However, it would not be impossible to implement with lots of professional dialogue 

regarding the high school house plan.  This house plan enables teachers and students to 

develop a sense of belonging, trust, and family.   

A third alternative is to create a mini-school.  A mini-school has more separateness 

and autonomy than does a house plan.  It has its own students and teachers and usually is 

organized vertically.  The plan requires participants to rely upon the school principal for 

budget and staffing purposes.  The school can place teachers and students in the program or 

the school can allow them to choose to become part of the mini-school.  This plan will give 

students the option of working with a team of teachers who are housed in a central location.   

With such close proximity, teachers will have the ability to create thematic units with 

connections to the four core subjects, English, social studies, math, and science.  This type 

of learning community has ties to the campus, enabling students to participate in 

extracurricular activities.  When recruiting students for this program, teachers need to 

perform learning assessments to help them decide if students would benefit from a thematic 

learning approach.  Schools should interview students considering this program or at least 

given a brief presentation about the program to see if they could benefit.  When putting this 
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plan into consideration, the administration needs to consider choosing teachers who are 

committed to the program.  The approval of the entire faculty is necessary for program 

success.  Without the approval of the faculty, the teachers at Texas High School might have 

resented the program and recruitment of teachers was difficult.  A mini-school would allow 

students to participate in extracurricular activities and be a part of the school‘s traditions.  It 

would thus foster an environment of belonging to the mini-school and to the larger campus.   

As a school considers restructuring, school administrators must seek total staff 

commitment to such a large change.  Evaluating each campus‘ needs is necessary before 

implementing such radical changes.  These three plans, in essence, are ideal programs that 

schools can and should consider to address their changing needs.  Placing any plans on a 

campus before research and teacher approval/buy-in will only create dissention and low 

morale.  Nevertheless, proper implementation of one of these three plans can improve a 

large school. 

PLAN OF ACTION 

When creating a learning community, teachers need to take into consideration the 

fundamentals of what makes a caring learning environment.  Larrivee (2000) articulated four 

key elements to make a caring community: respect, authenticity, thoughtfulness, and 

emotional integrity.  Larrivee ―defined respect as ―regard for students‘ capacity to manage 

their own lives successfully‖ (p.19).  To be effective, teachers exhibit good communication 

skills and learn to accept students from diverse cultures and economic backgrounds.  They 

must have clear expectations for students and be non-judgmental (Larrivee, 2000). 
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Authenticity is another key to a caring community.  Teachers have to be open and 

honest about who they are and what they stand for.  Those who are authentic are not afraid 

of making a mistake or being wrong.  By understanding who they are, they, in turn, make a 

safe and open environment in which students are able to work. 

The third key is thoughtfulness: ―The thoughtful teacher considers the emotional 

well-being of students in interactions he or she has with students‖ (Larrivee, 2000, p.19).  

Teachers show students how to be tolerant of others in the classroom and on campus.  

Students learn to be considerate and rely upon each other. 

The last key is emotional integrity.  Larrivee (2000) described this as ―emotional 

honesty.‖  Teachers understand how to deal with students‘ emotions and gain an awareness 

of classroom dynamics.  They deal with disrespectful behavior by making students aware of 

their attitudes and teach them to be accountable for their own actions.  Larrivee (2000) 

provided teachers with five steps to create and implement a caring learning community: 

1. create a vehicle for open and ongoing dialogue with students, 

2. get to know students and their backgrounds by taking an interest in students‘ life 

stories, 

3. infuse the classroom with community building experiences embedded in methods, 

structures, and content learning, 

4. respond to students with acknowledgement and acceptance rather than 

defensiveness, judgment, or denial, and 

5. create classroom norms that balance they growth of the individual and the wellbeing 

of the community (pp. 20-21). 
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Using the small learning community design, Texas High School initially created four schools 

within the main high school. 

Summary of Chapter 3 

This chapter has described the methods and procedures used to select the study site.  The 

population of this study consisted of a Central Texas public high school with SLCs programs 

in place for at least three consecutive years.  As discussed, Texas High School has limited 

ethnic diversity and a higher level of economically disadvantaged students than the state as 

shown in Figure 24.  Data for this study were obtained from the Texas Education Agency 

and the United States Department of Education for the 2000-2008 school years.  The 

variables identified in this study were attendance, graduation rates, dropout rates, and 

academic achievement as measured by scores on the TAKS test.  I present an analysis of 

these data including tables and supporting narratives in Chapter 4.   
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Research Question #1: Do Smaller Learning Communities/School-Within-Schools 

(SLCs) within a large comprehensive high schools in Texas affect academic 

achievement for all students? 

This question can best be answered by first operationally defining SLCs and 

exploring staff beliefs about SLCs.  Several noted authors on the topic of SLCs have 

difficulty agreeing upon a universal definition of a Smaller Learning Community or a School-

Within-School.   

What are SLCs? 

Small schools emphasize the importance of autonomy and flexibility in functioning 

with large, rigid educational bureaucracies (Cotton, 2001).  Small schools also speak to 

student-centered curriculum, instruction, and collaboration among all members of the 

community (Fine & Somerville, 1998; Wasley et al., 2000). 

Research and experience have led advocates of smaller learning communities to 

share basic notion of a working definition of small unit schooling: 

SLC: An interdisciplinary team of teachers shares a few hundred or fewer students in 

common for instruction, assumes responsibility for their educational progress across 

years of schools, and exercises maximum flexibility to act on knowledge of student‘s 

needs (Oxley, 2006, p.1). 
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The staff participants and teachers interviewed at the research site were asked briefly 

to and in their own words to share and/or define ―school within school and/or smaller 

learning communities.‖ 

Teacher: ―SLCs involve a group of students who usually focus on a certain grade 

level and these groups of students are placed with core subject teachers (English, 

math, science, and social studies) and they stay with that particular group of teachers 

during the time that they are in school.  One of the several benefits about SLCs is 

that the teachers will hold conferences and know about the students that they have.  

For example, the world geography teacher will talk to the English teacher, will talk to 

the math teacher, etc.; they‘re all together discussing the academic welfare of that 

particular student and consequently they stay with that group of teachers that follows 

them from 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th grades.  Therefore, they are with that team of 

teachers, all the students that are grouped in that particular framework, everyone 

seems to know their needs because they all have the same group of students. 

Another teacher shared this definition of smaller learning communities.   

Teacher: ―SLCs takes the large school population and breaks it down into three or 

four groups, and you have a set of teachers that are assigned to each group that will 

obviously instruct the students and the students keep within that school.  So, they all 

have the same teachers, they all group up through high school together instead of 

this large community, you‘ve got a set of teachers who understand what these 

students are going through; they‘re familiar with these students.  Like I‘m a 9th grade 



120 

teacher, you‘ve got 10th grade teachers that can come to us and say, ―I have this 

student.  How did they do with you last year?‖  

You have that kind of common thread running throughout; it makes it a lot 

more personable for the students, less intimidating, you see the students.  I would 

think transition is a lot better.  If you have teachers that know your name and you 

see the same students repeatedly throughout the day, it is easier for them to build 

those new friendships/relationships.  I think it (SLC) work a lot better than the 

regular large population, actually.  In applying the SLC model, we take the student 

population and we break it up into smaller groups and each one has its own 

counselor as well as its own academic dean so that way students get more attention 

instead of being in the mass, so to speak, where some get overlooked…with this 

concept students get more supervision and they have more support.  That‘s why we 

have them in smaller subgroups.  There are students with sub-school E, sub-school 

H, and sub-school S so we break them accordingly so the workload is divided out 

and the students don‘t really get overlooked and we (teachers) are accountable for 

our students.‖ 

As we look at its effects on academic achievement, an SLC in and of itself is not 

enough.  Smaller Learning Communities creates the conditions to carry out student work 

that is engaging and collaborative.  An SLC is not an end in itself.  The effects of an SLC on 

achievement are indirect, being mediated through other SLCs features as quality of the social 

environment (relationships) & students‘ sense of attachment (belonging) to the school.  

Cushman (1999) & Mitchell (2000) echo‘s the studies of Howley and others are saying that 
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SLCs have a powerful positive effect on achievement of poor students/economically 

disadvantaged students. 

Economically disadvantaged and ethnic minority students have benefited in SLC 

environments.  This environment has been a positive solution to those educators who are 

searching for an educational approach to narrow the ―achievement gap‖ between 

economically disadvantaged students and their higher socioeconomic status (SES) peers 

(Strange, 2000). 

Howley, Strange, & Bickel‘s (2000) research in SLC environments in their multi-state 

studies of school size and SLCs in impoverished communities, found small schools reduced 

the negative effects of poverty by between 20 and 70 percent, and usually by 30-50 percent, 

depending on the grade level.   

DO SLCS AFFECT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT FOR ALL STUDENTS? 

Academic achievement is usually measured by the results of standardized tests.  In 

Texas, the primary measure is the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills or TAKS.  

Other measures include college entrance tests, military entrance exams, and AP and IB 

exams.  What do teachers at Texas High School think about the impact of SLCs on academic 

scores? One teacher responded when asked, ―Does the SLC make a difference?‖ 

 
Teacher: ―I believe it does, but not at the rates that maybe we would like.  In other 

words, if we didn‘t have SLCs would it somehow or another, would our rates (test 

scores) be the same? I would say no.  I think SLCs do help in a small amount, and 

consequently it is enough to justify the program.  Our school with SLCs is doing 

better or as well as schools that do not have SLCs.‖ 
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Test Scores and SLCs 

Test scores are a powerful visual indicator of whether the school or school district, 

or the state for that matter, are meeting the academic needs of all students.  

 

FIGURE 30.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL PERCENT OF STUDENTS PASSING TAKS TEST (TEXAS 

EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

Currently a school‘s academic achievement is measured by the student‘s scores on 

the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) tests.  The TAKS is a criterion-

referenced test that measures student‘s mastery of state curriculum standards in reading, 

writing, math, science, and social studies.  Schools administer it annually to all students in 

Texas public schools in grades 3-11.  Students who have not passed the exit level tests in 

grades 11 continue to take the test in grade 12.   
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FIGURE 31.  TAKS GAP - PERCENT BELOW STATE (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A) 

THE TAKS GAP 

The gap between a school‘s TAKS scores and those of schools around the state is 

often used as a primary measure of the effectiveness of a school.  This TAKS gap increased 

from 7 percent to 14 percent below state performance as shown in Figure 31.  The gap more 

than doubled during the period 2000 to 2008, increasing from 6 percent to 14 percent.  

During the period of implementation, 2004-2005, TAKS scores did not increase.  Based on 

these results, it is clear that the school is failing to make improvements, and is actually 

getting worse.  At one time the school was Recognized, but during the evaluation period, it 

was rated only Academically Acceptable.  The failure of Texas High School and schools 

across the nation to close this gap has caused many to blame the fundamental approach of 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB).  According to a report by Associated Press (2008),  
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 The number of Texas schools at the most advanced level of failing federal 

improvement standards increased tenfold over last year, the Texas Education Agency 

reported Tuesday.   

A total of 21 campuses reached "Stage 5" status in the federal School 

Improvement Program in 2008 after just two were categorized that way a year ago.  

Such schools must immediately begin implementing restructuring plans that can 

include replacing most of the staff and becoming a charter school.   

The state also saw a drop in the number of schools that met the "adequate 

yearly progress" standards required by the federal No Child Left Behind law.  Signed 

by President Bush in 2001, the law aims for all students to be proficient in English 

and math by 2013-14.   

This year, 75 percent of the state's 8,195 campuses met the progress 

standards, a drop from 80 percent last year.   

Comparisons between Texas High School and the Campus Group, those schools 

with similar demographics, is better as shown in Figure 30.  The gap however widens during 

the observation years of 2004-2005. 

The TAKS is not the only assessment taken by students.  In addition to the TAKS, a 

number of tests are administered to students throughout their public high school education.  

The tests include, but are not limited to end of course exams (EOC), American College Test 

(ACT) and Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) college admission tests, Preliminary Scholastic 

Aptitude Test (PSAT), Advanced Placement (AP) exams, and the military Armed Services 

Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB).  All tests enable teachers, administrators, and 
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community a benchmark in which to measure the curriculum standards and a report card to 

educators as to how well they are preparing students for future success.   

A teacher in the study noted: 

Teacher: There‘s an overall trend, until last year, with our TAKS scores coming up 

and up, and we were leading the district on passing rates, or we might be tied for 

second overall with another high school, and that felt good.  I can‘t give the credit or 

blame to SLC, for at the same time, the graduation rate is plummeting and 

plummeting.  Right now we‘re in stage one.  The four-year graduation rate where it‘s 

down in the low 60‘s and it‘s going down.  I again don‘t blame that on SLCs but it‘s 

almost as if you focus on TAKS and you don‘t focus on the classroom grades.  

That‘s where you pay the price, and that‘s where we are paying the price right now.  

Right now we are a school at AYP stage one for graduation and 10th grade math 

scores. 

This teacher made an interesting observation: at the same time we advocate rigor in 

our schools, we set standards in the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) that are 

aimed the low middle of the student population.  The State recognizes this and has planned 

for an incremental increase of the passing standard.  But since the goal is success for all, the 

focus must be low enough to have every student pass. 

Part of the academic success attributed to using the SLC model has much to do with 

planned collaborative time for teams of teachers.  A well thought out master schedule and 

the manipulation of time enables teachers to reap the benefits of SLC.  Students and 

teachers have the opportunity to get to know and care about each other.  The size of the 
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learning community affects the quality of student‘s relationships with peers and teachers and 

ultimately student‘s educational outcomes.  In SLCs, students are more likely to form 

relationships that bind them to school, and teachers are better able to identify and respond 

to student‘s needs (National Association of Secondary Principals, 2004). 

SLCs are effective/beneficial academic achievement when interdisciplinary team 

members share students and are able to pool their knowledge of students, communicate 

consistent messages, and create coherent engaging instructional programs through team 

collaboration.  This team collaboration enhances teachers shared sense of responsibility and 

accountability for student‘s academic achievement/learning.  In addition, teachers working 

as a team not only improve their craft but also improve teacher-to-teacher relationships 

(Inger, 1993).  This relationship building takes time. 

The need to provide adequate time for teacher collaboration and planning is a critical 

feature in student academic success and teacher professional growth.  ―Time must be set 

aside for faculty to meet regularly (master schedule), converse about students and inquire, 

problem solve, learn and grow their pedagogy thoughtfully and critically together‖ (Ancess, 

1997, p. 23). 

The issue of collaboration (scheduled time) according to Fine and Somerville (1998a) 

involves, ―time given to common planning and exchange of valuable information about 

students is important to the student‘s academic success.  By providing and/or scheduling 

time and encouragement for improvement of work, writes Gladden, ―Constant proactive 

small change becomes the norm of the institution‖ (1998, p. 112).  One teacher in the study 

noted: 



127 

―Every day, for example, during 5th period for English, all the English teachers are 

off during 5th period and they will meet for a full hour, and they will gather, and they 

talk about students and planning (See Appendix D).  It‘s all about students, it‘s not 

about conferencing; each teacher also has their own individual conference for the 

lesson plans, etc.; however, the team meeting, the collaboration period that we have 

is every day for each content area, it‘s the core area subject areas in math, social 

studies, science, and English.  The team meetings are daily and at certain periods.  

Our team will meet as a group for lunch and our team planning time so that we can 

address the academic needs of the students on our team.  Sometimes that may 

involve a student‘s schedule change.  We (the teachers) may discuss with each other a 

class change because they (the team) feels that the student may be better in your class 

than mine, so we will switch, or they‘ll do things like developing strategies and 

working out systems with each other about grading and/or about developing the 

instructional calendar for the following week.‖  

The collaborative time is essential for discussing and planning for student academic 

success.  The time is also important in that it is an opportunity for teachers to learn how they 

can be more effective about developing a personal relationship with peers and with students.   

In large comprehensive high schools, scheduling has an effect on academic 

achievement of students within that school.  Many researchers have pointed out that the 

rigid scheduling of teacher and student‘s time in the typical comprehensive high school has 

more to do with controlling student‘s behavior than with providing meaningful learning 

experiences for them.  Issues of control seem to disappear in SLCs schools; teachers tend to 
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have positive relationships with their students and change is a familiar quality of their lives.  

They seem to be able to respond much more flexibly to new circumstances (Gregory, 2000).  

This flexibility is carried over to school personnel as well. 

The SLC model allows school personnel to make shifts in their schedules as needed 

to support the best practices the school deems important, such as curriculum integration, 

common planning time, sustained blocks of learning time, and community-based learning 

experiences for students.  ―Flexible scheduling and faculty teamwork allow for a level of 

depth and an interdisciplinary approach that provides students with richer educational 

experiences‖ (Fine & Somerville, 1998a, p. 106).  While many interventions may be put in 

place to meet the needs of all students within SLCs, an SLC does not, of course, insure that a 

school or learning community will have the control needed to create a schedule that is 

flexible enough to meet the needs of all students within a particular learning community.  

Personnel, budget, maximum autonomy, programs for students with special needs, and a 

large number of outside influences can and will affect the scheduling and overall academic 

success.  SLCs, however, allow students to have the opportunities to experience educational 

excellence, as well as effectiveness. 

On problems with scheduling, one counselor noted: 

Counselor: ―The big drawback is that it‘s not pure.  We try to make pure teams in 

9th grade, but the reality is in 10th, 11th, and 12th we mix some students because of 

the nature of the master schedule (Shown in Appendix D),  there is no way around 

that.  The students have to have what they need academically and sometimes we 

can‘t provide the kind of pure teaming we want in those grade levels.  I want to say 



129 

10th grade is only about 80-85 percent scheduled as a team and 9th grade is 100 

percent.  11th and 12th grades are all mixed because of the nature of some students 

not passing all their classes, so we have a mix.   

The other problem with teaming is that sometimes it is not proportionate to 

numbers in the classrooms, so consequently to put in pure teams, is difficult.  One 

teacher might have more students than another and the teachers, I can understand, 

they want an average number in the classroom and the same numbers as their 

colleagues teaching the same content areas.  So you‘ll have one class sitting at 12 

students and another class sitting with 28-29 students, but it‘s because they‘ve got to 

be on that team.  So sometimes it‘s not a pure balance and some teachers feel 

stressed and that is unfair that they have so many more students that their colleague 

teaching the same subject.   

We as teachers also realize that programs that are in place also have an effect 

on scheduling for example, athletics, fine arts, AVID, dual credit classes, planning 

periods, TAKS classes, failure rates, inclusion, intervention labs, and teacher 

availability all have powerful effects on the master schedule and the number of 

students we are accountable for.  Providing a balance on each team with ELL 

students and special needs students is also a concern.  The special education students 

and schedule is influenced by the number of inclusion teachers needed and that are 

available.  As a regular education teacher, I‘m concerned about the disproportionate 

number of special education students, students that are on one team or within one 

SWS.‖  
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Researchers who have studied small schools have stressed that reducing school size 

alone does not necessarily lead to improved student academic achievement and student 

outcomes as was the case in this study.  Instead, they have concluded that school size should 

be seen as having an indirect effect on student learning-school size acts as a facilitating factor 

for desirable practices.  In other words, school characteristics that tend to promote increased 

academic achievement such as collegiality among teachers, personalized teacher-student 

relationships, and less differentiation of instruction by ability, along with a long list of 

interventions and programs that play a key role in the academic success of students within 

SLCs (Visher, Teitelbaum, & Emanuel, 1999).  Without these benefits, negative outcomes 

such as an increase dropout rate may occur. 

Research Question #2: What effects do SLCs have on dropout rates, attendance, 

student teacher relationships, and graduation rates? 

Dropout Rate 

A key indicator of school success is the rate at which students quit school.  The 

dropout rate for Texas High School was 1.8 percent in 2004, but sharply increased to 8.3 

percent by 2008 as shown in Figure 32.   

  As shown in Figure 32 the dropout rate increased from 7.2 percent to 19.5 percent.  

The dropout rate went down in 2004-2006—during the implementation of SLCs/SWS. 

Dropout Gap 

At the same time as shown in Figure 33— the gap between Texas High School and the state 

rate increased from 5.9 to 10.7, but during the years 2003-2006 the gap decreased.  The data 
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indicate a positive relationship between the increase in dropout rate and a drop in student 

population over the recorded period.   

 

FIGURE 32.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL Dropout RATE 2000-2007 (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 

2009A). 

The high school dropout problem has been called a national crisis.  Nearly one-third 

of all high school students leave the public school system before graduating (Swanson, 

2004), and the problem is particularly severe among students of color and students with 

disabilities (Greene & Winter, 2005; United States Department of Education).  Research is 

clear that the ninth grade is a ―make or break‖ year.  More students fail ninth grade than any 

other grade in high school, and a disproportionate number of students who are held back in 

ninth grade subsequently dropout (Herlihy, 2007).  Teachers are well aware of this problem. 
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FIGURE 33.  DROPOUT RATE GAP - PERCENT ABOVE STATE (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 

2009A). 

One teacher in the study noted regarding SLCs and 9th grade: 

Teacher: ―Every group of students that come through here appears to be different.  

The only constant that I‘ve seen is the 9th grade, for whatever reason 9th graders 

come in we have a freshman program, we have a class they take.  We seem to have 

the same difficulties every year with 9th grade students.  SLCs has not been 

successful, in my professional opinion, with what we know is the problem.  SLCs 

have been successful in helping place system/routines in place to ―hound‖ the 

students about their academic progress.  The good thing about SLCs is that we each 

know that we‘re going to target 9th grade SWS, we know that we‘re meeting in 

teacher meetings, and are trying to answer the questions about what we can do and 
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what we need to do.  In addition, I think every effort is being made within SWS, 

which makes it easier to dialogue with SWS\SLC colleagues.  I must say that 

SWS\SLC has been effective as for as academic but not been effective with issues of 

truancy, attendance and both are early indicators of dropout risk for all students, 

especially 9th graders.‖ 

The dropout rate has and will continue to be a focus of schools, school districts, 

states, and our nation.  A student is identified as a dropout if he or she is absent without an 

approved 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 re-enroll the following 

school year (Texas Education Agency, 2009a). 

Dropout counts are obtained from the Public Education Information Management Systems 

(PEIMS) records.  Districts must report the status of all students who were enrolled in 

grades 7-12 in the district during the prior school year in one of two ways, as being currently 

enrolled in school (enrollment records) or as having left school (leaver record). In 2001 the 

the annual dropout rate was defined in PEIMS as  

 ―the count of dropouts summed across all grades, 7-12, divided by the number of 

students summed across all grades 7-12. It is calculated as follows: 

 

number of students who dropped out during the school year 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

number of students who were in attendance at any time during the school year 
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Note that a cumulative count of students is used in the denominator as well as the 

numerator. 

This method for calculating the dropout rate neutralizes the effects of mobility by 

including in the denominator every student who enrolled at the school throughout 

the school year. If the student dropped out, the student was counted as a dropout for 

the district last attended (as well as for the campus where the student was enrolled in 

that district (PEIMS, Oct. 2000, June 2000, Oct. 1999, and June 1999). 

The leaver record provides possible reasons for students leaving school.  The leaver 

records enable schools and school districts determine if a student(s) should be coded as a 

dropout.  Generally, a school leaver can be put into one of four categories: the student 

graduated or received a GED, the student died, the student left school without appropriate 

documentation of continuing education elsewhere, and the student left school for other 

reasons. 

The dropout crisis affects our entire nation.  The national numbers are startling: 

• Every 26 seconds, another student gives up on school, resulting in more than 

1.2 million students dropping out of high school every year. 

• Research puts the graduation between 68 and 75 percent. 

• Nearly one-third of all public high school students do not graduate with their 

class. 

• The dropout epidemic disproportionately affects young people who are low-

income, children of single parents, or certain minorities, nearly one-half of all 
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African Americans, Hispanics, and Native Americans in public high schools 

will not graduate with their class. 

• The dropout epidemic is more severe in some areas, both urban and rural, 

than in others.  approximately 15 percent of high schools in America 

produce close to half of the nation‘s dropout and over two-thirds of its 

minority dropouts, and 

• In nearly 2,000 high schools in the United States, 40 percent of typical 

freshmen class students drop out by their senior year (Center for Educational 

Statistics, 2007). 

  The Texas Education Agency (TEA) calculates the dropout rates for the district as follows: 

the number of students in grades 7-12 designated as ―official‖ dropout divided by the 

number of students in attendance at any time during grades 7-12 who attended at any time 

during the school year.  A cumulative count of students is used in the denominator as well as 

the numerator.  This method of calculating the dropout rate neutralizes the efforts of 

mobility by including in the denominator every student who is enrolled at the school 

throughout the school year.  If a student dropped out, the student was counted as a dropout 

for the district last attended.  Dropouts have a direct cost to the State.  A study 

commissioned by the United Ways of Texas and written by The Bush School of 

Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University concludes, ―Students who drop 

out of high school will cost Texas up to $9.6 billion in lost revenue and outright expenses 

over their lifetimes, and that figure escalates as each new crop of dropouts is created‖ (Texas 

A&M, 2009, p. 1). 
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Attendance and SLC: 

Another key indicator of school success is attendance rate.  According to the Texas 

Education Agency (TEA), attendance rates reported in the Academic Excellence Indicator 

System (AEIS) are based on student attendance for the entire year.  Only students in grades 

1-12 are included in the calculations.  Attendance rate is calculated as follows: total number 

of days students were present divided by the total number of day students were in 

membership. Attendance rate is computed each six weeks then averaged for an entire year 

(Texas Education Agency, 2009a). 

The attendance rate at Texas High School was consistent at about 92 percent from 

2007 to 2008 as shown in Figure 34.  The gap between Texas High School and the state also 

remained constant with Texas High School having a lower attendance rate by around 3.6 

percent (See Figure 35).  As the attendance rate dropped, dropout rate increased.   

The year SLC/ SWS\SLC was implemented, 2004-2005, we see an increase in 

attendance, however the next year, the improvement disappeared.   
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FIGURE 34.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDANCE RATE 2000-2007 (TEXAS EDUCATION 

AGENCY, 2009A). 

SLCs enable teachers, faculty, and staff during schedule collaborative meeting times 

to focus on their group of students regarding the student‘s attendance.  Attendance is not 

left solely up to the school or district attendance officer or liaison.  The academic team 

monitors each student‘s attendance data.   

In addition to the academic team monitoring attendance, SLCs have administrators 

that are also a part of the team.  ―As far as student attendance, we do well with each SLCs in 

terms of the administrators keeping track of student attendance.  Most of the teachers go to 

the administrator assigned to their team.  They are comfortable and know their 

administrator.  Teachers rely on administrators when it comes to issues with getting in to 
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make contact with parents, helping with and attending parent conferences in terms of 

attendance, dropout, academic progress, test scores, and graduation.  SLCs enable our team 

to stay on top of issues that we face as educators regarding student success.‖ 

 

FIGURE 35.  ATTENDANCE GAP - PERCENT BELOW STATE (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 

2009A). 

Student-Teacher Relationships 

Researchers and leading educators traveled to several high performing high schools 

throughout the nation.  Boyer, Sizer, and Goodland and others stated that high schools are 

more likely to be successful when they are small and personalized; when SLCs have no more 

than four-hundred students and stress long-term relationships between students, teachers, 

individualized attention, extra help for struggling students, and an adult advocate for every 

student.  SLCs encourage stronger bonds between students and teachers and generate a level 
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of genuine caring and mutual obligation between them a type of relationship found far less 

often in large comprehensive high schools.   

Teachers in the study commented: 

Teacher: ―Personally, SLCs set-up allows a closer contact with the students, just look 

at my classroom—no desks! They‘re a community.  Therefore, my first introductory 

lesson to them was ―let‘s build a community of readers and writers.‖ They made 

themselves into a little people and they personalized it, because that‘s what I want to 

establish in the classroom—where they‘re going to take care of each other. 

Teachers within and outside of SWS\SLC are also able to communicate and 

collaborate about student‘s academic progress.  As teachers, we collaborate with each 

other because they may know something about Joe Student that the other teacher 

does not know because our subject areas are different.  We extract different ideas, 

different concepts, and different knowledge from the students and share that 

information to help each other help the student.  Building relationships with students 

and ultimately with colleagues is beneficial to both students and adults.  I personally 

think it improves the climate on our campus. 

One of the things that school within school does is it promotes a little bit 

more of personal relationships with students and teachers and parents because I‘m 

dealing with my team.  I‘m dealing with a smaller group of students and a smaller 

team of teachers, so I don‘t have to deal with a big pool of teachers, campus-wide; 

I‘m essentially just dealing with the members of my team.  I think the students and 

parents appreciate it more.  It‘s very clear about who is your counselor, who‘s your 
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administrator, etc.  There is no ambiguity, there‘s no guesswork.  It‘s basically, I‘m 

on Team E, I‘m on Team H, I‘m on Team S, and that‘s the people I go to, the 

people I solely deal with.  I think some teams do a great job of working on 

developing personal relationships.  We have had students and teachers working 

together one-on-one and in small groups.  SLCs help due to the set-up (schedule) & 

small class.  The small classes enable us to get to know one another.‖ 

SLCs and Graduation Rate 

According to the Texas Education Agency (TEA), the graduation rate is the 

percentage of students who graduate within four years of entering ninth grade for the first 

time.  The ultimate test of a successful school is its ability to graduate students in a timely 

manner and provide them with the opportunity to go to college or to find a better job than 

they would without a high school diploma (Gladden, 1998).  Students attending smaller 

learning communities/SWS\SLC high schools are more likely to pass their courses, 

accumulate credits, and attain a high level of education than students who attend large 

comprehensive high schools (Gladden 1998, p. 127).  At Texas High School, the focus is on 

graduation. 

A counselor in the study noted: 

Counselor: ―From a counselor‘s point of view, we need to get students into classes 

they need for graduation, so in a way, in the 11th and 12th grade the school within a 

school goes out the window; it is just not a priority because we‘ve got to get the 

students the credits they need and we don‘t care who teaches them, they just need to 

get the grades and the credits.‖ 
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FIGURE 36.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION RATE 2000-2007 (TEXAS EDUCATION 

AGENCY, 2009A). 

The graduation rate at Texas High School decreased from 81 percent to 54 percent 

during the 2000-2008 period.  The gap in graduation rate between Texas High School and 

State increased sharply from 6.1 percent to 24 percent over the same period as shown in 

Figures 36 and 37.  Graduation rate is a significant measure, and the fact that it continued to 

get worse after the implementation of the SLCs fails to support one of the strengths often 

associated with SLCs. 
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FIGURE 37.  Texas High School Graduation Rate Gap 2000-2007 (Texas Education Agency, 2009A). 

Relationship Building 

SLC proponents typically argue that a major reason SWS\SLC are safer and more 

successful than large high schools is that staff members are much more likely to know all of 

their students.  When teachers and students are able to build relationships, both are 

motivated to work and to make success of the schooling enterprise.  Teachers, moreover, 

can become knowledgeable about students to respond to them in a way that is not possible 

in the typical high school (Lear, 2001a).  Knowing students well as being second only to 

autonomy among critical elements for success, Lear states that high personalization follows 

autonomy as a key requirement.  ―Schools are filled with particular, individual kids, and only 

real, particular knowledge of each of those kids—and the freedom to act on that knowledge 

(the value of autonomy)—can make a school truly successful.  This work is about all kids.  
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Each individual, particular kid.  Not about some of them or even most of them.  Every 

single one of them.  Give up a lot to achieve high personalization.‖ 

One teacher in the study noted: 

Teacher: ―I think we are successful because we care, communicate, collaborate, and 

trust each other.  I saw my colleagues start sharing information about students that are 

struggling and that we have in common.  We not only share each other‘s strengths, 

weaknesses, personal and private lives, we share love and passion for our students at our 

school.‖ 

Relationship building is a process that takes into account individual needs as well as 

collective needs.  In Breaking Ranks II (National Association of Secondary Principals, 2004), 

the authors proposed that high schools personalize their environment to improve student 

achievement and recommend that school leaders build, ―structural and behavioral models to 

strengthen relationships among people—students, teachers, staff members, families, and the 

larger community‖ (p. 67).  The recommendation and goal is to build relationships at all 

levels, not just the student level. 

What influences do positive relationships have on student success? Or why is 

relationship building at all levels important to student success? 

Effective relationship building and a system (master schedule) combine positively to 

ensure that the building of positive relationships is not left to chance.  Opportunities to meet 

and build relationships are built into the master schedule.  Department meetings, common 

planning periods, informal meetings, teams meetings, Staff Leadership Team meetings 

consisting of, for example, principal, assistant principals, campus instructional coordinators 
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(CIC), counselors, department chairs, team leaders, attendance liaison, librarian, registrar, 

bookkeeper, and so forth.  Building into the master schedule time for both students and 

adults to meet and build relationships is an important aspect of SLCs and student success. 

In addition, teacher-student relationships can be an important part of classroom 

dynamics.  Relationship building is a tool used within the classroom that can aid in 

generating excitement about learning and achievement.  According to Rick Wormeli, (2003), 

―Most discipline or classroom management issues boil down to disconnections between 

teacher practices and student needs.  (p. 34)‖ 

Positive benefits associated with SLCs through relationship building/personalized 

learning include: 

 Personalized schools (SLC / SWS) promote the achievement of standards 

for all students.   

 Personalized learning begins with individual interest so that each student 

becomes engaged in learning.   

 Teachers get to know each student‘s strengths, weaknesses, and interests.   

 With school support over four years, students become self-directed learners 

who can use learning to manage their lives.   

 As students pursue an increasingly independent pathway, parents can assume 

new roles as guides and mentors in the learning experience.   

 Students explore real options for their futures in the community and 

community members become involved in the schools in a meaningful way.   
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 Adults in the school model and benefit from stronger professional and 

student relationships.   

 Students learn to set goals and measure success for themselves against 

common standards.   

 Students graduate upon demonstrating high performance in a variety of 

media, not simply norm-based tests.  And, 

 Reaching all students depends on reaching each one (DiMaritino,  2001, p. 

19).   

The benefits of SLCs regarding relationship building among teachers are also 

evident.  SLCs are successful because teachers (adults) work as a team to improve their craft 

and focus on both group and individual success of students within their SWS.  The teachers 

learn together, providing feedback to one another and meet on a regular and systematic basis 

to focus on student‘s work.  In addition, relationship building that supports a culture of 

shared accountability is the leadership team‘s commitment to the people in the school and 

their commitment to each other. 

Multi-Variable Relationships 

The relationship between attendance and other performance variables is shown in 

Figures 38 and 39.  From this, one can see an inverse relationship between dropout rate and 

graduation rate.  The dropout rate increased 2004 - 2007 and the graduation rate decreased 

2004 -2007.   
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FIGURE 38.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDANCE VS.  GRADUATION RATES (TEXAS 

EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

By reviewing a grouping of five variables (a) attendance (b) graduation rate (c) 

dropout percent (d) college readiness and (e)TAKS scores, some interesting observations can 

be made.  Figure 39 shows this grouping.  While the attendance rate remains constant, 

graduation rate declines significantly from 75 percent to 54 percent during the period 2000 – 

2008.  The fact that these variables drop during the study period does not support the 

hypothesis of Oxley (1994) and Raywid (1995,1996a, 1996b, 1999) that SLCs increase 

performance.
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FIGURE 39.  ATTENDANCE VS.  PERFORMANCE VARIABLES (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 

2009A). 
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During the same period, the dropout rate increases from 13.1 percent to 19.5.  

However, during the observation period, 2002-2004, the dropout rate dropped.  The next 

year it began rising again.  The college readiness rate increased 20 percent the 2004-2005 

year, and then leveled off again.  TAKS scores, however, got worse.  On these measures, it 

appears that the year SLCs were implemented, some values got better including college 

readiness, AP scores, and attendance, but quickly leveled off during the following years.  

Other values stayed the same or got worse.  This large group behavior pattern is similar to 

that discovered at the Western Electric plant (Western Electric, 1961): 

The Hawthorne Plant of the Western Electric Company in Hawthorne, Illinois (near 

Chicago), manufactured electrical components, such as relays for telephones. 

Western Electric and the National Research Council of the National Academy of 

Sciences began the Hawthorne Study in 1924.  Dugald C.  Jackson of the 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology supervised the first phase, known as the 

Illumination Experiments, from 1924 to1927.  These experiments attempted to 

determine the relationship between light levels and worker efficiency. 

The data compiled by the Illumination Experiments indicated only a minor 

correlation between light levels and worker productivity.  The National Research 

Council researchers concluded that a variety of factors must affect industrial output.  

They also suggested that, as too many variables were involved, it was not possible to 

draw meaningful conclusions from studies conducted in regular shop settings or with 

large groups Western Electric Company, 1924).   
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In 1933 the Harvard Business School team, who had taken over the study, discontinued the 

study and concluded: 

The research suggested to management that previous assumptions about improving 

productivity through changes in wage incentives, hours of work, lighting, or other 

easily identifiable factors were naïve and unfounded.  To improve productivity, 

Western Electric‘s management began to look at the total situation.  The study 

clearly revealed to management that workers‘ latent energy and productivity could be 

tapped under the right conditions (Western Electric Company, 1924). 

In 1966, Roethlisberger and William Dickson published Counseling in an 

Organization, which revisited lessons gained from the experiments.  Roethlisberger 

described ―the Hawthorne effect‖ as the phenomenon in which subjects in behavioral 

studies change their performance in response to being observed (Gillespi, 1991). 

―Instead of treating the workers as an appendage to ‗the machine‘,‖ Jeffrey 

Sonnenfeld notes in his detailed analysis of the studies, the Hawthorne experiments 

brought to light ideas concerning motivational influences, job satisfaction, resistance 

to change, group norms, worker participation, and effective leadership (Sommenfeld, 

1985).  These were groundbreaking concepts in the 1930s.  From the leadership 

point of view today, organizations that do not pay sufficient attention to ‗people‘ and 

‗cultural‘ variables are consistently less successful than those that do.  From the 

leadership point of view today, organizations that do not pay sufficient attention to 

people and the deep sentiments and relationships connecting them are consistently 
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less successful than those that do.  ―The change, which you and your associates are 

working to effect will not be mechanical but human‖ (Mayo, 1929).   

Mayo comments are as valid today as in 1929 and apply to educational institutions as 

well.  Relationship building is a primary variable in improving performance in education as 

well as business.   

Research Question #2 concerns dropout rates, attendance, student teacher 

relationships, and graduation rates.  Of these variables, none are shown to improve, except 

maybe student teacher relationships as measured by anecdotal evidence.  In the case of 

Texas High School, it appears that educational theory and educational reality do not match. 

Research Question #3: How can SLC, within a large comprehensive high school in 

Texas prepare students for careers and post-secondary education? 

Although greater numbers of students are enrolling in college today than they were 

20 years ago, the rates of college enrollment for African American and Latino students 

remain considerably lower than those of White and Asian students.  Most disturbing, is the 

lack of preparedness or readiness of high school graduates for post-secondary education.  A 

variety of reform initiatives have been created to address both rigor and support such as 

efforts focused on providing an academically rigorous core curriculum: providing 

opportunities for students to earn college credit in high school through Advanced Placement 

(AP), the International Baccalaureate Program (IB), and dual credit enrollment. 

Multiple research studies (Adelman, 1999; Alexander, Pallas, & Holupka, 1987; 

Cabrera & LaNasa, 2000a and 2000b; Horn & Kojaku, 2001; Kane & Spizman, 1994; 

McDonough, 1997; Stage & Rushin, 1993) have shown the following to be the strongest 
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predictors of college readiness and college completion, particularly for minority and low-

income students: 

• academic preparation (rigor); 

• social support; 

• access to information; and 

• parental involvement and knowledge about college and financial aid. 

The rigor of courses taken in high school is the most powerful predictor of academic 

achievement, high school graduation, and enrollment in post-secondary education (ACT, 

2004; Aldelman, 1999; Braddock, 1990; Gamoran, 1987; Oakes, 1987).  This is consistent 

with research that shows that academic press, defined as the strong presence of pressure 

grounded in a school‘s culture and climate that encourages the pursuit of rigorous academic 

goals, consistently improves student achievement (Shouse, 1996; Phillips, 1997).  More 

important, a strong academic program is particularly significant for college enrollment 

among African American and Latino students (Aldelman, 1999).  Additionally, research has 

demonstrated that students who take more intense academic programs in high school attend 

and persist in higher education at a greater rate than students who take less difficult 

programs of study (ACT, 2004; Aldeman, 1999; Fry, 2004; Herold, 2003).  To prepare 

students for careers and post-secondary education, schools must provide access to more 

rigorous coursework than might have been offered to low-income and minority students, 

and ensure that every student was prepared and ready for college and careers (Kirst & 

Venezia, 2004).   
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PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE STUDENT PERFORMANCE AND COLLEGE READINESS 

Many programs are available to schools to improve the academic performance of 

students (Martinez & Klopott, 2005).  In addition to implementing SLCs, Texas High School 

had in place the programs shown in Tables 8 and 9 and discussed below.   

TABLE 9.  CHARACTERISTICS OF COLLEGE READINESS PROGRAM MODELS USED AT TEXAS 

HIGH SCHOOL (MARTINEZ & KLOPOTT, 2005, P. 40) 

Model 
 

Rigorous 
Curriculum 

and 
High 

Expectations 
 

Personalized 
Learning 

 

Academic and 
Social 

Supports 
 

Alignment of 
Secondary & 

Postsecondary 
 

Advanced 
Placement 
 

XX   XX 

AVID XX  XX  

Dual Enrollment XX   XX 

First Things First XX  XX  

GEAR UP XX  XX  

High Schools That 
Work 
 

XX    

Smaller Learning 
Environments 
 

XX  XX  

 

Advanced Placement (AP) 

The College Board-administered Advanced Placement (AP) program began in the 

mid-1950s with the goal of preparing students for college through early exposure to the 

academic rigor and content of college freshmen-level courses (College Board, 2001).  The 

AP program is structured around 35 full- and half-year courses and exams across 20 subject 

areas.  For each course, the College Board provides teachers with a framework that details 
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what students need to know and what they should be able to do upon course completion.  

AP courses conclude with an exam composed of multiple choice and free response 

questions that correspond to the standards set forth by the College Board.  The exams test 

students‘ knowledge and ability to analyze complex ideas within each subject‘s core 

disciplinary framework (College Board, 2001). 

AVID 

The Advancement via Individual Determination (AVID) program was developed to 

prepare underachieving students, defined as those with a C average, for a four-year college 

education.  The program aims to restructure high school curriculum and pedagogy so that all 

students receive a college preparatory program (AVID Center, n.  d.).  The program reflects 

the belief that if students are given strong academic and social support, they can complete 

higher-level course work. 

The AVID program is centered on an AVID class, where students learn basic skills, 

such as note-taking, test-taking, study skills, time management, effective textbook reading, 

research skills, and college entrance exam preparation (Walker James, Jurich, & Estes, 2001).  

Students are also given instruction in an AVID developed writing-to-learn process critical 

inquiry, and techniques for collaborating with students (Swanson, 1994, p. 17).  Texas High 

School used upper level and college students to help with motivation. 

One teacher commented: 

Teacher: ―The AVID program has a built in curriculum that requires students to take 

part in tutorial sessions twice a week.  Ideally, these sessions would be facilitated by college 

tutors.  This year, we have had to utilize peer tutors and teachers during our tutorial sessions.  
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The tutorial sessions however, have helped the students find the support they need 

academically to achieve success in their rigorous courses. 

Teacher: ―Since I have my students 3 or 4 years (AVID program requirements), I am 

able to gain their confidence and find out about their home life, their personal struggles, and 

their social needs through ongoing conversations I have with them.  Anytime I see my 

students have been placed in In-School Suspension (ISS), I talk to the student and their 

administrator to find out what happened.  I try to make the student see why they got in 

trouble and have him or her correct the issue immediately.  Because the class is an elective, I 

make sure they understand that if they are unwilling to uphold high standards for 

themselves, I was forced to exit them from the program.‖ 

How does a program like AVID help with student college readiness? 

According to AVID, the program enables students to attend four-year colleges at a rate that 

far exceeds the four-year college-bound rate of minority students.  The AVID Center reports 

that 100 percent of seniors who were in the AVID program of study graduated from high 

school on time and that nearly 77 percent of those students were attending a four-year 

college the fall after graduation (AVID Center, 2003).  Again, the results were particularly 

notable among African America and Latino AVID participants who enrolled in four-year 

colleges at rates of 86.5 percent and 73 percent, respectively.  In comparison, only 13.1 

percent of Africa American seniors and 10.5 percent of Latino seniors in California were 

enrolled in four-year colleges in the fall following high school graduation (AVID Center, 

2003).  A different study showed that of the AVID students who enroll in college, 89 

percent persist through at least the first two years, and 85 percent of them expect to graduate 
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within five years (AVID Center, 2003).  Several other programs have been designed to 

improve student success in high school: 

First Things First 

The Institute for Research and Reform in Education (IRRE) developed First Things 

First (FTF) to improve educational outcomes for all students, particularly students in high-

poverty areas.  The FTF model is based on principles of developmental psychology that 

address the need for humans to feel competent, autonomous, and related and the premise 

that meeting such needs in social contexts promotes positive development (Quint, 2001).  

The model calls for improving the human dimensions of schooling by creating more 

personalized relationships among teachers, students, and students‘ families as a means to 

improve student achievement.  FTF aims to change school structures, pedagogical practices, 

teacher accountability, and governance to create environments in which students and adults 

are engaged in learning.  To achieve this goal, students and teachers are grouped in small 

learning communities (SLC), which students select based on their interest in the SLC‘s 

thematic focus.  The same group of students and teachers stays together for multiple years, 

and staff is redistributed during core instruction (initially language arts and math) so there is 

a student-to-adult ratio of 15:1 for as much time as possible (CES, 2001,  p. 20).   
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High Schools That Work 

High Schools That Work (HSTW), sponsored by the Southern Regional Education 

Board, is designed to ―improve the communication, mathematics, science, technical, and 

problem-solving skills of career-bound youth‖ and ―to close, by one-third, the gap in 

reading, mathematics and science achievement between career-bound students and college-

preparatory students nationally‖ (Southern Regional Education Board, n.d; Bottoms & 

Mikos, 1995).   

Although HSTW does not work expressly toward increasing college enrollment, it is 

designed to improve students‘ opportunities for further education by increasing the rigor of 

the curriculum.  HSTW‘s central practices include holding students to high expectations, 

increasing the rigor of vocational and academic studies, basing students‘ course-taking on an 

academic core and a vocational major, integrating work based learning and academic 

curricula, providing students and their families with guidance and extra help in 

accomplishing their goals, and using assessment data to help students stay on track to 

graduation (CES, 2001, p. 21).   

Smaller Learning Environments 

Smaller learning environments have become a primary strategy to improve the nature 

and structure of high schools to increase student achievement.  Advocates of small learning 

environments argue that, in large schools, students and teachers do not have the opportunity 

to build strong relationships that are crucial to the academic success of minority and low-

income students (Nathan & Febey, 2001; Wasley et al., 2000).  Smaller and more personal 
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environments foster close relationships and stronger academic achievement (Ancess & Ort, 

1999; Rayovid, 1994; CES, 2001, p. 24).   

Aligning curricula across school levels creates a seamless education and ensures that 

students are prepared for each subsequent grade.  Aligning K-12 and post-secondary 

education also reduces the number of students who arrive at college needing remedial 

coursework (Krist, 2001).   

The following programs and models primarily focus on aligning curricula across 

levels to prepare students for college.   

Dual Enrollment 

Schools in nearly every state use dual enrollment to encourage college preparedness 

and help reduce the cost of higher education and the number of remedial enrollments in 

state university systems (Martinez & Bray, 2002).  Dual enrollment is also known as ―dual 

credit,‖ ―concurrent enrollment,‖ and ―joint enrollment.‖ In this paper, the term ―dual 

enrollment‖ will be used, and is defined as opportunities where high school students can 

earn college credits for courses taken through a postsecondary institution.  Dual enrollment 

allows high school students to enroll in college courses, offering them the opportunity to 

experience academically rigorous curricula while earning college-level credit.  Credit for 

college courses can be earned at both the high school and college levels; usually only high 

school juniors and seniors are eligible to participate (NCES, 2005c).  Dual enrollment 

programs vary greatly, but generally are based on five principles: 1.  Education is a 

continuum in which the basics must be learned before proceeding.  2.  Courses offered 

through the programs should augment, not replace, high school curricula.  3.  Programs are 
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most effective when they are physically accessible to students.  4.  Programs should provide 

financial support when necessary.  5.  The secondary-postsecondary partnership should be 

supplemented with academic support in the form of academic advising, pre-college 

counseling, financial aid planning, study skills workshops, and assessment (Robertson, 

Chapman, & Gaskin, 2001; CES, 2001, p. 28).   

GEAR UP 

GEAR UP (Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs) is 

a federally funded early-intervention program designed to increase the number of low-

income students who are prepared to enter and succeed in postsecondary education (GEAR 

UP, n.d.).  GEAR UP works to achieve this goal by building the capacity of low-income 

middle schools to provide a rigorous curriculum, and by fostering a seamless continuum 

between secondary and postsecondary education.   

GEAR UP grantees create local partnerships between low-income middle schools, 

institutions of higher education, businesses, and community organizations.  Through a 

network of partnerships, the program coordinates access to mentoring, tutoring, and 

guidance focused on the college going process for cohorts of low-income students, 

beginning no later than 7th grade.  GEAR UP funding also is used for staff development, 

particularly to increase the content knowledge of middle school mathematics and science 

teachers.  It embraces the implementation of rigorous core academic curricula aligned with 

expectations for entry-level readiness that have been set forth by local postsecondary 

institutions (CES, 2001, p. 33).   

With regard to college and career preparation, one teacher in the study volunteered: 
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Teacher: ―Students are allowed to take their dual credit classes.  We‘re doing senior 

summer.  Every senior can go to (a local community college) and get their 

remediation courses if they need those or take a college level course that can transfer 

on to their four-year university.  Teachers, counselors, and administrators are 

continually talking to them about their colleges and I think they pretty much 

understand that if they want to go to college it‘s available to them.  They‘re so 

nervous about it…these first generation students…they‘re so very nervous about it 

even when you ask them, ―Do you want to go to college?‖ They will answer, ―I hope 

I can get in.‖ Even our top students will answer that way.  I‘m like ―of course you 

can.‖ All that is available to them.  We‘re helping them.  We utilized every program 

available to them, exposed them to the college application, and doing what it takes 

academically to get into college.‖ 

Another teacher commented: 

Teacher: Our SLCs work with our students.  These are our students and we have a 

great relationship with most of them.  We want them to be exposed and have an 

opportunity to choose a college and or pursue a career of their choice.  We as 

educators have to do what it takes to prepare our students for life after high school.  

SLCs allow us/me to do that with my students.  We want to take care of our 

students.  We take them to the career center; we want them and encourage them to 

all sign up for college or some sort of higher learning.  Therefore, that‘s how 

SWS\SLC has worked, and it is all based on the motivation of a group of teachers 

that loves our students and wants them to be successful adults. 
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Again, do SLCs in a large comprehensive high school in Texas prepare students for 

careers and post-secondary education? SLCs structure allows programs and systems in place 

to allow students opportunities for college and career choices.  To varying degrees, the 

programs or reform movements, such as small learning environments have successfully 

improved student achievement and increased post-secondary and career potential.   

The SLCs initiative, four practices most commonly received credit for preparing 

students for college, careers, and success: 

• access to a rigorous academic common core curriculum for all students, 

• the prevalence, in structure or climate, of personalized learning environment 

for students, 

• a balance of academic and social support for students in developing social 

network and instrumental relationships, and alignment of curriculum 

between various levels, such as high school and post-secondary, and between 

levels within the K-12 system. 

Table 10.  The Link Between High School Reform And College Access Programs Used At Texas High School (Martinez & 
Klopott, 2005, Pp. 38-39) 

 

Model Practices That Address College-going 

Advanced Placement 
 

• Rigorous curriculum 
• High expectations 
• Alignment with higher education 

AVID 
 

• Elimination of remedial classes 
• Students taught academic skills necessary for 
success in rigorous courses and college 
• Close relationships between students and teachers, 
among students, and close ties to students‘ families 
ensure strong academic and social support 

 
Dual Enrollment 

• Exposure to college expectations and experiences 
• Access to college information 
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 • Increased rigor of academic program 
• Alignment between K-12 and higher education 

First Things First 
 

• Close relationships between adults and students and 
between school and families lead to strong social support 
• Academic support in the form of low student-to-teacher 
ratios during core instruction 
• High academic standards for all students 

GEAR UP 
 

• Early information to students regarding college 
application process 
• Expectation of college attendance is established early 
• Alignment between K-12 and higher education 

High Schools That 
Work 
 

• High expectations 
• College-preparatory curriculum 

Smaller Learning 
Environments 
 

• Mission-driven 
• Academic and social support for students 
• High common expectations 
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COLLEGE READINESS 

College readiness represents the percent of students taking advanced level courses and 

scores on college entrance exams.  College readiness has remained relatively stable for the 

state, between 91.8 and 91.9 for the years observed, while Texas High School showed an 

improvement between 2000-2005 of 5.3 percent but dropped sharply the following year 

from 12.2 to 3.1 percent.   

 

FIGURE 40.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN COLLEGE READINESS 

COURSES 2000-2007 (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 
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FIGURE 41.  COLLEGE READINESS GAP - PERCENT BELOW CMPUS GROUP (TEXAS 

EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

  Advanced Placement (AP) Scores across the state for the period for the 2000-2007 

declined from 50.1 to 46.8, which is a 3.3 percent difference as shown in Figures 42 and 43.   

During the same time period, at Texas High School there percent of passing dropped to a 

low in 2003-2004 of 1.6 percent, but increased the next two years and leveled off as shown 

in Figure 42.  The gap in AP scores is increasing relative to the state. At times this was a gap 

of 46 percent.  The gap decreased between 2004-2005 from 46.6 to 34.4, which was a 15.2 

percent improvement. 
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FIGURE 42.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL AP SCORES (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

 

FIGURE 43.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL AP GAP SCORES (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 
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The Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) is a national exam used to measure the 

likelihood of college success.  SAT Scores at Texas High School remained relatively constant 

through the 2000-2008 time frame, however the gap between the state and Texas High 

School showed a slight decrease during the 2000-2008 time frame, with some degree of 

variability as shown in Figures 44 and 45.  Overall, there was no substantial improvement. 

 

FIGURE 44.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL SAT SCORES (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 
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FIGURE 45.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL SAT GAP SCORES (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

 
The American College Test (ACT) is also a national exam used to measure the 

likelihood of college success.  ACT scores at Texas High School changed little with respect 

to state averages; however, 2005 there was a decrease that widened the gap. Overall, there 

was no real improvement. 
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FIGURE 46.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL ACT SCORES (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 
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FIGURE 47.  TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL ACT GAP SCORES (TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 2009A). 

Summary of Chapter Four 
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Texas High School who were generally positive about the two-year experience.  The 

conclusion by the Harvard research team who conducted the Western Electric study that 

organizations are complex and measuring just a few variables is not sufficient to describe the 

dynamics of the system seems an appropriate conclusion of the effects at Texas High 

School. 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

 Texas High School, the site for this research, was interesting and challenging.  It is 

one of eight schools in a large urban district.  The demographic make-up is 94 percent 

Hispanic, 98 percent economically disadvantaged, 10 percent Limited English Proficient 

(LEP), 14 percent special education, and all (100 percent) of the students are on the free and 

reduced lunch program.  State test scores, district scores, and other data were at an all-time 

low (self-described as a school full of potheads, losers, and gang bangers).  The test scores 

placed it in the bottom three of all eight high schools.  In 1993, new leadership was chosen 

for the school. 

 The new leadership, with support from the district, decided to reform the high 

schools.  The campus leadership team formed academic teams to evaluate and recommend 

changes to improve student performance.  From that rose a structure of four Small Learning 

Communities (SLC) or Schools Within-Schools (SWS) where students could be comfortable 

in a place ―Where everyone knows your name.‖ The leadership team was then able to build a 

consensus, which supported the plan.  With agreement from the entire staff, the leadership 

team in close collaboration with the entire faculty and staff evaluated the benefits and 

liabilities of this new plan and made recommendations to the superintendent.   

Why reform? 

 Researchers and educators with both large and small school experience are quick to 

point out the benefits and liabilities of large comprehensive high schools and a small school 

environment.  ―Experience and research make very clear that school size does indeed matter, 
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they also make clear that ‗small‘ is no silver bullet‖ (Michelle Fine and Janis Somerville, 

1998a, p. 104). 

Researcher Michelle Fine suggests, ―Small is simply a vehicle for doing other 

rigorous, accountable work‖ (Gerwertz, 2001, p. 4).  Wasley et al.  (2000) supports this idea,  

We believe…that smaller school size can facilitate leaders‘ abilities to lead a school to 

improved performance and teachers‘ abilities to build student skill and knowledge in 

important ways… It is important to avoid seeing small schools as the solution to all 

that ails education.  Rather, we would suggest that it is a key ingredient in a 

comprehensive plan to improve education. 

Small schools may allow the building level staff more latitude to operate as 

curriculum leaders and facilitate change utilizing aspects of transformational leadership 

posited by Leithwood (1994).  Small school environments, fewer staff members, and a more 

focused student population may more easily develop a building vision, establish attainable 

goals, offer individualized support, and create a more productive school climate than their 

large school counterparts.  Although there is no assurance that school leaders in 

SLCs/SWS\SLC environments will better utilize transformational leadership, schools that 

represent the ―human scale‖ as identified by Sizer (1996) appear to give small school 

environments a decided advantage.   

Small schools seem to offer more positive opportunities for students that lead to the 

goal of student achievement (positive data results).  Nonetheless, small schools might utilize 

smaller learning community strategies as well to enhance the school program that might in 

turn lead to improve student achievement rates.   
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However, researches who have studied small schools have stressed that reducing 

school size alone does not necessarily lead to improved student outcomes.  Instead, they 

have concluded that school size should be seen as having an indirect effect on student 

learning.  School size acts as a facilitating factor for other desirable practices.  In other 

words, school characteristics that tend to promote increased student learning such as 

collegiality among teachers, personalized teacher-student relationships, and less 

differentiation of instructions by ability are a few benefits associated with small schools in 

addition to improving student outcomes (Visher, Teitelbaum, and Emanuel, 1999).  This can 

sometimes be accomplished in small learning communities. 

The leadership team along with faculty and staff concluded that their school should 

be organized into self-contained smaller learning communities, which were defined as 

―schools-within-a-school‖ taught by interdisciplinary teams of teachers serving 

approximately 150-200 students each.  Each smaller learning community was to be 

established around a common theme or focus; and all members of the community would 

focus teaching and learning around that theme.  Smaller learning community themes were 

developed based on the needs and interest of students.  It was also decided that each smaller 

learning community would include students from grades 9 through 12.  The structure was 

established to provide a close relationship among students, staff, families, and communities 

for the students‘ entire high school career.  All individuals involved in the smaller learning 

community (students, teachers, parents, mentors, and school leaders) were responsible for 

improving student performance.  Teachers were involved in ongoing staff development 
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within their communities, which focused on their smaller learning community themes and 

on ways to address the individual needs of students. 

SLCS AND THE REFORM MOVEMENT 

  The creation of schools as educational communities that consciously intend to 

provide all students with the kind of rigorous, intellectually challenging education that 

previously was restricted to elite requires not just the downsizing of large institutions.  It is a 

radical notion and an even more radical endeavor (Jacqueline Ancess, 1997).  A large and 

increasingly consistent body of research suggests that we should be moving, not toward 

larger high schools, but expeditiously toward smaller ones, especially in economically 

disadvantaged areas (Gregory, 2000).  This concept is not new. 

Numerous articles, books and lectures about the benefits of small schools continue 

to be written, read, and discussed; but for many people in and outside the education 

profession, this is nothing new.  Research conducted over the past 15 years has convincingly 

demonstrated that small schools are superior to large ones on many measures and equal to 

them on the rest (Raywid, 1996; Cotton 1996).  Research findings show strong evidence that 

smaller schools have smaller achievement gaps between white, middle class, and affluent 

students and ethnic minority and economically disadvantaged students.  Moreover, research 

also revealed that smaller schools are safer schools. 

 WHY IS THIS SIGNIFICANT? 

Most citizens agree with Wasley, et al., ―that the most horrifying recent development 

in large schools is the increase of violence (2002, p. 2).  Citizen concern was expressed in the 
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March 19, 2001 issue of Time Magazine, which focused on school violence with a cover 

titled ―The Columbine Effect.‖ 

While large schools typically do not have the negative effects on white students‘ 

achievement that we see in large schools serving economically disadvantaged and or minority 

students, nearly all the high-profile school shootings of recent years have occurred in large 

high schools attended primarily by middle class white students.  Consequently, many people 

with students in those settings have begun to look seriously at smaller schools as a potential, 

partial solution to problems of school violence because they believe that students in small 

schools are not as likely to become lost in the crowd and suffer the emotional stress that may 

result in student violence (National Association of Secondary Principals, 2004).  Ways of 

gaining the benefits of small high schools are being attempted in large schools using the SLC 

model. 

Since the evidence for the academic and social benefits of small schools has been 

growing, government and private funding sources have made millions of dollars available to 

large schools and especially large high schools to create ―Smaller Learning Communities 

(SLCs)‖ within the building they already inhabit.  Smaller school settings are associated with 

enhanced academic performance outcomes for minority and economically disadvantaged 

students (Cotton, 1997; Lee & smith, 1994b).  Just being in a smaller facility, however, is not 

enough directly to affect these students‘ academic outcomes.  Instead, there is evidence to 

support the belief that school size affects students‘ social environment, which itself is a 

predictor of higher achievement or efficacy (Bryk& Driscoll, 1988; Bryk, Lee &Holland, 

Croniger, 1995).  Smaller school settings, by virtue of their smallness, are assumed to be 
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better equipped to affect students‘ social connectivity and sense of community and thereby 

increase opportunities for positive social interaction, which may improve academic outcomes 

(Cotton, 1996; McLaughlin, 1994; Meir, 1995, 1996).  More specifically, this relationship 

between school size (SLC) and enhanced student academic outcomes is more directly 

associated with schools that are organized as learning communities as opposed to those that 

are organized along classic bureaucratic lines (Bryk et al., 1993; Lee & Smith, 1994b).  In 

addition, the degree to which a small school is autonomous or administratively separate is 

also assumed to have an impact on the distinctive dynamics that are often attributed to 

smaller communities (Meier 1995; 1996; Raywid, 1985).  The following are some of the 

issues discuss in this research study. 

I.  What was the goal of this research?  

 The goal of this project was to better understand the impact of implementing a 

small learning community (SLC) in an urban public school environment in Central Texas by 

focusing on how the implementation could impact the members of its learning community 

in short and long term.  The study took several perspectives into account and aimed to bring 

these views together under the umbrella of education reform.  The perspectives explained 

were: administrators, teachers, campus instruction coordinator, department chairs, lead 

teachers, and academic and college readiness counselors. 

This study was designed to help clarify the connections between school size, student 

achievement as measured on state-mandated tests (TAKS), dropout rates, attendance rates, 

graduation rates, and student/teacher relationships.  In addition, this study considers 

whether SLCs prepare students for careers and post-secondary education. 
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 This research also attempts to provide educators, administrators, and academics 

with practical information on Smaller Learning Communities (SLCs) by using an a school 

system in an urban area, in particular a high school with primarily a majority minority 

population, and a detailed and challenging history that led to the incorporation of the 

Smaller Learning Community model.  This study used qualitative methods to understand and 

clarify each research question listed below.  My findings addressed each of these questions 

and indicate a complex, multi-dimensional relationship not unlike those found in other large 

population studies (Western Electric Company, 1961). 

II.  Research Questions 

1. Do Smaller Learning Communities/ School Within-a-School within a large 

comprehensive high school in Texas affect student achievement as measured by 

standardized test scores for all students? 

2. What effects do Smaller Learning Communities have on dropout rates, attendance rates, 

graduation rates, and student teacher relationships? 

3. Do Smaller Learning Communities within a large comprehensive high school in Texas 

assist in preparing students for careers and post-secondary education? 

III.  Re-statement of the Problem 

Since the passage of No Child Left Behind Act (United States Congress, 2001), 

closing the achievement gap has been a top priority for educators and policy makers.  The 

creation of educational communities that improve all students‘ academic growth through 

rigorous, relevant, and positive environments should decrease the performance gap that 
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currently exist between white middle and upper class students and minority and 

economically disadvantaged students (Ancess, 1997; Gregory, 2000).  Despite previous 

attempts, the achievement gap continues at both the national (Institute of Education 

Science, 2005) and the state and district level (Texas Education Agency, 2005).  Where 

should we look to solve this problem? 

 THE FOUR R’S 

No, not readin‘, ‗riting, and ‗rithmetic‘.  They are all important, but in the 21st 

century, they are not enough.  They are not enough to counter the heavy issues and 

challenges students are facing in their lives or to prepare them for the demands they will 

have to deal with if they are going to survive, compete and succeed in the future.  The four 

R‘s addressed regarding smaller learning communities are relationships, relevance, rigor, and 

results.   

In my observation of Texas High School (THS), I found that the leadership team 

focused first on building relationships.  Relationship building starts with respect for the 

student, inclusion of the family, connection to other adults, and the community, strong 

working relationships with teachers, and open communication with administration.  The 

quality of relationship in each SLC/ SWS, and the entire school has a only limited effect on 

the quality of the learning that happens at Texas High School (THS).   

In addition, the learning within each SLC has to be relevant.  The projects and work 

students do at school must be relevant to their lives, their needs, and their passions.  They 

must be interesting and accessible.  The learning must hold meaning for the student.  

Moreover, without first establishing strong relationships with students, teachers, and 
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educators cannot know what is relevant to each student.  SLCs/SWS\SLC by virtue of the 

schedule and smaller classes, allows teachers and students to develop collaborative lessons 

that are relevant and meet and or surpass current curriculum standards. 

Finally – learning must be rigorous.  Many educators, look at academic rigor in the 

course syllabus or in the number of hours students are spend studying for a test.  In many 

cases, some see academic rigor when a large number of students cannot meet the standards 

and do not pass.  The rigor observed at Texas High School does not match the rigor Mihaly 

Csikszentmihalyi describes when he says we can, ―do no better than to call for… the 

opportunity for young people to experience intense concentration in any activity that 

requires skill and discipline, regardless of its content‖ (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, p. 3) 

Academic rigor requires more than high stakes test preparation.  Small class size 

found in SLCs enables teachers to provide a more rigorous learning environment than found 

most traditional high schools.  The research on the importance of small class size is 

significant.  Class size of 18-20 is generally regarded as optimum for allowing to focus or 

rigor instead of just classroom management (Ehrenberg, Brewer, Gamoran, & Willms, 2001;  

Fidler, 2001; Mitchell, & Mitchell, 1999; Molnar, Smith, & Zahorik, 1999; Nye, Hedges, & 

Konstantopoulos, 2004; Nye, Hedges, & Konstantopoulos, 2001a; Nye, B., Hedges, & 

Konstantopoulos, 2001b; Nye, 2000; Rice, 1999). 

An example of rigor at Texas High School was discussed during my interview with 

two Campus Instructional Coordinators (CICs) at Texas High School:  

―When a student stays up until 3:00 am reading a book he chose and writing a paper 

on it that he assigned himself; that is rigor.  When a student spends money studying 
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Spanish and raising money to travel to Costa Rica to work alongside an 

environmental scientist to save the rain forest; that is rigor.  When I watch how 

many children prepare for their senior projects, preparing their exhibitions, 

rehearsing and organizing their senior portfolios to present the best evidence of their 

learning process, that is rigor.‖ 

Several teachers mistake not having a standard curriculum for not having standards.  

This was not the case at Texas High School (THS), where high standards are set and 

communicated to all students.  Texas High School has created a culture of high expectations, 

high quality work, and rigorous learning.  Texas High School continues to focus on the four 

R‘s as one.  While the staff worked to create a culture of relationship and relevance, which 

was acknowledged by those interviewed as being successful, it did not have the expected 

positive impact of performance outcomes as expected.   

For the students to learn the work they do not only have to be real, but it has to be 

connected to something.  Students will continue to learn and get needed positive results 

when we as educators develop plans for students to make connections, internship and 

provide mentors to guide them in real world educational experiences.  This can be done and 

is being done through SLCs/SWS.  Through the use of the four R‘s, researchers believe that 

the individual and school wide success will be achieved.  The achievement through improved 

graduation rates, higher test scores, college readiness, decreased dropouts and increase in 

attendance provide a better foundation for future success for our students. 
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IV.  Purpose of Study 

I designed this study to determine the impact of implementing Smaller Learning 

Communities/ School within-a-School model on performance in an urban Texas school.   

RESEARCH QUESTIONS:  

Three questions have guided this research.   

1. Do Smaller Learning Communities/ School-within-a-School within a large 

comprehensive high school in Texas affect student achievement as measured by 

standardized test scores for all students? 

2. What effects do Smaller Learning Communities have on dropout rates, 

attendance rates, graduation rates, and student teacher relationships? 

3. Do Smaller Learning Communities within a large comprehensive high school in 

Texas assist in preparing students for careers and post-secondary education? 

V.  Methodology and Methods 

I compiled data compiled from three sources: semi-structured interviews, direct 

observations, and review of existing documents, resulting in 21 semi-structured interviews 

with the following personnel: (1) principal, (4) assistant principals‘, (6) department chairs, (3) 

campus instructional coordinators, (4) academic counselors, (2) college readiness teachers, 

and (1) AVID teacher.  The observation of teacher meetings (TAKS and student related), 

and the administrative meeting, which were mission and vision related both focused on 

achievement results.  The data were applied using techniques described in Strauss and Cobin, 

1988.  The triangulation of all three sources informed the findings (Mertens, 2005).  A 

summary of the findings is shown below. 
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V. Conclusion 

Research suggests that Smaller Learning Communities/ School-within-a-School 

combine the past practices and structure which represents small school environments, and 

meets the needs of all students through authentic learning, engaging strong academic 

foundation/expectations for all.  They support students academically, socially, and 

emotionally, while allowing flexibility of time and resources that may yield positive results. 

The combined research from Images of Organizations, Reframing Organizations, Breaking 

Ranks II, and Smaller Learning Communities / School-within–a School research 

demonstrates progress made in the creation of educational communities that consciously 

improve academic rigor, relevance, relationships (relational) and improve results for all 

students (Jacquelin & Ancess, 1997; Gregory, 2000). 

Due to state-invoked changes in the academic performance measures of the state 

assessment system and the drop-out measures during the SLC implementation periods, 

findings of this study were not able to produce strong research evidence that suggest smaller 

learning communities can narrow the achievement gap between white, middle class and 

affluent students and ethnic minority and economically disadvantaged students (Howley, 

Strange, and Bickel, 2000). The reader should avoid drawing conclusions from the results that may reflect 

poorly on Texas High School’s administrators, teachers, and students. Rather, the readers should 

consider the findings within the broader context of the school‘s environment. 

For example, findings from this study demonstrate that the SLC model requires a 

shift in the way administrators and teachers think and operate.  It is unclear from this 

research if a substantial shift from ―traditional‖ bureaucratic to a community model was 
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successful at Texas High School. The data show that the smaller learning communities‘ 

model can offer academic and social benefits; but several additional factors such as student 

population, SLCs design, social expectations, academic expectations, available resources—

financial and personnel, and the school‘s pre-SLC failure rate might have mediated the 

school‘s SLC implementation effects, as expressed in the data. These contextual elements are 

inherently out of the control of administrators, teachers, and students or are not easily 

malleable and thus, such factors may explain the mixed results noted in the longitudinal 

analysis of the data. 

To ensure academic and school success when implementing smaller learning 

communities requires academic and staff support. Students must connect to school, 

classmates, and adults (teachers), to be academically successful and graduate, and to enter 

higher education or the work force as a confident and skilled individual.  Although these 

goals benefit those other than the student, the benefits of smaller learning community 

model, as with most education systems, are associated primarily with the students and can be 

viewed as either short-term (strong grades, good attendance) or long-term (self-esteem, 

college and career skills, interpersonal skill and abilities).  Students receive both direct and 

indirect benefits as well as providing benefits to the whole classroom. 

Researchers often refer to outcomes associated with SLC environments, which include:  

 higher achievement, 

 reduction of the negative effects of poverty on achievement, 

 increased student affiliation with their school community, 

 greater safety and order, 
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 much less truancy and dropouts, 

 increased college readiness, 

 higher level of extracurricular participation, 

 higher levels of parent community involvement and greater satisfaction, 

 more positive teacher attitudes, and 

 building relationships—adult-student and adult-to-adult. 

The data collected through interviews of teachers, administrators, and staff members 

along with research data support some, but not all, of the above benefits and outcomes of 

SLCs. The three research questions regarding academic achievement as measured by test 

scores, show the effects of SLCs on attendance, graduation (completion rates), dropout 

rates, relationships, post-secondary education, and preparedness for careers can best be 

addressed through what the research has defined as the foundation of SLC, which is the four 

R‘s.: Rigor, Relevance, Relationships and Results. 

The four R‘s help reveal some of the successes and limitations of SLC.  This section 

will address the academic rigor, relevance (engaging), relationships (teacher-to-student, adult-

to-adult), and the results (data) will shed additional light on the progress being made by the 

implementation of SLCs on overall student success. 

WHAT IS ACADEMIC RIGOR AND COLLEGE READINESS? 

A rigorous curriculum is the foundation of learning-personal or otherwise.  Its 

benefits are clear according to Adelman (1999).   
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 The completion of a solid academic core is more strongly correlated with 

high-test scores, higher grade point averages, and a higher-class rank and 

college readiness. 

 An intense academic curriculum along with taking full advantage of and 

opportunities to participate in this intense curriculum has the strongest effect 

on African American and Latino students. 

 Taking and completing courses beyond the level of algebra II increases the 

odds that the student was college ready and complete college. 

 Advanced placement courses (AP)-students need to be encouraged and 

supported to take more than one AP course.   

 Students that are economically disadvantaged taking rigorous/ strong 

academic core courses have high-test scores, higher grade point averages and 

are more likely to graduate, attend and complete college, and also prepared to 

make educated choices in possible careers. 

Texas High School not only believed that a rigorous curriculum is the bedrock of 

learning; they also felt that personalization, high expectations, essential learning, and 

standards are themes that thread their way throughout the literature. This especially 

true in the content of curriculum, instruction, and assessment so that students know 

what standards they need to meet and are given the support to become engaged in 

achieving those standards.   

Academic rigor is therefore one of the first steps a SWS/SLCs must 

achieve/address to make a positive impact on student performance as measured by 



185 

test scores.  During the interview process teachers were asked, ―What are some of 

the initiatives in place at Texas High School to promote academic rigor?‖ 

Teacher: First our team and all teachers observe each other‘s classroom to determine 

if the school wide goals are being met and those democratic and equitable practices 

(best practices) are being modeled.  Furthermore, all teachers provide higher-level 

writing, math, science, social studies examples and tutorials during our daily advisory 

period.  Students‘ schedules include rigorous coursework such as AP, AVID, and 

honors courses.  We expect students to earn diplomas based on demonstrated 

proficiency through a variety of assessments such as portfolios, exhibitions, and 

performances, not on the number of Carnegie units….  All ninth and tenth-grade 

students take part in before, during, and after school support initiatives during the 

week and participate in guided study or other student support activities… several 

juniors and senior also participate in dual enrollment programs. 

Another teacher noted: 

Teacher: ―Students also have the opportunity to take college courses through our 

dual enrollment program with the local community college… while ninth and tenth 

grade students have the option encouraged and expectation of taking accelerated 

coursework.  All juniors and seniors enroll in college preparatory courses…These are 

but a few initiatives our school has taken to promote academic rigor.‖ 

Can SLCs have a positive impact on attendance, completion rates, dropout 

rates and teacher-to-student relationships and academic relevance? Building 

relationships is critical to opening the door to learning.  Teacher-to-student 
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relationships cannot be left at the door if we are to make a positive impact on overall 

student success.  Positive relationships between adults and students and adults –to-

adults are important inside and outside the classroom to be able generate excitement 

about learning.  According to the Capturing Kids Hearts program, ―Recent research 

on ‗school connectedness‘ indicates that students‘ feelings of a connectedness with 

their schools is important in reducing risky behavior, increasing attendance and 

motivation, and ultimately improving student performance on standardized tests‖ 

(The Flippen Group, 2009, p. 11).  

The notion that teacher-to-student relationships improve student and teacher 

attitudes, and therefore improves students‘ learning—this was not indicated in the 

student performance results on standardized state assessments. Once again, the reader 

should avoid drawing conclusions from the results that may reflect poorly on Texas High School’s 

administrators, teachers, and students.  The student performance data consisted of pass 

rates, which only provide one piece of information: did the students‘ learn enough to 

answer the minimal number of test questions to pass the test, as defined by the state. 

A longitudinal analysis using the students‘ average test scores would have provided 

more information to determine if any improvements in teacher-to-student 

relationships had any subsequent impact on student learning. For example, a simple 

frequency distribution of the scale scores could have shown a distribution shift to 

higher scores from year-to-year, indicating a positive affect on students‘ learning 

from SLC implementation. Descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation, 

median) followed by statistical analysis (e.g., t-test, ANOVA) could have yielded 
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significant statistical results to support this area of the study. Unfortunately, the 

students‘ test scores were not available to analyze for this study because of student 

confidentiality.  

Still, building positive teacher-to-student relationships that promotes 

academic relevance should improve the students‘ achievement.  Personalized learning 

begins with one teacher and one student involved in such a way that the student 

becomes engaged in learning and motivated to attending school regularly, thus 

decreasing dropout and increasing the completion rates.  Through personalized 

learning, teachers get to know each student strengths, weakness, and interest.  This is 

fundamental to the differentiated classroom model. By knowing each student‘s 

ability, skills, and interest, teachers are able to differentiate instruction to enhance 

each student‘s success.  

WHY BUILD RELATIONSHIPS AND ENGAGE STUDENTS? 

Educators, in an effort to improve student academic and social success, must 

understand the events and interactions that engage students during a typical school day.  As 

humans, we all need relationships with other humans to grow into healthy adults (Maslow, 

1943).  Relationships build on relationships; so, providing students with supportive 

relationships enhances their ability to develop socialization skills, which in turn allows them 

to develop relationships.  Several critics may counter that schools are in the business of 

conveying knowledge, not catering to the personal needs of the students. 

The research shows that we must first get all students to school.  In addition, the 

research suggests that personalized learning and engaged learning increases attendance, 
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decrease dropout rates and decrease disruptive behavior.  Educators must keep in mind that 

we must engage students, know their interest, and be well-versed on how each student 

learns. Teens are developing academically, socially, emotionally, and physically while they are 

attending high school.  An SLC can enhance relationships through personal learning and 

relevance (engaged learning).  Smaller Learning Communities allows students to have (Clarke 

&Frazer, 2003): 

 Voice: the need to express their own perspective; 

 Belonging: the need to create individual and group identities (as SLCs promote); 

 Choice: the need to examine options (college & careers) and choose a path; 

 Freedom: the need to take risks challenges and assess efforts; 

 Imagination: the need to create a projected view of themselves; and 

 Success: the need to demonstrate mastery. 

How SLCs address each of these student needs can influence the outcomes of 

attendance, dropout, failure rate, and graduation rates as well as relationships between adults 

to students, students to students and adults to adults. 

SLCs should be assessed in terms of how well they prepare students for careers and 

post-secondary education; i.e., on the actual empirical results.   

The number of graduates is one the most powerful credibility tests, other indicators 

reflect the schools‘ credibility in delivering a graduating class.  These include a safe orderly 

environment, responsive and caring leaders and teachers, outstanding teachers, shared 

vision, instruction that is interesting, exciting, demanding, and supports students‘ success, 

and a steady stream of evidence attesting to student learning, progress, and achievement. 
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To improve results and prepare students for careers and post-secondary education, 

educators must have a system of accountability for all.  SLCs have a system or schedule built 

in where adults communicate, collaborate and hold each other accountable regarding success 

for all students.   

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

Improving high school education but not changing the basic structure of the 

educational process, is more perplexing when high school educators are hard-pressed to 

define what the intended results are and what the ―educated‖ student looks like.  Most high 

school officials are not able to describe in holistic terms what a graduate knows and is able 

to do, but they can tell you what the student ‗took, ‘ how many credits the student earned, 

and what student did it best (Gainey & Webb 1998).  However, educators have defined 

college preparation.   

The curriculum and instruction guide to preparing students for college and careers at 

Texas High School followed closely the blueprint spelled out in the Breaking Ranks 

literature.  Steps taken by at Texas High School to help prepare students for college and 

careers include:  

 all students are encouraged to enroll in honor courses. 

 students who ordinarily would not be enrolled in honor courses, A.P. Pre-A.P., are 

encouraged and expected to take the courses (AVID for example).   

 Texas High School stresses higher-level math, science, English, social studies and 

promote electives that will broader student‘s knowledge base. 



190 

 low level courses are offered only to address students educational needs (Individual 

Education Plan (IEP) and /or Personal Graduation Plan (PGP). 

 the school has in place mechanisms to ensure that students meet more stringent core 

course requirements (not just a basic curricula); 

o such as establishing new learning opportunities through internships, 

community service, and individual research projects.  and are  

o offering numerous research tracks enabling students to connect academic 

and work related skills, while 

o promoting high quality instruction 

Professional development geared toward the delivering of instruction, recruiting and 

retaining highly qualified and professional educators are key ingredients to preparing 

students for college and careers.  Texas High School has been able to:  

 recruit teachers who are able to deliver the challenging curriculum to students who 

are challenged academically; 

 collaborate professional teacher lead staff development that initiatives to strengthen 

existing teacher content where it is needed; 

 teachers are offered training in understanding academic rigor and relevance as it 

relates; to preparing students for success post high school; 

 teachers are oriented/trained/prepared to use project based learning; 

 teachers have been trained in English language development; 

 teachers are oriented/ trained/ prepared to meet the needs of college prep as 

contrasted; with vocational or general education students; 
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 teachers are oriented/trained/ prepared to meet the needs of a diverse group of 

students; 

 teachers are trained/ oriented /prepared to make real-world connections; 

 teachers are oriented/ trained/prepared to make the curriculum engaging; 

 the school has opportunities for the teachers to interact and collaborate with one 

another-built into the schedule is daily team meeting time; 

 the school has a teacher support system (professional learning communities); and  

 the school has structured opportunities for smaller more personalized learning 

environments— (advisory lessons during regularly scheduled advisory times). 

  Texas High School has created schools-within-schools to enable teachers to know 

their students better and operate in a more collegial manner.  The academic counselors and 

the Campus Instructional Coordinators (CIC) have been oriented, trained, and prepared to 

assist students on interpreting standardized test results to help them plan for post-secondary 

education and careers. 

TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL 

Systems and initiatives must be in place for students who are having academic difficulties.   

 Texas High School developed each of the following: 

 The school provides a support system to ensure student academic success. 

 The school provides a welcoming, caring, and hopeful climate. 

 The school identifies students who are having difficulties to offer them additional 

academic support. 
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 Teachers who are available before and after school or during lunch hours to coach, 

guide, and support students. 

 The school (counselor/teachers) established linkages with outside groups to provide 

students with academic support (avid tutors from local universities/ retired teachers 

and community volunteers).   

 The school established individual education plans (IEP) and personal graduation 

plans (PGP) for all students. 

 The school established a student advisory council (representatives from each club 

and or organization meets with the campus principal). 

 The school encourages students to become resources for other students.  For 

example, upper level Spanish students tutoring ESL/ELL students in core courses 

and electives and in turn receiving volunteer hours and letters of recommendations 

from the school for their college applications. 

 The school enrolls students at risk of failure in ninth grade academy or other setting 

where they can receive extra support. 

 The school offers English language learners sheltered classes (small classes of just 

ELL students).  In addition, the school offers training to all teachers regarding 

sheltered instruction. 

 The school provides additional resources to students who are challenged by 

academically rigorous work. 
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 The school offers Saturday school for academic work / Saturday and in-school 

suspension for discipline is also used to promote academic catch-up and make up-

work. 

 The school offers catch-up classes. 

 The school assigns students in need of extra support to small classes. 

 The school provides college application guidance support. 

 The school treats all students as if they were college bound. 

WHAT IS TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL DOING FOR COLLEGE PREPARATION?  

 The school requires all seniors to apply for college. 

 The school requires all students to take the PSAT or plan. 

 The school offers onsite SAT/ACT preparation courses. 

 The school ensures that testing fees are not a barrier to any student‘s ability to take a 

test. 

 The school offers careers and college counselors and has identified a counselor to do 

this. 

 The school frees up class time for counselors to talk and work with students on 

careers and education goals. 

 The school encourages student‘s participation in pre-collegiate academic 

development programs offered by local colleges and universities—such as upward 

bound, talent search, gear up, and smile. 
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 The school invites representatives of post-secondary institutions to meet with 

students onsite (college night &career night). 

 The school connects students with college role models. 

 The school helps students research colleges and complete college applications 

(college readiness and application center). 

 The school meets with families regarding college expectations for students and how 

families can help. 

 The school helps families identify sources of financial support.  and 

 Counselors promote students to local post-secondary institutions and promote 

careers internships for students. 

WHAT ARE SOME OF THE BENEFITS OF COLLABORATIVE TIME? 

The indirect benefits of collaborative teams have and can help improve results 

related to college readiness and preparing students for careers.  Collaborative teams help 

forge a sense of community and shared commitment and accountability among teachers.  

Collaborative teams also empower teachers and establish them as instructional leaders, so 

that they can stimulate change in multiple classrooms by serving as role models, and mentors 

to other professional educators within the building and on their own team. 

 Collaborative teams, including the principal, often develop personal relationships 

that would not be formed under other circumstances (non-SLC environments).  Such 

relationships advance collaborative school cultures where all members, including 

administrators, are supportive of each other (Painter &Valentine, 1999). 
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During daily scheduled team meetings, each SLC (teacher and administrator collaboration) 

were provided a list of questions to guide their meeting and focus on preparing their 

students for post-secondary education and careers 

The following list of guiding questions was provided from teachers and the Education 

Alliance at Brown University: 

 How are specific groups of students performing on multiple assessments over time 

such as district benchmark test, department assessments, and subject area 

assessments? 

 How are students who are engaged in new and more promising learning 

opportunities performing on multiple measures and performance indicators? 

 How are students in different school clusters or SLCs performing? 

 To what extent are students enrolled in specific course offerings or programs 

opportunities demonstrating proficiency on state assessments or other external 

measures? 

 To what extents are students enrolled in special education, bilingual, ESL, school-to-

careers programs achieving positive results on multiple measures over time? 

 What is the participation rate of specific groups of students in higher-level courses? 

 Do grading patterns suggest inconsistencies in grading criteria across learning 

communities, subject areas, or course offerings? 

 Which students appear to be at risk of school failure due to excessive absences? 

 What are the characteristics of students with high absence or discipline rates, or who 

drop out of school? 
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During the teacher collaborative meeting time, I summarized these guided data driven 

questions and supplemented them with three additional questions: Are students learning? 

How do we know? If students are not learning, what do teachers do to address this? 

ACCOUNTABILITY AT TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL 

Most SLCs have a built in accountability system to address the results that help 

determine if we as educators prepare students for college and careers.  How does shared 

accountability assist with college readiness and careers?  

In theory, SLCs promote and nurture a culture of shared accountability.  The 

qualitative interview data gathered on each SLCs suggests that Texas High School culture 

has developed from a starting point of historical innovation: ongoing transmission of vision, 

passion, and commitment; strengthened through required dialogue, communication and 

collaboration focused on student achievement; data analysis, teaching and learning; active 

relationships building, care and compassion for individuals and a commitment to continuous 

improvement.  While a culture of shared accountability is vital, systems need to be designed 

to support the culture (Deal & Peterson, 1999).  These systems must be measureable and 

data made available to stakeholders. 

A system of accountability has been developed, which includes what was measured.  

Educators are well versed and aware of the standards for success.  These standards 

according to educators at Texas High School are measured by how well each student is 

prepared for post-secondary education and careers.  Preparing students for college and 

careers starts with a culture with a general emphasis on accountability that is supported by 

clearly articulated expectations, stated non-negotiable with consistent monitoring, frequent 
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examination of outcomes, and development of both individual and shared accountability for 

positive college and career results.  To meet standards, expectations must be clearly 

articulated and fully understood by those involved in meeting the standards.  Leaders of 

Texas High School clarified expectations in two areas—accountability and results. 

In the accountability system crafted at Texas High School, expectations for 

performance is made clear through stated objectives and written expectations.  These serve 

as non-negotiable guidelines for preparing students for college and careers.  Each of these 

expectations helps to create the schools‘ cohesion both vertically and horizontally.  The goal 

and objective of this shared system leads to greater success in preparing students for college 

and successful careers.   

The results must extend beyond the basic assignment of responsibility.  School 

reform through SLCs demands that principals, assistant principals, campus instructional 

coordinators, counselors, department chairs, and classroom teachers accept both individual 

and shared responsibility for results (Schlecty, 2000).  The process of examining results and 

basing decisions on individual and group achievement further support Texas High Schools 

shared accountability system.   

Summary of Chapter 5 

As educators and policy makers, we must prepare our students for future success.  

Education is an investment in our future success and the continued strength and growth of 

this nation.  We will not be able to maintain a competitive edge globally unless we change 
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some of our current educational practices.  Our current education system must prepare all 

students with the tools and skill set to compete in our global economy. 

Each year, over 48 million children are educated in American‘s public schools.  

While our country has become increasingly diverse, our nations‘ comprehensive schools still 

appear to address the needs of economically advantaged students, those whose families are 

more financially secure better than it addresses the needs of students who are described as 

economically disadvantaged.  The discrepancies in results are present from national and state 

assessments as well as in educational attainment levels including high school completion, and 

college attendance. 

The publication Nation at Risk addressed the standards movement and raised 

concerns about large schools.  According to Odden and Picus (2000), between 1919 and 

2000 marked a significant rise in enrollment and a sharp reduction in the number of public 

school districts throughout the United States.  During the past decade, the average secondary 

school enrollment grew by well over 100 students.  Cutshall (2003) reported as many as 70 

percent of the high schools in the US reported enrollment greater than 1, 000 or more 

students.  Several districts have multiple high schools and middle schools with enrollments 

over 2, 000 students.  These are primarily in large urban settings where the enrollments are 

between 2, 000 and 3, 000 students. 

Large comprehensive high schools have been widely reported to increase alienation 

and reduce access to participation and leadership opportunities.  Student attendance has 

been shown to be lower, while dropout rates increase.  Research also shows a negative effect 

of increased school size on student achievement (Andrews, Duncombe, and Yinger, 2002).  
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Because of the negative effects of large comprehensive high schools, there has been a 

movement to create smaller schools and smaller schooling units (smaller learning 

communities utilizing school-within-schools concepts).   

A review of the literature revealed that there is no consensus on the ideal size of 

schools.  The ideal elementary enrollment, according to several researchers, varies from 300-

400 (Cotton, 1996, 2001; Oxley, 2001).  Sergiovanni (1993) identified the ideal secondary 

school size as 300, while Howley (1994) indicates 400 as the optimal size.  Others literature 

points to ideal middle school enrollments ranging from between 400-800 (Cotton, 1996, 

2001; Oxley, 2001) and 600-900 for high schools (Andrews, Duncombe, and Yinger, 2002).  

Since most high schools larger, some significantly larger, options have been sought to gain 

the benefits of small schools within the confines of larger schools.   

Significant research on the implications of large schools on student achievement has 

led researchers and practitioners to identify possible solutions.  One solution is 

implementation of smaller learning communities within large comprehensive high schools.  

Smaller learning communities involve the creation of smaller schooling units as educational 

communities within a larger building.  Several characteristics including autonomy from a 

larger program, a unique identity, personalization and a focus on rigorous instruction help 

identify SLCs (Cotton 1996, 2001; Darling-Hammond, Ancess & Ort, 2002; Stiefel, Berne, 

Iatarola & Frucher, 2000; Wasley, 2000).  Several smaller learning community strategies exist, 

including, schools-within-schools, academies or cluster models.  The research site chosen for 

this research used the SLC model.   
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The basic premise of implementing smaller learning communities is that smaller 

environments benefit student engagement and connectedness to school.  This is 

accomplished by teachers, administrators, staff and adults knowing each student more than 

by face.  The support surrounding SLCs focuses on the affective learning environment.  

When students feel connected, safe and nurtured by adults surrounding them, having met 

their basic functional needs the potential to enter into meaningful teaching and learning is 

greatly increased.  According to Kaplan (1986), such an environment also stimulates 

cognition. 

If school size helps, identify, focus and address the affective need of students, 

teaching and learning may be an expected result.  The theoretical framework that underlie 

this study are related to SLCs in a large comprehensive high school in Texas, with regard to 

academic success as measured by test scores, dropout rates, preparation for college and 

careers and completion rates.  If one were to identify the positive attributes that are at the 

core of a successful school(s), they would include high academic performance for all 

students (academic rigor), high completion rate, a sense of belonging (personalization) safety 

amongst students, and all are responsible and accountable for results.  As schools grow, 

these attributes can be diminished, or grow farther from the written, stated and pursued 

mission and vision that promotes academic achievement for all students. 

Smaller Learning Communities and environments when properly implemented, can 

serve as a motivator for both staff and students.  No matter a school‘s size, there are layers 

of support to maintain the ―foundation‖ of good schooling.  Based on most educational 

reform movements, the larger the school, the more layers of support would need to be put 
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into place so as not to lose sight of the core attributes of good schooling and or best 

practice.  SLCs may address the needs of some students and teachers, but research is limited 

on its ability to reach all students. 

FINDINGS 

I collected data from AEIS and AYP reports provided by the Texas Education 

Agency.  In addition, I collected the qualitative data from interviews with adult personnel at 

the research site, which was referred to as Texas High School (THS).  I used the following 

variables in this study: academic test scores, attendance and graduation /completion rates, 

college readiness, and personalization. 

Figure 45 summarizes the performance of students from 2000 to 2008 in five variables: 

(a) Attendance (b) Graduation Rate, (c) Drop Out rate, (d) College Readiness, and (e) TAKS 

Scores.   
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FIGURE 48.  OUTCOMES OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES 
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 Note the sharp decline in the graduation rate and the sudden increase in the dropout 

percent from year-to-year for Texas High School, beginning with school year 2005-06. Once 

again, the reader should avoid drawing conclusions from the results that may reflect poorly on Texas High 

School’s administrators, teachers, and students. During the period 2000-2008, TEA made changes 

to the variable definitions. While TEA definitions for Campus Group and Attendance 

remained the same from 2000 to 2008, beginning with 2005 the TEA made changes to the 

dropout definition in that the number of leaver reason codes, which define why a student did 

not return from one year to the next, were significantly reduced and then modified in 2006 

and again in 2007. The effect of these changes meant that the number of students that count 

as a true dropout significantly increased in the TEA‘s dropout calculation thereby increasing 

the dropout rate. Conversely, these additional dropout students significantly reduced the 

graduation rate because now the total number of students used in the graduation calculation 

included more dropout students (i.e., non-completers). These effects are clearly shown in 

Figure 45 above. 

 Furthermore, the implication is that the dropout rates between 2005 through 2008 

are not comparable to prior school years, or to each other (AEIS, 2009). The dropout 

definition adopted for this study was the Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) as defined for 2005. 

This includes grades 7 through 12. This is the rate used in determining a campus or charter 

operator accountability rating under alternative education accountability (AEA) procedures. 

It is calculated as the number of students in grades 7–12 who dropped out at any time during the school 

year divided by the number of students in grades 7–12 who were in attendance at any time during the 

school year. Such a calculation to the dropout rate could have been made for years after 2005 
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using student-level data. Unfortunately, such data were not available to analyze for this study 

because of student confidentiality. 

 In addition, major changes were made to standardized testing. The TAAS standard 

was dropped in favor of TAKS. In addition to changing the exit level from tenth grade to 

eleventh grade, the passing score was allowed to be changed each year. This has resulted in 

some confusion as to the real progress of Texas students and made it difficult to compare 

one year to the next. Notwithstanding, in 2004-2005, the year that Texas High School 

implemented SLCs, the TAKS scores increased from 36 to 78 percent passing.  

While anecdotal data indicate positive benefits from the implementation of SLCs, the 

data shows only minor positive results and some negative results for the 2003-2005 school 

years of this study.  The anecdotal evidence indicates improved perception of the school in 

line with other research, but actual data indicate no measurable improvement in most 

measures. As noted earlier, the reader should avoid drawing conclusions from the results that may reflect 

poorly on Texas High School’s administrators, teachers, and students.  For example, the student 

performance data consisted of pass rates, which only provide one piece of information: did 

the students‘ learn enough to answer the minimal number of test questions to pass the test, 

as defined by the state. A longitudinal analysis using the students‘ average test scores would 

have provided more information to determine if any improvements in teacher-to-student 

relationships had any subsequent impact on student learning. A simple frequency 

distribution of the scale scores could have shown a distribution shift to higher scores from 

year-to-year, indicating a positive affect on students‘ learning from SLC implementation. 

Descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation, median) followed by statistical analysis 
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(e.g., t-test, ANOVA) could have yielded significant statistical results to support this area of 

the study. Unfortunately, the students‘ test scores were not available to analyze for this study 

because of student confidentiality. Similar limitations also affected the analysis of the 

attendance, graduation rate, dropout, and college-readiness data. 

Still, research indicates that the successful implementation of smaller learning community 

practices may lead to heightened student perceptions of school challenges, belonging, and 

relevance.  A key tenet of small learning community theory is that small size has the effect of 

enhancing social relationships among teachers and students and in particular engendering 

trust, a sense of belonging, and the shared norms considered important for learning (Bryk & 

Driscoll, 1988; Lee& Croninger, 1988; Oxley, 1994).  However, other variable are not so 

clearly related to success.   

Research is not consistent as to whether there is a positive relationship between small 

school size and academic achievement (Cotton, 2001; Fine& Somerville, 1998).  Several 

researchers consider SLCs a vehicle of cross subject coherence and thematic organization 

whose aim is to increase the relevance and personal meaningfulness of academic coursework 

(Ancess, 1995; Legters et al., 2002; Meier, 1995).  In addition, coursework that blends 

personal meaningfulness with intellectual challenge just beyond what students‘ ability are 

able to maximize student engagement and efforts (Csikszentmihalyi & Rathunde, 1993).  

Such authentic environments can benefit students.   

Authentic pedagogy as described by Newmann (1995) challenges students to think 

critically, gain deep knowledge and understanding, and apply knowledge to real world 

situations.  Students‘ perceptions of school challenge, belonging, and relevance are 
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instrumental to improved academic performance.  Students must experience school as 

supportive, challenging, and relevant for SLCs or any educational reform to have the desired 

impact on student achievement. 

Reducing the size of a school and reducing the number of students for which a teacher 

has responsibility may not, by themselves, automatically improve student performance, but 

they may have an effect on school environment and initiatives that can may help to improve 

student performance. 

Smaller Learning Communities in and of themselves are not a panacea for student 

improvement.  SLCs create conditions for improved student performance.  Cotton (2004) 

highlights the following benefits of smaller learning communities: 

 Achievement — SLCs achieve at higher levels than do students in larger schools, 

both on standardized achievement test and other measures. 

 Equity — economically disadvantaged and minority students have ―notably 

higher achievement in small learning environments‖. 

 Affiliation/ belonging — students and teachers have the opportunity to get to 

know each other. 

 Safety and order — the benefit of student affiliation and belonging is increased 

safety and order. 

 Truancy and dropouts — school attendance and graduation rates are generally 

higher in SLC. 

 Preparation for higher education — more students are college-bound. 
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 Co-curricular participation-co-curricular participation is higher.  Students have 

more important roles… and derive more satisfaction from those activities. 

 Teacher attitudes and satisfaction-teachers feel in a better position to make a real 

difference in students‘ learning and general quality of life.  These are closer 

relationships with students and other staff. 

 Curriculum quality — the core curriculum offerings in small high school settings 

overall are aligned with national goals.  and 

 Costs-small is economical — requires less disciplinary and other personnel-cost 

per student graduated — we know from research in sociology and economics 

that the lifetime earnings and many other quality of life indicators are usually 

better for high school graduates than for dropouts. 

We must look at the research on SLCs from a human perspective.  Human issues, not 

technical knowledge, are the most significant barriers to creating a successful SLC.  These 

human issues include: 

 internal politics, 

 lack of community interest, and 

 fear of change. 

 Other barriers according to Cotton (2004) are:  

 Cultural expectations-collective nostalgia about high school sports, fine arts and so 

on are ―sacred cows‖. 

 Still too large — ―so called small school are still too large or aren‘t small enough.  

The optimal size for a small school is closer to 200 than to 400 students‖. 



208 

 Still too comprehensive-many high schools attempt to maintain comprehensive high 

school structure and practices—conventionally departmentalized faculty, rigid 

student placements, a dean of discipline and so on. 

 Impatience for achievement changes — the barrier to success created by decision 

makers who demand improvement of data too soon.  There is a demand for instant 

evidence of success. 

 Laws, regulations, policies, procedures-Wasley and Lear (gladden, 1998), two 

identifiers ― under funding of small school movement initiatives and government 

restriction making SLCs as the norm —barriers will need to be dismantled for SLCs 

to have a fighting chance for success.   

 Defensiveness-lack of buy-in school personnel, many of whom attended large 

schools and have taught in them for a long time, ―perceive‖ the critique of large 

schools to be personal and respond defensively. 

Other issues or barriers to SLS/SLCs identified were tracking of students, teachers and 

administrators caught between the ―why‖ and ―how‖ of SWS, the demands on staff, the 

perceived too little focus on the classroom (curriculum and instruction), scheduling 

concerns, space constraints and staff relationship problems sometime arise.  With multiple 

schools under one principal and teacher leaders taking on some roles that principal have 

traditionally assumed, the principal‘s role can become ambiguous.  One of the most 

powerful limitations to the SLCs can be summed up in this quote by Gregory, writes ―most 

of the real obstacles to change in education are not ‗out there‘ but inside us (2001, p. 580).  

This can have profound implications on learning. 
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KEY LEARNING IMPLICATIONS 

Implementing SLCs and being patient to see if this educational model is successful for all 

is not a simple task.  During the research of this topic the following major areas, have 

surfaced in part throughout this study.  SLCs may have the potential for students to have: 

 higher achievement, 

 reduced negative effects of poverty, 

 greater safety and order, 

 reduced truancy and dropout rates, 

 increased college readiness, 

 higher levels of parent and community involvement, 

 positive relationships,  

 relevance (engaged curriculum), 

 more positive teacher attitudes and satisfaction, 

 rigorous curriculum, 

 special interventions, and 

 accountability for results. 

Can Smaller Learning Communities /School–Within-A -School address and affect 

student academic achievement as measured by test scores and have a positive effect on 

dropout, attendance, and relationships while preparing students for post-secondary 

education and careers? To provide a general answer based on my research, the answer has 

been no.  SLCs did not have a positive effect on dropout rates, attendance, and TAKS 
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scores, but seems to assist with college readiness and relationships.  I believe that for the 

SLC model to work, administrators, teachers, students, parents, and the community must be 

patient and recognize that this new communal model for education is currently in the infant 

stage.  This model requires a true focus on child development, both socially and 

academically, which is more than a set of curriculum, building, teachers and administrators.  

There will need to be flexibility in curriculum, student management and schedules.  This 

requires teacher and administrators who care about students not just as test scores and goals, 

but also as young adults in need of positive adult relationships, support, discipline (structure) 

and guidance.   

In addition, focus on families must be central to any plan to improve schools.  

According to Russakoff (2009): 

Since the 1960s, the federal government has required schools serving poor children to 

involve parents in their education.  Under a little-noticed section of the No Child Left 

Behind Act, schools are instructed not only to educate students but also to help parents 

become more effective learning partners for their children.  No longer is parent 

involvement defined as mothers or fathers volunteering in class.  Now it is a two-way 

relationship, with schools expected to engage parents, including those who don't come 

to them — parents who work two or three jobs, parents who speak no English, parents 

whose own school experiences were not positive.   

While this has been a mandate, attempts so far have not appeared to work.  According to 

Russakoff (2009): 
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A paper published in the Review of Educational Research in 2002 evaluated 41 

studies touting the effect of parent-involvement programs, and found most to be 

compromised by flawed design or analysis. 

In particular, few took into account the families' social class.  Emphasizing that 

the programs may work nonetheless, the authors found "little empirical support for 

the widespread claim that parent-involvement programs are an effective means of 

improving student achievement." 

Even strategies that seemed certain to work have fallen short.  A case in 

point is Even Start, a 20-year-old federal early-childhood program, carefully crafted 

using research that found that the more educated the parents, the more likely they 

were to engage children in learning.  In Even Start centers, low-income parents learn 

literacy and child-raising skills while children play and learn separately.  In joint 

sessions, parents practice sinking into comfy chairs with a book and a child, learning 

to create a joyful experience out of reading together.  The goal is to provide poor 

children with one of many advantages more affluent children are born with — a 

parent who reads to them. 

Despite its promise, Even Start didn't work, at least not according to 

researchers funded by the Education Department who found in 2003 that parents 

and children gained no more literacy skills after a year than did a control group. 

Obama invoked these findings in targeting the program for elimination in 2010. 
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Smaller Learning Communities / School –within-School require educators and policy 

makers to rethink and reflect on current best practices through the review of literature, so 

that they can best educate and meet the needs of all students within our current system. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

As noted throughout this chapter, the reader should avoid drawing conclusions from the results 

that may reflect poorly on Texas High School’s administrators, teachers, and students. In addition to the 

limitations specifically noted in the discussion above, the following limitions defined the 

study: 

 only one school in particular was explored, 

 interviews (qualitative) was limited to adults only, 

 quantitative data was limited,  

 relatively small number of purposely selected respondents, 

 potential for bias when a single researcher both gathers and interprets the data, and 

 potential for biased reports from respondents. 

Limitations to the effectiveness of trying to bring changes to large groups have been 

carefully studied.  The most famous, perhaps, is the Hawthorne Effect researchers 

discovered while investigating productivity at the Western Electric Company as discussed 

above (Western Electric Company, 1961).   

Despite these limitations, this study provides valuable data and information for like 

schools that either have SLC models or plan to develop one in the near future.  The 

qualitative data revealed the human perspective in answering the question if SLCs reform 
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helps all students and the quantitative data are the reality check, what do the numbers reveal 

about SLC.  The results reveal small successes, but not for all students. 

Implications for Future Study 

Although a single case study offers many limitations, it also presents a multiple of 

opportunities for future research.  These include further studies within the high school 

research site as well as research outside the research site (like schools). 

High schools are complex educational organizations and the 21 plus respondents 

who lent their voices and time to this research are not representative of the school as a 

whole.  Within Texas High School, further research could include follow-up interviews and 

or surveys with teachers, students, families and other campus and central –office staff 

members, which may confirm or refute the findings included in this study. 

The data represented in this study reflects changes over a seven-year period.  

Longitudinal research conducted Texas High School may answer the question, ―Does 

successful implementation of SLCs impact student performance in both urban and suburban 

high schools in Texas and the nation?‖ and ―Does SLCs improve results or are results 

improving due to interventions or other causes not identified?‖ In this study the answers are 

negative.   

The following is a list of SLCs interventions that appear to have improved student 

performance according to the administration and staff at Texas High School: 

 Teacher staff development (training); 

 AVID; 
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 U.T.  First program; 

 Cambridge program; 

 Flexible master schedule; 

 GO center (college readiness); 

 ELL/ESL training for all teachers; 

 Inclusion/ co teaching for sped students; 

 Personal Graduation Plans (PGP ); 

 Credit recovery; 

 TAKS prep courses; 

 TEKS workshop; 

 Data review committees; 

 Attendance liaisons on campus; 

 Dropout prevention specialist; 

 100 percent ninth grade teaming; 

 A.L.L.  – academic learning labs—English, math, science and social studies; 

 Common assessment by department and school wide (bench-mark testing); 

 Counselor programs geared toward academic and social success; 

 Alternative education offerings; 

 Accelerated learning labs; 

 Intervention labs; 

 Response to interventions (RTI); and 
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 Capturing Students Hearts or similar programs. 

Conclusion 

The story of public education in the United States has always been one of change.  

As the culture changed, minorities and women began to be included in the educational 

system.  New ideas in curriculum have led to new structures, which have in turn modified 

public education.  Those with money still have the option of a private education, the rest 

have the public system funded by taxes.  Some have looked at public education from the 

perspective of creating a workforce using the smallest amount of capital.  Factory schools – 

large schools with thousands of student were the result.  But with this efficiency came 

unintended consequences of increased drop-out rates, low attendance, low scores, and 

unpleasant working environments. 

Many programs have been developed to retrofit schools to solve some of these 

problems.  Small Learning Communities has been one of them.  Unfortunately, no single 

solution seems to work for all students.  What every school leader knows, but are often 

afraid to address is the root cause of educational decline: poverty.  And not just any poverty, 

but multi-generational poverty.   

This research observed a single Central Texas high school for two years as it 

implemented an SLC.  While anecdotal results were generally positive, metrics indicate only 

marginal or even negative improvement.  The results of this study suggest a campus where 

SWS\SLC helped students in areas of relationship, relevance, and college readiness.  

Dropout rates, and TAKS test scores did not show such gains. However, the reader should 
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avoid drawing conclusions from the results that may reflect poorly on Texas High School’s administrators, 

teachers, and students. This chapter highlighted a number of contextual and methodological 

limitations that may have restricted the researcher‘s ability to investigate sufficiently the 

impact from SLC implementation on these performance indicators. Still, the completion of 

the study has guided this researcher back to the following fundamental questions within the 

context of poverty that defines many schools like Texas High School seeking ways to 

improve students‘ learning. 

1. How can we as a society raise the education level of our country that Thomas 

Jefferson claimed was a requirement for democracy? 

2. How we improve parent participation in the learning process? 

3. If we believe that education is so important, why are we as communities not 

willing to provide the funds necessary to build the schools, pay the teachers, and 

educate the economically disadvantaged whose children seemed doomed to the 

same fate. 

These questions have not been easy to address.  There are some actions schools can take 

when trying to implement change in schools. 

1. Educate the parents.   

2. Remove the age limit for high school attendance.   

3. Set up daytime classes with childcare provided.  As parents value education, their 

children may follow 
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Appendix A 

Texas Schools Reviewed For This Study 

 Austin ISD: Travis, Akins, Bowie 

 Pflugerville ISD: 

 Round Rock ISD: Stony Point HS, Round Rock HS 

 Georgetown ISD: 9th Grade Center 

 Leander ISD: Leander HS 

 Texas HS, Central City, TX 
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Appendix B 

Texas High School SLCs Plan 

 

Texas High School implemented the SLC model along the following guidelines:  

Reasons (Meeting with NWREL Staff on Design Studio 9/27/04): 

 Academic focus in all four core areas 

 Student interests pursued through electives 

 Smaller, caring, learning environments 

 Students have the same group of core teachers for four years.   

 Accountability is strengthened among teachers, students, and parents. 

SLCs Structures 

 Schools within School 

 Core teachers team by grade level 

 11 & 12 grade cross schools 

 Heterogeneously grouped 

 445 students/school 

 Dedicated administrator, counselor, and instructional coordinator for each school 

 Department chairs act as school within school leaders – dedicated to different 

schools 

o Coordinates professional development, career exploration, data, teaming 
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 Different SLCs 2 years ago.  Changes based on unequal achievement and student 

bodies 

 Lead teachers for each subject in house 

 Master schedule/personnel allocation in support of SLCs 

 Design Principle-Professional Learning Community 

 Focus on achievement 

 Interdisciplinary support 

 Scheduling supports – common planning time for vertical teams 

 Mostly core academics 

 Foreign language, tech fall into own school within school 

 Houses – B, E, A, R 

 Formerly self-selected Career Themes, now random assignment.  District was 

concerned about inequity. 

 Health magnet continues in all SWS, was 80 percent female. 

SLCs Practices 

Schedule 

 7 52 minute periods 

 Core subjects year-long 

Career Pathways 

 Health sciences open to all 

 Technology 
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 Marketing 

 Teaching professions (small) – job shadowing 

Instructional Practices 

 Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) 

 Collaborative instructional calendar 

 Campus wide common assessments every 3 weeks. 

 Same collaborative lessons/room for teachers to customize 

 History Alive – experiential learning 

 2 week TAKS review 

 Quick Pace 

 ELA best practices – reading process 

 Writing strategies 

Campus Improvement Plan 

 Reading/Writing focus across the curriculum 

o Strategies – ―help me‖, ―Show me, tell me, prove it to me‖ 

Professional Development 

 School based 

 Consistency driven by the school 
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Test Scores 

 10th  11th higher science scores 

 Shared vision of what students should be learning (teaming) 

 Teacher resistance overcome by results – say improved teaching 

 Support/structure 

 Teachers part of the process – make calendar, set assessments 

 Find commonalities 

 1 year implementation 

Building Leadership/Principal 

 Student focus – all can learn 

 Finding/allocating money 

o Resources, technology, libraries 

 Department chairs share 2nd conference period/planning time 

 Community connections 

 Pride 

 Supt has changed focus from operational to instructional 

 Leadership Cadre – most respected teachers, led success of SLCs, chosen b/c 

they care. 

Freshman Teaming 

 First SLCs strategy 
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 Add in horizontal conference period for all 9th grade teachers 

Empowerment 

 Say ―yes‖ to initiative, ideas 

 Teacher voice in class schedule honored in master schedule 

 Time for collaboration, retreats 

 Student roundtable 1x/week 

o TAKS campaign 

Goals/Objectives 

 Each SWS, department, school has TAKS goal 

 Shared with students, parents 

Community Involvement/parents 

 TAKS parent night in Spanish 

 4 hours Saturday trainings – AP/TAKS 

 Support for Band/ROTC 

 Hispanic heritage month 

 Support, but could be more engagement 

 Parent Awareness of scores, services, communication 

 Open house increased involvement 
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Teacher Demographics 

 Teachers predominately Hispanic.  Mirrors student body. 

 Many graduates return to teach 

 Belonging ―familia‖ 

 Hiring process- will they work for our kids 

 Raised expectations 

 Promote from within – increases diversity 

Career Pathways 

 Support for technical training off campus 

 Move away from pure vocational training b/c technical requirements are so high 

 Mission statement – prepare all graduates for college, workforce, or military 

Support for at-risk students 

 Saturday school 

 Focus on TAKS/test taking 

 Motivation for students – make up attendance 

 Familia 

 AP tutoring 

 TAKS evening event – fun before test 

 Teacher involvement 

 Dinner for student taking extra time on test 
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 Only 3 juniors didn‘t pass 11th grade SS 

 Extra classes for students who didn‘t pass section 

 No retention of failing students 

 Accelerated learning lab – ID potential failures after 1st marking period. 

AVID 

 National demonstration site 

 40 teachers trained 

 Strategies throughout classes 

o Cornell note taking 

o Jigsaw 

 Curriculum aligns with AVID strategies – Springboard (ELA) text 

 Student-centered 

 Aligns with PD strategies 

 College mentors 

 Still defining itself 

 Reaching broader section of students- those who need extra support to succeed 

in college 

 Could see that middle kids could succeed – AVID kids 

 Talk broadly about strategies 

o Student centered 

o High expectations 
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o Student engagement 

o Creative 

 Pushed instructional methods away from lecture method. 

DISTRICT LEVEL Support 

 Money 

 Principals 

 Relationship – school is open and honest.  Tries to implement initiatives in good 

faith 

 6/8 schools are SLCs 

 Vision of Equity 

 Same project director 

 Models of teaching/qualities of effective teachers 

 Community schools 

 Data collection – disaggregated by SLCs (and every other way) 

Expectation that school level administrators know their kids and data  

C & I 

 Meetings By department across district 

 Saturday trainings 

 TAHG grant 

 Lectures UT 
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 Tours for teachers 

ELL 

 Sheltered instruction – ESL integrated in core subjects with teachers who have 

training and support 

Local Control 

 Superintendent goes through principals 

 Makes suggestions 

Support/Communications w/ department chairs 

 How can we address gaps in district scope/sequence to help you? 

 What resources do you need? Training? 

High accountability for schools 

Good is model for district 

Meetings with AP on instructional issues 

 Data, observations, evaluations 

Communication with parents 

 TAKS mailing 

 Notebooks for each subject go home with students, keyed to district 

scope/sequence 

Technology 

 Everything on line 
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USE OF SCHOOL DATA/STUDENT DATA TO INFORM INSTRUCTION 

 Common Assessments every three weeks 

 Item analysis by teacher, campus 

 Break out by TAKS objectives to ID weaknesses in instruction 

 Teachers use information to plan next 3 weeks of instruction 

 Compilation of most missed questions – led to focus on physical 

geography/articles of confederation 

 Teaching to the test b/c the test is the curriculum.  TAKS is basic history 

 Accountability for everyone 

 Balance of accountability and input of teachers into test construction 

 Used in positive competition among teachers 

 Data cuts through denial/resistance 

 Students graph their own scores.  Know strengths and weaknesses.  Saturday 

school is focused on particular objectives.  Students can choose to attend to 

support their own growth. 

 Student self-awareness of what I learned in Saturday school. 

 Data are public – shared with teachers, kids, parents, administrators, CIC 

 Item analysis every interim 

 Placement based on data/ ammunition to support placements 

 ID potential AP students who haven‘t been in classes before 

 Faces go with Data 
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 Use it to personalize – if it were your son or daughter… 

5 DOMAINS OF SLC PRACTICE 

Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum and Instruction 

High expectations 

Community based learning 

Career pathways 

Good Practices:  

Inclusive Program and practices 

Heterogeneous grouping 

Support system 

Parent outreach 

Good practices: 

Whole school 

Structures 

Support systems 

Personalization 

Good High defined the structure for their SLCs environment as: 

Administrative Structures 

 Each School within School (SWS) will have: 

o One Academic Dean 

o One Campus Instructional Coordinator (CIC) 
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o One Counselor  

o One group of core-subject teachers (English, Math, Science, Social 

Studies) 

o 400-500 students in each SWS 

Roles and responsibilities  

 Principal 

o Collaborates with CLT, Cabinet, & Student Advisory 

o Instructional Leader for entire campus 

o Oversees implementation of SWS\SLC and the characteristics described 

o Ensures that each SWS\SLC provides professional learning 

o Model kinds of relationships with others expected of other staff 

members, for example, Capturing Kids Hearts 

o Designs proximity of classrooms (where possible for SWS) 

o Leads campaign for student success including presentations 

 Vice Principal (1) –School-wide operations  Ms.  Lomas  

o Responsible for operations 

o Overseeing of Programs 

o Master Schedule 

o Logistical items 

 Assistant Principal (Academic Dean) (4) –Vertical  

o Responsible for students in SWS\SLC (core and electives) 

o Standard routines and procedures 
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o Ensure all  appropriate student documentation is maintained 

o Parent conference conducted by team 

o Conduct student assemblies to promote school‘s and students‘ success 

 Campus Instructional Coordinator –Vertical  

o Collaborates with SWS\SLC vertical teachers—in past years but now meets 

mostly with content area 

o Provides teacher support and training within SWS\SLC & main subject area 

o Monitors student learning and progress 

o Monitors contextual data (leavers, attendance, etc.) 

o Facilitates team planning and analysis of student academic data 

o Coordinates campus-wide programs (Title I, LEP, Advance Placement, GT, 

interim testing, CBE, PACE, AP, TELPAS, End of Course testing  and 

more) 

 Grant Coordinators 

o Facilitate student tutoring opportunities 

o Plan with main SWS\SLC department chair 

o Plan with SWS\SLC AP and counselor for SWS\SLC activities 

 Counselors – Vertical 

o Work with students in grades 9-12 in SWS 

o Ensure student academic success (TAKS, SAT, ACT, TASSP, ASVAB) 

o Monitor students‘ grades 

o Work with students‘ four year plans 
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o Work on scholarships 

o Career planning 

o Responsible for parent involvement 

o Social agency connections 

 Department Chairs  -- Horizontal  

o Organize professional development for department 

o Conduct departmental meetings & pull-outs 

o TAKS plan for department implementation 

o Collaboration on instructional calendars 

o Collaboration on campus-based assessments 

o Departmental data reported and analyzed 

o Lead department to exemplary  

 Teachers 

o Work with students in SWS\SLC and use other vertical SWS\SLC teachers as a 

resource. 

o Ensure student academic success (TAKS, SDAA, SAT, ACT, TASP 

o Create relationships with students and their parents in SWS, which includes 

attention to attendance, UIL activities, etc. 

o Classrooms together still even though we have moved away from common 

planning 



233 

o Freshmen Prep initiative in year 2 – some growing pains but have implemented 

planners, binders, common expectations between core, AVID, intro HST and 

Freshmen Prep 

o Team teachers get to know their students in summer Cub Camp & transitional 

activities. 

o 9th-grade core teachers used to meet daily in special teaming period but we are 

trying to move towards core collaborative planning time to raise scores, 

expectations and rigor. 

o Teams can conduct student and parent conferences after school. 

o Teams are given all data (testing, attendance, honor roll by SWS/team and other 

contextual data). 

o Teams celebrate student accomplishments with assemblies, certificates, spirit 

competitions, displays, and pep rallies. 

Accountability  

• Schedules by each SWS 

• List of students by SWS 

• List of core teacher by SWS 

• Grades and attendance at the end of each nine weeks by SWS 

• School leaver follow-up by nine-weeks  (dropouts) 

• Texas High School local accountability rating by SWS 

• Copy of floor plan indicating location for each SWS
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Appendix C 

TEA AEIS Records for Texas High School 2000-2008 

 

      T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                              Section I 
 

 District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD                 Academic Excellence Indicator System                      Total Enrollment: 1770 
 Campus Name: TEXAS H S                            2000-01 Campus Performance                            Grade Span: 09-12 
 Campus #: 015907003                           Accountability Rating: ACCEPTABLE                          School Type: Secondary        
 

                                     Campus          African                     Native   Asian/                      Econ.  Special 

                   State   District  Group   Campus  American  Hispanic  White  American  Pac.Is.   Male   Female   Disadv.  Educ.   

 

 TAAS % Passing 
 Grade 10 ** 
 

  Reading   2001   90.0%    77.7%    86.4%    79.4%    87.5%    78.6%    94.1%      *        *      71.4%    84.3%    78.3%    61.9% 

            2000   90.3%    83.0%    85.6%    82.9%    83.3%    82.0%    95.2%     -       *      76.0%    88.4%    83.3%    50.0% 

 

  Writing   2001   89.1%    79.6%    85.8%    83.2%   100.0%    82.4%    94.1%      *        *      75.0%    88.0%    82.8%    62.5% 

            2000   90.7%    85.0%    87.1%    85.0%   100.0%    83.8%    95.2%     -       *      80.5%    88.8%    87.3%    70.0% 

 

  Math      2001   89.3%    78.9%    87.2%    80.6%   100.0%    80.8%    76.5%      *        *      78.2%    82.1%    80.4%    57.9% 

            2000   86.8%    75.2%    83.5%    75.0%    75.0%    73.9%    90.5%     -       *      69.1%    80.0%    73.6%    28.6% 

 

  All Tests 2001   80.3%    63.4%    76.1%    67.7%    87.5%    67.4%    70.6%      *        *      59.1%    73.1%    67.4%    45.5% 

            2000   80.4%    66.8%    74.3%    67.1%    75.0%    65.2%    90.5%     -       *      59.6%    73.6%    65.6%    18.8% 

 

 ** Credit for End-of-Course examinations is not included in the passing rate. 

 

 Progress of Prior Year TAAS Failers 
 Sum of 4-8 & 10 
 

 Average TLI Growth 

 

  Reading   2001   10.89     7.71     9.63     8.25     -      8.24     -      -       *      10.15     4.96     8.28     2.14 

            2000    9.32     7.97     9.23     8.97      *       9.03      *       -      -      9.14     8.67     8.87     3.67 

 

  Math      2001   10.97     8.83     7.71     7.63     -      7.71      *       -       *       7.17     8.08     7.97    10.80 

            2000    8.82     7.60     8.87     8.51     2.50     8.98      *       -      -      9.23     7.51     8.10     3.67 

 

 

 percent of Failers Passing TAAS 

 

  Reading   2001   52.2%    40.6%    47.0%    46.0%     -     46.8%     -      -       *      47.5%    43.5%    46.7%    28.6% 

            2000   49.0%    40.6%    53.7%    51.3%      *      51.4%      *       -      -     51.0%    51.9%    51.5%    33.3% 

 

  Math      2001   57.4%    44.0%    45.8%    36.6%     -     39.4%      *       -       *      40.0%    33.3%    38.5%    40.0% 

            2000   49.8%    39.1%    46.8%    39.8%    50.0%    39.3%      *       -      -     38.6%    41.5%    39.1%    22.2% 

 

 

 RPTE % Change 
 Sum of 3-12 
 

 Scored 'Beginning' in 2000 
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  % Beg.  2001      44.8%    47.6%    47.0%    34.4%     -     34.4%     -      -      -     43.8%    25.0%    42.1%      *   

  % Int.  2001      36.1%    34.1%    38.2%    40.6%     -     40.6%     -      -      -     31.3%    50.0%    36.8%      *   

  % Adv.  2001      19.1%    18.2%    15.0%    25.0%     -     25.0%     -      -      -     25.0%    25.0%    21.1%      *   

 

 Scored 'Intermediate' in 2000 

 

  % Beg.  2001       5.4%     6.8%     7.5%     5.9%     -      5.9%     -      -      -      6.3%     5.6%     3.7%     -  

  % Int.  2001      32.3%    31.6%    33.6%    26.5%     -     26.5%     -      -      -     37.5%    16.7%    22.2%     -  

  % Adv.  2001      62.3%    61.7%    58.6%    67.6%     -     67.6%     -      -      -     56.3%    77.8%    74.1%     -  

 

 TAAS % Passing (Sum of 3-8 & 10) 
 Accountability Subset *** 
 

  Reading   2001   88.9%    78.4%    86.6%    79.4%    87.5%    78.6%    94.1%      *        *      71.4%    84.3%    78.3%    61.9% 

            2000   87.4%    76.6%    85.6%    82.9%    83.3%    82.0%    95.2%     -       *      76.0%    88.4%    83.3%    50.0% 

 

  Writing   2001   87.9%    79.5%    85.8%    83.2%   100.0%    82.4%    94.1%      *        *      75.0%    88.0%    82.8%    62.5% 

            2000   88.2%    80.9%    87.1%    85.0%   100.0%    83.8%    95.2%     -       *      80.5%    88.8%    87.3%    70.0% 

 

  Math      2001   90.2%    81.1%    87.2%    80.6%   100.0%    80.8%    76.5%      *        *      78.2%    82.1%    80.4%    57.9% 

            2000   87.4%    76.8%    84.0%    75.0%    75.0%    73.9%    90.5%     -       *      69.1%    80.0%    73.6%    28.6% 

 

  All Tests 2001   82.1%    68.3%    76.2%    67.7%    87.5%    67.4%    70.6%      *        *      59.1%    73.1%    67.4%    45.5% 

            2000   79.9%    65.6%    75.2%    67.1%    75.0%    65.2%    90.5%     -       *      59.6%    73.6%    65.6%    18.8% 

 

 *** The Accountability Subset for this Campus includes      0 students in 2001, and     0 students in 2000 

     who qualified for End-of-Course exam credit and did not take the exit-level TAAS test. 

 

 End-of-Course Exam (% Passing) 
 (Preview of 2003 Exit Level) 
 

  Algebra I 

  % Passing 2001   49.2%    42.5%    29.1%    32.3%    80.0%    32.4%    14.3%     -       *      31.8%    32.7%    32.9%    26.3% 

            2000   43.9%    33.8%    26.0%    24.3%      *      24.9%     7.1%      *        *      25.3%    23.4%    24.3%    33.3% 

 

  Biology 

  % Passing 2001   79.9%    62.7%    67.3%    63.0%    72.7%    61.9%    91.7%     -       *      59.9%    65.5%    63.0%    17.6% 

            2000   80.3%    61.5%    68.3%    59.8%    77.8%    58.5%    78.9%      *        *      50.8%    66.2%    60.3%    35.7% 

 

  English II 

  % Passing 2001   75.1%    62.5%    71.0%    63.6%    71.4%    63.2%    71.4%      *        *      46.4%    74.5%    63.0%    47.4% 

            2000   77.7%    71.7%    74.0%    73.0%    85.7%    71.7%    86.4%      *        *      60.3%    84.3%    74.5%    30.8% 

 

  US History 

  % Passing 2001   74.3%    64.2%    64.7%    52.1%    36.4%    51.4%    77.8%     -       *      53.7%    51.4%    50.4%      *   

            2000   72.1%    61.7%    58.4%    51.2%      *      51.3%     -       *       -     39.1%    65.0%    48.1%      *   

 

 End-of-Course Exam (% Taking) 
 

  Algebra I 

  % Taking  2001   17.2%    15.7%    21.5%    19.6%    10.9%    20.0%    17.3%      *      11.1%    21.1%    18.2%    19.9%     8.6% 

            2000   17.6%    15.5%    24.0%    21.0%     6.1%    21.4%    18.4%      *      30.0%    19.6%    22.2%    21.1%     7.6% 

 

  Biology 

  % Taking  2001   23.8%    17.8%    25.6%    24.1%    23.9%    24.6%    14.8%      *      22.2%    23.0%    25.1%    24.1%     7.7% 

            2000   24.0%    18.8%    26.2%    25.5%    18.4%    25.6%    25.0%      *      30.0%    22.4%    28.2%    25.9%    14.2% 

 

  English II 
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  % Taking  2001   22.0%    20.4%    22.6%    22.0%    15.2%    22.0%    25.9%      *      22.2%    18.1%    25.5%    22.1%     8.6% 

            2000   21.9%    20.9%    22.4%    23.5%    28.6%    23.0%    28.9%      *      20.0%    23.5%    23.5%    21.8%     6.6% 

 

  US History 

  % Taking  2001   18.5%    15.5%    19.3%     9.3%    23.9%     8.8%    11.1%      *      11.1%     6.5%    11.8%     8.5%     0.9% 

            2000   18.7%    13.9%    16.7%     2.5%     2.0%     2.4%     0.0%      *       0.0%     2.8%     2.2%     1.9%     0.5% 

 

 2001 TAAS Participation 
 Grades 3-8 & 10 
 

 Tested            96.2%    95.8%    90.2%    89.8%    88.9%    89.8%    89.5%       *        *     83.1%    94.6%    89.2%    36.7% 

 

   Acct Subset     85.0%    81.0%    87.1%    87.8%    88.9%    87.6%    89.5%       *        *     81.4%    92.2%    87.0%    36.7% 

 

   Mobile Subset    4.8%     4.8%     2.9%     2.0%     0.0%     2.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.6%     2.3%     2.2%     0.0% 

 

   Sci/Soc St only  0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

   SDAA only        6.4%    10.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Not Tested         3.8%     4.2%     9.8%    10.2%    11.1%    10.2%    10.5%       *        *     16.9%     5.4%    10.8%    63.3% 

 

   Absent           0.6%     0.7%     1.3%     1.1%     0.0%     1.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.1%     1.2%     1.1%     1.7% 

 

   ARD Exempt       1.1%     1.6%     5.6%     7.9%    11.1%     7.8%    10.5%       *        *     14.2%     3.5%     8.4%    58.3% 

 

   LEP Exempt       1.4%     1.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

   Other            0.7%     0.9%     0.7%     1.1%     0.0%     1.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.6%     0.8%     1.4%     3.3% 

 

 Total Count   2,156,695  29,387      422      441        9      410       19        1        2      183      258      370       60 

 

 2000 TAAS Participation 
 Grades 3-8 & 10 
 

 Tested            90.3%    86.0%    90.4%    90.4%    85.7%    90.7%    88.5%      -       *     85.0%    95.6%    88.8%    38.1% 

 

   Acct Subset     85.6%    81.4%    86.6%    87.9%    85.7%    88.4%    80.8%      -       *     83.2%    92.4%    87.0%    38.1% 

 

   Mobile Subset    4.6%     4.5%     3.2%     2.5%     0.0%     2.3%     7.7%      -       *      1.9%     3.1%     1.8%     0.0% 

 

   Sci/Soc St only  0.1%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%      -       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Not Tested         9.7%    14.0%     9.7%     9.6%    14.3%     9.3%    11.5%      -       *     15.0%     4.4%    11.2%    61.9% 

 

   Absent           0.6%     0.7%     1.6%     3.0%     0.0%     3.3%     0.0%      -       *      4.2%     1.8%     3.3%     0.0% 

 

   ARD Exempt       7.1%    11.7%     5.1%     5.5%    14.3%     4.8%    11.5%      -       *      8.9%     2.2%     6.3%    57.1% 

 

   LEP Exempt       1.3%     0.8%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%      -       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

   Other            0.7%     0.7%     1.3%     1.1%     0.0%     1.3%     0.0%      -       *      1.9%     0.4%     1.5%     4.8% 

 

 Total Count   2,105,249  29,557      415      439       14      397       26        0        2      214      225      331       42 

 

 *** The Accountability Subset for this Campus includes      0 students in 2001, and     0 students in 2000 

     who qualified for End-of-Course exam credit and did not take the exit-level TAAS test. 
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 Attendance Rate 
  1999-2000        95.6%    94.9%    94.2%    91.9%    95.7%    91.7%    93.8%      *      97.9%    90.9%    92.8%    92.2%    89.2% 

  1998-99          95.4%    94.1%    93.0%    90.9%    94.2%    90.8%    90.7%      *      93.7%    90.4%    91.3%    91.1%    87.8% 

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr.  7-12) 
  1999-2000         1.3%     1.8%     1.7%     2.1%     0.0%     2.2%     1.1%      *       0.0%     2.4%     1.8%     1.5%     3.5% 

  1998-99           1.6%     2.1%     1.5%     2.0%     1.5%     2.0%     1.0%      *      12.5%     1.8%     2.2%     1.6%     1.8% 

 

 Completion Rate/Student Status Rate 
 Class of 2000 

  % Graduated      80.7%    73.9%    80.9%    75.9%   100.0%    75.4%    66.7%     -       *      70.3%    81.5%    78.5%    65.7% 

  % Received GED    4.8%     5.4%     2.0%     4.3%     0.0%     4.0%    16.7%     -       *       5.4%     3.2%     4.1%     2.9% 

  % Continued HS    7.3%    10.1%     7.9%     6.7%     0.0%     7.2%     0.0%     -       *       7.6%     5.8%     6.6%    22.9% 

  % Dropped Out     7.2%    10.6%     8.3%    13.1%     0.0%    13.5%    16.7%     -       *      16.8%     9.5%    10.8%     8.6% 

 

 Class of 1999 

  % Graduated      79.5%    70.3%    80.6%    73.6%   100.0%    73.3%    76.5%     -       *      68.4%    78.9%    77.2%    65.0% 

  % Received GED    4.0%     3.7%     1.6%     3.4%     0.0%     3.7%     0.0%     -       *       2.3%     4.7%     4.1%     0.0% 

  % Continued HS    8.0%    12.1%     8.3%    10.1%     0.0%     9.9%    17.6%     -       *      12.4%     7.6%     7.8%    30.0% 

  % Dropped Out     8.5%    13.8%     8.3%    12.9%     0.0%    13.0%     5.9%     -       *      16.9%     8.8%    10.9%     5.0% 

 

 % Adv.  Courses 
  1999-2000        20.1%    15.1%    16.1%    12.0%    20.0%    11.5%    17.9%      *      22.2%     9.4%    14.5%    12.4%     1.5% 

  1998-99          20.1%    15.2%    14.0%     9.7%    11.1%     9.6%    11.9%      *       0.0%     7.3%    12.1%    10.7%     0.6% 

 

 % Rec.  HS Pgm. 
  Class of 2000    38.6%    25.7%    48.1%    29.8%    45.5%    28.5%    54.5%     -       *      20.4%    38.2%    29.0%     0.0% 

  Class of 1999    15.0%     0.6%     0.1%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     -       *       0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 TAAS/TASP Equiv. 
  Class of 2000    58.5%    37.1%    48.7%    29.5%    33.3%    28.1%    75.0%     -       *      28.3%    30.5%    26.7%      *   

  Class of 1999    53.5%    30.3%    37.0%    31.9%    66.7%    29.2%    57.1%     -       *      27.6%    35.5%    30.0%      *   

 

 SAT/ACT Results 
 % At/Above Crit. 

  Class of 2000    27.3%     5.4%     5.5%     3.1%     0.0%     2.3%    25.0%     -       *       1.6%     4.0%     n/a      n/a  

  Class of 1999    27.2%     5.5%     5.8%     3.1%    20.0%     2.2%     9.1%     -      -      1.5%     4.2%     n/a      n/a  

 

 % Tested 

  Class of 2000    62.2%    60.4%    55.3%    55.6%    80.0%    48.5%    88.9%     -       *      47.3%    62.3%     n/a      n/a  

  Class of 1999    61.8%    61.1%    51.2%    62.9%   100.0%    55.6%    91.7%     -       *      55.7%    69.3%     n/a      n/a  

 

 Mean SAT I Score 

  Class of 2000     990      797      857      778      748      782      905      -       *       749      798      n/a      n/a  

  Class of 1999     989      800      857      786      808      789      854      -       *       805      772      n/a      n/a  

 

 Mean ACT Score 

  Class of 2000    20.3     16.9     17.6     17.2     15.3     17.1       *        *        *      18.1     16.9      n/a      n/a  

  Class of 1999    20.2     17.1     17.7     16.6       *      16.5       *       -      -     16.2     16.9      n/a      n/a  

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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                                            T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                               Section II 
 

     District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD           Academic Excellence Indicator System                           Total Enrollment:  1,770 

     Campus Name:   TEXAS H S                       2000-01 Campus Profile                                  Grade Span: 09-12     

     Campus #:      015907003                                                                                School Type: Secondary        

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

     STUDENT INFORMATION 
                                                 |--------Campus--------|             Campus 

                                                   Count         percent               Group        District              State 

 

     Total Students:                               1,770         100.0%               60,842         57,273           4,059,619 

 

     Students By Grade: Early Childhood Education      0           0.0%                 0.0%           0.2%                0.3% 

                        Pre-Kindergarten               0           0.0%                 0.0%           4.8%                3.3% 

                        Kindergarten                   0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.8%                7.2% 

                        Grade 1                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.4%                7.9% 

                        Grade 2                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.1%                7.8% 

                        Grade 3                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.0%                7.8% 

                        Grade 4                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.6%                7.7% 

                        Grade 5                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.6%                7.7% 

                        Grade 6                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.2%                7.6% 

                        Grade 7                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.3%                7.7% 

                        Grade 8                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.5%                7.5% 

                        Grade 9                      613          34.6%                34.7%           8.7%                8.9% 

                        Grade 10                     470          26.6%                25.0%           6.5%                7.1% 

                        Grade 11                     376          21.2%                21.8%           5.6%                6.1% 

                        Grade 12                     311          17.6%                18.6%           4.7%                5.4% 

 

     Ethnic Distribution: African American            46           2.6%                 0.4%          10.0%               14.4% 

                          Hispanic                 1,632          92.2%                95.9%          85.5%               40.6% 

                          White                       81           4.6%                 3.3%           4.2%               42.0% 

                          Asian/Pac.Islander           9           0.5%                 0.2%           0.2%                2.7% 

                          Native American              2           0.1%                 0.2%           0.1%                0.3% 

     Mobility (1999-00)                              584          28.2%                23.9%          33.1%               21.7% 

     Economically Disadvantaged                    1,454          82.1%                81.4%          93.4%               49.3% 

     Limited English Proficient (LEP)                229          12.9%                14.9%          18.0%               14.1% 

     Number of Students per Teacher                  16.9           n/a                 14.4           16.1                14.8 

     Students w/Disciplinary Placements (1999-00)     53           2.6%                 3.3%           1.1%                2.3% 

 

     Graduates (Class of 2000):                                                   Campus 

                                                                Campus             Group             District                State 

           Total(Includes Special Education)                       322            11,753                2,619              212,925 

                African American                                    11                54                  298               27,507 

                Hispanic                                           298            11,161                2,170               68,314 

                White                                               11               476                  132              109,721 

                Asian/Pacific Islander                               2                40                   18                6,862 

                Native American                                      0                22                    1                  521 

           Special Education Graduates                              34             1,004                  276               19,982 

           Graduated Under Advanced Programs                         0               455                    1                2,635 

           Graduated Under Rec.  HS Pgm./DAP                         96             5,722                  672               82,186 

 

 

     

 STAFF INFORMATION 
                                                  |--------Campus--------|            Campus 

                                                     Count       percent               Group       District               State 

 

         Professional Staff:                         120.8        91.9%                91.5%          59.9%               61.9% 
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               Teachers                              104.9        79.8%                79.0%          48.6%               50.8% 

               Professional Support                   10.9         8.3%                 9.0%           8.5%                7.8% 

               Campus Admin.  (School Leader.)          5.0         3.8%                 3.6%           2.3%                2.6% 

 

         Educational Aides:                           10.7         8.1%                 8.5%           9.7%               10.2% 

 

         Total Staff:                                131.4       100.0%              5,335.3        7,332.3           541,342.9 

 

         Total Minority Staff:                        86.4        65.7%                69.9%          73.7%               38.2% 

 

         Teachers By Ethnicity and Sex: 

 

               Females                                67.1        63.9%                48.2%          76.0%               77.3% 

               Males                                  37.8        36.1%                51.8%          24.0%               22.7% 

 

               African American                       14.1        13.4%                 1.5%          14.0%                8.8% 

               Hispanic                               49.7        47.4%                64.1%          46.7%               17.1% 

               White                                  38.1        36.3%                33.4%          38.4%               73.2% 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                  2.0         1.9%                 0.8%           0.7%                0.6% 

               Native American                         1.0         1.0%                 0.2%           0.2%                0.3% 

 

         Teachers by Years of Experience: 

 

               Beginning Teachers                      1.0         1.0%                 5.2%           4.0%                7.8% 

               1-5 Years Experience                   20.8        19.9%                23.4%          19.0%               27.4% 

               6-10 Years Experience                  14.0        13.3%                19.0%          15.2%               18.1% 

               11-20 Years Experience                 28.2        26.9%                26.8%          26.2%               25.3% 

               0ver 20 Years Experience               40.8        38.9%                25.6%          35.7%               21.4% 

 

                                                                                      Campus 

                                                                  Campus               Group        District              State 

 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers:                      16.4 yrs.          13.3  yrs.     15.3 yrs.         11.9 yrs. 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers with District:        12.6 yrs.           9.8  yrs.     11.2 yrs.          7.9 yrs. 

 

         Average Teacher Salary by Years of Experience: 

               Beginning Teachers                                $32,000             $29,214         $32,133            $29,824 

               1-5 Years Experience                              $34,188             $31,978         $34,043            $31,987 

               6-10 Years Experience                             $38,344             $36,166         $37,807            $35,304 

               11-20 Years Experience                            $47,035             $42,908         $45,973            $41,755 

               0ver 20 Years Experience                          $55,187             $49,323         $53,950            $48,183 

 

         Average Actual Salaries (regular duties only): 

               Teachers                                          $46,354             $40,005         $44,767            $38,361 

               Professional Support                              $51,055             $46,752         $50,336            $45,562 

               Campus Administration (School Leadership)         $64,425             $60,679         $61,623            $58,081 

 

         Contracted Instructional Staff (not incl.  above):           0.2                 0.8             2.4            1,874.1 

 

 ? Indicates that the data for this item were missing, statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

     BUDGETED OPERATING EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 
 

                                |------Campus------|     |----Campus Grp.----|     |-----District------|    |--------State--------| 

                                  Amount       Pct.       Amount       Pct.        Amount       Pct.         Amount       Pct. 
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       Total Campus Budget       $7,957,392 100.0%       $330,511,609  100.0%      $284,613,710 100.0%      $19,285,895,099 100.0% 

 

       By Function: 

          Instruction            $5,870,637  73.8%       $221,672,205   67.1%      $209,041,393  73.4%      $13,813,410,554  71.6% 

          Instruct.  Leadership     $105,630   1.3%         $6,837,931    2.1%        $4,270,975   1.5%         $309,392,255   1.6% 

          School Leadership        $555,325   7.0%        $21,736,435    6.6%       $19,246,081   6.8%       $1,408,745,991   7.3% 

          Other Campus Costs     $1,425,800  17.9%        $80,265,038   24.3%       $52,055,261  18.3%       $3,754,346,299  19.5% 

 

 

                                                               |----------------------Average Costs per Campus--------------------| 

 

       Per Pupil:                        |------Campus------|  |--w/in Campus Grp--|  |---w/in District---|  |-----w/in State-----| 

 

         Total                                 $4,496                $5,432                  $4,969                  $4,751 

 

         Instruction (incl.  Inst.  Leader.)     $3,376                $3,756                  $3,724                  $3,479 

         School Leadership                       $314                  $357                    $336                    $347 

         Other Campus Costs                      $806                $1,319                    $909                    $925 

 

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

     PROGRAM INFORMATION 
                                                   |-------Campus-------|             Campus 

                                                    Count        percent               Group       District               State 

     Student Enrollment by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     186          10.5%                11.7%          13.3%               12.6% 

         Career & Technology Education               944          53.3%                52.5%           8.2%               18.9% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 156           8.8%                 9.8%           4.9%                8.4% 

         Special Education                           220          12.4%                10.6%          13.6%               11.9% 

 

     Teachers by Program (population served): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     1.0           1.0%                 2.1%          10.9%                7.5% 

         Career & Technology Education              15.6          14.9%                13.8%           3.2%                4.3% 

         Compensatory Education                      0.0           0.0%                 1.2%           2.3%                3.3% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 2.1           2.0%                 2.7%           7.0%                2.2% 

         Regular Education                          74.7          71.2%                68.4%          64.0%               70.4% 

         Special Education                          11.1          10.6%                 8.0%          12.3%                9.9% 

         Other                                       0.3           0.3%                 3.7%           0.3%                2.4% 

 

     Budgeted Instruct.  Oper.  Exp. by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                  $2,810           0.0%                 0.7%           9.7%                4.3% 

         Career & Technology Education          $951,083          16.2%                14.1%           3.2%                4.1% 

         Compensatory Education                 $169,630           2.9%                 6.0%           4.0%                6.6% 

         Gifted & Talented Education             $46,023           0.8%                 0.8%           0.5%                1.8% 

         Regular Education                    $4,052,367          69.0%                68.0%          67.0%               70.7% 

         Special Education                      $648,724          11.1%                10.5%          15.6%               12.6% 

 

 The Special Revenue Funds (incl.  SSA) and the Capital Projects Funds are not reported for budgeted data. 

 

 ? Indicates that the data for this item were missing, statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

     CLASS SIZE INFORMATION                                     Campus                Group       District               State 
         (Derived from teacher responsibility records.) 

 

         Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject: 
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              Elementary: Kindergarten                             N/A                  N/A           21.4                 18.8 

                          Grade 1                                  N/A                  N/A           17.2                 18.1 

                          Grade 2                                  N/A                  N/A           18.9                 18.7 

                          Grade 3                                  N/A                  N/A           18.4                 19.0 

                          Grade 4                                  N/A                  N/A           18.9                 19.8 

                          Grade 5                                  N/A                  N/A           23.0                 22.6 

                          Grade 6                                  N/A                  N/A           22.7                 22.5 

                          Mixed Grades                             N/A                   2.9          N/A                  23.2 

 

              Secondary: English/Language Arts                     26.9                 22.3          27.4                 20.2 

                         Foreign Languages                         22.6                 22.8          23.1                 20.9 

                         Mathematics                               25.7                 22.0          28.6                 20.3 

                         Science                                   25.5                 22.8          27.3                 21.6 

                         Social Studies                            26.9                 24.6          28.6                 22.7 



242 

                                             T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                              Section I 
 District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD                 Academic Excellence Indicator System                      Total Enrollment: 1784 
 Campus Name: TEXAS H S                            2001-02 Campus Performance                            Grade Span: 09-12 
 Campus #: 015907003                                                                                      School Type: Secondary        

 

                                                        Accountability Rating:  RECOGNIZED  
 

                                             Gold Performance Acknowledgments:  Campus Comparable Improvement: Reading          

                                                                                Recommended High School Program (Class of 2001) 

 

                                     Campus          African                     Native   Asian/                      Econ.  Special 

                   State   District  Group   Campus  American  Hispanic  White  American  Pac.Is.   Male   Female   Disadv.  Educ.   

 

 TAAS % Passing 
 Grade 10 ** 
 

  Reading   2002   94.5%    89.9%    92.6%    88.7%    88.9%    88.8%    92.3%     -       *      84.4%    92.0%    88.2%      *   

            2001   90.0%    77.7%    86.4%    79.4%    87.5%    78.6%    94.1%      *        *      71.4%    84.3%    78.3%    61.9% 

 

  Writing   2002   91.3%    86.6%    88.3%    88.6%   100.0%    88.1%   100.0%     -       *      84.2%    92.0%    89.0%    80.0% 

            2001   89.1%    79.6%    85.8%    83.2%   100.0%    82.4%    94.1%      *        *      75.0%    88.0%    82.8%    62.5% 

 

  Math      2002   92.2%    84.2%    92.1%    85.1%    88.9%    85.2%    84.6%     -       *      80.1%    88.9%    86.1%      *   

            2001   89.3%    78.9%    87.2%    80.6%   100.0%    80.8%    76.5%      *        *      78.2%    82.1%    80.4%    57.9% 

 

  All Tests 2002   85.7%    75.7%    81.7%    77.2%    88.9%    76.8%    84.6%     -       *      69.8%    83.2%    77.9%    85.7% 

            2001   80.3%    63.4%    76.1%    67.7%    87.5%    67.4%    70.6%      *        *      59.1%    73.1%    67.4%    45.5% 

 

 ** Credit for End-of-Course examinations is not included in the passing rate. 

 

 Progress of Prior Year TAAS Failers 
 Sum of 4-8 & 10 
 

 Average TLI Growth 

 

  Reading   2002   11.81    10.06    13.31    14.72      *      15.06     -      -      -     14.06    16.13    14.72      *   

            2001   10.89     7.71     9.63     8.25     -      8.24     -      -       *      10.15     4.96     8.28     2.14 

 

  Math      2002   10.45     7.92     8.50     9.02      *       8.91      *       -      -      8.45     9.81     9.77      *   

            2001   10.97     8.83     7.71     7.63     -      7.71      *       -       *       7.17     8.08     7.97    10.80 

 

 

 percent of Failers Passing TAAS 

 

  Reading   2002   58.9%    50.9%    69.3%    52.0%      *      52.1%     -      -      -     50.0%    56.3%    52.0%      *   

            2001   52.2%    40.6%    47.0%    46.0%     -     46.8%     -      -       *      47.5%    43.5%    46.7%    28.6% 

 

  Math      2002   61.6%    47.3%    53.9%    54.0%      *      50.0%      *       -      -     48.3%    61.9%    55.3%      *   

            2001   57.4%    44.0%    45.8%    36.6%     -     39.4%      *       -       *      40.0%    33.3%    38.5%    40.0% 

 

 

 

 RPTE % Change 
 Sum of 3-12 
 

 Scored 'Beginning' in 2001 

 

  % Beg.  2002      38.8%    41.3%    52.4%    28.6%     -     28.6%     -      -      -     42.9%    21.4%    31.3%      *   

  % Int.  2002      38.3%    36.4%    36.2%    52.4%     -     52.4%     -      -      -     42.9%    57.1%    50.0%      *   
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  % Adv.  2002      22.9%    22.3%    15.2%    19.0%     -     19.0%     -      -      -     14.3%    21.4%    18.8%      *   

 

 Scored 'Intermediate' in 2001 

 

  % Beg.  2002       3.7%     5.2%    11.4%    17.6%     -     18.8%     -      -       *      10.0%    28.6%     7.7%      *   

  % Int.  2002      26.6%    27.7%    39.4%    35.3%     -     31.3%     -      -       *      30.0%    42.9%    38.5%      *   

  % Adv.  2002      69.7%    67.0%    54.4%    47.1%     -     50.0%     -      -       *      60.0%    28.6%    53.8%      *   

 

 Scored 'Beginning' in 2000 

 

  % Beg.  2001      44.8%    47.6%    47.0%    34.4%     -     34.4%     -      -      -     43.8%    25.0%    42.1%      *   

  % Int.  2001      36.1%    34.1%    38.2%    40.6%     -     40.6%     -      -      -     31.3%    50.0%    36.8%      *   

  % Adv.  2001      19.1%    18.2%    15.0%    25.0%     -     25.0%     -      -      -     25.0%    25.0%    21.1%      *   

 

 Scored 'Intermediate' in 2000 

 

  % Beg.  2001       5.4%     6.8%     7.5%     5.9%     -      5.9%     -      -      -      6.3%     5.6%     3.7%     -  

  % Int.  2001      32.3%    31.6%    33.6%    26.5%     -     26.5%     -      -      -     37.5%    16.7%    22.2%     -  

  % Adv.  2001      62.3%    61.7%    58.6%    67.6%     -     67.6%     -      -      -     56.3%    77.8%    74.1%     -  

 

 TAAS % Passing (Sum of 3-8 & 10) 
 Accountability Subset *** 
 

  Reading   2002   91.3%    83.1%    92.6%    88.7%    88.9%    88.8%    92.3%     -       *      84.4%    92.0%    88.2%      *   

            2001   88.9%    78.4%    86.6%    79.4%    87.5%    78.6%    94.1%      *        *      71.4%    84.3%    78.3%    61.9% 

 

  Writing   2002   88.7%    80.8%    87.8%    88.6%   100.0%    88.1%   100.0%     -       *      84.2%    92.0%    89.0%    80.0% 

            2001   87.9%    79.5%    85.8%    83.2%   100.0%    82.4%    94.1%      *        *      75.0%    88.0%    82.8%    62.5% 

 

  Math      2002   92.7%    84.3%    92.1%    85.1%    88.9%    85.2%    84.6%     -       *      80.1%    88.9%    86.1%      *   

            2001   90.2%    81.1%    87.2%    80.6%   100.0%    80.8%    76.5%      *        *      78.2%    82.1%    80.4%    57.9% 

 

  All Tests 2002   85.3%    73.3%    81.7%    77.2%    88.9%    76.8%    84.6%     -       *      69.8%    83.2%    77.9%    85.7% 

            2001   82.1%    68.3%    76.2%    67.7%    87.5%    67.4%    70.6%      *        *      59.1%    73.1%    67.4%    45.5% 

 

 *** The Accountability Subset for this Campus includes      0 students in 2002, and     0 students in 2001 

     who qualified for End-of-Course exam credit and did not take the exit-level TAAS test. 

 

 End-of-Course Exam (% Passing) 
 (Preview of 2003 Exit Level) 
 

  Algebra I 

  % Passing 2002   57.8%    46.4%    32.9%    42.2%      *      42.7%    45.5%     -       *      39.6%    44.6%    41.5%    36.4% 

            2001   49.2%    42.5%    29.1%    32.3%    80.0%    32.4%    14.3%     -       *      31.8%    32.7%    32.9%    26.3% 

 

  Biology 

  % Passing 2002   79.8%    61.6%    66.6%    59.9%    77.8%    58.7%    84.6%     -       *      57.5%    62.0%    59.6%    68.8% 

            2001   79.9%    62.7%    67.3%    63.0%    72.7%    61.9%    91.7%     -       *      59.9%    65.5%    63.0%    17.6% 

 

  English II 

  % Passing 2002   69.0%    60.4%    64.7%    58.8%    70.0%    58.2%    66.7%     -       *      50.6%    65.5%    58.1%     0.0% 

            2001   75.1%    62.5%    71.0%    63.6%    71.4%    63.2%    71.4%      *        *      46.4%    74.5%    63.0%    47.4% 

 

  US History 

  % Passing 2002   73.9%    56.3%    65.7%    42.2%    83.3%    41.0%    47.1%     -       *      33.9%    47.2%    40.5%    26.3% 

            2001   74.3%    64.2%    64.7%    52.1%    36.4%    51.4%    77.8%     -       *      53.7%    51.4%    50.4%      *   

 

 End-of-Course Exam (% Taking) 
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  Algebra I 

  % Taking  2002   17.0%    16.3%    22.1%    18.2%     8.2%    18.7%    13.6%     -     20.0%    19.0%    17.6%    19.9%     9.2% 

            2001   17.2%    15.7%    21.5%    19.6%    10.9%    20.0%    17.3%      *      11.1%    21.1%    18.2%    19.9%     8.6% 

 

  Biology 

  % Taking  2002   24.0%    17.7%    25.5%    21.7%    18.4%    22.1%    16.0%     -     20.0%    21.3%    22.0%    23.6%     6.7% 

            2001   23.8%    17.8%    25.6%    24.1%    23.9%    24.6%    14.8%      *      22.2%    23.0%    25.1%    24.1%     7.7% 

 

  English II 

  % Taking  2002   21.8%    18.7%    22.1%    20.4%    20.4%    20.5%    18.5%     -     10.0%    19.5%    21.2%    20.1%     2.5% 

            2001   22.0%    20.4%    22.6%    22.0%    15.2%    22.0%    25.9%      *      22.2%    18.1%    25.5%    22.1%     8.6% 

 

  US History 

  % Taking  2002   16.3%    16.9%    19.2%    17.7%    12.2%    17.6%    21.0%     -     20.0%    14.1%    20.8%    16.7%     7.9% 

            2001   18.5%    15.5%    19.3%     9.3%    23.9%     8.8%    11.1%      *      11.1%     6.5%    11.8%     8.5%     0.9% 

 

 2002 TAAS Participation 
 Grades 3-8 & 10 
 

 Tested            96.2%    95.7%    89.7%    87.2%    90.0%    86.8%    93.8%      -       *     80.5%    93.6%    87.9%    14.6% 

 

   Acct Subset     85.0%    81.2%    87.1%    84.8%    90.0%    84.8%    81.3%      -       *     77.1%    92.2%    85.7%    14.6% 

 

   Mobile Subset    4.5%     4.9%     3.4%     2.3%     0.0%     2.0%    12.5%      -       *      3.3%     1.4%     2.2%     0.0% 

 

   Science Only     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%      -       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

   SDAA only        6.7%     9.5%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%      -       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Not Tested         3.8%     4.3%    10.3%    12.8%    10.0%    13.2%     6.3%      -       *     19.5%     6.4%    12.1%    85.4% 

 

   Absent           0.7%     0.7%     1.3%     2.3%     0.0%     2.5%     0.0%      -       *      2.9%     1.8%     2.5%     0.0% 

 

   ARD Exempt       1.1%     1.7%     6.8%     9.6%    10.0%    10.0%     0.0%      -       *     14.8%     4.6%     9.3%    85.4% 

 

   LEP Exempt       1.4%     1.3%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%      -       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

   Other            0.6%     0.6%     0.6%     0.9%     0.0%     0.7%     6.3%      -       *      1.9%     0.0%     0.3%     0.0% 

 

 Total Count   2,193,137  28,720      438      429       10      401       16        0        2      210      219      364       48 

 

 2001 TAAS Participation 
 Grades 3-8 & 10 
 

 Tested            96.2%    95.8%    90.2%    89.8%    88.9%    89.8%    89.5%       *        *     83.1%    94.6%    89.2%    36.7% 

 

   Acct Subset     85.0%    81.0%    87.1%    87.8%    88.9%    87.6%    89.5%       *        *     81.4%    92.2%    87.0%    36.7% 

 

   Mobile Subset    4.8%     4.8%     2.9%     2.0%     0.0%     2.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.6%     2.3%     2.2%     0.0% 

 

   Science Only     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

   SDAA only        6.4%    10.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Not Tested         3.8%     4.2%     9.8%    10.2%    11.1%    10.2%    10.5%       *        *     16.9%     5.4%    10.8%    63.3% 

 

   Absent           0.6%     0.7%     1.3%     1.1%     0.0%     1.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.1%     1.2%     1.1%     1.7% 

 

   ARD Exempt       1.1%     1.6%     5.6%     7.9%    11.1%     7.8%    10.5%       *        *     14.2%     3.5%     8.4%    58.3% 
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   LEP Exempt       1.4%     1.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

   Other            0.7%     0.9%     0.7%     1.1%     0.0%     1.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.6%     0.8%     1.4%     3.3% 

 

 Total Count   2,156,695  29,387      422      441        9      410       19        1        2      183      258      370       60 

 

 *** The Accountability Subset for this Campus includes      0 students in 2002, and     0 students in 2001 

     who qualified for End-of-Course exam credit and did not take the exit-level TAAS test. 

 

 

 Attendance Rate 
  2000-01          95.5%    94.7%    93.9%    91.8%    95.8%    91.7%    92.4%      *      93.4%    90.8%    92.8%    91.9%    89.3% 

  1999-2000        95.6%    94.9%    94.2%    91.9%    95.7%    91.7%    93.8%      *      97.9%    90.9%    92.8%    92.2%    89.2% 

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr.  7-12) 
  2000-01           1.0%     1.2%     1.2%     1.2%     2.0%     1.2%     1.0%      *       0.0%     1.3%     1.1%     1.0%     1.8% 

  1999-2000         1.3%     1.8%     1.7%     2.1%     0.0%     2.2%     1.1%      *       0.0%     2.4%     1.8%     1.5%     3.5% 

 

 Completion Rate/Student Status Rate 
 Class of 2001 

  % Graduated      81.1%    74.1%    80.5%    75.1%    80.0%    74.4%    82.4%     -       *      69.9%    79.5%    76.9%    72.2% 

  % Received GED    4.8%     5.1%     2.2%     4.4%     0.0%     4.2%    11.8%     -       *       4.5%     4.3%     3.7%     0.0% 

  % Continued HS    7.9%    10.0%     8.2%    10.6%     0.0%    11.2%     5.9%     -       *      16.7%     5.4%     9.2%    19.4% 

  % Dropped Out     6.2%    10.8%     6.3%    10.0%    20.0%    10.3%     0.0%     -       *       9.0%    10.8%    10.3%     8.3% 

 

 Class of 2000 

  % Graduated      80.7%    73.9%    80.9%    75.9%   100.0%    75.4%    66.7%     -       *      70.3%    81.5%    78.5%    65.7% 

  % Received GED    4.8%     5.4%     2.0%     4.3%     0.0%     4.0%    16.7%     -       *       5.4%     3.2%     4.1%     2.9% 

  % Continued HS    7.3%    10.1%     7.9%     6.7%     0.0%     7.2%     0.0%     -       *       7.6%     5.8%     6.6%    22.9% 

  % Dropped Out     7.2%    10.6%     8.3%    13.1%     0.0%    13.5%    16.7%     -       *      16.8%     9.5%    10.8%     8.6% 

 

 % Adv.  Courses 
  2000-01          19.3%    16.5%    15.9%    14.4%    29.5%    13.7%    19.0%      *      22.2%    10.1%    18.1%    13.7%     0.9% 

  1999-2000        20.1%    15.1%    16.1%    12.0%    20.0%    11.5%    17.9%      *      22.2%     9.4%    14.5%    12.4%     1.5% 

 

 % Rec.  HS Pgm. 
  Class of 2001    51.1%    48.1%    67.0%    60.4%    75.0%    58.7%    80.0%     -       *      52.5%    66.9%    58.1%    13.3% 

  Class of 2000    38.6%    25.7%    48.1%    29.8%    45.5%    28.5%    54.5%     -       *      20.4%    38.2%    29.0%     0.0% 

 

 AP/IB Results 
 % Tested 

  2000-01          14.3%    21.6%    15.9%    25.2%    36.8%    24.2%    33.3%     -       *      18.0%    30.7%     n/a      n/a  

 

 % Examinees >= Crit. 

  2000-01          54.0%    18.3%    39.8%    20.7%     0.0%    22.1%    10.0%     -       *      22.9%    19.6%     n/a      n/a  

 

 % Scores >= Crit. 

  2000-01          50.1%    13.3%    29.7%    13.5%     0.0%    14.1%     6.3%     -     25.0%    17.3%    11.4%     n/a      n/a  

 

 

 TAAS/TASP Equiv. 
  Class of 2001    66.6%    49.7%    55.1%    54.0%    42.9%    54.2%    66.7%     -       *      51.6%    55.6%    52.7%    12.5% 

  Class of 2000    58.5%    37.1%    48.7%    29.5%    33.3%    28.1%    75.0%     -       *      28.3%    30.5%    26.7%      *   

 

 SAT/ACT Results 
 % Tested 

  Class of 2001    62.9%    63.8%    56.4%    62.2%      ?      56.9%    90.9%     -       *      56.1%    66.4%     n/a      n/a  

  Class of 2000    62.2%    60.4%    55.3%    55.6%    80.0%    48.5%    88.9%     -       *      47.3%    62.3%     n/a      n/a  
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 % At/Above Crit. 

  Class of 2001    26.9%     4.9%     5.1%     2.7%     0.0%     3.2%     0.0%     -       *       5.5%     1.1%     n/a      n/a  

  Class of 2000    27.3%     5.4%     5.5%     3.1%     0.0%     2.3%    25.0%     -       *       1.6%     4.0%     n/a      n/a  

 

 Mean SAT Score 

  Class of 2001     987      803      842      825      716      833      871       *        *       872      801      n/a      n/a  

  Class of 2000     990      797      857      778      748      782      905      -       *       749      798      n/a      n/a  

 

 Mean ACT Score 

  Class of 2001    20.2     16.5     17.3     16.9       *      16.6     20.2      -       *      17.2     16.8      n/a      n/a  

  Class of 2000    20.3     16.9     17.6     17.2     15.3     17.1       *        *        *      18.1     16.9      n/a      n/a  

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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                                            T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                               Section II 
 

     District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD           Academic Excellence Indicator System                           Total Enrollment:  1,784 

     Campus Name:   TEXAS H S                       2001-02 Campus Profile                                  Grade Span: 09-12     

     Campus #:      015907003                                                                                School Type: Secondary        

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

     STUDENT INFORMATION 
                                                 |--------Campus--------|             Campus 

                                                   Count         percent               Group        District              State 

 

     Total Students:                               1,784         100.0%               59,066         57,421           4,146,653 

 

     Students By Grade: Early Childhood Education      0           0.0%                 0.0%           0.2%                0.3% 

                        Pre-Kindergarten               0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.6%                3.5% 

                        Kindergarten                   0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.7%                7.3% 

                        Grade 1                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.1%                7.8% 

                        Grade 2                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.0%                7.7% 

                        Grade 3                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.9%                7.7% 

                        Grade 4                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.7%                7.7% 

                        Grade 5                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.4%                7.6% 

                        Grade 6                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.1%                7.7% 

                        Grade 7                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.0%                7.6% 

                        Grade 8                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.0%                7.5% 

                        Grade 9                      567          31.8%                34.0%           8.4%                8.8% 

                        Grade 10                     460          25.8%                24.2%           6.3%                7.0% 

                        Grade 11                     405          22.7%                22.7%           5.6%                6.3% 

                        Grade 12                     352          19.7%                19.1%           5.0%                5.4% 

 

     Ethnic Distribution: African American            49           2.7%                 0.6%           9.7%               14.4% 

                          Hispanic                 1,644          92.2%                95.7%          86.1%               41.7% 

                          White                       81           4.5%                 3.3%           4.0%               40.9% 

                          Asian/Pac.Islander          10           0.6%                 0.3%           0.3%                2.8% 

                          Native American              0           0.0%                 0.2%           0.1%                0.3% 

     Mobility (2000-01)                              565          27.6%                22.4%          32.1%               21.5% 

     Economically Disadvantaged                    1,540          86.3%                83.1%          92.3%               50.5% 

     Limited English Proficient (LEP)                209          11.7%                14.4%          18.4%               14.5% 

     Number of Students per Teacher                  17.0           n/a                 14.4           15.7                14.7 

     Students w/Disciplinary Placements (2000-01)     24           1.2%                 3.3%           0.9%                2.4% 

 

     Graduates (Class of 2001):                                                   Campus 

                                                                Campus             Group             District                State 

 

         Total Graduates (Class of 2001)                           268            11,038                2,500              215,316 

         By Ethnicity (incl.  Special Ed.) 

               African American                                      8                76                  303               28,295 

               Hispanic                                            242            10,445                2,065               69,595 

               White                                                15               455                  123              109,634 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                                3                52                    8                7,218 

               Native American                                       0                10                    1                  574 

         By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.) 

               Minimum H.S.  Program                                106             3,685                1,298              105,201 

               Recommended H.S.  Pgm./DAP                           162             7,353                1,202              110,115 

         Special Education Graduates                                30               962                  280               20,822 

 

 

                                                                                  Campus 

     CLASS SIZE INFORMATION                                     Campus             Group             District                State 
         (Derived from teacher responsibility records.) 
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         Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject: 

 

              Elementary: Kindergarten                            -               -                 21.5                 18.9 

                          Grade 1                                 -               -                 17.5                 18.1 

                          Grade 2                                 -               -                 17.8                 18.5 

                          Grade 3                                 -               -                 18.6                 18.9 

                          Grade 4                                 -               -                 18.3                 19.5 

                          Grade 5                                 -               -                 22.7                 22.2 

                          Grade 6                                 -               -                 21.6                 22.3 

                          Mixed Grades                            -               -                  -                 24.7 

 

              Secondary: English/Language Arts                   26.9              22.4                 25.2                 20.2 

                         Foreign Languages                       20.3              22.1                 21.3                 21.2 

                         Mathematics                             25.9              22.6                 25.3                 20.4 

                         Science                                 23.9              22.6                 24.3                 21.6 

                         Social Studies                          27.9              24.4                 26.1                 22.6 

 

 

 ? Indicates that the data for this item were missing, statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

     STAFF INFORMATION 
                                                  |--------Campus--------|            Campus 

                                                     Count       percent               Group       District               State 

 

         Professional Staff:                         120.9        92.0%                90.1%          60.5%               63.1% 

 

               Teachers                              105.2        80.0%                77.7%          48.6%               50.5% 

               Professional Support                   10.8         8.2%                 8.9%           8.8%                8.9% 

               Campus Admin.  (School Leader.)          5.0         3.8%                 3.5%           2.4%                2.7% 

 

         Educational Aides:                           10.5         8.0%                 9.9%          10.1%               10.3% 

 

         Total Staff:                                131.4       100.0%              5,271.3        7,523.9           560,063.1 

 

         Total Minority Staff:                        88.4        67.2%                70.8%          74.5%               39.2% 

 

         Teachers By Ethnicity and Sex: 

 

               Females                                65.0        61.8%                48.0%          76.0%               77.3% 

               Males                                  40.2        38.2%                52.0%          24.0%               22.7% 

 

               African American                       13.0        12.4%                 2.2%          13.1%                8.9% 

               Hispanic                               53.0        50.4%                64.1%          49.0%               17.6% 

               White                                  37.2        35.3%                32.5%          37.1%               72.5% 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                  1.0         1.0%                 1.1%           0.6%                0.7% 

               Native American                         1.0         1.0%                 0.2%           0.2%                0.3% 

 

         Teachers by Years of Experience: 

 

               Beginning Teachers                      6.0         5.7%                 5.5%           5.5%                7.8% 

               1-5 Years Experience                   16.2        15.4%                22.9%          20.5%               27.8% 

               6-10 Years Experience                  14.6        13.9%                18.9%          15.1%               18.1% 

               11-20 Years Experience                 31.8        30.2%                27.0%          24.7%               24.7% 

               0ver 20 Years Experience               36.5        34.7%                25.8%          34.2%               21.6% 
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                                                                                      Campus 

                                                                  Campus               Group        District              State 

 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers:                      15.4 yrs.          13.4  yrs.     14.7 yrs.         11.9 yrs. 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers with District:        11.5 yrs.           9.9  yrs.     10.7 yrs.          7.8 yrs. 

 

         Average Teacher Salary by Years of Experience: 

               Beginning Teachers                                $34,142             $29,141         $35,193            $30,940 

               1-5 Years Experience                              $36,277             $33,081         $35,697            $33,093 

               6-10 Years Experience                             $38,593             $37,108         $38,914            $36,169 

               11-20 Years Experience                            $47,259             $43,527         $46,419            $42,298 

               0ver 20 Years Experience                          $56,638             $50,481         $55,305            $49,185 

 

         Average Actual Salaries (regular duties only): 

               Teachers                                          $46,865             $40,939         $45,504            $39,232 

               Professional Support                              $52,307             $47,548         $53,729            $41,959 

               Campus Administration (School Leadership)         $68,020             $60,678         $64,616            $58,561 

 

         Contracted Instructional Staff (not incl.  above):           0.2                 3.7             6.9            2,466.9 

 

 ? Indicates that the data for this item were missing, statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

     BUDGETED OPERATING EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 
 

                                |------Campus------|     |----Campus Grp.----|     |-----District------|    |--------State--------| 

                                  Amount       Pct.       Amount       Pct.        Amount       Pct.         Amount       Pct. 

 

       Total Campus Budget       $8,803,636 100.0%       $337,645,524  100.0%      $297,626,219 100.0%      $20,436,570,206 100.0% 

 

       By Function: 

          Instruction            $6,402,875  72.7%       $223,477,214   66.2%      $216,370,634  72.7%      $14,553,545,122  71.2% 

          Instruct.  Leadership     $114,691   1.3%         $6,488,591    1.9%        $4,382,956   1.5%         $318,874,075   1.6% 

          School Leadership        $579,992   6.6%        $22,508,701    6.7%       $21,008,835   7.1%       $1,496,980,869   7.3% 

          Other Campus Costs     $1,706,078  19.4%        $85,171,018   25.2%       $55,863,794  18.8%       $4,067,170,140  19.9% 

 

 

                                                               |----------------------Average Costs per Campus--------------------| 

 

       Per Pupil:                        |------Campus------|  |--w/in Campus Grp--|  |---w/in District---|  |-----w/in State-----| 

 

         Total                                 $4,935                $5,716                  $5,183                  $4,929 

 

         Instruction (incl.  Inst.  Leader.)     $3,653                $3,893                  $3,844                  $3,587 

         School Leadership                       $325                  $381                    $366                    $361 

         Other Campus Costs                      $956                $1,442                    $973                    $981 

 

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

     PROGRAM INFORMATION 
                                                   |-------Campus-------|             Campus 

                                                    Count        percent               Group       District               State 

     Student Enrollment by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     185          10.4%                11.4%          14.1%               13.1% 

         Career & Technology Education               958          53.7%                59.7%          14.8%               19.3% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 143           8.0%                10.5%           5.6%                8.2% 

         Special Education                           239          13.4%                10.6%          13.3%               11.7% 
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     Teachers by Program (population served): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     1.0           1.0%                 2.2%          11.1%                7.8% 

         Career & Technology Education              16.2          15.4%                13.7%           3.4%                4.2% 

         Compensatory Education                      0.0           0.0%                 1.5%           4.1%                3.1% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 0.0           0.0%                 3.6%           6.7%                2.3% 

         Regular Education                          75.9          72.2%                66.4%          62.4%               70.3% 

         Special Education                          11.1          10.5%                 8.2%          12.0%               10.0% 

         Other                                       1.0           1.0%                 4.5%           0.3%                2.3% 

 

     Budgeted Instruct.  Oper.  Exp. by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                  $2,810           0.0%                 0.6%           9.9%                4.3% 

         Career & Technology Education        $1,012,501          15.8%                14.1%           3.3%                4.1% 

         Compensatory Education                 $179,350           2.8%                 5.8%           3.9%                6.4% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                $610           0.0%                 1.1%           0.5%                1.8% 

         Regular Education                    $4,405,128          68.8%                67.9%          65.5%               70.8% 

         Special Education                      $802,476          12.5%                10.5%          16.9%               12.6% 

 

 The Special Revenue Funds (incl.  SSA) and the Capital Projects Funds are not reported for budgeted data. 

 

 ? Indicates that the data for this item were missing, statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
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      T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                                   Section I 
 District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD                           Academic Excellence Indicator System                          Total Students:  1,728 
 Campus Name: TEXAS H S                                      2002-03 Campus Performance                                  Grade Span: 09-12 
 Campus #: 015907003                                                                                                     School Type: Secondary        

 

                                         Campus          African                     Native   Asian/                     Special   Econ    

                       State   District  Group   Campus  American  Hispanic  White  American Pacific Is Male    Female     Ed      Disad     LEP  

 

 TAKS Met Standard 
 Grade 9 
 

  Reading       2003   82.4%    72.3%    73.8%    67.3%   100.0%    65.9%    84.6%      *        *      55.2%    78.1%    50.0%    68.1%    11.7% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   65.1%    51.3%    49.1%    43.9%    70.0%    43.0%    57.1%      *        *      44.3%    43.6%    30.0%    43.3%    16.4% 

 

  All Tests     2003   61.7%    47.7%    46.1%    40.7%    70.0%    39.8%    53.3%      *        *      36.4%    44.8%    25.0%    40.4%     6.3% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard 
 Grade 10 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003   72.8%    60.0%    66.6%    57.3%    50.0%    57.4%    66.7%     -       *      45.8%    66.9%    53.3%    55.8%    18.5% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   74.2%    63.5%    64.6%    64.1%    50.0%    65.0%    55.6%     -       *      56.9%    69.9%    46.2%    62.9%    42.3% 

 

  Science       2003   69.6%    47.7%    53.3%    54.7%    33.3%    54.2%   100.0%     -       *      53.1%    55.8%    46.2%    53.3%    26.1% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   86.8%    79.0%    81.8%    78.9%    83.3%    78.9%    75.0%     -       *      76.2%    81.0%    69.2%    77.9%    59.3% 

 

  All Tests     2003   53.3%    34.6%    40.4%    37.4%    42.9%    36.9%    55.6%     -       *      32.9%    41.2%    23.5%    36.1%    13.3% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard 
 Grade 11 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003   69.8%    65.5%    62.3%    62.7%      *      62.8%    66.7%     -       *      47.3%    72.9%     -     63.0%     0.0% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   68.5%    57.0%    55.1%    49.2%      *      48.9%    50.0%     -       *      44.3%    52.4%      *      49.3%    13.0% 

 

  Science       2003   67.9%    51.9%    53.1%    47.8%      *      47.9%    50.0%     -       *      42.7%    51.7%      *      48.9%    23.1% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   90.2%    86.2%    85.9%    80.8%      *      82.0%    62.5%     -       *      76.1%    83.8%      *      81.1%    35.0% 

 

  All Tests     2003   49.8%    38.5%    39.0%    35.8%    33.3%    35.9%    33.3%     -       *      26.2%    42.4%      *      36.6%     4.2% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of 3-10) 
 (2 SEM Below Panel Recommendation) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003   72.8%    60.0%    66.6%    57.3%    50.0%    57.4%    66.7%     -       *      45.8%    66.9%    53.3%    55.8%    18.5% 

 

  Reading       2003   85.6%    76.0%    73.8%    67.3%   100.0%    65.9%    84.6%      *        *      55.2%    78.1%    50.0%    68.1%    11.7% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   78.6%    65.1%    57.8%    52.2%    62.5%    52.1%    56.5%      *        *      49.2%    54.9%    39.1%    51.4%    24.1% 

 

  Science       2003   71.7%    56.4%    53.3%    54.7%    33.3%    54.2%   100.0%     -       *      53.1%    55.8%    46.2%    53.3%    26.1% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   90.1%    85.5%    81.8%    78.9%    83.3%    78.9%    75.0%     -       *      76.2%    81.0%    69.2%    77.9%    59.3% 

 

  All Tests     2003   69.1%    53.8%    42.7%    39.3%    58.8%    38.5%    54.2%      *        *      35.0%    43.2%    24.1%    38.6%     8.6% 
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 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of 3-10) 
 (1 SEM Below Panel Recommendation) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003   70.5%    57.5%    62.4%    55.2%    50.0%    55.1%    66.7%     -       *      44.3%    64.3%    40.0%    54.4%    18.5% 

 

  Reading       2003   80.2%    68.7%    65.6%    60.2%    88.9%    58.9%    76.9%      *        *      47.0%    72.1%    25.0%    60.8%     6.7% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   69.0%    52.4%    42.4%    36.5%    37.5%    36.3%    43.5%      *        *      33.3%    39.2%    30.4%    36.1%    10.3% 

 

  Science       2003   56.7%    38.1%    37.0%    34.1%    33.3%    32.8%    85.7%     -       *      36.3%    32.5%    30.8%    33.3%    17.4% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   83.6%    75.8%    71.2%    67.9%    66.7%    67.9%    62.5%     -       *      68.0%    67.7%    53.8%    67.0%    44.4% 

 

  All Tests     2003   58.9%    41.6%    30.1%    25.5%    35.3%    25.0%    37.5%      *        *      22.5%    28.1%    10.3%    25.0%     3.2% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of 3-10) 
 (Panel Recommendation) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003   66.7%    52.5%    57.8%    51.4%    50.0%    51.1%    66.7%     -       *      39.7%    61.1%    33.3%    50.4%    14.8% 

 

  Reading       2003   73.2%    60.0%    54.6%    51.8%    88.9%    50.6%    61.5%      *        *      36.5%    65.7%    12.5%    52.1%     3.3% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   58.5%    40.7%    30.0%    25.3%    37.5%    24.9%    30.4%      *        *      22.5%    27.7%    21.7%    25.1%     5.7% 

 

  Science       2003   40.5%    22.3%    22.2%    20.2%    33.3%    18.6%    71.4%     -       *      22.1%    18.8%     7.7%    19.6%     8.7% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   75.2%    64.5%    59.8%    59.6%    66.7%    59.2%    62.5%     -       *      59.0%    60.1%    53.8%    58.8%    29.6% 

 

  All Tests     2003   48.0%    30.9%    20.3%    18.5%    35.3%    17.7%    29.2%      *        *      15.6%    21.0%     3.4%    18.2%     3.2% 

 

 TAKS Commended Performance (Sum of 3-10) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003    5.3%     1.9%     1.6%     1.7%     0.0%     1.8%     0.0%     -       *       0.8%     2.5%     0.0%     1.8%     0.0% 

 

  Reading       2003   18.5%     9.9%     2.5%     4.2%     0.0%     4.2%     7.7%      *        *       2.2%     6.0%     0.0%     3.6%     0.0% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   12.5%     4.7%     2.3%     1.8%     0.0%     1.9%     0.0%      *        *       1.3%     2.2%     0.0%     1.7%     0.0% 

 

  Science       2003    3.3%     0.6%     0.2%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     -       *       0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   14.9%     6.6%     4.2%     4.6%    16.7%     4.2%    12.5%     -       *       9.0%     1.3%     0.0%     4.5%     0.0% 

 

  All Tests     2003    5.1%     1.6%     0.4%     0.1%     0.0%     0.1%     0.0%      *        *       0.0%     0.3%     0.0%     0.1%     0.0% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 (2 SEM Below Panel Recommendation) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003   71.5%    62.3%    66.9%    59.7%    44.4%    59.8%    66.7%     -       *      46.4%    69.7%    53.3%    58.9%    15.2% 

 

  Reading       2003   85.6%    76.0%    73.8%    67.3%   100.0%    65.9%    84.6%      *        *      55.2%    78.1%    50.0%    68.1%    11.7% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   77.8%    64.5%    57.4%    51.4%    65.0%    51.2%    54.8%      *      20.0%    48.1%    54.2%    40.0%    50.9%    21.8% 

 

  Science       2003   70.7%    55.4%    53.9%    51.7%    40.0%    51.5%    73.3%     -       *      48.5%    54.0%    42.9%    51.5%    25.0% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   90.1%    85.7%    82.0%    79.8%    87.5%    80.3%    68.8%     -       *      76.2%    82.3%    64.3%    79.3%    48.9% 

 

  All Tests     2003   67.4%    52.5%    41.5%    38.3%    52.2%    37.8%    48.5%      *      20.0%    32.7%    43.0%    25.8%    38.1%     7.7% 
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 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 (1 SEM Below Panel Recommendation) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003   68.7%    58.8%    61.1%    56.6%    44.4%    56.8%    60.0%     -       *      42.4%    67.3%    40.0%    55.9%    15.2% 

 

  Reading       2003   80.2%    68.7%    65.6%    60.2%    88.9%    58.9%    76.9%      *        *      47.0%    72.1%    25.0%    60.8%     6.7% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   67.9%    51.6%    41.2%    36.5%    45.0%    36.1%    45.2%      *      20.0%    32.8%    39.5%    28.0%    35.8%     9.1% 

 

  Science       2003   56.9%    38.2%    38.1%    33.8%    30.0%    33.0%    66.7%     -       *      34.7%    33.1%    28.6%    33.3%    16.7% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   84.0%    76.9%    72.6%    69.0%    75.0%    69.3%    62.5%     -       *      66.2%    71.1%    50.0%    68.3%    34.0% 

 

  All Tests     2003   57.4%    40.5%    29.7%    25.0%    30.4%    24.6%    36.4%      *       0.0%    21.4%    28.0%     9.7%    24.6%     2.6% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 (Panel Recommendation) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003   64.6%    53.3%    56.4%    51.8%    44.4%    51.7%    60.0%     -       *      37.5%    62.6%    33.3%    50.8%    12.1% 

 

  Reading       2003   73.2%    60.0%    54.6%    51.8%    88.9%    50.6%    61.5%      *        *      36.5%    65.7%    12.5%    52.1%     3.3% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   57.4%    39.9%    29.2%    24.8%    40.0%    24.2%    32.3%      *      20.0%    22.3%    26.8%    20.0%    24.1%     5.5% 

 

  Science       2003   42.4%    23.5%    25.2%    21.3%    30.0%    20.4%    46.7%     -       *      22.8%    20.2%     7.1%    20.3%     8.3% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   76.1%    66.2%    61.9%    60.1%    75.0%    60.1%    56.3%     -       *      57.1%    62.2%    50.0%    59.2%    23.4% 

 

  All Tests     2003   46.6%    29.9%    20.1%    17.4%    26.1%    17.0%    24.2%      *       0.0%    14.5%    19.7%     3.2%    17.1%     2.6% 

 

 TAKS Commended Performance (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2003    5.2%     2.0%     1.7%     2.9%     0.0%     2.8%     0.0%     -       *       1.3%     4.0%     0.0%     2.7%     0.0% 

 

  Reading       2003   18.5%     9.9%     2.5%     4.2%     0.0%     4.2%     7.7%      *        *       2.2%     6.0%     0.0%     3.6%     0.0% 

 

  Mathematics   2003   12.0%     4.5%     2.1%     1.4%     0.0%     1.5%     0.0%      *       0.0%     1.2%     1.6%     0.0%     1.4%     0.0% 

 

  Science       2003    2.9%     0.5%     0.2%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     -       *       0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

  Soc Studies   2003   13.4%     5.7%     3.5%     3.8%    12.5%     3.4%    12.5%     -       *       6.7%     1.7%     0.0%     3.0%     0.0% 

 

  All Tests     2003    4.7%     1.5%     0.3%     0.1%     0.0%     0.1%     0.0%      *       0.0%     0.0%     0.2%     0.0%     0.1%     0.0% 

 

 2003 TAKS Participation 
 Grades 3-11 
 

 Tested TAKS/SDAA      94.9%    92.6%    87.7%    81.1%    89.7%    80.8%    80.9%       *    100.0%    74.5%    87.8%    17.3%    81.1%    77.3% 

 

   Acct Subset         85.2%    80.5%    82.9%    77.0%    75.9%    77.2%    70.2%       *     83.3%    69.4%    84.6%    15.3%    77.6%    76.0% 

 

   Mobile Subset        4.9%     5.3%     4.5%     4.1%    13.8%     3.6%    10.6%       *     16.7%     5.1%     3.1%     2.0%     3.5%     1.3% 

 

   SDAA only            4.8%     6.8%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Not Tested TAKS/SDAA   5.1%     7.4%    12.3%    18.9%    10.3%    19.2%    19.1%       *      0.0%    25.5%    12.2%    82.7%    18.9%    22.7% 

 

   Absent               0.7%     1.0%     1.6%     3.2%     0.0%     3.3%     4.3%       *      0.0%     4.2%     2.2%     0.5%     2.9%     3.2% 

 



254 

   ARD Exempt           1.7%     3.3%     5.1%     9.3%    10.3%     9.4%     8.5%       *      0.0%    13.6%     5.1%    61.9%     9.5%    16.9% 

 

   LEP Exempt           1.1%     0.9%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

   Other                1.6%     2.3%     3.8%     6.4%     0.0%     6.6%     6.4%       *      0.0%     7.7%     4.9%    20.3%     6.4%     2.6% 

 

 Total Count       2,854,272  36,411    1,387    1,343       29    1,260       47        1        6      671      671      202    1,227      154 

 

 RPTE Change 
 Sum of 3-12 
 

 Scored 'Beginning' in 2002 

 

  Beginning    2003    41.0%    40.8%    48.0%    44.0%     -     44.0%     -      -      -     42.9%    45.5%     -     40.9%    44.0% 

  Intermediate 2003    40.5%    39.9%    40.0%    40.0%     -     40.0%     -      -      -     28.6%    54.5%     -     45.5%    40.0% 

  Advanced     2003    18.5%    19.4%    13.5%    16.0%     -     16.0%     -      -      -     28.6%     0.0%     -     13.6%    16.0% 

 

 Scored 'Intermediate' in 2002 

 

  Beginning    2003     4.2%     3.5%     3.9%     7.1%     -      7.7%     -      -       *        *       0.0%      *       0.0%     7.1% 

  Intermediate 2003    33.7%    34.5%    39.0%    35.7%     -     38.5%     -      -       *        *      40.0%      *      36.4%    35.7% 

  Advanced     2003    62.1%    62.0%    54.4%    57.1%     -     53.8%     -      -       *        *      60.0%      *      63.6%    57.1% 

 

 Scored 'Beginning' in 2001 

 

  Beginning    2002    38.8%    41.3%    52.4%    28.6%     -     28.6%     -      -      -     42.9%    21.4%      *      31.3%     n/a 

  Intermediate 2002    38.3%    36.4%    36.2%    52.4%     -     52.4%     -      -      -     42.9%    57.1%      *      50.0%     n/a 

  Advanced     2002    22.9%    22.3%    15.2%    19.0%     -     19.0%     -      -      -     14.3%    21.4%      *      18.8%     n/a 

 

 Scored 'Intermediate' in 2001 

 

  Beginning    2002     3.7%     5.2%    11.4%    17.6%     -     18.8%     -      -       *      10.0%    28.6%      *       7.7%     n/a 

  Intermediate 2002    26.6%    27.7%    39.4%    35.3%     -     31.3%     -      -       *      30.0%    42.9%      *      38.5%     n/a 

  Advanced     2002    69.7%    67.0%    54.4%    47.1%     -     50.0%     -      -       *      60.0%    28.6%      *      53.8%     n/a 

 

 Attendance Rate 
  2001-02              95.6%    94.9%    93.8%    92.4%    94.5%    92.4%    90.9%      *      94.7%    91.8%    93.0%    91.0%    92.6%    92.9% 

  2000-01              95.5%    94.7%    93.9%    91.8%    95.8%    91.7%    92.4%      *      93.4%    90.8%    92.8%    89.3%    91.9%     n/a 

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr.  7-12) 
  2001-02               0.9%     1.2%     1.4%     1.8%     1.8%     1.8%     1.0%     -      0.0%     2.3%     1.3%     2.6%     1.2%     2.9% 

  2000-01               1.0%     1.2%     1.2%     1.2%     2.0%     1.2%     1.0%      *       0.0%     1.3%     1.1%     1.8%     1.0%     n/a 

 

 Completion/Student Status Rate 
 Class of 2002 

  Graduated            82.8%    79.1%    83.1%    81.9%   100.0%    80.8%    90.5%     -       *      75.9%    86.5%    65.0%    81.3%    73.7% 

  Received GED          4.1%     3.9%     1.7%     2.7%     0.0%     2.7%     4.8%     -       *       3.1%     2.4%     0.0%     3.5%     0.0% 

  Continued HS          8.0%     8.7%     9.1%     9.5%     0.0%    10.2%     0.0%     -       *      14.2%     5.8%    27.5%    10.4%    10.5% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)    5.0%     8.3%     5.6%     5.9%     0.0%     6.3%     4.8%     -       *       6.8%     5.3%     7.5%     4.9%    15.8% 

 

 Class of 2001 

  Graduated            81.1%    74.1%    80.5%    75.1%    80.0%    74.4%    82.4%     -       *      69.9%    79.5%    72.2%    76.9%     n/a 

  Received GED          4.8%     5.1%     2.2%     4.4%     0.0%     4.2%    11.8%     -       *       4.5%     4.3%     0.0%     3.7%     n/a 

  Continued HS          7.9%    10.0%     8.2%    10.6%     0.0%    11.2%     5.9%     -       *      16.7%     5.4%    19.4%     9.2%     n/a 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)    6.2%    10.8%     6.3%    10.0%    20.0%    10.3%     0.0%     -       *       9.0%    10.8%     8.3%    10.3%     n/a 

 

 Advanced Courses 
  2001-02              19.4%    18.0%    17.2%    16.2%    31.9%    15.7%    14.8%     -     50.0%     7.9%    23.7%     2.3%    15.5%     5.8% 

  2000-01              19.3%    16.5%    15.9%    14.4%    29.5%    13.7%    19.0%      *      22.2%    10.1%    18.1%     0.9%    13.7%     n/a 
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 RHSP/DAP Graduates 
  Class of 2002        58.2%    63.8%    74.5%    84.7%    84.6%    84.9%    80.0%     -       *      83.0%    85.9%    29.0%    83.5%    86.7% 

  Class of 2001        51.1%    48.1%    67.0%    60.4%    75.0%    58.7%    80.0%     -       *      52.5%    66.9%    13.3%    58.1%     n/a 

 

 AP/IB Results 
 Tested 

  2002                 15.0%    24.1%    16.9%    30.1%    36.8%    30.0%    25.0%     -     50.0%    18.3%    37.7%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

  2001                 14.3%    21.6%    15.9%    25.2%    36.8%    24.2%    33.3%     -       *      18.0%    30.7%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

 

 Examinees >= Criterion 

  2002                 56.8%    19.6%    37.7%     8.5%     0.0%     7.7%    33.3%     -       *      10.4%     7.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

  2001                 54.0%    18.3%    39.8%    20.7%     0.0%    22.1%    10.0%     -       *      22.9%    19.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

 

 Scores >= Criterion 

  2002                 52.9%    15.5%    28.5%     6.6%     0.0%     6.3%    17.7%     -       *       8.6%     6.0%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

  2001                 50.1%    13.3%    29.7%    13.5%     0.0%    14.1%     6.3%     -     25.0%    17.3%    11.4%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

 

 

 TAAS/TASP Equivalency 
  Class of 2002        70.5%    51.0%    60.5%    52.6%    54.5%    51.3%    66.7%     -       *      50.0%    54.3%    28.6%    53.7%    20.0% 

  Class of 2001        66.6%    49.7%    55.1%    54.0%    42.9%    54.2%    66.7%     -       *      51.6%    55.6%    12.5%    52.7%     n/a 

 

 SAT/ACT Results 
 Tested 

  Class of 2002        61.9%    60.0%    56.5%    52.1%    75.0%    50.6%    31.6%     -       ?      44.7%    56.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

  Class of 2001        62.9%    63.8%    56.4%    62.2%      ?      56.9%    90.9%     -       *      56.1%    66.4%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

 

 Examiness >= Criterion 

  Class of 2002        26.6%     5.3%     4.7%     2.5%     0.0%     2.2%     0.0%     -       *       2.0%     2.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

  Class of 2001        26.9%     4.9%     5.1%     2.7%     0.0%     3.2%     0.0%     -       *       5.5%     1.1%     n/a      n/a      n/a  

 

 Mean SAT Score 

  Class of 2002         986      810      832      811      778      807      820      -       *       796      818      n/a      n/a      n/a  

  Class of 2001         987      803      842      825      716      833      871       *        *       872      801      n/a      n/a      n/a  

 

 Mean ACT Score 

  Class of 2002        20.0     17.0     16.9     16.6     16.4     16.6       *       -       *      15.9     16.9      n/a      n/a      n/a  

  Class of 2001        20.2     16.5     17.3     16.9       *      16.6     20.2      -       *      17.2     16.8      n/a      n/a      n/a  

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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                                            T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                               Section II 
 

     District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD           Academic Excellence Indicator System                           Total Enrollment:  1,728 

     Campus Name:   TEXAS H S                       2002-03 Campus Profile                                  Grade Span: 09-12     

     Campus #:      015907003                                                                                School Type: Secondary        

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

     STUDENT INFORMATION 
                                                 |--------Campus--------|             Campus 

                                                   Count         percent               Group        District              State 

 

     Total Students:                               1,728         100.0%               61,630         57,076           4,239,911 

 

     Students By Grade: Early Childhood Education      0           0.0%                 0.0%           0.2%                0.3% 

                        Pre-Kindergarten               0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.8%                3.7% 

                        Kindergarten                   0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.8%                7.4% 

                        Grade 1                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.2%                7.8% 

                        Grade 2                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.8%                7.6% 

                        Grade 3                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.9%                7.6% 

                        Grade 4                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.7%                7.6% 

                        Grade 5                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.4%                7.6% 

                        Grade 6                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.0%                7.6% 

                        Grade 7                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.1%                7.7% 

                        Grade 8                        0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.8%                7.5% 

                        Grade 9                      567          32.8%                33.2%           8.1%                8.8% 

                        Grade 10                     397          23.0%                25.0%           6.5%                7.1% 

                        Grade 11                     392          22.7%                22.1%           5.7%                6.3% 

                        Grade 12                     372          21.5%                19.7%           5.0%                5.6% 

 

     Ethnic Distribution: African American            34           2.0%                 0.5%           9.4%               14.3% 

                          Hispanic                 1,619          93.7%                96.2%          86.5%               42.7% 

                          White                       67           3.9%                 2.8%           3.8%               39.8% 

                          Asian/Pac.Islander           7           0.4%                 0.3%           0.2%                2.9% 

                          Native American              1           0.1%                 0.1%           0.1%                0.3% 

     Mobility (2001-02)                              635          30.6%                22.9%          32.3%               21.1% 

     Economically Disadvantaged                    1,548          89.6%                84.9%          90.4%               51.9% 

     Limited English Proficient (LEP)                194          11.2%                15.2%          19.0%               14.9% 

     Number of Students per Teacher                  15.8           n/a                 14.6           15.7                14.7 

     Students w/Disciplinary Placements (2001-02)     41           2.0%                 3.7%           1.8%                2.6% 

 

     Graduates (Class of 2002):                                                   Campus 

                                                                Campus             Group             District                State 

 

         Total Graduates (Class of 2002)                           334            11,963                2,727              225,167 

         By Ethnicity (incl.  Special Ed.) 

               African American                                     13                77                  258               30,030 

               Hispanic                                            298            11,437                2,331               74,466 

               White                                                20               387                  124              112,386 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                                3                45                   14                7,707 

               Native American                                       0                17                    0                  578 

         By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.) 

               Minimum H.S.  Program                                 51             3,167                  986               94,163 

               Recommended H.S.  Pgm./DAP                           283             8,796                1,741              131,004 

         Special Education Graduates                                31             1,032                  289               22,358 

 

 

                                                                                  Campus 

     CLASS SIZE INFORMATION                                     Campus             Group             District                State 
         (Derived from teacher responsibility records.) 
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         Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject: 

 

              Elementary: Kindergarten                            -               -                 21.1                 18.9 

                          Grade 1                                 -               -                 18.8                 18.1 

                          Grade 2                                 -               -                 18.7                 18.4 

                          Grade 3                                 -               -                 18.4                 18.6 

                          Grade 4                                 -               -                 18.8                 19.3 

                          Grade 5                                 -               -                 23.1                 22.1 

                          Grade 6                                 -               -                 21.5                 22.2 

                          Mixed Grades                            -               -                  -                 24.6 

 

              Secondary: English/Language Arts                   24.8              22.2                 25.0                 20.3 

                         Foreign Languages                       20.6              22.3                 26.2                 22.0 

                         Mathematics                             23.3              22.0                 27.0                 20.7 

                         Science                                 30.3              22.7                 26.0                 21.8 

                         Social Studies                          31.6              24.0                 28.6                 22.8 

 

 

 ? Indicates that the data for this item were missing, statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

     STAFF INFORMATION 
                                                  |--------Campus--------|            Campus 

                                                     Count       percent               Group       District               State 

 

         Professional Staff:                         128.3        91.6%                90.2%          59.7%               61.8% 

 

               Teachers                              109.3        78.0%                77.6%          46.9%               50.5% 

               Professional Support                   14.0        10.0%                 9.0%           9.8%                7.5% 

               Campus Admin.  (School Leader.)          5.0         3.6%                 3.6%           2.3%                2.7% 

 

         Educational Aides:                           11.8         8.4%                 9.8%          10.2%               10.3% 

 

         Total Staff:                                140.1       100.0%              5,444.5        7,750.4           571,118.1 

 

         Total Minority Staff:                       100.1        71.5%                73.3%          75.6%               39.7% 

 

         Teachers By Ethnicity and Sex: 

 

               Females                                67.3        61.6%                48.2%          76.1%               77.3% 

               Males                                  42.0        38.4%                51.8%          23.9%               22.7% 

 

               African American                       16.0        14.6%                 2.6%          12.9%                9.0% 

               Hispanic                               57.3        52.4%                65.7%          50.2%               18.2% 

               White                                  34.0        31.1%                29.7%          36.0%               71.7% 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                  1.0         0.9%                 1.7%           0.7%                0.9% 

               Native American                         1.0         0.9%                 0.3%           0.2%                0.3% 

 

         Teachers by Years of Experience: 

 

               Beginning Teachers                      7.0         6.4%                 6.4%           4.5%                7.8% 

               1-5 Years Experience                   26.0        23.8%                21.2%          23.0%               28.2% 

               6-10 Years Experience                  13.0        11.9%                18.8%          15.1%               18.3% 

               11-20 Years Experience                 29.0        26.5%                27.6%          24.2%               24.4% 

               0ver 20 Years Experience               34.4        31.4%                26.0%          33.2%               21.3% 
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                                                                                      Campus 

                                                                  Campus               Group        District              State 

 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers:                      14.7 yrs.          13.3  yrs.     14.6 yrs.         11.8 yrs. 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers with District:        10.7 yrs.           9.9  yrs.     10.5 yrs.          7.7 yrs. 

 

         Average Teacher Salary by Years of Experience: 

               Beginning Teachers                                $36,706             $31,689         $36,894            $31,876 

               1-5 Years Experience                              $37,477             $33,567         $37,486            $34,154 

               6-10 Years Experience                             $40,528             $37,460         $39,546            $36,937 

               11-20 Years Experience                            $45,855             $43,539         $46,572            $42,774 

               0ver 20 Years Experience                          $57,155             $50,828         $56,475            $50,065 

 

         Average Actual Salaries (regular duties only): 

               Teachers                                          $46,201             $41,420         $46,274            $39,974 

               Professional Support                              $51,981             $47,427         $54,837            $47,667 

               Campus Administration (School Leadership)         $70,280             $61,984         $66,449            $59,603 

 

         Contracted Instructional Staff (not incl.  above):           0.0                 5.8             4.1            1,233.2 

 

 ? Indicates that the data for this item were missing, statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

     BUDGETED OPERATING EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 
 

                                |------Campus------|     |----Campus Grp.----|     |-----District------|    |--------State--------| 

                                  Amount       Pct.       Amount       Pct.        Amount       Pct.         Amount       Pct. 

 

       Total Campus Budget       $9,017,822 100.0%       $358,811,088  100.0%      $305,930,222 100.0%      $21,323,666,084 100.0% 

 

       By Function: 

          Instruction            $6,352,661  70.4%       $236,083,075   65.8%      $218,170,729  71.3%      $15,145,510,797  71.0% 

          Instruct.  Leadership     $127,972   1.4%         $6,863,606    1.9%        $4,530,971   1.5%         $334,388,015   1.6% 

          School Leadership        $704,795   7.8%        $24,047,308    6.7%       $23,866,890   7.8%       $1,581,369,641   7.4% 

          Other Campus Costs     $1,832,394  20.3%        $91,817,099   25.6%       $59,361,632  19.4%       $4,262,397,631  20.0% 

 

 

                                                               |----------------------Average Costs per Campus--------------------| 

 

       Per Pupil:                        |------Campus------|  |--w/in Campus Grp--|  |---w/in District---|  |-----w/in State-----| 

 

         Total                                 $5,219                $5,822                  $5,360                  $5,030 

 

         Instruction (incl.  Inst.  Leader.)     $3,750                $3,942                  $3,902                  $3,652 

         School Leadership                       $408                  $390                    $418                    $373 

         Other Campus Costs                    $1,060                $1,490                  $1,040                  $1,006 

 

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

     PROGRAM INFORMATION 
                                                   |-------Campus-------|             Campus 

                                                    Count        percent               Group       District               State 

     Student Enrollment by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     162           9.4%                12.8%          14.6%               13.5% 

         Career & Technology Education               869          50.3%                62.0%          14.0%               19.8% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 137           7.9%                 9.9%           5.6%                7.8% 

         Special Education                           230          13.3%                11.2%          12.8%               11.6% 
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     Teachers by Program (population served): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     0.8           0.7%                 1.9%          11.4%                8.1% 

         Career & Technology Education              15.8          14.4%                14.1%           3.3%                4.2% 

         Compensatory Education                      0.0           0.0%                 1.1%           4.3%                3.1% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 1.3           1.1%                 3.5%           6.7%                2.3% 

         Regular Education                          82.1          75.1%                66.9%          62.4%               69.7% 

         Special Education                           7.7           7.0%                 8.7%          11.7%               10.2% 

         Other                                       1.7           1.5%                 3.8%           0.2%                2.5% 

 

     Budgeted Instruct.  Oper.  Exp. by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                  $3,810           0.1%                 0.7%           9.9%                4.5% 

         Career & Technology Education          $944,043          14.9%                13.7%           3.2%                4.1% 

         Compensatory Education                 $269,120           4.2%                 5.3%           2.7%                5.2% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                $610           0.0%                 0.6%           0.0%                1.8% 

         Regular Education                    $4,312,342          67.9%                69.2%          64.7%               70.9% 

         Special Education                      $822,736          13.0%                10.5%          17.3%               12.6% 

         Other                                        $0           0.0%                 0.1%           2.1%                0.9% 

 

 The Special Revenue Funds (incl.  SSA) and the Capital Projects Funds are not reported for budgeted data. 

 

 ? Indicates that the data for this item were missing, statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
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                                                       T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                                   Section I 
 District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD                           Academic Excellence Indicator System                          Total Students:  1,683 
 Campus Name: TEXAS H S                                      2003-04 Campus Performance                                  Grade Span: 09-12 
 Campus #: 015907003                             Accountability Rating: Academically Acceptable                           School Type: Secondary        
 

                                               Gold Performance Acknowledgments: Recommended High School Program (Class of 2003) 

 

 

                                         Campus          African                     Native   Asian/                     Special   Econ    

                       State   District  Group   Campus  American  Hispanic  White  American Pacific Is Male    Female     Ed      Disad     LEP  

 

 TAKS Met Standard 
 Grade 9 
 

  Reading       2004    85%      74%      77%      75%      89%      74%    > 99%       *        *       70%      81%      60%      75%      28% 

                2003    76%      65%      66%      61%      89%      59%      77%       *        *       47%      73%      25%      61%       7% 

 

  Mathematics   2004    61%      42%      47%      47%      56%      46%      67%       *        *       45%      49%      24%      47%      21% 

                2003    55%      40%      37%      31%      33%      31%      46%       *        *       30%      33%      20%      31%       9% 

 

  All Tests     2004    59%      41%      45%      45%      56%      44%      71%       *        *       42%      49%      28%      45%       8% 

                2003    51%      37%      35%      29%      33%      28%      36%       *        *       24%      32%       8%      28%       3% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard 
 Grade 10 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2004    76%      59%      66%      63%      73%      62%      82%       *        *       53%      72%      43%      63%      20% 

                2003    70%      57%      62%      55%      50%      55%      67%       *        *       44%      65%      40%      54%      19% 

 

  Mathematics   2004    64%      49%      52%      51%      70%      50%      64%       *        *       48%      54%      28%      51%      43% 

                2003    61%      47%      48%      45%      50%      45%      44%       *        *       40%      49%      38%      44%      15% 

 

  Science       2004    65%      47%      47%      54%      80%      53%      82%       *        *       58%      51%      36%      53%      26% 

                2003    56%      31%      37%      34%      33%      33%      86%       *        *       35%      33%      33%      33%      17% 

 

  Soc Studies   2004    88%      79%      81%      83%      90%      82%      90%       *        *       84%      81%      68%      83%      53% 

                2003    80%      68%      71%      68%      67%      68%      63%       *        *       68%      68%      54%      67%      44% 

 

  All Tests     2004    50%      31%      33%      37%      55%      37%      36%       *        *       34%      40%      19%      37%      10% 

                2003    43%      22%      26%      22%      43%      21%      44%       *        *       21%      23%      13%      21%       3% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard 
 Grade 11 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2004    87%      78%      83%      87%      50%      88%      90%       *        *       80%      93%      62%      87%      45% 

                2003    70%      66%      63%      63%       *       63%      67%       *        *       48%      73%       *       63%     < 1% 

 

  Mathematics   2004    85%      78%      80%      85%      67%      85%      90%       *        *       86%      84%      56%      85%      75% 

                2003    68%      57%      55%      49%       *       49%      50%       *        *       46%      52%       *       50%      13% 

 

  Science       2004    85%      72%      75%      79%      83%      78%      90%       *        *       77%      80%      67%      78%      60% 

                2003    68%      52%      53%      48%       *       48%      50%       *        *       43%      52%       *       49%      23% 

 

  Soc Studies   2004    97%      97%      96%      99%    > 99%      99%    > 99%       *        *       99%      99%      94%      99%      95% 

                2003    90%      86%      86%      81%       *       82%      63%       *        *       76%      84%       *       81%      35% 

 

  All Tests     2004    73%      58%      60%      67%      33%      67%      80%       *        *       63%      70%      35%      67%      33% 
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                2003    50%      39%      39%      36%      33%      36%      33%       *        *       27%      43%       *       37%       4% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 (Accountability Indicator) 
 

  Reading/ELA   2004    85%      75%      74%      74%      73%      74%      91%       *        *       67%      81%      54%      74%      28% 

                2003    79%      68%      65%      60%      67%      59%      71%       *        *       46%      70%      35%      60%      10% 

 

  Mathematics   2004    76%      64%      56%      58%      64%      57%      73%       *        *       55%      61%      34%      58%      37% 

                2003    69%      53%      46%      40%      47%      40%      47%       *       20%      37%      43%      32%      40%      11% 

 

  Science       2004    72%      58%      59%      65%      81%      64%      86%       *        *       66%      64%      49%      64%      37% 

                2003    60%      41%      43%      40%      40%      39%      67%       *        *       39%      41%      31%      40%      19% 

 

  Soc Studies   2004    91%      85%      87%      90%      94%      90%      95%       *        *       90%      89%      79%      90%      67% 

                2003    85%      79%      76%      73%      75%      74%      63%       *        *       71%      75%      50%      73%      40% 

 

  All Tests     2004    68%      53%      44%      48%      50%      47%      63%       *        *       44%      51%      26%      47%      13% 

                2003    58%      42%      33%      29%      36%      28%      38%       *       20%      24%      33%      13%      28%       4% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 (Panel Recommendation) 
 

  Reading/ELA   2004    80%      68%      67%      67%      58%      67%      86%       *        *       60%      74%      46%      67%      21% 

                2003    72%      60%      56%      52%      67%      51%      61%       *        *       37%      64%      26%      52%       7% 

 

  Mathematics   2004    66%      52%      40%      43%      48%      42%      70%       *        *       42%      44%      15%      43%      24% 

                2003    57%      40%      30%      25%      42%      25%      33%       *       20%      23%      27%      20%      25%       6% 

 

  Science       2004    56%      39%      36%      43%      50%      43%      57%       *        *       46%      41%      24%      42%      20% 

                2003    42%      24%      25%      21%      30%      20%      47%       *        *       22%      21%       8%      20%       8% 

 

  Soc Studies   2004    84%      77%      77%      83%      94%      83%      90%       *        *       84%      82%      66%      83%      58% 

                2003    76%      66%      62%      60%      75%      60%      56%       *        *       57%      62%      50%      59%      23% 

 

  All Tests     2004    57%      42%      29%      32%      38%      31%      54%       *        *       30%      33%      10%      31%       6% 

                2003    47%      30%      20%      18%      27%      17%      25%       *      < 1%      15%      20%       3%      17%       3% 

 

 TAKS Commended Performance (Sum of All Grades Tested)  
 

  Reading/ELA   2004    20%      12%       3%       7%     < 1%       7%      11%       *        *        5%       8%     < 1%       7%     < 1% 

                2003    16%       9%       2%       3%     < 1%       3%       4%       *        *        2%       5%     < 1%       3%     < 1% 

 

  Mathematics   2004    17%       9%       5%       4%     < 1%       4%       9%       *        *        4%       5%     < 1%       4%       2% 

                2003    12%       4%       2%       1%     < 1%       2%     < 1%       *      < 1%       1%       2%     < 1%       1%     < 1% 

 

  Science       2004     9%       4%       1%       2%       6%       1%       5%       *        *        3%       1%     < 1%       2%     < 1% 

                2003     3%       1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%       *        *      < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1% 

 

  Soc Studies   2004    21%      11%       8%      13%      13%      13%      10%       *        *       17%      10%       3%      14%       5% 

                2003    13%       6%       4%       4%      13%       3%      13%       *        *        6%       2%     < 1%       3%     < 1% 

 

  All Tests     2004     8%       4%       1%       1%     < 1%       1%       3%       *        *        1%       1%     < 1%       1%     < 1% 

                2003     5%       1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%       *      < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1%     < 1% 

 

 2004 TAKS/SDAA Participation 
 Grades 3-11 
 

 Tested TAKS/SDAA      95.4%    94.6%    89.0%    88.1%    82.4%    88.2%    89.4%       *        *     83.4%    93.2%    34.2%    88.0%    84.7% 
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  By Testing Program 

   TAKS/SDAA           90.4%    88.1%    89.0%    88.1%    82.4%    88.2%    89.4%       *        *     83.4%    93.2%    34.2%    88.0%    84.7% 

   SDAA Only            5.0%     6.5%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

  By Mobility Status 

   Acct Subset         89.4%    87.8%    82.9%    79.6%    76.5%    79.9%    74.5%       *        *     74.8%    85.1%    31.5%    80.6%    80.9% 

   Mobile Subset        5.9%     6.8%     5.6%     8.5%     5.9%     8.3%    14.9%       *        *      8.5%     8.2%     2.7%     7.4%     3.8% 

 

 Not Tested TAKS/SDAA   4.6%     5.4%    11.1%    11.9%    17.6%    11.8%    10.6%       *        *     16.6%     6.8%    65.8%    12.0%    15.3% 

   Absent               0.2%     0.4%     0.4%     0.1%     0.0%     0.2%     0.0%       *        *      0.1%     0.2%     0.0%     0.1%     0.0% 

   ARD Exempt           2.1%     3.3%     5.6%     8.9%    14.7%     8.7%     8.5%       *        *     11.7%     5.8%    54.3%     9.1%    14.0% 

   LEP Exempt           1.2%     0.5%     1.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

   Other                1.2%     1.3%     2.5%     2.9%     2.9%     3.0%     2.1%       *        *      4.8%     0.8%    11.4%     2.8%     1.3% 

 

 Total Count       2,886,460   35,903    1,369    1,341       34    1,254       47        2        4      703      636      219    1,230      157 

 

 2003 TAKS/SDAA Participation 
 Grades 3-11 
 

 Tested TAKS/SDAA      94.9%    92.7%    87.7%    81.1%    89.7%    80.8%    80.9%       *    100.0%    74.5%    87.8%    17.3%    81.1%    77.3% 

  By Testing Program 

   TAKS/SDAA           90.1%    85.9%    87.7%    81.1%    89.7%    80.8%    80.9%       *    100.0%    74.5%    87.8%    17.3%    81.1%    77.3% 

   SDAA Only            4.8%     6.8%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

  By Mobility Status 

   Acct Subset         88.8%    85.9%    82.6%    75.0%    72.4%    75.2%    68.1%       *     83.3%    67.5%    82.6%    14.9%    75.4%    72.7% 

   Mobile Subset        6.1%     6.8%     5.7%     6.1%    17.2%     5.6%    12.8%       *     16.7%     7.0%     5.2%     2.5%     5.7%     4.5% 

 

 Not Tested TAKS/SDAA   5.1%     7.3%    12.3%    18.9%    10.3%    19.2%    19.1%       *      0.0%    25.5%    12.2%    82.7%    18.9%    22.7% 

   Absent               0.7%     1.0%     1.6%     3.2%     0.0%     3.3%     4.3%       *      0.0%     4.2%     2.2%     0.5%     2.9%     3.2% 

   ARD Exempt           1.7%     3.3%     5.1%     9.3%    10.3%     9.4%     8.5%       *      0.0%    13.6%     5.1%    61.9%     9.5%    16.9% 

   LEP Exempt           1.1%     0.9%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

   Other                1.5%     2.2%     3.8%     6.4%     0.0%     6.6%     6.4%       *      0.0%     7.7%     4.9%    20.3%     6.4%     2.6% 

 

 Total Count       2,854,584   36,390    1,387    1,343       29    1,260       47        1        6      671      671      202    1,227      154 

 

 Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers (Sum of Grades 4-11)  
  Reading/ELA 2004      47%      39%      43%      52%       *       52%      60%       *        *       47%      57%      44%      52%      21% 

  Mathematics 2004      27%      23%      26%      31%      38%      30%      50%       *        *       31%      31%      25%      31%      24% 

 

 RPTE Change 
 Sum of 3-12 
 

 Scored 'Beginning' in 2003 

 

  Beginning    2004    38.6%    36.1%    45.0%    52.2%     -     52.2%     -      -      -     58.3%    45.5%      *      52.4%    52.2% 

  Intermediate 2004    39.9%    41.7%    37.5%    39.1%     -     39.1%     -      -      -     41.7%    36.4%      *      38.1%    39.1% 

  Advanced     2004    21.5%    22.1%    18.2%     8.7%     -      8.7%     -      -      -      0.0%    18.2%      *       9.5%     8.7% 

 

 Scored 'Intermediate' in 2003 

 

  Beginning    2004     3.9%     2.8%     6.2%     0.0%     -      0.0%     -      -      -      0.0%     0.0%      *       0.0%     0.0% 

  Intermediate 2004    28.2%    22.2%    29.3%    29.2%     -     29.2%     -      -      -     22.2%    33.3%      *      27.3%    29.2% 

  Advanced     2004    67.8%    75.0%    62.7%    70.8%     -     70.8%     -      -      -     77.8%    66.7%      *      72.7%    70.8% 

 

 Scored 'Beginning' in 2002 

 

  Beginning    2003    41.0%    40.8%    48.0%    43.5%     -     43.5%     -      -      -     38.5%    50.0%     -     40.0%    43.5% 

  Intermediate 2003    40.5%    39.9%    40.0%    39.1%     -     39.1%     -      -      -     30.8%    50.0%     -     45.0%    39.1% 
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  Advanced     2003    18.5%    19.4%    13.5%    17.4%     -     17.4%     -      -      -     30.8%     0.0%     -     15.0%    17.4% 

 

 Scored 'Intermediate' in 2002 

 

  Beginning    2003     4.2%     3.5%     4.0%     7.7%     -      8.3%     -      -       *        *       0.0%      *       0.0%     7.7% 

  Intermediate 2003    33.7%    34.5%    39.6%    30.8%     -     33.3%     -      -       *        *      33.3%      *      30.0%    30.8% 

  Advanced     2003    62.1%    62.0%    54.4%    61.5%     -     58.3%     -      -       *        *      66.7%      *      70.0%    61.5% 

 

 Attendance Rate  
  2002-03              95.6%    94.8%    93.5%    91.7%    94.9%    91.7%    91.0%      *      95.9%    90.8%    92.6%    89.3%    92.0%    91.7% 

  2001-02              95.6%    94.9%    93.8%    92.4%    94.5%    92.4%    90.9%      *      94.7%    91.8%    93.0%    91.0%    92.6%    92.9% 

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-8) 
 (Accountability Indicator) 
  2002-03               0.2%     0.5%      *        *       -      -       *       -      -       *       -      -      -      -  

  2001-02               0.2%     0.5%      *       -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -  

 

 Completion/Student Status Rate (Gr 9-12)  
 Class of 2003 

  Graduated            84.2%    79.2%    84.2%    78.4%    70.0%    78.6%    77.8%     -       *      61.4%    89.3%    55.8%    80.0%    72.0% 

  Received GED          3.3%     3.4%     1.5%     3.5%     0.0%     3.5%     5.6%     -       *       6.9%     1.3%     2.3%     3.0%     0.0% 

  Continued HS          7.9%     9.8%     7.9%    11.4%    20.0%    11.1%    11.1%     -       *      21.4%     4.9%    23.3%    11.3%     4.0% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)    4.5%     7.6%     5.0%     6.8%    10.0%     6.7%     5.6%     -       *      10.3%     4.4%    18.6%     5.7%    24.0% 

 

 Class of 2002 

  Graduated            82.8%    79.1%    82.0%    81.9%   100.0%    80.8%    90.5%     -       *      75.9%    86.5%    65.0%    81.3%    73.7% 

  Received GED          4.1%     3.9%     2.1%     2.7%     0.0%     2.7%     4.8%     -       *       3.1%     2.4%     0.0%     3.5%     0.0% 

  Continued HS          8.0%     8.7%     9.5%     9.5%     0.0%    10.2%     0.0%     -       *      14.2%     5.8%    27.5%    10.4%    10.5% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)    5.0%     8.3%     5.6%     5.9%     0.0%     6.3%     4.8%     -       *       6.8%     5.3%     7.5%     4.9%    15.8% 

 

 Completion Rate II (w/GED) 
 (Accountability Indicator) 
  Class of 2003        95.5%    92.4%    95.1%    93.2%    90.0%    93.3%    94.4%     -       *      89.7%    95.6%    81.4%    94.3%    76.0% 

  Class of 2002        95.0%    91.7%    94.5%    94.1%   100.0%    93.7%    95.2%     -       *      93.2%    94.7%    92.5%    95.1%    84.2% 

 

 Completion Rate I (w/o GED)  
  Class of 2003        92.2%    89.0%    93.2%    89.7%    90.0%    89.7%    88.9%     -       *      82.8%    94.2%    79.1%    91.3%    76.0% 

 

 Advanced Courses  
  2002-03              19.7%    17.7%    14.9%    16.6%    24.3%    16.1%    23.7%      *      25.0%     9.8%    23.0%     2.9%    16.4%     3.3% 

  2001-02              19.4%    18.0%    17.2%    16.2%    31.9%    15.7%    14.8%     -     50.0%     7.9%    23.7%     2.3%    15.5%     5.8% 

 

 RHSP/DAP Graduates  
  Class of 2003        63.7%    77.3%    76.7%    93.0%   100.0%    92.4%   100.0%     -       *      84.9%    97.1%    44.8%    92.9%    78.9% 

  Class of 2002        58.2%    63.8%    74.5%    84.7%    84.6%    84.9%    80.0%     -       *      83.0%    85.9%    29.0%    83.5%    86.7% 

 

 AP/IB Results  
 Tested 

  2003                 16.1%    25.0%    16.6%    28.2%    57.1%    26.5%    48.3%     -     40.0%    17.6%    35.2%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

  2002                 15.0%    24.1%    16.9%    30.1%    36.8%    30.0%    25.0%     -     50.0%    18.3%    37.7%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 Examinees >= Criterion 

  2003                 56.0%    15.6%    40.6%     3.1%     0.0%     2.4%    14.3%     -       *       2.1%     3.5%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

  2002                 56.8%    19.6%    37.7%     8.5%     0.0%     7.7%    33.3%     -       *      10.4%     7.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 Scores >= Criterion 

  2003                 51.4%    12.3%    29.0%     1.8%     0.0%     1.4%    10.0%     -       *       1.2%     2.0%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

  2002                 52.9%    15.5%    28.5%     6.6%     0.0%     6.3%    17.7%     -       *       8.6%     6.0%     n/a      n/a      n/a 
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 TAAS/TASP Equivalency  
  Class of 2003        71.1%    53.0%    62.7%    61.5%    85.7%    61.3%    50.0%     -       *      50.0%    66.0%      *      61.4%    25.8% 

  Class of 2002        70.5%    51.0%    60.5%    52.6%    54.5%    51.3%    66.7%     -       *      50.0%    54.3%    28.6%    53.7%    20.0% 

 

 College Readiness-Texas Success Initiative (TSI)  
  Eng Lang Arts 2004    29%      17%      17%      22%       *       22%      30%       *        *       17%      26%       *       21%       *  

  Mathematics   2004    43%      28%      25%      27%      33%      26%      40%       *        *       38%      18%      13%      26%      20% 

 

 SAT/ACT Results  
 Tested 

  Class of 2003        62.4%    65.5%    60.7%    62.0%      ?      56.3%    61.5%     -       ?      59.5%    63.0%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

  Class of 2002        61.9%    60.0%    56.5%    52.1%    75.0%    50.6%    31.6%     -       ?      44.7%    56.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 At/Above Criterion 

  Class of 2003        27.2%     5.0%     5.5%     1.1%     9.1%     0.0%    12.5%     -       *       0.0%     1.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

  Class of 2002        26.6%     5.3%     4.7%     2.5%     0.0%     2.2%     0.0%     -       *       2.0%     2.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 Mean SAT Score 

  Class of 2003         989      802      862      774      783      776      879      -       *       748      784      n/a      n/a      n/a 

  Class of 2002         986      810      832      811      762      815       *       -       *       796      818      n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 Mean ACT Score 

  Class of 2003        19.9     16.9     17.1     16.9       *      16.1     20.6      -      -     16.5     17.0      n/a      n/a      n/a 

  Class of 2002        20.0     17.0     16.9     16.6     16.4     16.4       *       -       *      15.9     16.9      n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

                                            T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                               Section II 
     District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD           Academic Excellence Indicator System                           Total Enrollment:  1,683 

     Campus Name:   TEXAS H S                       2003-04 Campus Profile                                  Grade Span: 09-12     

     Campus #:      015907003                                                                                School Type: Secondary        

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   STUDENT INFORMATION 
                                                 |--------Campus--------|             Campus 

                                                   Count         percent               Group        District              State 

 

   Total Students:                                 1,683         100.0%               61,970         56,812           4,311,502 

 

   Students By Grade: Early Childhood Education        0           0.0%                 0.0%           0.0%                0.3% 

                      Pre-Kindergarten                 0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.2%                3.8% 

                      Kindergarten                     0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.9%                7.5% 

                      Grade 1                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.4%                7.9% 

                      Grade 2                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.8%                7.6% 

                      Grade 3                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.7%                7.5% 

                      Grade 4                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.6%                7.5% 

                      Grade 5                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.4%                7.5% 

                      Grade 6                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.1%                7.6% 

                      Grade 7                          0           0.0%                 0.4%           7.0%                7.6% 

                      Grade 8                          0           0.0%                 0.4%           7.1%                7.5% 

                      Grade 9                        583          34.6%                32.6%           8.2%                8.7% 

                      Grade 10                       418          24.8%                27.0%           6.1%                7.2% 

                      Grade 11                       327          19.4%                20.7%           5.5%                6.2% 

                      Grade 12                       355          21.1%                18.8%           5.0%                5.6% 

 

   Ethnic Distribution: African American              39           2.3%                 0.7%           8.8%               14.3% 

                        Hispanic                   1,581          93.9%                96.1%          87.2%               43.8% 

                        White                         56           3.3%                 2.7%           3.6%               38.7% 

                        Native American                0           0.0%                 0.2%           0.1%                0.3% 

                        Asian/Pac.  Islander            7           0.4%                 0.3%           0.3%                2.9% 
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   Economically Disadvantaged                      1,525          90.6%                83.4%          90.0%               52.8% 

   Limited English Proficient (LEP)                  196          11.6%                15.8%          17.0%               15.3% 

   Students w/Disciplinary Placements (2002-03)       51           2.3%                 3.6%           1.6%                2.3% 

   Mobility (2002-03)                                733          33.8%                23.0%          31.6%               21.0% 

   Number of Students per Teacher                   15.4            n/a                15.1           16.1                14.9 

 

                                                        |-------Campus-------|    Campus 

     Graduates (Class of 2003):                          Campus       percent      Group                District             State 

 

         Total Graduates (Class of 2003)                     313       100.0%     11,694                2,606              238,109 

         By Ethnicity (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               African American                                7         2.2%        106                  250               31,801 

               Hispanic                                      291        93.0%     11,097                2,238               80,776 

               White                                          14         4.5%        417                  114              116,817 

               Native American                                 0         0.0%         19                    1                  670 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                          1         0.3%         55                    3                8,045 

         By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               Minimum H.S.  Program                           22         7.0%      2,691                  591               86,382 

               Recommended H.S.  Pgm./DAP                     291        93.0%      9,003                2,015              151,727 

 

         Special Education Graduates                          29         9.3%        971                  251               23,626 

 

   CLASS SIZE INFORMATION 
   (Derived from teacher responsibility records.) 

                                                                                  Campus 

     Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject:                  Campus             Group                District             State 

 

             Elementary: Kindergarten                              -               -                 19.5                 19.1 

                         Grade 1                                   -               -                 19.1                 18.6 

                         Grade 2                                   -               -                 18.1                 18.8 

                         Grade 3                                   -               -                 18.3                 18.8 

                         Grade 4                                   -               -                 19.3                 19.4 

                         Grade 5                                   -               -                 23.2                 22.2 

                         Grade 6                                   -               -                 25.1                 22.4 

                         Mixed Grades                              -               -                 19.0                 25.1 

 

              Secondary: English/Language Arts                    22.3              22.1                 23.7                 20.4 

                         Foreign Languages                        27.3              22.6                 25.4                 21.5 

                         Mathematics                              20.8              22.0                 23.8                 20.5 

                         Science                                  21.7              22.5                 25.0                 21.6 

                         Social Studies                           23.6              24.1                 25.9                 22.6 

 

   STAFF INFORMATION                              |--------Campus--------|            Campus 
                                                     Count       percent               Group       District               State 

 

         Total Staff:                                138.8       100.0%               100.0%         100.0%              100.0% 

 

         Professional Staff:                         127.0        91.5%                89.6%          59.4%               62.0% 

               Teachers                              109.0        78.5%                76.8%          46.0%               50.4% 

               Professional Support                   13.0         9.4%                 9.1%          10.4%                7.8% 

               Campus Admin.  (School Leader.)          5.0         3.6%                 3.6%           2.3%                2.7% 

 

         Educational Aides:                           11.8         8.5%                10.4%          11.4%               10.2% 

 

         Total Minority Staff:                        95.8        69.0%                72.3%          76.1%               40.3% 

 

         Teachers By Ethnicity and Gender: 

               African American                       15.0        13.8%                 4.2%          12.4%                8.8% 

               Hispanic                               56.0        51.4%                61.9%          51.1%               18.8% 
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               White                                  36.0        33.0%                31.2%          35.7%               71.1% 

               Native American                         1.0         0.9%                 0.4%           0.2%                0.3% 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                  1.0         0.9%                 2.3%           0.6%                1.0% 

 

               Males                                  44.0        40.4%                51.8%          24.0%               22.7% 

               Females                                65.0        59.6%                48.2%          76.0%               77.3% 

 

         Teachers by Years of Experience: 

               Beginning Teachers                      6.0         5.5%                 5.4%           3.2%                6.5% 

               1-5 Years Experience                   29.0        26.6%                23.1%          23.7%               29.0% 

               6-10 Years Experience                  18.0        16.5%                18.3%          16.4%               18.9% 

               11-20 Years Experience                 28.0        25.7%                27.2%          24.7%               24.8% 

               0ver 20 Years Experience               28.0        25.7%                26.0%          31.9%               20.9% 

 

                                                                                      Campus 

                                                                  Campus               Group        District              State 

 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers:                      13.4 yrs.          13.4  yrs.     14.5 yrs.         11.8 yrs. 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers with District:         9.8 yrs.           9.9  yrs.     10.6 yrs.          7.8 yrs. 

 

         Average Teacher Salary by Years of Experience: 

         (regular duties only) 

               Beginning Teachers                                $36,731             $32,119         $37,350             $32,744 

               1-5 Years Experience                              $37,139             $34,971         $37,948             $34,774 

               6-10 Years Experience                             $46,758             $38,241         $40,472             $37,432 

               11-20 Years Experience                            $46,273             $44,371         $46,215             $42,989 

               Over 20 Years Experience                          $57,367             $51,795         $56,233             $50,553 

 

         Average Actual Salaries (regular duties only): 

               Teachers                                          $46,247             $42,348         $46,224             $40,478 

               Professional Support                              $52,277             $48,831         $54,688             $48,039 

               Campus Administration (School Leadership)         $68,072             $64,705         $67,743             $60,822 

 

         Contracted Instructional Staff (not incl.  above):           0.0                 4.7             0.0            1,571.6 

 

   ACTUAL OPERATING            |------Campus------|     |-----Campus Grp.-----|   |-----District------|    |--------State--------| 
   EXPENDITURE INFORMATION        Amount     Pct.         Amount       Pct.         Amount     Pct.         Amount       Pct. 
   (2002-03) 

 

       Total Expenditures:       $9,623,081 100.0%       $388,133,760  100.0%      $343,715,154 100.0%      $23,518,575,293 100.0% 

 

       By Instruction            $6,838,115  71.1%       $256,734,858   66.1%      $245,084,027  71.3%      $16,735,075,572  71.2% 

          Instruct.  Leadership     $130,676   1.4%         $6,829,935    1.8%        $4,573,397   1.3%         $328,773,617   1.4% 

          School Leadership        $618,193   6.4%        $24,767,771    6.4%       $24,180,885   7.0%       $1,641,234,677   7.0% 

          Other Campus Costs     $2,036,097  21.2%        $99,801,196   25.7%       $69,876,845  20.3%       $4,813,491,427  20.5% 

 

                                                               |---------------------Average Costs per Campus --------------------| 

       Per 2002-03 Pupil Expenditures:   |------Campus------|  |--w/in Campus Grp--|  |---w/in District---|  |-----w/in State-----| 

 

         Total Expenditures:                   $5,569                $6,334                  $6,022                  $5,551 

 

         By Instruction (incl.  Inst.  Leader.)  $4,033                $4,301                  $4,374                  $4,027 

            School Leadership                    $358                  $404                    $424                    $387 

            Other Campus Costs                 $1,178                $1,629                  $1,224                  $1,136 

 

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   PROGRAM INFORMATION                             |-------Campus-------|              Campus 
                                                    Count        percent               Group       District               State 
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     Student Enrollment by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     187          11.1%                13.5%          15.0%               14.1% 

         Career & Technology Education             1,063          63.2%                65.1%          18.8%               20.1% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 157           9.3%                 9.8%           5.4%                7.8% 

         Special Education                           254          15.1%                11.1%          12.8%               11.6% 

 

     Teachers by Program (population served): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     1.0           0.9%                 2.3%          11.9%                8.4% 

         Career & Technology Education              10.4           9.6%                13.3%           3.0%                4.1% 

         Compensatory Education                      0.0           0.0%                 1.0%           0.7%                2.9% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 3.1           2.8%                 4.0%           5.8%                2.2% 

         Regular Education                          83.8          76.9%                67.3%          66.4%               69.5% 

         Special Education                          10.3           9.5%                 8.8%          12.1%               10.3% 

         Other                                       0.4           0.3%                 3.4%           0.1%                2.5% 

 

     Actual Instruct.  Oper.  Exp. by Program (2002-03): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                  $2,084           0.0%                 1.1%           9.2%                4.3% 

         Career & Technology Education          $957,244          14.0%                13.2%           3.0%                4.0% 

         Compensatory Education                 $467,885           6.8%                10.0%           9.3%               10.5% 

         Gifted & Talented Education             $42,343           0.6%                 0.6%           0.5%                1.7% 

         Regular Education                    $4,449,375          65.1%                63.7%          58.4%               65.1% 

         Special Education                      $919,184          13.4%                10.8%          18.0%               13.1% 

         Other                                        $0           0.0%                 0.5%           1.6%                1.2% 

 

 

 

 '?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
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                                                       T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                          Section I 
 District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD                           Academic Excellence Indicator System                            Total Students:  1,707 
 Campus Name: TEXAS H S                                      2004-05 Campus Performance                                  Grade Span: 09-12 
 Campus #: 015907003                             2005 Accountability Rating: Academically Acceptable                      School Type: Secondary        
 

                                               Gold Performance Acknowledgments: Recommended High School Program (Class of 2004)     

                                                                                 Comparable Improvement:   Reading/ELA               

 

 

                                         Campus          African                     Native   Asian/                     Special   Econ    

                       State   District  Group   Campus  American  Hispanic  White  American Pacific Is Male    Female     Ed      Disad     LEP  

 

 TAKS Met 2005 Standard 
 Grade 9 
 

  Reading       2005    83%      72%      74%      79%      90%      78%    > 99%       *        *       68%      89%      62%      79%      15% 

                2004    77%      65%      67%      65%      44%      65%      86%       *        *       61%      71%      45%      65%      17% 

 

  Mathematics   2005    58%      33%      39%      36%      30%      36%      47%       *        *       30%      42%       7%      36%       8% 

                2004    52%      32%      37%      36%      33%      35%      67%       *        *       34%      39%       5%      36%      13% 

 

  All Tests     2005    56%      32%      37%      36%      30%      35%      47%       *        *       29%      42%      10%      36%       5% 

                2004    50%      31%      34%      33%      33%      32%      64%       *        *       30%      37%      12%      33%       5% 

 

 TAKS Met 2005 Standard 
 Grade 10 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2005    68%      67%      62%      74%      80%      74%      50%       *        *       65%      82%      29%      74%      13% 

                2004    73%      55%      61%      58%      73%      56%      82%       *        *       48%      66%      43%      57%      17% 

 

  Mathematics   2005    59%      41%      44%      50%      40%      50%      45%       *        *       51%      48%      11%      50%      21% 

                2004    53%      37%      38%      40%      60%      39%      55%       *        *       40%      40%      16%      40%      33% 

 

  Science       2005    55%      36%      34%      43%      40%      42%      58%       *        *       42%      44%       9%      43%       4% 

                2004    52%      33%      33%      39%      50%      39%      36%       *        *       39%      39%      18%      38%      13% 

 

  Soc Studies   2005    85%      76%      77%      80%      60%      80%      91%       *        *       84%      77%      42%      80%      54% 

                2004    81%      70%      70%      74%      90%      73%      90%       *        *       77%      71%      59%      74%      45% 

 

  All Tests     2005    40%      26%      24%      34%      20%      34%      33%       *        *       30%      37%     < 1%      34%       4% 

                2004    39%      21%      22%      26%      45%      26%      27%       *        *       23%      28%       7%      26%       5% 

 

 TAKS Met 2005 Standard 
 Grade 11 (April Administration) 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2005    88%      85%      82%      87%      91%      87%      83%       *        *       81%      92%      62%      87%      53% 

                2004    86%      76%      82%      86%      50%      87%      90%       *        *       80%      91%      62%      86%      45% 

 

  Mathematics   2005    81%      68%      71%      75%      80%      74%    > 99%       *        *       77%      72%      67%      75%      69% 

                2004    77%      67%      69%      75%      50%      75%      90%       *        *       74%      76%      25%      74%      65% 

 

  Science       2005    81%      69%      68%      75%    > 99%      74%    > 99%       *        *       75%      76%      70%      75%      53% 

                2004    77%      60%      60%      64%      67%      63%      90%       *        *       66%      62%      47%      62%      55% 

 

  Soc Studies   2005    95%      90%      90%      93%      91%      93%    > 99%       *        *       90%      95%      79%      93%      78% 

                2004    95%      93%      91%      97%    > 99%      97%    > 99%       *        *       97%      97%      81%      97%      85% 
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  All Tests     2005    69%      56%      55%      61%      75%      61%      83%       *        *       59%      64%      53%      61%      42% 

                2004    64%      47%      47%      51%      33%      51%      80%       *        *       53%      50%      18%      50%      29% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 (Standard Accountability Indicator) 
 

  Reading/ELA   2005    83%      75%      73%      79%      88%      79%      77%       *        *       71%      88%      53%      79%      28% 

                2004    80%      68%      68%      68%      58%      68%      86%       *        *       61%      75%      48%      68%      22% 

 

  Mathematics   2005    72%      58%      50%      51%      52%      50%      55%       *        *       49%      52%      23%      50%      33% 

                2004    67%      53%      44%      47%      48%      46%      70%       *        *       45%      50%      15%      47%      28% 

 

  Science       2005    66%      52%      49%      58%      80%      57%      71%       *        *       57%      59%      38%      58%      33% 

                2004    60%      44%      45%      50%      56%      49%      62%       *        *       51%      49%      30%      49%      27% 

 

  Soc Studies   2005    88%      82%      83%      86%      81%      86%      94%       *        *       87%      86%      62%      86%      68% 

                2004    85%      78%      78%      84%      94%      83%      95%       *        *       85%      83%      66%      83%      58% 

 

  All Tests     2005    62%      48%      38%      42%      48%      42%      48%       *        *       37%      47%      20%      42%      18% 

                2004    58%      43%      33%      35%      38%      35%      57%       *        *       33%      38%      12%      35%       9% 

 

 TAKS Met Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 (Panel Recommendation) 
 

  Reading/ELA   2005    83%      75%      73%      79%      88%      79%      77%       *        *       70%      87%      53%      79%      26% 

                2004    80%      68%      67%      67%      58%      67%      86%       *        *       60%      74%      46%      67%      21% 

 

  Mathematics   2005    71%      57%      47%      48%      48%      48%      52%       *        *       46%      50%      19%      48%      26% 

                2004    66%      52%      40%      43%      48%      42%      70%       *        *       42%      44%      15%      43%      24% 

 

  Science       2005    63%      48%      44%      53%      73%      53%      59%       *        *       52%      54%      14%      53%      28% 

                2004    56%      39%      36%      43%      50%      43%      57%       *        *       46%      41%      24%      42%      20% 

 

  Soc Studies   2005    87%      80%      81%      83%      81%      83%      94%       *        *       85%      82%      54%      83%      60% 

                2004    84%      77%      77%      83%      94%      83%      90%       *        *       84%      82%      66%      83%      58% 

 

  All Tests     2005    62%      47%      34%      39%      44%      39%      45%       *        *       34%      44%      13%      39%      14% 

                2004    57%      42%      29%      32%      38%      31%      54%       *        *       30%      33%      10%      31%       6% 

 

 TAKS Commended Performance (Sum of All Grades Tested)  
 

  Reading/ELA   2005    25%      16%       8%      12%      19%      12%      19%       *        *        7%      17%       6%      12%       2% 

                2004    20%      12%       3%       7%     < 1%       7%      11%       *        *        5%       8%     < 1%       7%     < 1% 

 

  Mathematics   2005    20%      11%       5%       5%     < 1%       5%       3%       *        *        5%       6%     < 1%       5%       1% 

                2004    17%       9%       5%       4%     < 1%       4%       9%       *        *        4%       5%     < 1%       4%       2% 

 

  Science       2005    14%       8%       1%       3%      13%       3%       6%       *        *        3%       3%     < 1%       3%     < 1% 

                2004     9%       4%       1%       2%       6%       1%       5%       *        *        3%       1%     < 1%       2%     < 1% 

 

  Soc Studies   2005    26%      16%      12%      19%      19%      18%      31%       *        *       18%      20%     < 1%      19%       5% 

                2004    21%      11%       8%      13%      13%      13%      10%       *        *       17%      10%       3%      14%       5% 

 

  All Tests     2005    10%       5%       1%       2%     < 1%       2%     < 1%       *        *        1%       2%     < 1%       2%     < 1% 

                2004     8%       4%       1%       1%     < 1%       1%       3%       *        *        1%       1%     < 1%       1%     < 1% 

 

 SDAA II Examinations (Sum of Grades 3-10) 
 Met ARD Expectations 
 (Standard Accountability & AEA Indicator) 
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  2005                  79%      75%      63%      57%      50%      58%       *        *        *       55%      64%      57%      57%      59% 

 

 SDAA II Examinees (Sum of Grades 3-10) 
 Met ARD Expectations 
 

  Reading/ELA 2005      82%      77%      71%      65%       *       65%       *        *        *       57%      81%      65%      64%      67% 

  Mathematics 2005      80%      74%      66%      59%       *       59%       *        *        *       59%      63%      59%      59%      56% 

  Writing     2005      65%      71%      37%      27%       *       25%       *        *        *       36%       *       27%      27%      40% 

  All Tests   2005      68%      63%      48%      39%       *       40%       *        *        *       35%      50%      39%      38%      45% 

 

 2005 TAKS/SDAA II Participation (Grades 3-11)  
 

 Tested                97.0%    97.0%    93.7%    94.4%    91.2%    94.7%    88.4%       *        *     93.6%    95.2%    74.0%    94.7%    95.6% 

  By Testing Program 

   TAKS/SDAA II        90.8%    89.4%    89.1%    89.8%    85.3%    90.1%    88.4%       *        *     87.3%    92.4%    39.5%    90.2%    80.7% 

   SDAA II Only         6.2%     7.6%     4.2%     4.6%     5.9%     4.6%     0.0%       *        *      6.4%     2.8%    34.5%     4.5%    14.8% 

 

  By Mobility Status 

   Acct Subset         91.3%    90.3%    87.8%    87.1%    88.2%    87.5%    76.7%       *        *     85.9%    88.3%    65.5%    87.7%    89.6% 

   Mobile Subset        5.7%     6.7%     6.0%     7.3%     2.9%     7.2%    11.6%       *        *      7.7%     6.8%     8.5%     7.0%     5.9% 

 

 Not Tested             3.0%     3.0%     6.4%     5.6%     8.8%     5.3%    11.6%       *        *      6.4%     4.8%    26.0%     5.3%     4.4% 

   Absent               0.2%     0.4%     0.4%     0.8%     0.0%     0.8%     0.0%       *        *      0.6%     0.9%     2.3%     0.8%     1.5% 

   ARD Exempt           0.8%     1.1%     1.8%     2.4%     8.8%     2.0%     7.0%       *        *      3.3%     1.4%    17.5%     2.3%     2.2% 

   LEP Exempt           1.0%     0.3%     1.2%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

   Other                1.0%     1.1%     1.9%     2.5%     0.0%     2.4%     4.7%       *        *      2.5%     2.5%     6.2%     2.2%     0.7% 

 

 Total Count       2,931,773   35,385    1,330    1,319       34    1,234       43        4        4      676      643      177    1,302      135 

 

 2004 TAKS/SDAA Participation (Grades 3-11)  
 

 Tested                95.4%    94.6%    89.0%    88.1%    82.4%    88.2%    89.4%       *        *     83.4%    93.2%    34.2%    88.0%    84.7% 

  By Testing Program 

   TAKS/SDAA           90.4%    88.1%    89.0%    88.1%    82.4%    88.2%    89.4%       *        *     83.4%    93.2%    34.2%    88.0%    84.7% 

   SDAA Only            5.0%     6.5%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

  By Mobility Status 

   Acct Subset         89.4%    87.8%    82.9%    79.6%    76.5%    79.9%    74.5%       *        *     74.8%    85.1%    31.5%    80.6%    80.9% 

   Mobile Subset        5.9%     6.8%     5.6%     8.5%     5.9%     8.3%    14.9%       *        *      8.5%     8.2%     2.7%     7.4%     3.8% 

 

 Not Tested             4.6%     5.4%    11.1%    11.9%    17.6%    11.8%    10.6%       *        *     16.6%     6.8%    65.8%    12.0%    15.3% 

   Absent               0.2%     0.4%     0.4%     0.1%     0.0%     0.2%     0.0%       *        *      0.1%     0.2%     0.0%     0.1%     0.0% 

   ARD Exempt           2.1%     3.3%     5.6%     8.9%    14.7%     8.7%     8.5%       *        *     11.7%     5.8%    54.3%     9.1%    14.0% 

   LEP Exempt           1.2%     0.5%     1.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

   Other                1.2%     1.3%     2.5%     2.9%     2.9%     3.0%     2.1%       *        *      4.8%     0.8%    11.4%     2.8%     1.3% 

 

 Total Count       2,886,460   35,903    1,369    1,341       34    1,254       47        2        4      703      636      219    1,230      157 

 

 Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers (Sum of Grades 4-11) 
 

  percent of Failers Passing TAKS 

 

   Reading/ELA  2005    45%      40%      42%      53%       *       52%       *        *        *       50%      58%      64%      53%      27% 

                2004    47%      39%      43%      52%       *       52%      60%       *        *       47%      57%      44%      52%      21% 

 

   Mathematics  2005    25%      18%      22%      21%      14%      21%      33%       *        *       26%      16%      30%      21%      23% 

                2004    27%      23%      26%      31%      38%      30%      50%       *        *       31%      31%      25%      31%      24% 
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  Average TGI Growth 

 

   Reading/ELA  2005   0.53     0.44     0.33     0.60      *       0.59      *        *        *       0.60     0.60     0.62     0.60     0.32 

                2004   0.50     0.38     0.45     0.64      *       0.67     0.40      *        *       0.53     0.78     0.40     0.65     0.44 

 

   Mathematics  2005   0.38     0.24     0.33     0.26     0.04     0.27     0.29      *        *       0.34     0.18     0.52     0.26     0.29 

                2004   0.38     0.35     0.31     0.51     0.53     0.49     1.18      *        *       0.50     0.52     0.47     0.50     0.54 

 

 RPTE Change 
 Sum of 3-12 
 

 Scored 'Beginning' in 2004 

 

  Beginning     2005   48.2%    51.1%    50.0%    28.6%     -     28.6%     -      -      -     27.3%      *        *      28.6%    28.6% 

  Intermediate  2005   32.7%    30.0%    35.3%    35.7%     -     35.7%     -      -      -     27.3%      *        *      35.7%    35.7% 

  Advanced      2005   14.6%    13.5%     9.8%    35.7%     -     35.7%     -      -      -     45.5%      *        *      35.7%    35.7% 

  Advanced High 2005    4.5%     5.4%     0.0%     0.0%     -      0.0%     -      -      -      0.0%      *        *       0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Scored 'Intermediate' in 2004 

 

  Beginning     2005    8.9%    11.5%     7.8%    11.1%     -     11.1%     -      -      -      0.0%    25.0%      *      11.1%    11.1% 

  Intermediate  2005   30.0%    27.8%    42.9%    50.0%     -     50.0%     -      -      -     60.0%    37.5%      *      50.0%    50.0% 

  Advanced      2005   41.9%    41.8%    44.7%    38.9%     -     38.9%     -      -      -     40.0%    37.5%      *      38.9%    38.9% 

  Advanced High 2005   19.2%    18.9%     0.0%     0.0%     -      0.0%     -      -      -      0.0%     0.0%      *       0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Scored 'Advanced' in 2004 

 

  Beginning     2005    1.5%     1.5%     0.9%     3.4%     -      3.4%     -      -      -      5.0%     0.0%     7.7%     3.4%     3.4% 

  Intermediate  2005    8.8%     7.2%     9.6%     6.8%     -      6.8%     -      -      -      7.5%     5.3%    15.4%     6.8%     6.8% 

  Advanced      2005   46.8%    48.7%    64.4%    67.8%     -     67.8%     -      -      -     65.0%    73.7%    76.9%    67.8%    67.8% 

  Advanced High 2005   42.9%    42.5%    22.7%    22.0%     -     22.0%     -      -      -     22.5%    21.1%     0.0%    22.0%    22.0% 

 

 Attendance Rate  
  2003-04              95.7%    94.8%    93.0%    93.1%    95.7%    93.0%    92.5%      *      95.5%    92.5%    93.7%    90.9%    93.4%    94.4% 

  2002-03              95.6%    94.8%    93.5%    91.7%    94.9%    91.7%    91.0%      *      95.9%    90.8%    92.6%    89.3%    92.0%    91.7% 

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-8) 
 (Standard Accountability Indicator) 
  2003-04               0.2%     0.3%      *        *       -       *       -      -      -       *       -      -       *       -  

  2002-03               0.2%     0.5%      *        *       -      -       *       -      -       *       -      -      -      -  

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 (AEA Indicator) 
  2003-04               0.9%     1.2%     1.5%     1.8%     3.6%     1.6%     5.1%      *       0.0%     2.5%     1.0%     2.2%     1.0%     1.8% 

  2002-03               0.9%     1.3%     1.4%     2.1%     1.6%     2.2%     1.0%     0.0%     0.0%     2.8%     1.5%     4.0%     1.7%     4.6% 

 

 Completion/Student Status Rate (Gr 9-12)  
 Class of 2004 

  Graduated            84.6%    78.9%    84.7%    75.7%    71.4%    76.3%    62.5%     -       *      63.5%    86.4%    59.6%    78.9%    66.7% 

  Received GED          4.2%     4.5%     2.6%     3.9%     0.0%     3.3%    18.8%     -       *       5.5%     2.4%     1.9%     3.5%     3.3% 

  Continued HS          7.3%    10.1%     7.2%    14.7%     0.0%    14.9%    18.8%     -       *      21.5%     8.7%    30.8%    11.2%    23.3% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)    3.9%     6.4%     4.9%     5.7%    28.6%     5.5%     0.0%     -       *       9.4%     2.4%     7.7%     6.4%     6.7% 

 

 Class of 2003 

  Graduated            84.2%    79.2%    84.2%    78.4%    70.0%    78.6%    77.8%     -       *      61.4%    89.3%    55.8%    80.0%    72.0% 

  Received GED          3.3%     3.4%     1.5%     3.5%     0.0%     3.5%     5.6%     -       *       6.9%     1.3%     2.3%     3.0%     0.0% 

  Continued HS          7.9%     9.8%     7.9%    11.4%    20.0%    11.1%    11.1%     -       *      21.4%     4.9%    23.3%    11.3%     4.0% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)    4.5%     7.6%     5.0%     6.8%    10.0%     6.7%     5.6%     -       *      10.3%     4.4%    18.6%     5.7%    24.0% 
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 Completion Rate II (w/GED) 
 (Standard Accountability & AEA Indicator) 
  Class of 2004        96.1%    93.6%    95.2%    94.3%    71.4%    94.5%   100.0%     -       *      90.6%    97.6%    92.3%    93.6%    93.3% 

  Class of 2003        95.5%    92.4%    95.1%    93.2%    90.0%    93.3%    94.4%     -       *      89.7%    95.6%    81.4%    94.3%    76.0% 

 

 Completion Rate I (w/o GED)  
  Class of 2004        91.9%    89.0%    92.8%    90.4%    71.4%    91.2%    81.3%     -       *      85.1%    95.1%    90.4%    90.1%    90.0% 

  Class of 2003        92.2%    89.0%    93.2%    89.7%    90.0%    89.7%    88.9%     -       *      82.8%    94.2%    79.1%    91.3%    76.0% 

 

 Advanced Course/Dual Enrollment Completion  
  2003-04              19.9%    18.1%    17.3%    16.2%    22.5%    15.9%    17.7%      *      33.3%    10.7%    21.9%     0.8%    16.9%     4.0% 

  2002-03              19.7%    17.7%    14.9%    16.6%    24.3%    16.1%    23.7%      *      25.0%     9.8%    23.0%     2.9%    16.4%     3.3% 

 

 RHSP/DAP Graduates  
  Class of 2004        68.4%    76.6%    81.3%    84.8%    83.3%    84.9%    80.0%     -       *      78.9%    89.0%    24.3%    84.4%    55.0% 

  Class of 2003        63.7%    77.3%    76.7%    93.0%   100.0%    92.4%   100.0%     -       *      84.9%    97.1%    44.8%    92.9%    78.9% 

 

 AP/IB Results  
  Tested 

   2004                17.4%    24.3%    16.2%    36.0%    53.8%    35.2%    45.5%     -       *      28.8%    41.4%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   2003                16.1%    25.0%    16.6%    28.2%    57.1%    26.5%    48.3%     -     40.0%    17.6%    35.2%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Examinees >= Criterion 

   2004                53.9%    15.2%    34.6%     2.4%     0.0%     1.6%    20.0%     -       *       1.4%     2.9%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   2003                56.0%    15.6%    40.6%     3.1%     0.0%     2.4%    14.3%     -       *       2.1%     3.5%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Scores >= Criterion 

   2004                49.3%    11.8%    23.4%     1.6%     0.0%     0.9%    14.3%     -       *       1.6%     1.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   2003                51.4%    12.3%    29.0%     1.8%     0.0%     1.4%    10.0%     -       *       1.2%     2.0%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 TAAS/TASP Equivalency  
  Class of 2004        77.3%    64.9%    65.9%    70.5%   100.0%    70.2%    60.0%     -       *      68.2%    71.8%      *      71.1%    23.5% 

  Class of 2003        71.1%    53.0%    62.7%    61.5%    85.7%    61.3%    50.0%     -       *      50.0%    66.0%      *      61.4%    25.8% 

 

 Texas Success Initiative (TSI) – Higher Education Readiness Component  
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2005    39%      42%      28%      48%      36%      49%      50%       *        *       37%      58%      23%      48%      22% 

                2004    29%      17%      17%      22%       *       22%      30%       *        *       17%      26%       *       21%       *  

 

  Mathematics   2005    48%      31%      29%      33%      40%      33%      40%       *        *       34%      33%      17%      34%      25% 

                2004    43%      28%      25%      27%      33%      26%      40%       *        *       38%      18%      13%      26%      20% 

 

 SAT/ACT Results  
  Tested 

   Class of 2004       61.9%    62.8%    61.1%    65.1%      ?      62.9%    77.8%     -       *      60.4%    67.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2003       62.4%    65.5%    60.7%    62.0%      ?      56.3%    61.5%     -       ?      59.5%    63.0%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  At/Above Criterion 

   Class of 2004       27.0%     4.6%     3.8%     4.0%     0.0%     4.3%     0.0%     -       *       1.6%     5.2%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2003       27.2%     5.0%     5.5%     1.1%     9.1%     0.0%    12.5%     -       *       0.0%     1.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Mean SAT Score 

   Class of 2004        987      814      834      822      743      824      872      -       *       826      819      n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2003        989      802      862      774      783      776      879      -       *       748      784      n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Mean ACT Score 

   Class of 2004       20.1     16.9     17.2     16.7     18.0     16.4       *       -       *      16.8     16.6      n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2003       19.9     16.9     17.1     16.9       *      16.1     20.6      -      -     16.5     17.0      n/a      n/a      n/a 
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                                            T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                               Section II 
     District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD           Academic Excellence Indicator System                           Total Enrollment:  1,707 

     Campus Name:   TEXAS H S                       2004-05 Campus Profile                                  Grade Span: 09-12     

     Campus #:      015907003                                                                                School Type: Secondary        

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   STUDENT INFORMATION 
                                                 |--------Campus--------|             Campus 

                                                   Count         percent               Group        District              State 

 

   Total Students:                                 1,707         100.0%               61,486         56,580           4,383,871 

 

   Students By Grade: Early Childhood Education        0           0.0%                 0.0%           0.0%                0.3% 

                      Pre-Kindergarten                 0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.3%                4.0% 

                      Kindergarten                     0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.4%                7.6% 

                      Grade 1                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.3%                7.9% 

                      Grade 2                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.8%                7.6% 

                      Grade 3                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.4%                7.5% 

                      Grade 4                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.5%                7.4% 

                      Grade 5                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.3%                7.4% 

                      Grade 6                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.0%                7.5% 

                      Grade 7                          0           0.0%                 0.4%           7.1%                7.6% 

                      Grade 8                          0           0.0%                 0.5%           6.8%                7.5% 

                      Grade 9                        590          34.6%                32.4%           8.5%                8.7% 

                      Grade 10                       419          24.5%                26.0%           6.0%                7.1% 

                      Grade 11                       357          20.9%                21.8%           5.3%                6.3% 

                      Grade 12                       341          20.0%                18.9%           5.2%                5.6% 

 

   Ethnic Distribution: African American              45           2.6%                 1.3%           8.8%               14.2% 

                        Hispanic                   1,603          93.9%                95.9%          87.5%               44.7% 

                        White                         52           3.0%                 2.4%           3.3%               37.7% 

                        Native American                3           0.2%                 0.2%           0.1%                0.3% 

                        Asian/Pac.  Islander            4           0.2%                 0.2%           0.2%                3.0% 

 

   Economically Disadvantaged                      1,466          85.9%                85.2%          92.9%               54.6% 

   Limited English Proficient (LEP)                  168           9.8%                15.8%          16.7%               15.6% 

   Students w/Disciplinary Placements (2003-04)       61           2.8%                 3.9%           1.8%                2.4% 

   At-Risk                                         1,226          71.8%                67.9%          66.9%               45.8% 

   Mobility (2003-04)                                763          34.5%                23.2%          30.8%               21.1% 

   Number of Students per Teacher                   16.4            n/a                15.5           16.1                14.9 

 

                                                        |-------Campus-------|    Campus 

     Graduates (Class of 2004):                          Campus       percent      Group                District             State 

 

         Total Graduates                                     309       100.0%     11,432                2,594              244,165 

         By Ethnicity (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               African American                                6         1.9%        165                  259               33,213 

               Hispanic                                      291        94.2%     10,851                2,203               85,412 

               White                                          10         3.2%        371                  121              116,497 

               Native American                                 0         0.0%         16                    1                  739 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                          2         0.6%         29                   10                8,304 

         By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               Minimum H.S.  Program                           47        15.2%      2,215                  606               77,194 

               Recommended H.S.  Pgm./DAP                     262        84.8%      9,217                1,988              166,971 

 

         Special Education Graduates                          37        12.0%      1,037                  303               24,954 
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   CLASS SIZE INFORMATION 
   (Derived from teacher responsibility records.) 

                                                                                  Campus 

     Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject:                  Campus             Group                District             State 

 

             Elementary: Kindergarten                             -               -                  18.9                 19.1 

                         Grade 1                                  -               -                  18.6                 18.7 

                         Grade 2                                  -               -                  18.5                 18.9 

                         Grade 3                                  -               -                  18.1                 18.9 

                         Grade 4                                  -               -                  19.3                 19.4 

                         Grade 5                                  -               -                  23.2                 22.0 

                         Grade 6                                  -               -                  25.1                 22.3 

                         Mixed Grades                             -               -                   7.3                 25.6 

 

              Secondary: English/Language Arts                    22.8              23.1                 26.0                 20.5 

                         Foreign Languages                        30.9              24.5                 34.3                 21.8 

                         Mathematics                              19.9              22.7                 27.6                 20.6 

                         Science                                  20.7              23.4                 26.7                 21.7 

                         Social Studies                           24.6              24.6                 28.2                 22.7 

 

   STAFF INFORMATION                              |--------Campus--------|            Campus 
                                                     Count       percent               Group       District               State 

 

         Total Staff:                                134.4       100.0%                 -          100.0%              100.0% 

 

         Professional Staff:                         122.6        91.2%                90.0%          59.2%               62.2% 

               Teachers                              104.4        77.6%                77.1%          45.7%               50.4% 

               Professional Support                   14.3        10.6%                 9.4%          10.4%                8.0% 

               Campus Admin.  (School Leader.)          4.0         3.0%                 3.5%           2.2%                2.8% 

 

         Educational Aides:                           11.8         8.8%                10.0%          11.6%               10.2% 

 

         Total Minority Staff:                        93.1        69.3%                71.4%          76.8%               41.0% 

 

         Teachers By Ethnicity and Sex: 

               African American                       15.0        14.4%                 6.3%          12.2%                8.9% 

               Hispanic                               55.0        52.7%                59.1%          52.4%               19.5% 

               White                                  33.4        32.0%                32.0%          34.5%               70.3% 

               Native American                         0.0         0.0%                 0.3%           0.3%                0.3% 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                  1.0         1.0%                 2.3%           0.7%                1.0% 

 

               Males                                  42.4        40.6%                50.5%          24.4%               22.9% 

               Females                                62.0        59.4%                49.5%          75.6%               77.1% 

 

         Teachers by Years of Experience: 

               Beginning Teachers                      3.0         2.9%                 7.7%           4.8%                7.7% 

               1-5 Years Experience                   30.0        28.7%                25.8%          24.0%               28.7% 

               6-10 Years Experience                  23.0        22.0%                18.5%          16.6%               19.4% 

               11-20 Years Experience                 23.0        22.0%                25.2%          24.4%               24.5% 

               0ver 20 Years Experience               25.4        24.3%                22.7%          30.2%               19.7% 

 

                                                                                      Campus 

                                                                  Campus               Group        District              State 

 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers:                      13.0 yrs.          12.3  yrs.     14.0 yrs.         11.5 yrs. 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers with District:        10.2 yrs.           9.0  yrs.     10.3 yrs.          7.5 yrs. 

 

         Average Teacher Salary by Years of Experience: 

         (regular duties only) 
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               Beginning Teachers                                $38,349             $33,201         $38,573             $33,775 

               1-5 Years Experience                              $39,072             $36,233         $39,223             $35,706 

               6-10 Years Experience                             $41,839             $39,491         $40,896             $38,220 

               11-20 Years Experience                            $47,123             $45,046         $46,806             $43,501 

               Over 20 Years Experience                          $59,470             $53,161         $57,783             $51,215 

 

         Average Actual Salaries (regular duties only): 

               Teachers                                          $46,393             $42,671         $46,927             $41,011 

               Professional Support                              $55,141             $49,723         $56,233             $48,820 

               Campus Administration (School Leadership)         $72,779             $64,453         $70,238             $61,612 

 

         Contracted Instructional Staff (not incl.  above):           0.0                23.5             4.1            2,829.4 

 

   ACTUAL OPERATING EXPENDITURE INFORMATION      |---------------------------Campus---------------------------| |---------Campus Group---------| 
                                                   General  percent     Per          All    percent     Per          All      percent     Per 

                                                    Fund              Student       Funds             Student       Funds               Student 

 

   By Function: 

      Total Operating Expenditures              $9,009,987   100.0%    $5,354   $9,697,746   100.0%    $5,762    $375,437,777  100.0%   $6,201 

        Instruction (11,95)                     $6,360,297    70.6%    $3,779   $6,758,340    69.7%    $4,016    $248,221,674   66.1%   $4,100 

        Instructional-Related Services (12,13)    $208,503     2.3%      $124     $413,405     4.3%      $246     $12,377,011    3.3%     $204 

        Instructional Leadership (21)             $134,960     1.5%       $80     $134,960     1.4%       $80      $6,067,739    1.6%     $100 

        School Leadership (23)                    $659,115     7.3%      $392     $660,485     6.8%      $392     $24,995,509    6.7%     $413 

        Support Services-Student (31,32,33)       $595,867     6.6%      $354     $679,311     7.0%      $404     $23,888,523    6.4%     $395 

        Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53)     $1,051,245    11.7%      $625   $1,051,245    10.8%      $625     $59,887,321   16.0%     $989 

 

   By Program: 

      Total Operating Expenditures              $7,958,742   100.0%    $4,729   $8,641,103   100.0%    $5,134    $313,544,998  100.0%   $5,179 

        Bilingual/ESL Education (25)                $2,089     0.0%        $1       $2,089     0.0%        $1      $4,415,097    1.4%      $73 

        Career & Technology Education (22)        $719,619     9.0%      $428     $729,220     8.4%      $433     $40,402,354   12.9%     $667 

        Accelerated Education (24,30)             $697,689     8.8%      $415   $1,221,501    14.1%      $726     $42,658,203   13.6%     $705 

        Gifted & Talented Education (21)           $42,845     0.5%       $25      $46,831     0.5%       $28      $2,459,741    0.8%      $41 

        Regular Education (11)                  $5,288,647    66.5%    $3,142   $5,290,117    61.2%    $3,143    $186,637,266   59.5%   $3,083 

        Special Education (23)                  $1,207,853    15.2%      $718   $1,351,345    15.6%      $803     $36,762,565   11.7%     $607 

        Other (26,27,28,29)                             $0     0.0%        $0           $0     0.0%        $0        $209,772    0.1%       $3 

 

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   PROGRAM INFORMATION                             |-------Campus-------|              Campus 
                                                    Count        percent               Group       District               State 

     Student Enrollment by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     160           9.4%                13.7%          14.8%               14.4% 

         Career & Technology Education             1,122          65.7%                67.7%          18.7%               20.3% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 159           9.3%                10.1%           5.7%                7.7% 

         Special Education                           244          14.3%                11.8%          12.5%               11.6% 

 

     Teachers by Program (population served): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     1.0           1.0%                 2.6%           9.7%                8.4% 

         Career & Technology Education               9.8           9.4%                12.3%           2.8%                4.0% 

         Compensatory Education                      0.0           0.0%                 1.6%           4.1%                3.1% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 2.7           2.6%                 2.1%           7.7%                2.2% 

         Regular Education                          79.0          75.6%                67.0%          64.6%               69.6% 

         Special Education                          11.3          10.8%                 9.4%          11.0%               10.3% 

         Other                                       0.6           0.6%                 5.0%           0.1%                2.5% 

 

 

 '?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 
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                                                       T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                          Section I 
 District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD                           Academic Excellence Indicator System                            Total Students:  1,659 
 Campus Name: TEXAS H S                                      2005-06 Campus Performance                                  Grade Span: 09-12 
 Campus #: 015907003                             2006 Accountability Rating: Academically Acceptable                      School Type: Secondary        
 

                                               Gold Performance Acknowledgments: Recommended High School Program (Class of 2005)   

                                                                                 Commended on Social Studies                       

                                                                                 Comparable Improvement: Reading/ELA & Mathematics 

 

 

                                          Campus          African                    Native   Asian/                     Special   Econ    

                        State   District  Group   Campus  American Hispanic  White  American Pacific Is Male    Female     Ed      Disad     LEP  

 

 TAKS Met 2006 Standard 
 Grade 9 
 

  Reading       2006     88%      81%      81%     83%    > 99%      82%      93%       *        *       75%      91%      44%      83%      42% 

                2005     83%      72%      74%     79%      90%      78%    > 99%       *        *       68%      89%      62%      79%      15% 

 

  Mathematics   2006     58%      39%      42%     41%      38%      41%      47%       *        *       40%      43%      19%      42%      16% 

                2005     58%      33%      39%     36%      30%      36%      47%       *        *       30%      42%       7%      36%       8% 

 

  All Tests     2006     57%      39%      40%     41%      50%      40%      47%       *        *       39%      43%      26%      41%      13% 

                2005     56%      32%      37%     36%      30%      35%      47%       *        *       29%      42%      10%      36%       5% 

 

 TAKS Met 2006 Standard 
 Grade 10 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2006     86%      77%      78%     86%      75%      85%    > 99%       *        *       81%      89%      33%      86%      33% 

                2005     68%      67%      62%     74%      80%      74%      50%       *        *       65%      82%      29%      74%      13% 

 

  Mathematics   2006     62%      43%      48%     57%      50%      56%      73%       *        *       52%      61%      16%      57%      46% 

                2005     59%      41%      44%     50%      40%      50%      45%       *        *       51%      48%      11%      50%      21% 

 

  Science       2006     61%      41%      41%     51%      57%      50%      73%       *        *       52%      50%      35%      51%      13% 

                2005     55%      36%      34%     43%      40%      42%      58%       *        *       42%      44%       9%      43%       4% 

 

  Soc Studies   2006     84%      77%      75%     85%      75%      85%      91%       *        *       85%      85%      50%      85%      50% 

                2005     85%      76%      77%     80%      60%      80%      91%       *        *       84%      77%      42%      80%      54% 

 

  All Tests     2006     50%      31%      32%     40%      38%      40%      55%       *        *       40%      41%       5%      40%       8% 

                2005     40%      26%      24%     34%      20%      34%      33%       *        *       30%      37%     < 1%      34%       4% 

 

 TAKS Met 2006 Standard 
 ^ Grade 11 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2006     89%      86%      82%     82%      80%      81%    > 99%       *        *       76%      87%      27%      82%      13% 

                2005     87%      82%      81%     85%      91%      85%      83%       *        *       79%      91%      62%      85%      47% 

 

  Mathematics   2006     78%      67%      67%     73%      40%      74%      83%       *        *       76%      71%      45%      74%      43% 

                2005     72%      57%      59%     64%      70%      64%      80%       *        *       65%      63%      50%      64%      50% 

 

  Science       2006     76%      62%      59%     64%      40%      65%      43%       *        *       64%      63%      25%      63%      35% 

                2005     71%      56%      54%     65%      90%      64%      60%       *        *       64%      66%      20%      65%      44% 

 

  Soc Studies   2006     94%      93%      88%     96%    > 99%      95%    > 99%       *        *       98%      94%      82%      96%      91% 

                2005     91%      86%      84%     87%      91%      87%    > 99%       *        *       86%      88%      64%      87%      64% 
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  All Tests     2006     66%      52%      48%     52%      20%      53%      43%       *        *       50%      55%     < 1%      52%       9% 

                2005     60%      44%      40%     51%      67%      50%      67%       *        *       46%      55%      29%      51%      31% 

 

 ^ Primary Spring Administration, plus June 2005 and October 2005 first-time testers who pass all 4 tests. 

 

 TAKS Met 2006 Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 (Standard Accountability Indicator) 
 

  Reading/ELA   2006     87%      80%      81%     84%      87%      83%      97%       *        *       77%      90%      37%      84%      32% 

                2005     83%      75%      73%     79%      88%      79%      77%       *        *       70%      87%      53%      79%      26% 

 

  Mathematics   2006     75%      62%      52%     54%      43%      54%      63%       *        *       52%      56%      23%      54%      32% 

                2005     71%      57%      47%     48%      48%      48%      52%       *        *       46%      50%      19%      48%      26% 

 

  Science       2006     70%      55%      49%     56%      50%      56%      61%       *        *       57%      55%      31%      56%      23% 

                2005     63%      48%      44%     53%      73%      53%      59%       *        *       52%      54%      14%      53%      28% 

 

  Soc Studies   2006     87%      84%      81%     89%      85%      89%      94%       *        *       90%      89%      62%      89%      70% 

                2005     87%      80%      81%     83%      81%      83%      94%       *        *       85%      82%      54%      83%      60% 

 

  All Tests     2006     67%      53%      39%     44%      39%      43%      48%       *        *       42%      45%      14%      44%      10% 

                2005     62%      47%      34%     39%      44%      39%      45%       *        *       34%      44%      13%      39%      14% 

 

 TAKS Commended Performance (Sum of All Grades Tested)  
 

  Reading/ELA   2006     27%      17%       9%     16%      26%      16%       9%       *        *       11%      21%       2%      16%       1% 

                2005     25%      16%       8%     12%      19%      12%      19%       *        *        7%      17%       6%      12%       2% 

 

  Mathematics   2006     23%      13%       6%      7%       5%       7%       3%       *        *        9%       5%       2%       7%       2% 

                2005     20%      11%       5%      5%     < 1%       5%       3%       *        *        5%       6%     < 1%       5%       1% 

 

  Science       2006     16%       8%       2%      5%       8%       5%       6%       *        *        6%       4%     < 1%       5%     < 1% 

                2005     14%       8%       1%      3%      13%       3%       6%       *        *        3%       3%     < 1%       3%     < 1% 

 

  Soc Studies   2006     30%      19%      14%     22%      15%      22%      22%       *        *       27%      18%     < 1%      22%       6% 

                2005     26%      16%      12%     19%      19%      18%      31%       *        *       18%      20%     < 1%      19%       5% 

 

  All Tests     2006     11%       5%       1%      2%       9%       2%       3%       *        *        2%       3%     < 1%       2%     < 1% 

                2005     10%       5%       1%      2%     < 1%       2%     < 1%       *        *        1%       2%     < 1%       2%     < 1% 

 

 TAKS-I (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 Met Standard 
  ELA           2006     30%      20%       *      13%       *       13%       *        *        *      < 1%       *       13%      13%       *  

  Mathematics   2006     13%       8%       *      40%       *       40%       *        *        *        *        *       40%      40%       *  

  Science       2006     20%      11%     < 1%      3%       *      < 1%       *        *        *        5%     < 1%       3%       3%       *  

  Soc Studies   2006     31%      28%      15%     21%       *       16%       *        *        *       23%      13%      21%      21%     < 1% 

 

 SDAA II Examinations (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 Met ARD Expectations 
 (Standard Accountability & AEA Indicator) 
 

  2006                   84%      79%      66%     43%    > 99%      41%       *        *        *       41%      50%      43%      43%      36% 

  2005                   79%      75%      63%     57%      50%      58%       *        *        *       55%      64%      57%      57%      59% 

 

 SDAA II Examinees (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 Met ARD Expectations 
 

  Reading/ELA   2006     87%      81%      71%     48%       *       47%       *        *        *       44%      62%      48%      49%      50% 
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                2005     82%      77%      71%     65%       *       65%       *        *        *       57%      81%      65%      64%      67% 

 

  Mathematics   2006     86%      81%      67%     52%       *       50%       *        *        *       51%      54%      52%      51%      33% 

                2005     80%      74%      66%     59%       *       59%       *        *        *       59%      63%      59%      59%      56% 

 

  Writing       2006     68%      70%      50%    < 1%       *      < 1%       *        *        *      < 1%       *      < 1%     < 1%     < 1% 

                2005     65%      71%      37%     27%       *       25%       *        *        *       36%       *       27%      27%      40% 

 

  All Tests     2006     74%      68%      48%     23%       *       20%       *        *        *       24%      21%      23%      23%      18% 

                2005     68%      63%      48%     39%       *       40%       *        *        *       35%      50%      39%      38%      45% 

 

 2006 TAKS/SDAA II/TAKS-I Participation (Grades 3-11)  
 

 Tested                 97.1%    97.0%    94.0%   96.3%   100.0%    96.4%    95.2%       *        *     95.7%    97.0%    88.2%    96.4%    84.1% 

 

  By Assessment 

   TAKS (1 or more)     90.7%    88.1%    89.0%   90.0%    86.7%    90.1%    90.5%       *        *     86.4%    93.5%    41.6%    90.0%    73.0% 

   Not on TAKS           6.4%     8.8%     5.0%    6.3%    13.3%     6.2%     4.8%       *        *      9.3%     3.5%    46.6%     6.3%    11.1% 

    TAKS-I Only          0.1%     0.2%     0.1%    1.6%     6.7%     1.5%     2.4%       *        *      2.3%     0.9%    11.8%     1.6%     0.8% 

    SDAA II Only         5.4%     6.9%     4.4%    3.6%     6.7%     3.6%     2.4%       *        *      5.1%     2.1%    26.4%     3.6%     7.1% 

    TAKS-I/SDAA II Only  0.8%     1.7%     0.2%    1.1%     0.0%     1.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.9%     0.5%     8.4%     1.2%     3.2% 

 

  By Acct Status 

   Acct System          90.5%    89.6%    88.2%   87.9%    83.3%    88.3%    81.0%       *        *     86.8%    89.0%    65.7%    88.0%    81.0% 

   Non-Acct System       6.5%     7.4%     5.8%    8.5%    16.7%     8.0%    14.3%       *        *      8.8%     8.0%    22.5%     8.3%     3.2% 

    Mobile               5.6%     6.6%     5.8%    6.9%    10.0%     6.6%    11.9%       *        *      6.5%     7.1%    10.7%     6.7%     2.4% 

    Non-Acct Test        0.2%     0.2%     0.1%    1.6%     6.7%     1.5%     2.4%       *        *      2.3%     0.9%    11.8%     1.6%     0.8% 

    Katrina/Rita         0.8%     0.6%     0.0%    0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Not Tested              2.9%     3.0%     6.1%    3.7%     0.0%     3.6%     4.8%       *        *      4.3%     3.0%    11.8%     3.6%    15.9% 

   Absent                0.2%     0.4%     -     0.6%     0.0%     0.6%     0.0%       *        *      0.8%     0.5%     2.2%     0.6%     2.4% 

   ARD Exempt            0.7%     1.0%     1.1%    0.5%     0.0%     0.4%     2.4%       *        *      0.5%     0.6%     3.9%     0.5%     1.6% 

   LEP Exempt            1.0%     0.4%     2.0%    0.8%     0.0%     0.9%     0.0%       *        *      0.6%     1.1%     0.0%     0.8%     8.7% 

   Other                 1.0%     1.2%     1.7%    1.7%     0.0%     1.7%     2.4%       *        *      2.5%     0.9%     5.6%     1.7%     3.2% 

   Katrina/Rita          0.0%     0.0%     0.0%    0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Total Count        3,001,657   35,054    1,406   1,312       30    1,235       42        2        2      646      665      178    1,295      126 

 

 2005 TAKS/SDAA II Participation (Grades 3-11)  
 

 Tested                 97.0%    97.0%    93.7%   94.4%    91.2%    94.7%    88.4%       *        *     93.6%    95.2%    74.0%    94.7%    95.6% 

 

  By Assessment 

   TAKS (1 or more)     90.8%    89.4%    89.1%   89.8%    85.3%    90.1%    88.4%       *        *     87.3%    92.4%    39.5%    90.2%    80.7% 

   SDAA II Only          6.2%     7.6%     4.2%    4.6%     5.9%     4.6%     0.0%       *        *      6.4%     2.8%    34.5%     4.5%    14.8% 

 

  By Mobility Status 

   Acct Subset          91.3%    90.3%    87.8%   87.1%    88.2%    87.5%    76.7%       *        *     85.9%    88.3%    65.5%    87.7%    89.6% 

   Mobile Subset         5.7%     6.7%     6.0%    7.3%     2.9%     7.2%    11.6%       *        *      7.7%     6.8%     8.5%     7.0%     5.9% 

 

 Not Tested              3.0%     3.0%     6.4%    5.6%     8.8%     5.3%    11.6%       *        *      6.4%     4.8%    26.0%     5.3%     4.4% 

   Absent                0.2%     0.4%     0.4%    0.8%     0.0%     0.8%     0.0%       *        *      0.6%     0.9%     2.3%     0.8%     1.5% 

   ARD Exempt            0.8%     1.1%     1.8%    2.4%     8.8%     2.0%     7.0%       *        *      3.3%     1.4%    17.5%     2.3%     2.2% 

   LEP Exempt            1.0%     0.3%     1.2%    0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

   Other                 1.0%     1.1%     1.9%    2.5%     0.0%     2.4%     4.7%       *        *      2.5%     2.5%     6.2%     2.2%     0.7% 

 

 Total Count        2,931,773   35,385    1,330   1,319       34    1,234       43        4        4      676      643      177    1,302      135 

 

 Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers (Sum of Grades 4-11) 
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  percent of Failers Passing TAKS 

 

   Reading/ELA  2006     51%      41%      56%     55%       *       53%      83%       *        *       50%      63%      31%      54%      33% 

                2005     45%      40%      42%     53%       *       52%       *        *        *       50%      58%      64%      53%      27% 

 

   Mathematics  2006     32%      25%      26%     28%      17%      28%      42%       *        *       31%      26%      25%      28%      26% 

                2005     25%      18%      22%     21%      14%      21%      33%       *        *       26%      16%      30%      21%      23% 

 

  Average TGI Growth 

 

   Reading/ELA  2006    0.56     0.40     0.47    0.64       *      0.63     0.92       *        *      0.42     0.96    -0.02     0.63     0.32 

                2005    0.53     0.44     0.33    0.60       *      0.59       *        *        *      0.60     0.60     0.62     0.60     0.32 

 

   Mathematics  2006    0.34     0.28     0.28    0.43     0.29     0.43     0.56       *        *      0.44     0.41     0.68     0.42     0.74 

                2005    0.38     0.24     0.33    0.26     0.04     0.27     0.29       *        *      0.34     0.18     0.52     0.26     0.29 

 

 

 English Language Learners Progress Measure  
  2005-06                66%      65%      48%     55%       *       55%       *        *        *       59%      47%      33%      55%      50% 

 

 Attendance Rate  
  2004-05               95.7%    94.5%    93.6%   90.8%    93.9%    90.8%    88.3%      *        *      90.2%    91.3%    87.9%    91.3%    91.9% 

  2003-04               95.7%    94.8%    93.0%   93.1%    95.7%    93.0%    92.5%      *      95.5%    92.5%    93.7%    90.9%    93.4%    94.4% 

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 7-12) 
 (AEA Indicator) 
  2004-05                0.9%     1.7%     1.5%    2.2%     3.6%     2.2%     1.3%      *        *       3.1%     1.3%     4.7%     1.6%     1.0% 

  2003-04                0.9%     1.2%     1.5%    1.8%     3.6%     1.6%     5.1%      *       0.0%     2.5%     1.0%     2.2%     1.0%     1.8% 

 

 Completion/Student Status Rate (Gr 9-12)  
 Class of 2005 

  Graduated             84.0%    76.0%    82.9%   71.9%    87.5%    72.3%    53.3%     -      -     64.7%    78.2%    60.7%    73.7%    43.5% 

  Received GED           3.8%     4.1%     2.4%    5.4%     0.0%     4.6%    26.7%     -      -      6.9%     4.1%     1.8%     4.6%     0.0% 

  Continued HS           7.9%    11.9%     9.8%   15.9%    12.5%    16.4%     6.7%     -      -     19.7%    12.7%    28.6%    17.1%    34.8% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)     4.3%     8.0%     5.8%    6.8%     0.0%     6.6%    13.3%     -      -      8.7%     5.1%     8.9%     4.6%    21.7% 

 

 Class of 2004 

  Graduated             84.6%    78.9%    84.7%   75.7%    71.4%    76.3%    62.5%     -       *      63.5%    86.4%    59.6%    78.9%    66.7% 

  Received GED           4.2%     4.5%     2.6%    3.9%     0.0%     3.3%    18.8%     -       *       5.5%     2.4%     1.9%     3.5%     3.3% 

  Continued HS           7.3%    10.1%     7.2%   14.7%     0.0%    14.9%    18.8%     -       *      21.5%     8.7%    30.8%    11.2%    23.3% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)     3.9%     6.4%     4.9%    5.7%    28.6%     5.5%     0.0%     -       *       9.4%     2.4%     7.7%     6.4%     6.7% 

 

 Completion Rate II (w/GED) 
 (AEA Indicator) 
  Class of 2005         95.7%    92.0%    94.3%   93.2%   100.0%    93.4%    86.7%     -      -     91.3%    94.9%    91.1%    95.4%    78.3% 

  Class of 2004         96.1%    93.6%    95.2%   94.3%    71.4%    94.5%   100.0%     -       *      90.6%    97.6%    92.3%    93.6%    93.3% 

 

 Completion Rate I (w/o GED) 
 (Standard Accountability Indicator) 
  Class of 2005         91.9%    87.9%    92.1%   87.8%   100.0%    88.8%    60.0%     -      -     84.4%    90.9%    89.3%    90.8%    78.3% 

  Class of 2004         91.9%    89.0%    92.8%   90.4%    71.4%    91.2%    81.3%     -       *      85.1%    95.1%    90.4%    90.1%    90.0% 

 

 COLLEGE READINESS INDICATORS 
 

 Advanced Course/Dual Enrollment Completion  
  2004-05               20.5%    18.6%    18.2%   15.6%    26.1%    15.3%    15.1%      *        *      11.3%    20.1%     3.3%    17.4%     5.9% 

  2003-04               19.9%    18.1%    17.3%   16.2%    22.5%    15.9%    17.7%      *      33.3%    10.7%    21.9%     0.8%    16.9%     4.0% 
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 RHSP/DAP Graduates  
  Class of 2005         72.3%    78.7%    86.1%   73.5%   100.0%    72.8%    75.0%     -      -     64.7%    80.6%    26.8%    76.7%    81.8% 

  Class of 2004         68.4%    76.6%    81.3%   84.8%    83.3%    84.9%    80.0%     -       *      78.9%    89.0%    24.3%    84.4%    55.0% 

 

 AP/IB Results  
  Tested 

   2005                 18.4%    28.2%    20.0%   29.1%    47.1%    29.0%    17.6%      *        *      18.8%    37.7%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   2004                 17.4%    24.3%    16.2%   36.0%    53.8%    35.2%    45.5%     -       *      28.8%    41.4%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Examinees >= Criterion 

   2005                 51.8%    14.7%    32.9%    8.8%     0.0%     9.4%      *       -      -      8.0%     9.1%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   2004                 53.9%    15.2%    34.6%    2.4%     0.0%     1.6%    20.0%     -       *       1.4%     2.9%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Scores >= Criterion 

   2005                 47.4%    11.1%    20.8%    7.0%     0.0%     7.4%      *       -      -      6.8%     7.1%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   2004                 49.3%    11.8%    23.4%    1.6%     0.0%     0.9%    14.3%     -       *       1.6%     1.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 Texas Success Initiative (TSI) – Higher Education Readiness Component  
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2006     40%      45%      30%     48%      40%      48%      43%       *        *       36%      59%     < 1%      48%       4% 

                2005     39%      42%      28%     48%      36%      49%      50%       *        *       37%      58%      23%      48%      22% 

 

  Mathematics   2006     51%      34%      34%     40%      40%      40%      17%       *        *       42%      38%      18%      40%      22% 

                2005     48%      31%      29%     33%      40%      33%      40%       *        *       34%      33%      17%      34%      25% 

 

 SAT/ACT Results  
  Tested 

   Class of 2005        65.5%    65.0%    66.1%   67.5%    71.4%    67.6%    36.4%      ?       -     54.5%    76.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2004        61.9%    62.8%    61.1%   65.1%      ?      62.9%    77.8%     -       *      60.4%    67.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  At/Above Criterion 

   Class of 2005        27.4%     6.4%     4.0%    2.2%     0.0%     1.2%      *        *       -      3.3%     1.7%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2004        27.0%     4.6%     3.8%    4.0%     0.0%     4.3%     0.0%     -       *       1.6%     5.2%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Mean SAT Score 

   Class of 2005         992      831      822     784      738      778       *        *       -      791      781      n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2004         987      814      834     822      743      824      872      -       *       826      819      n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Mean ACT Score 

   Class of 2005        20.0     17.0     16.6    16.1       *      16.0       *       -      -     16.3     16.1      n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2004        20.1     16.9     17.2    16.7     18.0     16.4       *       -       *      16.8     16.6      n/a      n/a      n/a 
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                                            T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                               Section II 
     District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD           Academic Excellence Indicator System                           Total Enrollment:  1,659 

     Campus Name:   TEXAS H S                       2005-06 Campus Profile                                  Grade Span: 09-12     

     Campus #:      015907003                                                                                School Type: Secondary        

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   STUDENT INFORMATION 
                                                 |--------Campus--------|             Campus 

                                                   Count         percent               Group        District              State 

 

   Total Students:                                 1,659         100.0%               62,892         56,371           4,505,572 

 

   Students By Grade: Early Childhood Education        0           0.0%                 0.0%           0.0%                0.3% 

                      Pre-Kindergarten                 0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.7%                4.0% 

                      Kindergarten                     0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.4%                7.8% 

                      Grade 1                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.8%                8.0% 

                      Grade 2                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.0%                7.6% 

                      Grade 3                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.7%                7.6% 

                      Grade 4                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.2%                7.3% 

                      Grade 5                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.4%                7.5% 

                      Grade 6                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.6%                7.2% 

                      Grade 7                          0           0.0%                 0.1%           6.9%                7.5% 

                      Grade 8                          0           0.0%                 0.1%           6.9%                7.4% 

                      Grade 9                        569          34.3%                34.6%           8.3%                8.7% 

                      Grade 10                       467          28.1%                27.1%           6.5%                7.2% 

                      Grade 11                       301          18.1%                20.1%           4.7%                6.2% 

                      Grade 12                       322          19.4%                18.1%           4.8%                5.7% 

 

   Ethnic Distribution: African American              44           2.7%                 0.5%           8.8%               14.7% 

                        Hispanic                   1,560          94.0%                97.5%          87.8%               45.3% 

                        White                         47           2.8%                 1.7%           3.0%               36.5% 

                        Native American                4           0.2%                 0.2%           0.1%                0.3% 

                        Asian/Pac.  Islander            4           0.2%                 0.1%           0.3%                3.1% 

 

   Economically Disadvantaged                      1,642          99.0%                89.3%          92.2%               55.6% 

   Limited English Proficient (LEP)                  158           9.5%                16.5%          16.7%               15.8% 

   Students w/Disciplinary Placements (2004-05)       54           2.7%                 4.6%           1.9%                2.3% 

   At-Risk                                         1,239          74.7%                71.0%          67.5%               48.7% 

   Mobility (2004-05)                                714          33.3%                23.0%          31.3%               21.1% 

   Number of Students per Teacher                   15.0            n/a                15.2           16.0                14.9 

 

                                                        |-------Campus-------|    Campus 

     Graduates (Class of 2005):                          Campus       percent      Group                District             State 

 

         Total Graduates                                     306       100.0%     10,166                2,520              239,716 

         By Ethnicity (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               African American                                7         2.3%         58                  225               32,811 

               Hispanic                                      287        93.8%      9,852                2,200               84,566 

               White                                          12         3.9%        219                   94              113,212 

               Native American                                 0         0.0%         14                    0                  764 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                          0         0.0%         23                    1                8,363 

         By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               Minimum H.S.  Program                           81        26.5%      1,509                  536               66,380 

               Recommended H.S.  Pgm./DAP                     225        73.5%      8,657                1,984              173,336 

 

         Special Education Graduates                          41        13.4%      1,075                  372               25,951 
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   CLASS SIZE INFORMATION 
   (Derived from teacher responsibility records.) 

                                                                                  Campus 

     Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject:                  Campus             Group                District             State 

 

             Elementary: Kindergarten                             -               20.0                 18.6                 19.3 

                         Grade 1                                  -               -                  18.4                 18.9 

                         Grade 2                                  -               -                  18.5                 18.9 

                         Grade 3                                  -               20.0                 18.3                 18.9 

                         Grade 4                                  -               -                  18.3                 19.3 

                         Grade 5                                  -               -                  22.9                 21.9 

                         Grade 6                                  -               20.0                 22.6                 21.4 

                         Mixed Grades                             -               -                   4.7                 25.7 

 

              Secondary: English/Language Arts                    20.4              21.2                 19.7                 20.3 

                         Foreign Languages                        21.6              22.7                 20.9                 21.3 

                         Mathematics                              23.1              22.2                 20.4                 20.3 

                         Science                                  24.0              21.8                 22.0                 21.5 

                         Social Studies                           22.4              23.5                 22.1                 22.5 

 

   STAFF INFORMATION                              |--------Campus--------|            Campus 
                                                     Count       percent               Group       District               State 

 

         Total Staff:                                137.7       100.0%               100.0%         100.0%              100.0% 

 

         Professional Staff:                         124.9        90.7%                89.3%          58.6%               62.5% 

               Teachers                              110.3        80.1%                75.8%          45.2%               50.7% 

               Professional Support                    8.6         6.3%                 9.9%          10.2%                8.0% 

               Campus Admin.  (School Leader.)          6.0         4.4%                 3.6%           2.3%                2.8% 

 

         Educational Aides:                           12.8         9.3%                10.7%          12.2%               10.2% 

 

         Total Minority Staff:                        92.8        67.4%                78.6%          77.5%               41.5% 

 

         Teachers By Ethnicity and Sex: 

               African American                       13.0        11.8%                 2.1%          11.6%                9.1% 

               Hispanic                               58.6        53.1%                70.9%          54.0%               20.1% 

               White                                  37.7        34.2%                24.1%          33.5%               69.4% 

               Native American                         0.0         0.0%                 0.3%           0.2%                0.3% 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                  1.0         0.9%                 2.6%           0.6%                1.1% 

 

               Males                                  43.3        39.2%                49.9%          24.7%               22.9% 

               Females                                67.0        60.8%                50.1%          75.3%               77.1% 

 

         Teachers by Years of Experience: 

               Beginning Teachers                      2.6         2.3%                 7.8%           4.8%                7.5% 

               1-5 Years Experience                   30.0        27.2%                27.4%          26.5%               29.0% 

               6-10 Years Experience                  22.0        19.9%                18.4%          16.1%               19.4% 

               11-20 Years Experience                 25.6        23.2%                24.0%          23.3%               24.2% 

               0ver 20 Years Experience               30.1        27.3%                22.4%          29.3%               19.9% 

 

                                                                                      Campus 

                                                                  Campus               Group        District              State 

 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers:                      14.0 yrs.          12.0  yrs.     13.6 yrs.         11.5 yrs. 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers with District:        11.1 yrs.           9.0  yrs.     10.1 yrs.          7.6 yrs. 

 

         Average Teacher Salary by Years of Experience: 

         (regular duties only) 
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               Beginning Teachers                                $38,558             $34,553         $38,694             $34,505 

               1-5 Years Experience                              $39,753             $36,953         $39,531             $36,567 

               6-10 Years Experience                             $41,401             $40,031         $40,885             $39,008 

               11-20 Years Experience                            $48,251             $45,595         $46,162             $43,978 

               Over 20 Years Experience                          $59,197             $53,454         $57,657             $51,998 

 

         Average Actual Salaries (regular duties only): 

               Teachers                                          $47,335             $43,100         $46,567             $41,744 

               Professional Support                              $53,001             $50,011         $56,148             $50,029 

               Campus Administration (School Leadership)         $71,979             $66,462         $70,568             $62,704 

 

         Contracted Instructional Staff (not incl.  above):           0.0                 1.1             3.7            4,958.9 

 

   ACTUAL OPERATING EXPENDITURE INFORMATION      |---------------------------Campus---------------------------| |---------Campus Group---------| 
                                                   General  percent     Per          All    percent     Per          All      percent     Per 

                                                    Fund              Student       Funds             Student       Funds               Student 

 

   By Function: 

      Total Operating Expenditures              $9,092,138   100.0%    $5,326   $9,981,004   100.0%    $5,847    $399,706,847  100.0%   $6,465 

        Instruction (11,95)                     $6,328,956    69.6%    $3,708   $6,812,020    68.2%    $3,991    $261,840,419   65.5%   $4,235 

        Instructional-Related Services (12,13)    $207,140     2.3%      $121     $504,628     5.1%      $296     $14,272,647    3.6%     $231 

        Instructional Leadership (21)             $139,649     1.5%       $82     $139,649     1.4%       $82      $6,756,608    1.7%     $109 

        School Leadership (23)                    $711,261     7.8%      $417     $721,521     7.2%      $423     $25,571,924    6.4%     $414 

        Support Services-Student (31,32,33)       $639,712     7.0%      $375     $729,866     7.3%      $428     $26,855,835    6.7%     $434 

        Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53)     $1,065,420    11.7%      $624   $1,073,320    10.8%      $629     $64,409,414   16.1%   $1,042 

 

   By Program: 

      Total Operating Expenditures              $8,026,718   100.0%    $4,702   $8,906,989   100.0%    $5,218    $333,134,634  100.0%   $5,388 

        Bilingual/ESL Education (25)                $2,734     0.0%        $2       $2,734     0.0%        $2      $2,941,281    0.9%      $48 

        Career & Technology Education (22)        $773,177     9.6%      $453     $780,522     8.8%      $457     $41,978,089   12.6%     $679 

        Accelerated Education (24,30)             $699,489     8.7%      $410   $1,449,116    16.3%      $849     $51,211,426   15.4%     $828 

        Gifted & Talented Education (21)          $131,961     1.6%       $77     $133,181     1.5%       $78        $571,299    0.2%       $9 

        Regular Education (11)                  $5,119,308    63.8%    $2,999   $5,122,134    57.5%    $3,001    $194,333,183   58.3%   $3,143 

        Special Education (23)                  $1,300,049    16.2%      $762   $1,419,302    15.9%      $831     $41,759,392   12.5%     $675 

        Other (26,28,29)                                $0     0.0%        $0           $0     0.0%        $0        $339,964    0.1%       $5 

 

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   PROGRAM INFORMATION                             |-------Campus-------|              Campus 
                                                    Count        percent               Group       District               State 

     Student Enrollment by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     145           8.7%                14.7%          14.9%               14.6% 

         Career & Technology Education             1,127          67.9%                69.7%          18.0%               20.3% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 165           9.9%                 9.6%           5.9%                7.6% 

         Special Education                           224          13.5%                11.3%          12.1%               11.1% 

 

     Teachers by Program (population served): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     2.0           1.8%                 2.1%          10.7%                8.8% 

         Career & Technology Education              11.1          10.1%                12.7%           2.8%                4.0% 

         Compensatory Education                      0.8           0.8%                 1.2%           6.9%                3.2% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 1.3           1.1%                 3.0%           0.7%                2.2% 

         Regular Education                          83.0          75.3%                66.8%          68.2%               68.9% 

         Special Education                          11.6          10.5%                10.5%          10.7%               10.4% 

         Other                                       0.5           0.5%                 3.7%           0.0%                2.5% 
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                                                       T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                          Section I 
 District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD                           Academic Excellence Indicator System                          Total Students:  1,732 
 Campus Name: TEXAS H S                                      2006-07 Campus Performance                                  Grade Span: 09-12 
 Campus #: 015907003                             2007 Accountability Rating: Academically Acceptable                      School Type: Secondary        
 

                                               Gold Performance Acknowledgments: Recommended High School Program (Class of 2006)   

                                                                                 Commended on Social Studies                       

 

                                          Campus          African                    Native   Asian/                     Special   Econ    

                        State   District  Group   Campus  American Hispanic  White  American Pacific Is Male    Female     Ed      Disad     LEP  

 

 TAKS Met 2007 Standard 
 Grade 9 
 

  Reading       2007     87%      81%      78%     79%    > 99%      78%    > 99%       *        *       77%      80%      64%      78%      19% 

                2006     88%      81%      81%     83%    > 99%      82%      93%       *        *       75%      91%      44%      83%      42% 

 

  Mathematics   2007     61%      45%      46%     41%       *       41%      44%       *        *       38%      46%      19%      41%      10% 

                2006     58%      39%      42%     41%      38%      41%      47%       *        *       40%      43%      19%      42%      16% 

 

  All Tests     2007     60%      45%      44%     41%      71%      40%      44%       *        *       39%      44%      27%      41%       5% 

                2006     57%      39%      40%     41%      50%      40%      47%       *        *       39%      43%      26%      41%      13% 

 

 TAKS Met 2007 Standard 
 Grade 10 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2007     85%      77%      80%     77%      63%      76%    > 99%       *        *       69%      84%      42%      77%      21% 

                2006     86%      77%      78%     86%      75%      85%    > 99%       *        *       81%      89%      33%      86%      33% 

 

  Mathematics   2007     65%      48%      54%     47%      57%      46%      69%       *        *       53%      43%      29%      47%      16% 

                2006     62%      43%      48%     57%      50%      56%      73%       *        *       52%      61%      16%      57%      46% 

 

  Science       2007     59%      43%      42%     51%      57%      49%      77%       *        *       58%      44%      15%      51%      16% 

                2006     61%      41%      41%     51%      57%      50%      73%       *        *       52%      50%      35%      51%      13% 

 

  Soc Studies   2007     87%      83%      81%     86%    > 99%      86%    > 99%       *        *       87%      86%      69%      86%      68% 

                2006     84%      77%      75%     85%      75%      85%      91%       *        *       85%      85%      50%      85%      50% 

 

  All Tests     2007     51%      34%      34%     35%      25%      34%      62%       *        *       37%      33%      10%      35%       3% 

                2006     50%      31%      32%     40%      38%      40%      55%       *        *       40%      41%       5%      40%       8% 

 

 TAKS Met 2007 Standard 
 ^ Grade 11 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2007     91%      87%      85%     89%    > 99%      89%      86%       *        *       85%      92%      50%      89%      39% 

                2006     89%      86%      82%     82%      80%      81%    > 99%       *        *       76%      87%      27%      82%      13% 

 

  Mathematics   2007     81%      68%      73%     73%      67%      74%      71%       *        *       77%      71%      60%      74%      44% 

                2006     78%      67%      67%     73%      40%      74%      83%       *        *       76%      71%      45%      74%      43% 

 

  Science       2007     78%      66%      61%     66%    > 99%      64%    > 99%       *        *       66%      66%      60%      66%      33% 

                2006     76%      62%      59%     64%      40%      65%      43%       *        *       64%      63%      25%      63%      35% 

 

  Soc Studies   2007     94%      93%      89%     96%    > 99%      96%    > 99%       *        *       97%      96%      86%      97%      83% 

                2006     94%      93%      88%     96%    > 99%      95%    > 99%       *        *       98%      94%      82%      96%      91% 

 

  All Tests     2007     70%      55%      54%     58%      67%      57%      57%       *        *       57%      58%      25%      58%      28% 

                2006     66%      52%      48%     52%      20%      53%      43%       *        *       50%      55%     < 1%      52%       9% 
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 ^ Primary Spring Administration, plus October 2006 first-time 11th grade testers who pass all 4 tests. 

 

 TAKS Met 2007 Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested, EXCLUDING TAKS-I) 
 (Standard Accountability Indicator) 
 

  Reading/ELA   2007     89%      84%      81%     81%      85%      80%      97%       *        *       76%      85%      54%      81%      23% 

                2006     87%      80%      81%     84%      87%      83%      97%       *        *       77%      90%      37%      84%      32% 

 

  Mathematics   2007     77%      66%      57%     52%      59%      51%      62%       *        *       52%      52%      27%      52%      18% 

                2006     75%      62%      52%     54%      43%      54%      63%       *        *       52%      56%      23%      54%      32% 

 

  Science       2007     71%      61%      52%     57%      77%      56%      85%       *        *       61%      54%      28%      58%      22% 

                2006     70%      55%      49%     56%      50%      56%      61%       *        *       57%      55%      31%      56%      23% 

 

  Soc Studies   2007     89%      86%      85%     91%    > 99%      90%    > 99%       *        *       91%      90%      75%      91%      73% 

                2006     87%      84%      81%     89%      85%      89%      94%       *        *       90%      89%      62%      89%      70% 

 

  All Tests     2007     70%      58%      45%     43%      52%      43%      55%       *        *       42%      44%      20%      43%       8% 

                2006     67%      53%      39%     44%      39%      43%      48%       *        *       42%      45%      14%      44%      10% 

 

 TAKS Met 2008 Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested, INCLUDING TAKS-I) 
 (2008 Preview at Panel Recommended) 
 

  Reading/ELA   2007     88%      83%      81%     79%      85%      79%      97%       *        *       75%      84%      41%      79%      22% 

                2006     87%      80%      81%     83%      87%      83%      97%       *        *       77%      89%      34%      83%      32% 

 

  Mathematics   2007     77%      66%      56%     51%      59%      50%      62%       *        *       51%      51%      19%      51%      17% 

                2006     75%      62%      52%     54%      43%      54%      63%       *        *       52%      56%      25%      54%      32% 

 

  Science       2007     66%      53%      50%     54%      77%      52%      85%       *        *       56%      52%      10%      54%      19% 

                2006     64%      49%      49%     54%      46%      54%      63%       *        *       54%      54%      17%      54%      22% 

 

  Soc Studies   2007     87%      81%      83%     87%    > 99%      86%    > 99%       *        *       86%      88%      42%      87%      66% 

                2006     86%      81%      80%     86%      80%      86%      95%       *        *       85%      87%      40%      86%      63% 

 

  All Tests     2007     67%      55%      43%     42%      52%      41%      55%       *        *       40%      43%       8%      42%       7% 

                2006     65%      50%      39%     42%      40%      42%      50%       *        *       40%      45%      12%      42%      10% 

 

 TAKS Commended Performance (Sum of All Grades Tested, EXCLUDING TAKS-I)  
 

  Reading/ELA   2007     30%      21%      11%     15%      15%      15%      21%       *        *       12%      18%       2%      15%       1% 

                2006     27%      17%       9%     16%      26%      16%       9%       *        *       11%      21%       2%      16%       1% 

 

  Mathematics   2007     25%      15%       8%      6%     < 1%       6%       7%       *        *        7%       5%     < 1%       6%       1% 

                2006     23%      13%       6%      7%       5%       7%       3%       *        *        9%       5%       2%       7%       2% 

 

  Science       2007     19%      12%       3%      5%     < 1%       5%     < 1%       *        *        8%       3%     < 1%       5%     < 1% 

                2006     16%       8%       2%      5%       8%       5%       6%       *        *        6%       4%     < 1%       5%     < 1% 

 

  Soc Studies   2007     35%      25%      19%     25%      23%      25%      35%       *        *       31%      21%       5%      26%      10% 

                2006     30%      19%      14%     22%      15%      22%      22%       *        *       27%      18%     < 1%      22%       6% 

 

  All Tests     2007     13%       7%       2%      3%     < 1%       3%       7%       *        *        4%       3%     < 1%       3%     < 1% 

                2006     11%       5%       1%      2%       9%       2%       3%       *        *        2%       3%     < 1%       2%     < 1% 

 

 SDAA II Examinations (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 Met ARD Expectations 
 (Standard Accountability & AEA Indicator) 
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                2007     89%      90%      79%     91%       *       90%       *        *        *       92%      87%      91%      90%      95% 

                2006     84%      79%      66%     43%    > 99%      41%       *        *        *       41%      50%      43%      43%      36% 

 

 SDAA II Examinees (Sum of All Grades Tested) 
 Met ARD Expectations 
 

  Reading/ELA   2007     91%      91%      85%     89%       *       89%       *        *        *       88%      92%      89%      89%    > 99% 

                2006     87%      81%      71%     48%       *       47%       *        *        *       44%      62%      48%      49%      50% 

 

  Mathematics   2007     90%      90%      80%     92%       *       92%       *        *        *       96%      82%      92%      92%      89% 

                2006     86%      81%      67%     52%       *       50%       *        *        *       51%      54%      52%      51%      33% 

 

  Writing       2007     79%      82%      64%      *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *  

                2006     68%      70%      50%    < 1%       *      < 1%       *        *        *      < 1%       *      < 1%     < 1%     < 1% 

 

  All Tests     2007     82%      83%      68%     87%       *       86%       *        *        *       88%      86%      87%      87%      91% 

                2006     74%      68%      48%     23%       *       20%       *        *        *       24%      21%      23%      23%      18% 

 

 2007 TAKS/TAKS-I/SDAA II/TAKS-Alt Participation (Grades 3-11)  
 

 Tested                 97.7%    98.2%    95.0%   97.7%    95.5%    97.7%   100.0%       *        *     97.3%    98.1%    90.7%    97.7%    97.7% 

 

  By Program 

   TAKS (1 or more)     91.1%    87.9%    89.3%   91.8%    95.5%    91.6%    97.1%       *        *     89.2%    94.2%    41.4%    91.8%    86.0% 

   Not on TAKS           6.7%    10.3%     5.7%    5.9%     0.0%     6.0%     2.9%       *        *      8.1%     3.8%    49.4%     5.8%    11.6% 

    TAKS-I Only          0.3%     0.5%     0.2%    1.7%     0.0%     1.8%     0.0%       *        *      2.1%     1.3%    14.2%     1.7%     3.1% 

    SDAA II Only         4.6%     5.9%     3.8%    2.7%     0.0%     2.7%     2.9%       *        *      3.9%     1.6%    22.8%     2.6%     3.9% 

    TAKS-Alt Only        0.4%     1.1%     0.5%    0.5%     0.0%     0.5%     0.0%       *        *      0.7%     0.3%     4.3%     0.5%     0.0% 

    Combination          1.4%     2.8%     0.3%    1.0%     0.0%     1.0%     0.0%       *        *      1.3%     0.6%     8.0%     1.0%     4.7% 

 

  By Acct Status 

   Acct System          91.6%    90.0%    88.7%   88.9%    95.5%    88.9%    85.7%       *        *     87.6%    90.3%    62.3%    89.3%    93.0% 

   Non-Acct System       6.1%     8.1%     6.2%    8.8%     0.0%     8.7%    14.3%       *        *      9.7%     7.8%    28.4%     8.3%     4.7% 

    Mobile               5.4%     6.5%     5.6%    6.6%     0.0%     6.4%    14.3%       *        *      6.9%     6.2%     9.9%     6.1%     1.6% 

    Non-Acct Test        0.7%     1.6%     0.9%    2.2%     0.0%     2.3%     0.0%       *        *      2.8%     1.6%    18.5%     2.2%     3.1% 

 

 Not Tested              2.3%     1.8%     5.0%    2.3%     4.5%     2.3%     0.0%       *        *      2.7%     1.9%     9.3%     2.3%     2.3% 

   Absent                0.2%     0.4%     0.3%    0.6%     0.0%     0.6%     0.0%       *        *      1.0%     0.1%     1.9%     0.6%     0.0% 

   ARD Exempt            0.3%     0.1%     0.8%    0.5%     0.0%     0.5%     0.0%       *        *      0.6%     0.4%     4.3%     0.5%     1.6% 

   LEP Exempt            1.0%     0.4%     1.3%    0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

   Other                 0.8%     1.0%     1.6%    1.2%     4.5%     1.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.0%     1.3%     3.1%     1.2%     0.8% 

 

 Total Count        3,040,283   34,243    1,441   1,346       22    1,281       35        3        3      667      678      162    1,322      129 

 

 2006 TAKS/TAKS-I/SDAA II Participation (Grades 3-11)  
 

 Tested                 97.1%    97.0%    94.0%   96.3%   100.0%    96.4%    95.2%       *        *     95.7%    97.0%    88.2%    96.4%    84.1% 

 

  By Program 

   TAKS (1 or more)     90.7%    88.1%    89.0%   90.0%    86.7%    90.1%    90.5%       *        *     86.4%    93.5%    41.6%    90.0%    73.0% 

   Not on TAKS           6.4%     8.8%     5.0%    6.3%    13.3%     6.2%     4.8%       *        *      9.3%     3.5%    46.6%     6.3%    11.1% 

    TAKS-I Only          0.1%     0.2%     0.1%    1.6%     6.7%     1.5%     2.4%       *        *      2.3%     0.9%    11.8%     1.6%     0.8% 

    SDAA II Only         5.4%     6.9%     4.4%    3.6%     6.7%     3.6%     2.4%       *        *      5.1%     2.1%    26.4%     3.6%     7.1% 

    TAKS-I/SDAA II Only  0.8%     1.7%     0.2%    1.1%     0.0%     1.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.9%     0.5%     8.4%     1.2%     3.2% 

 

  By Acct Status 

   Acct System          90.5%    89.6%    88.2%   87.9%    83.3%    88.3%    81.0%       *        *     86.8%    89.0%    65.7%    88.0%    81.0% 

   Non-Acct System       6.5%     7.4%     5.8%    8.5%    16.7%     8.0%    14.3%       *        *      8.8%     8.0%    22.5%     8.3%     3.2% 
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    Mobile               5.6%     6.6%     5.8%    6.9%    10.0%     6.6%    11.9%       *        *      6.5%     7.1%    10.7%     6.7%     2.4% 

    Non-Acct Test        0.2%     0.2%     0.1%    1.6%     6.7%     1.5%     2.4%       *        *      2.3%     0.9%    11.8%     1.6%     0.8% 

    Katrina/Rita         0.8%     0.6%     0.0%    0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Not Tested              2.9%     3.0%     6.1%    3.7%     0.0%     3.6%     4.8%       *        *      4.3%     3.0%    11.8%     3.6%    15.9% 

   Absent                0.2%     0.4%     0.4%    0.6%     0.0%     0.6%     0.0%       *        *      0.8%     0.5%     2.2%     0.6%     2.4% 

   ARD Exempt            0.7%     1.0%     1.1%    0.5%     0.0%     0.4%     2.4%       *        *      0.5%     0.6%     3.9%     0.5%     1.6% 

   LEP Exempt            1.0%     0.4%     2.0%    0.8%     0.0%     0.9%     0.0%       *        *      0.6%     1.1%     0.0%     0.8%     8.7% 

   Other                 1.0%     1.2%     1.7%    1.7%     0.0%     1.7%     2.4%       *        *      2.5%     0.9%     5.6%     1.7%     3.2% 

   Katrina/Rita          0.0%     0.0%     0.0%    0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

 

 Total Count        3,001,657   35,054    1,406   1,312       30    1,235       42        2        2      646      665      178    1,295      126 

 

 Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers (Sum of Grades 4-11) 
 

  percent of Failers Passing TAKS 

 

   Reading/ELA  2007     50%      47%      46%     47%       *       46%       *        *        *       48%      46%      38%      47%      25% 

                2006     51%      41%      56%     55%       *       53%      83%       *        *       50%      63%      31%      54%      33% 

 

   Mathematics  2007     34%      29%      28%     20%      25%      20%      25%       *        *       25%      16%      26%      20%       9% 

                2006     32%      25%      26%     28%      17%      28%      42%       *        *       31%      26%      25%      28%      26% 

 

  Average TGI Growth 

 

   Reading/ELA  2007    0.55     0.53     0.36    0.39       *      0.38       *        *        *      0.41     0.36     0.12     0.38     0.04 

                2006    0.56     0.40     0.47    0.64       *      0.63     0.92       *        *      0.42     0.96    -0.02     0.63     0.32 

 

   Mathematics  2007    0.33     0.29     0.25    0.05     0.12     0.06    -0.14       *        *      0.11     0.01     0.34     0.05    -0.18 

                2006    0.34     0.28     0.28    0.43     0.29     0.43     0.56       *        *      0.44     0.41     0.68     0.42     0.74 

 

 English Language Learners Progress Measure  
  2006-07                70%      68%      49%     55%       *       55%       *        *        *       53%      59%      42%      55%      53% 

  2005-06                66%      65%      48%     55%       *       55%       *        *        *       59%      47%      33%      55%      50% 

 

 Attendance Rate  
  2005-06               95.5%    94.6%    93.3%   92.4%    92.7%    92.4%    92.6%      *        *      92.1%    92.7%    89.0%    92.7%    93.6% 

  2004-05               95.7%    94.5%    93.6%   90.8%    93.9%    90.8%    88.3%      *        *      90.2%    91.3%    87.9%    91.3%    91.9% 

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12)  
  2005-06                3.7%     8.5%     4.1%    6.2%     3.8%     6.3%     3.0%      *        *       7.5%     4.8%     6.6%     4.9%    13.1% 

 

 Completion/Student Status Rate (Gr 9-12)  
 Class of 2006 

  Graduated             80.4%    66.4%    74.8%   61.6%    73.3%    60.7%    70.0%     -       *      54.2%    69.8%    51.7%    64.5%    37.9% 

  Received GED           2.3%     3.1%     1.2%    3.6%     0.0%     3.6%    10.0%     -       *       4.2%     3.0%     1.7%     2.1%     0.0% 

  Continued HS           8.6%     9.9%    10.2%   15.3%     6.7%    15.9%    10.0%     -       *      18.4%    11.8%    22.4%    15.1%    13.8% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)     8.8%    20.6%    12.1%   19.5%    20.0%    19.8%    10.0%     -       *      23.2%    15.4%    24.1%    18.3%    48.3% 

 

 Class of 2005 

  Graduated             84.0%    76.0%    82.9%   71.9%    87.5%    72.3%    53.3%     -      -     64.7%    78.2%    60.7%    73.7%    43.5% 

  Received GED           3.8%     4.1%     2.4%    5.4%     0.0%     4.6%    26.7%     -      -      6.9%     4.1%     1.8%     4.6%     0.0% 

  Continued HS           7.9%    11.9%     9.8%   15.9%    12.5%    16.4%     6.7%     -      -     19.7%    12.7%    28.6%    17.1%    34.8% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)     4.3%     8.0%     5.8%    6.8%     0.0%     6.6%    13.3%     -      -      8.7%     5.1%     8.9%     4.6%    21.7% 

 

 Completion Rate II (w/GED) 
 (AEA Indicator) 
  Class of 2006         91.2%    79.4%    88.0%   80.5%    80.0%    80.2%    90.0%     -       *      76.8%    84.6%    75.9%    81.7%    51.7% 

  Class of 2005         95.7%    92.0%    94.3%   93.2%   100.0%    93.4%    86.7%     -      -     91.3%    94.9%    91.1%    95.4%    78.3% 
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 Completion Rate I (w/o GED) 
 (Standard Accountability Indicator) 
  Class of 2006         88.9%    76.3%    86.6%   76.9%    80.0%    76.6%    80.0%     -       *      72.6%    81.7%    74.1%    79.6%    51.7% 

  Class of 2005         91.9%    87.9%    92.1%   87.8%   100.0%    88.8%    60.0%     -      -     84.4%    90.9%    89.3%    90.8%    78.3% 

 

 COLLEGE READINESS INDICATORS 
 

 Advanced Course/Dual Enrollment Completion  
  2005-06               21.0%    22.8%    17.6%   23.4%    26.2%    23.4%    19.6%      *      60.0%    17.9%    28.8%     3.6%    24.5%    14.9% 

  2004-05               20.5%    18.6%    18.2%   15.6%    26.1%    15.3%    15.1%      *        *      11.3%    20.1%     3.3%    17.4%     5.9% 

 

 RHSP/DAP Graduates  
  Class of 2006         75.7%    81.1%    88.9%   85.2%   100.0%    84.5%    83.3%     -       *      79.3%    90.6%    30.6%    86.1%    75.0% 

  Class of 2005         72.3%    78.7%    86.1%   73.5%   100.0%    72.8%    75.0%     -      -     64.7%    80.6%    26.8%    76.7%    81.8% 

 

 AP/IB Results  
  Tested 

                2006    18.9%    32.1%    20.8%   34.3%    46.7%    33.6%    41.7%     -       *      24.9%    42.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

                2005    18.4%    28.2%    20.0%   29.1%    47.1%    29.0%    17.6%      *        *      18.8%    37.7%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Examinees >= Criterion 

                2006    51.3%    15.5%    29.1%   14.4%    14.3%    13.2%    40.0%     -       *      17.7%    12.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

                2005    51.8%    14.7%    32.9%    8.8%     0.0%     9.4%      *       -      -      8.0%     9.1%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Scores >= Criterion 

                2006    47.2%    10.8%    19.5%   12.8%    13.3%    11.8%    20.0%     -     42.9%    14.6%    11.9%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

                2005    47.4%    11.1%    20.8%    7.0%     0.0%     7.4%      *       -      -      6.8%     7.1%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 Texas Success Initiative (TSI) – Higher Education Readiness Component  
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2007     53%      44%      41%     49%    > 99%      48%      57%       *        *       42%      54%     < 1%      49%       6% 

                2006     40%      45%       *      48%      40%      48%      43%       *        *       36%      59%     < 1%      48%       4% 

 

  Mathematics   2007     54%      35%      40%     35%      33%      35%      43%       *        *       36%      35%     < 1%      35%      17% 

                2006     51%      34%       *      40%      40%      40%      17%       *        *       42%      38%      18%      40%      22% 

 

 SAT/ACT Results  
  Tested 

   Class of 2006        65.8%    68.0%    67.0%   74.0%   100.0%    71.6%    60.0%     -       *      58.0%    85.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2005        65.5%    65.0%    66.1%   67.5%    71.4%    67.6%    36.4%      ?       -     54.5%    76.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  At/Above Criterion 

   Class of 2006        27.1%     5.9%     4.0%    4.5%     0.0%     5.0%      *       -      -      3.9%     4.9%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2005        27.4%     6.4%     4.0%    2.2%     0.0%     1.2%      *        *       -      3.3%     1.7%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Mean SAT Score 

   Class of 2006         991      838      853     824      798      825       *       -      -      807      832      n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2005         992      831      822     784      738      778       *        *       -      791      781      n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Mean ACT Score 

   Class of 2006        20.1     16.9     17.0    16.6       *      16.4       *       -      -     15.8     16.9      n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2005        20.0     17.0     16.6    16.1       *      16.0       *       -      -     16.3     16.1      n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 College-Ready Graduates  
   Class of 2006 

    Eng Lang Arts        48%      48%      32%     62%      44%      63%       *        *        *       52%      69%      22%      61%      25% 

    Mathematics          52%      35%      36%     39%      50%      39%       *        *        *       43%      37%      22%      40%      50% 

    Both Subjects        35%      24%      16%     30%      25%      30%       *        *        *       29%      30%       0%      30%      13% 
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 '?' Indicates that the data for this item were statistically improbable, or were reported outside a reasonable range. 

 '*' indicates results are masked due to small numbers to protect student confidentiality. 

 '-' indicates zero observations reported for this group. 

 'n/a' indicates data reporting is not applicable for this group. 
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                                            T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                               Section II 
     District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD           Academic Excellence Indicator System                           Total Enrollment:  1,732 

     Campus Name:   TEXAS H S                       2006-07 Campus Profile                                  Grade Span: 09-12     

     Campus #:      015907003                                                                                School Type: Secondary        

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   STUDENT INFORMATION 
                                                 |--------Campus--------|             Campus 

                                                   Count         percent               Group        District              State 

 

   Total Students:                                 1,732         100.0%               65,553         55,322           4,576,933 

 

   Students By Grade: Early Childhood Education        0           0.0%                 0.0%           0.0%                0.3% 

                      Pre-Kindergarten                 0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.2%                4.1% 

                      Kindergarten                     0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.2%                7.7% 

                      Grade 1                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           9.0%                8.1% 

                      Grade 2                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.5%                7.7% 

                      Grade 3                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.7%                7.6% 

                      Grade 4                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.4%                7.4% 

                      Grade 5                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.2%                7.4% 

                      Grade 6                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.7%                7.3% 

                      Grade 7                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.6%                7.2% 

                      Grade 8                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.8%                7.4% 

                      Grade 9                        564          32.6%                33.1%           8.4%                8.7% 

                      Grade 10                       480          27.7%                26.0%           6.6%                7.1% 

                      Grade 11                       401          23.2%                22.2%           5.3%                6.3% 

                      Grade 12                       287          16.6%                18.7%           4.5%                5.7% 

 

   Ethnic Distribution: African American              32           1.8%                 0.4%           8.1%               14.4% 

                        Hispanic                   1,644          94.9%                97.5%          88.5%               46.3% 

                        White                         48           2.8%                 1.8%           3.0%               35.7% 

                        Native American                4           0.2%                 0.1%           0.1%                0.3% 

                        Asian/Pac.  Islander            4           0.2%                 0.2%           0.2%                3.3% 

 

   Economically Disadvantaged                      1,707          98.6%                88.8%          91.5%               55.5% 

   Limited English Proficient (LEP)                  160           9.2%                15.9%          16.8%               16.0% 

   Students w/Disciplinary Placements (2005-06)       46           2.4%                 4.4%           1.8%                2.3% 

   At-Risk                                         1,293          74.7%                70.6%          70.6%               48.3% 

   Mobility (2005-06)                                464          24.2%                21.0%          31.1%               22.3% 

   Number of Students per Teacher                   16.9            n/a                14.9           15.8                14.7 

 

                                                        |-------Campus-------|    Campus 

     Graduates (Class of 2006):                           Count       percent      Group                District             State 

 

         Total Graduates                                     244       100.0%     10,633                2,249              240,485 

         By Ethnicity (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               African American                               11         4.5%         49                  213               32,183 

               Hispanic                                      226        92.6%     10,315                1,929               85,455 

               White                                           6         2.5%        225                   99              112,994 

               Native American                                 0         0.0%         18                    2                  816 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                          1         0.4%         26                    6                9,037 

         By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               Minimum H.S.  Program                           36        14.8%      1,154                  425               58,504 

               Recommended H.S.  Pgm./DAP                     208        85.2%      9,479                1,824              181,981 

 

         Special Education Graduates                          36        14.8%      1,084                  303               25,905 
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   CLASS SIZE INFORMATION 
   (Derived from teacher responsibility records.) 

                                                                                  Campus 

     Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject:                  Campus             Group                District             State 

 

             Elementary: Kindergarten                             -               -                  17.9                 19.5 

                         Grade 1                                  -               -                  18.6                 19.5 

                         Grade 2                                  -               -                  19.0                 19.6 

                         Grade 3                                  -               -                  18.7                 19.5 

                         Grade 4                                  -               -                  18.8                 20.2 

                         Grade 5                                  -               -                  21.5                 22.3 

                         Grade 6                                  -                7.0                 22.4                 21.8 

                         Mixed Grades                             -               -                  11.0                 25.0 

 

             Secondary:  English/Language Arts                    21.4              22.7                 19.1                 20.0 

                         Foreign Languages                        23.8              22.8                 19.6                 20.9 

                         Mathematics                              24.6              24.3                 20.6                 20.0 

                         Science                                  23.6              23.5                 22.0                 21.0 

                         Social Studies                           23.9              25.0                 22.7                 22.0 

 

   STAFF INFORMATION                              |--------Campus--------|            Campus 
                                                     Count       percent               Group       District               State 

 

         Total Staff:                                133.4       100.0%               100.0%         100.0%              100.0% 

 

         Professional Staff:                         119.7        89.7%                89.7%          58.5%               62.7% 

               Teachers                              102.4        76.8%                76.6%          45.0%               50.7% 

               Professional Support                   12.3         9.2%                 9.5%          10.3%                8.2% 

               Campus Admin.  (School Leader.)          5.0         3.7%                 3.6%           2.3%                2.8% 

 

         Educational Aides:                           13.8        10.3%                10.3%          12.2%               10.0% 

 

         Total Minority Staff:                        96.4        72.3%                79.3%          78.5%               42.3% 

 

         Teachers By Ethnicity and Sex: 

               African American                       15.0        14.6%                 1.8%          12.0%                9.3% 

               Hispanic                               56.4        55.0%                72.9%          54.7%               20.8% 

               White                                  30.1        29.3%                23.3%          32.3%               68.5% 

               Native American                         0.0         0.0%                 0.3%           0.2%                0.3% 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                  1.0         1.0%                 1.7%           0.7%                1.2% 

 

               Males                                  44.4        43.4%                50.8%          25.2%               22.8% 

               Females                                58.0        56.6%                49.2%          74.8%               77.2% 

 

         Teachers by Years of Experience: 

               Beginning Teachers                      4.0         3.9%                 8.0%           5.6%                8.1% 

               1-5 Years Experience                   25.4        24.8%                27.1%          26.5%               29.1% 

               6-10 Years Experience                  20.0        19.5%                17.2%          17.2%               19.6% 

               11-20 Years Experience                 25.0        24.4%                24.7%          22.1%               23.6% 

               0ver 20 Years Experience               28.0        27.4%                23.0%          28.7%               19.7% 

 

                                                                                      Campus 

                                                                  Campus               Group        District              State 

 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers:                      14.2 yrs.          12.2  yrs.     13.3 yrs.         11.3 yrs. 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers with District:        11.3 yrs.           9.4  yrs.      9.9 yrs.          7.5 yrs. 

 

         Average Teacher Salary by Years of Experience: 

         (regular duties only) 
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               Beginning Teachers                                $41,160             $37,326         $41,246             $38,095 

               1-5 Years Experience                              $42,531             $39,958         $42,256             $39,880 

               6-10 Years Experience                             $44,251             $43,299         $44,294             $42,380 

               11-20 Years Experience                            $49,772             $48,608         $49,026             $47,042 

               Over 20 Years Experience                          $61,646             $56,646         $60,499             $55,028 

 

         Average Actual Salaries (regular duties only): 

               Teachers                                          $49,816             $46,292         $49,273             $44,897 

               Professional Support                              $56,663             $53,447         $58,201             $52,940 

               Campus Administration (School Leadership)         $73,993             $67,456         $72,122             $65,506 

 

         Contracted Instructional Staff (not incl.  above):           0.2                 6.8             7.9            2,103.5 

 

   ACTUAL OPERATING EXPENDITURE INFORMATION      |---------------------------Campus---------------------------| |---------Campus Group---------| 
                                                   General  percent     Per          All    percent     Per          All      percent     Per 

                                                    Fund              Student       Funds             Student       Funds               Student 

 

   By Function: 

      Total Operating Expenditures              $8,863,781   100.0%    $5,343   $9,916,021   100.0%    $5,977    $434,993,743  100.0%   $6,731 

        Instruction (11,95)                     $6,351,286    71.7%    $3,828   $6,831,025    68.9%    $4,118    $281,145,509   64.6%   $4,351 

        Instructional-Related Services (12,13)    $213,708     2.4%      $129     $498,940     5.0%      $301     $15,469,757    3.6%     $239 

        Instructional Leadership (21)             $116,569     1.3%       $70     $116,569     1.2%       $70      $7,081,182    1.6%     $110 

        School Leadership (23)                    $555,301     6.3%      $335     $758,207     7.6%      $457     $26,524,998    6.1%     $410 

        Support Services-Student (31,32,33)       $569,514     6.4%      $343     $650,728     6.6%      $392     $28,715,792    6.6%     $444 

        Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53)     $1,057,403    11.9%      $637   $1,060,552    10.7%      $639     $76,056,505   17.5%   $1,177 

 

   By Program: 

      Total Operating Expenditures              $7,806,378   100.0%    $4,705   $8,848,470   100.0%    $5,334    $357,349,761  100.0%   $5,530 

        Bilingual/ESL Education (25)                $3,743     0.0%        $2       $3,743     0.0%        $2      $3,568,784    1.0%      $55 

        Career & Technology Education (22)        $869,673    11.1%      $524     $873,772     9.9%      $527     $45,815,589   12.8%     $709 

        Accelerated Education (24,30)             $547,861     7.0%      $330   $1,437,274    16.2%      $866     $52,957,815   14.8%     $819 

        Gifted & Talented Education (21)           $43,957     0.6%       $26      $43,957     0.5%       $26        $891,810    0.2%      $14 

        Regular Education (11)                  $5,117,625    65.6%    $3,085   $5,132,775    58.0%    $3,094    $206,933,399   57.9%   $3,202 

        Special Education (23)                  $1,223,519    15.7%      $738   $1,356,949    15.3%      $818     $46,940,682   13.1%     $726 

        Other (26,28,29)                                $0     0.0%        $0           $0     0.0%        $0        $241,682    0.1%       $4 

 

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   PROGRAM INFORMATION                             |-------Campus-------|              Campus 
                                                    Count        percent               Group       District               State 

     Student Enrollment by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     148           8.5%                14.1%          15.1%               14.8% 

         Career & Technology Education             1,480          85.5%                67.7%          20.5%               20.6% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 161           9.3%                 9.0%           6.0%                7.5% 

         Special Education                           212          12.2%                11.4%          12.0%               10.6% 

 

     Teachers by Program (population served): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     0.0           0.0%                 1.8%          10.9%                7.6% 

         Career & Technology Education              12.8          12.5%                13.0%           3.1%                3.9% 

         Compensatory Education                      1.0           1.0%                 1.5%           3.9%                3.3% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 0.0           0.0%                 2.1%           1.5%                2.0% 

         Regular Education                          76.2          74.4%                67.4%          69.5%               70.6% 

         Special Education                          12.4          12.1%                10.3%          11.1%               10.0% 

         Other                                       0.0           0.0%                 3.7%           0.0%                2.6% 
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                                                       T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                          Section I 
 District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD                           Academic Excellence Indicator System                          Total Students:  1,707 
 Campus Name: TEXAS H S                                      2007-08 Campus Performance                                  Grade Span: 09-12 
 Campus #: 015907003                             2008 Accountability Rating: Academically Acceptable                      School Type: Secondary        
 

                                               Gold Performance Acknowledgments: Recommended High School Program (Class of 2007)   

                                                                                 Commended on Social Studies                       

                                                                                 Comparable Improvement: Reading/ELA               

 

                                          Campus          African                    Native   Asian/                     Special   Econ    

                        State   District  Group   Campus  American Hispanic  White  American Pacific Is Male    Female     Ed      Disad     LEP  

 

 TAKS Met 2008 Standard 
 Grade 9 
 

  Reading       2008     87%      82%      80%     82%    > 99%      81%    > 99%       *        *       81%      83%      47%      80%      28% 

                2007     87%      81%      78%     79%    > 99%      78%    > 99%       *        *       77%      80%      64%      78%      19% 

 

  Mathematics   2008     64%      48%      49%     56%      58%      55%      71%       *        *       53%      58%       5%      54%      20% 

                2007     61%      45%      46%     41%       *       41%      44%       *        *       38%      46%      19%      41%      10% 

 

  All Tests     2008     63%      47%      47%     54%      58%      53%      71%       *        *       51%      56%       7%      52%      15% 

                2007     60%      45%      44%     41%      71%      40%      44%       *        *       39%      44%      27%      41%       5% 

 

 TAKS Met 2008 Standard 
 Grade 10 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2008     89%      86%      87%     82%       *       82%      88%       *        *       78%      86%      84%      82%      48% 

                2007     85%      77%      80%     77%      63%      76%    > 99%       *        *       69%      84%      42%      77%      21% 

 

  Mathematics   2008     66%      47%      56%     45%       *       45%      38%       *        *       38%      52%      18%      44%      21% 

                2007     65%      48%      54%     47%      57%      46%      69%       *        *       53%      43%      29%      47%      16% 

 

@ Science       2008     65%      51%      51%     59%       *       58%      63%       *        *       54%      63%      24%      58%      28% 

                2007     57%      40%      40%     48%      57%      47%      77%       *        *       53%      44%       6%      48%      14% 

 

@ Soc Studies   2008     89%      83%      83%     87%       *       87%      88%       *        *       86%      89%      54%      86%      71% 

                2007     85%      79%      79%     83%    > 99%      83%    > 99%       *        *       83%      84%      44%      83%      59% 

 

@ All Tests     2008     55%      37%      40%     39%       *       39%      38%       *        *       33%      46%      10%      37%      13% 

                2007     49%      32%      34%     33%      25%      33%      62%       *        *       34%      33%     < 1%      34%     < 1% 

 

 TAKS Met 2008 Standard (TAKS(Accommodated) INCLUDED for All Subjects) 
 ^ Grade 11 
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2008     91%      84%      87%     84%      88%      84%    > 99%       *        *       81%      87%      41%      83%      37% 

                2007     89%      82%      84%     84%    > 99%      83%      86%       *        *       78%      88%      20%      83%      33% 

 

  Mathematics   2008     80%      62%      72%     62%      63%      61%      80%       *        *       61%      62%      16%      60%      33% 

                2007     79%      64%      71%     68%      67%      68%      71%       *        *       71%      67%      14%      69%      38% 

 

  Science       2008     81%      67%      70%     70%      75%      68%    > 99%       *        *       75%      65%      23%      67%      31% 

                2007     76%      62%      61%     62%    > 99%      60%    > 99%       *        *       59%      63%      14%      62%      29% 

 

  Soc Studies   2008     95%      91%      92%     94%    > 99%      93%    > 99%       *        *       93%      94%      77%      93%      73% 

                2007     93%      89%      88%     91%    > 99%      91%    > 99%       *        *       91%      91%      39%      92%      77% 
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  All Tests     2008     72%      53%      60%     54%      63%      52%      80%       *        *       56%      52%      12%      51%      13% 

                2007     68%      51%      51%     53%      67%      52%      57%       *        *       51%      54%     < 1%      53%      23% 

 

 TAKS Met 2008 Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested, INCLUDES SELECTED TAKS(Accommodated)) 
 (Standard Accountability Indicator) 
 

  Reading/ELA   2008     91%      86%      84%     83%      96%      82%      96%       *        *       80%      85%      54%      82%      37% 

                2007     88%      83%      81%     79%      85%      79%      97%       *        *       75%      84%      41%      79%      22% 

 

  Mathematics   2008     80%      68%      58%     54%      61%      54%      64%       *        *       51%      58%      11%      53%      24% 

                2007     77%      66%      56%     51%      59%      50%      62%       *        *       51%      51%      19%      51%      17% 

 

  Science       2008     74%      62%      61%     64%      82%      63%      83%       *        *       64%      64%      23%      62%      29% 

                2007     66%      52%      50%     54%      77%      52%      85%       *        *       56%      52%      10%      54%      19% 

 

  Soc Studies   2008     91%      87%      88%     91%    > 99%      90%      94%       *        *       90%      92%      67%      89%      72% 

                2007     87%      81%      83%     87%    > 99%      86%    > 99%       *        *       86%      88%      42%      87%      66% 

 

  All Tests     2008     72%      59%      48%     49%      61%      49%      64%       *        *       47%      52%      10%      47%      14% 

                2007     67%      55%      43%     42%      52%      41%      55%       *        *       40%      43%       8%      42%       7% 

 

 TAKS Met 2008 Standard (Sum of All Grades Tested, INCLUDE ALL TAKS(Accommodated)) 
 (2010 Preview) 
  Reading/ELA   2008     89%      83%      82%     80%      96%      80%      96%       *        *       77%      84%      41%      79%      34% 

  Mathematics   2008     78%      64%      56%     54%      61%      53%      64%       *        *       50%      57%      10%      52%      24% 

  Science       2008     74%      62%      61%     64%      82%      63%      83%       *        *       64%      64%      23%      62%      29% 

  Soc Studies   2008     91%      87%      88%     91%    > 99%      90%      94%       *        *       90%      92%      67%      89%      72% 

  All Tests     2008     70%      56%      47%     49%      61%      48%      64%       *        *       47%      52%       9%      47%      14% 

 

 TAKS Commended Performance (Sum of All Grades Tested, INCLUDES SELECTED TAKS(Accommodated))  
 

  Reading/ELA   2008     34%      23%      14%     18%      17%      17%      24%       *        *       14%      20%       1%      15%     < 1% 

                2007     30%      21%      11%     15%      15%      15%      21%       *        *       12%      18%       1%      15%       1% 

 

  Mathematics   2008     28%      16%      11%     12%       9%      12%       8%       *        *       13%      10%     < 1%      11%       3% 

                2007     25%      15%       8%      6%     < 1%       6%       7%       *        *        6%       5%     < 1%       6%       1% 

 

  Science       2008     22%      13%       5%      6%       9%       6%       6%       *        *        8%       4%       2%       5%       2% 

                2007     13%       8%       3%      5%     < 1%       5%     < 1%       *        *        8%       3%     < 1%       5%     < 1% 

 

  Soc Studies   2008     36%      26%      20%     29%      36%      29%      28%       *        *       29%      28%       7%      27%       7% 

                2007     34%      23%      19%     24%      23%      23%      35%       *        *       29%      20%       2%      24%       8% 

 

  All Tests     2008     15%       7%       4%      4%     < 1%       4%       4%       *        *        4%       4%     < 1%       4%     < 1% 

                2007     12%       6%       2%      3%     < 1%       3%       7%       *        *        4%       3%     < 1%       3%     < 1% 

 

 2008 TAKS/TAKS(Accommodated)/TAKS-M/TAKS-Alt Participation (Grades 3-11)  
 

 Tested                 98.4%    98.7%    97.0%   97.6%   100.0%    97.6%   100.0%   100.0%       *     97.1%    98.0%    97.4%    97.6%    85.9% 

 

  By Test Version 

   TAKS (1 or more)     90.9%    87.9%    88.9%   92.7%    92.0%    92.8%    96.8%   100.0%       *     89.9%    95.4%    55.6%    93.1%    80.7% 

   Not on TAKS           7.5%    10.8%     7.6%    4.9%     8.0%     4.8%     3.2%     0.0%       *      7.3%     2.6%    41.7%     4.5%     5.2% 

    TAKS(Acc) Only       2.7%     4.2%     2.6%    2.6%     0.0%     2.8%     0.0%     0.0%       *      4.0%     1.4%    22.5%     3.0%     3.7% 

    TAKS-M Only          2.9%     3.4%     2.8%    1.2%     4.0%     1.1%     0.0%     0.0%       *      1.7%     0.6%     9.9%     1.3%     1.5% 

    TAKS-Alt Only        0.7%     1.3%     0.6%    0.9%     4.0%     0.7%     3.2%     0.0%       *      1.1%     0.6%     7.3%     0.0%     0.0% 

    Combination          1.2%     1.9%     0.6%    0.2%     0.0%     0.2%     0.0%     0.0%       *      0.5%     0.0%     2.0%     0.2%     0.0% 

 

  By Acct Status 



295 

   Acct System          87.1%    83.7%    85.4%   88.4%    92.0%    88.8%    80.6%    60.0%       *     86.2%    90.5%    69.5%    89.2%    79.3% 

   Non-Acct System      11.3%    15.0%    11.3%    9.2%     8.0%     8.8%    19.4%    40.0%       *     10.9%     7.5%    27.8%     8.4%     6.7% 

    Mobile               5.1%     5.9%     5.4%    6.5%     0.0%     6.3%    16.1%    40.0%       *      7.1%     6.0%     5.3%     6.4%     5.2% 

    Non-Acct Test        6.2%     9.0%     5.9%    2.6%     8.0%     2.5%     3.2%     0.0%       *      3.8%     1.5%    22.5%     2.0%     1.5% 

 

 Not Tested              1.6%     1.3%     3.1%    2.4%     0.0%     2.4%     0.0%     0.0%       *      2.9%     2.0%     2.6%     2.4%    14.1% 

   Absent                0.2%     0.3%     0.4%    0.2%     0.0%     0.2%     0.0%     0.0%       *      0.5%     0.0%     0.7%     0.2%     0.7% 

   LEP Exempt            0.9%     0.4%     1.5%    1.2%     0.0%     1.2%     0.0%     0.0%       *      1.3%     1.2%     0.0%     1.2%    11.9% 

   Other                 0.5%     0.7%     1.0%    0.9%     0.0%     0.9%     0.0%     0.0%       *      1.1%     0.8%     2.0%     1.0%     1.5% 

 

 Total Count        3,075,682   33,628    1,445   1,284       25    1,217       31        5        4      631      653      151    1,072      135 

 

 2007 TAKS/TAKS-I/SDAA II/TAKS-Alt Participation (Grades 3-11)  
 

 Tested                 97.7%    98.2%    95.0%   97.7%    95.5%    97.7%   100.0%       *        *     97.3%    98.1%    90.7%    97.7%    97.7% 

 

  By Program 

   TAKS (1 or more)     91.1%    87.9%    89.3%   91.8%    95.5%    91.6%    97.1%       *        *     89.2%    94.2%    41.4%    91.8%    86.0% 

   Not on TAKS           6.7%    10.3%     5.7%    5.9%     0.0%     6.0%     2.9%       *        *      8.1%     3.8%    49.4%     5.8%    11.6% 

    TAKS-I Only          0.3%     0.5%     0.2%    1.7%     0.0%     1.8%     0.0%       *        *      2.1%     1.3%    14.2%     1.7%     3.1% 

    SDAA II Only         4.6%     5.9%     3.8%    2.7%     0.0%     2.7%     2.9%       *        *      3.9%     1.6%    22.8%     2.6%     3.9% 

    TAKS-Alt Only        0.4%     1.1%     0.4%    0.5%     0.0%     0.5%     0.0%       *        *      0.7%     0.3%     4.3%     0.5%     0.0% 

    Combination          1.4%     2.8%     0.3%    1.0%     0.0%     1.0%     0.0%       *        *      1.3%     0.6%     8.0%     1.0%     4.7% 

 

  By Acct Status 

   Acct System          91.6%    90.0%    88.7%   88.9%    95.5%    88.9%    85.7%       *        *     87.6%    90.3%    62.3%    89.3%    93.0% 

   Non-Acct System       6.1%     8.1%     6.2%    8.8%     0.0%     8.7%    14.3%       *        *      9.7%     7.8%    28.4%     8.3%     4.7% 

    Mobile               5.4%     6.5%     5.6%    6.6%     0.0%     6.4%    14.3%       *        *      6.9%     6.2%     9.9%     6.1%     1.6% 

    Non-Acct Test        0.7%     1.6%     0.9%    2.2%     0.0%     2.3%     0.0%       *        *      2.8%     1.6%    18.5%     2.2%     3.1% 

 

 Not Tested              2.3%     1.8%     5.0%    2.3%     4.5%     2.3%     0.0%       *        *      2.7%     1.9%     9.3%     2.3%     2.3% 

   Absent                0.2%     0.4%     0.3%    0.6%     0.0%     0.6%     0.0%       *        *      1.0%     0.1%     1.9%     0.6%     0.0% 

   ARD Exempt            0.3%     0.1%     0.8%    0.5%     0.0%     0.5%     0.0%       *        *      0.6%     0.4%     4.3%     0.5%     1.6% 

   LEP Exempt            1.0%     0.4%     1.3%    0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%       *        *      0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0%     0.0% 

   Other                 0.8%     1.0%     1.6%    1.2%     4.5%     1.2%     0.0%       *        *      1.0%     1.3%     3.1%     1.2%     0.8% 

 

 Total Count        3,040,283   34,243    1,441   1,346       22    1,281       35        3        3      667      678      162    1,322      129 

 

 Progress of Prior Year TAKS Failers (Sum of Grades 4-11) (INCLUDES TAKS (Accommodated) for grade 11 only) 
 

  percent of Failers Passing TAKS 

 

   Reading/ELA  2008     53%      49%      49%     51%       *       50%       *        *        *       58%      43%      50%      52%      31% 

                2007     49%      46%      46%     46%       *       45%       *        *        *       48%      44%      32%      46%      25% 

 

   Mathematics  2008     36%      25%      28%     24%      25%      24%      43%       *        *       22%      26%      17%      24%      16% 

                2007     34%      29%      29%     20%      25%      20%      25%       *        *       25%      16%      22%      20%       8% 

 

  Average TGI Growth 

 

   Reading/ELA  2008    0.58     0.47     0.33    0.46       *      0.45       *        *        *      0.48     0.44     0.32     0.48     0.21 

                2007    0.55     0.52     0.36    0.33       *      0.32       *        *        *      0.35     0.32    -0.28     0.32     0.04 

 

   Mathematics  2008    0.34     0.14     0.22    0.02     0.24     0.00     0.59       *        *     -0.07     0.10     0.01     0.04     0.14 

                2007    0.33     0.29     0.25    0.04     0.12     0.05    -0.14       *        *      0.10     0.00     0.10     0.04    -0.21 

 

 

 

 Attendance Rate  
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  2006-07               95.5%    94.4%    93.1%   91.9%    89.6%    91.9%    92.0%      *        *      91.5%    92.3%    88.1%    92.2%    93.6% 

  2005-06               95.5%    94.6%    93.3%   92.4%    92.7%    92.4%    92.6%      *        *      92.1%    92.7%    89.0%    92.7%    93.6% 

 

 Annual Dropout Rate (Gr 9-12)  
  2006-07                3.9%     8.1%     4.3%    8.3%     8.3%     8.3%    10.2%      *        *       8.9%     7.7%    10.5%     7.1%    11.2% 

  2005-06                3.7%     8.5%     4.1%    6.2%     3.8%     6.3%     3.0%      *        *       7.5%     4.8%     6.6%     4.9%    13.1% 

 

 Completion/Student Status Rate (Gr 9-12)  
 Class of 2007 

  Graduated             78.0%    60.5%    74.3%   53.7%    37.5%    53.7%    61.5%      *        *      51.5%    56.2%    54.3%    56.3%    39.3% 

  Received GED           2.0%     3.1%     1.2%    5.1%     0.0%     5.4%     0.0%      *        *       5.6%     4.5%     2.2%     4.6%     3.6% 

  Continued HS           8.7%    10.4%    10.4%   10.7%    25.0%    10.9%     0.0%      *        *      12.2%     9.0%    19.6%    10.3%    14.3% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)    11.4%    26.0%    13.2%   30.5%    37.5%    30.0%    38.5%      *        *      30.6%    30.3%    23.9%    28.9%    42.9% 

 

 Class of 2006 

  Graduated             80.4%    66.4%    74.8%   61.6%    73.3%    60.7%    70.0%     -       *      54.2%    69.8%    51.7%    64.5%    37.9% 

  Received GED           2.3%     3.1%     1.2%    3.6%     0.0%     3.6%    10.0%     -       *       4.2%     3.0%     1.7%     2.1%     0.0% 

  Continued HS           8.6%     9.9%    10.2%   15.3%     6.7%    15.9%    10.0%     -       *      18.4%    11.8%    22.4%    15.1%    13.8% 

  Dropped Out (4-yr)     8.8%    20.6%    12.1%   19.5%    20.0%    19.8%    10.0%     -       *      23.2%    15.4%    24.1%    18.3%    48.3% 

 

 Completion Rate II (w/GED) 
 (AEA Indicator) 
  Class of 2007         88.6%    74.0%    86.8%   69.5%    62.5%    70.0%    61.5%      *        *      69.4%    69.7%    76.1%    71.1%    57.1% 

  Class of 2006         91.2%    79.4%    88.0%   80.5%    80.0%    80.2%    90.0%     -       *      76.8%    84.6%    75.9%    81.7%    51.7% 

 

 Completion Rate I (w/o GED) 
 (Standard Accountability Indicator) 
  Class of 2007         86.7%    70.9%    85.8%   64.4%    62.5%    64.6%    61.5%      *        *      63.8%    65.2%    73.9%    66.6%    53.6% 

  Class of 2006         88.9%    76.3%    86.6%   76.9%    80.0%    76.6%    80.0%     -       *      72.6%    81.7%    74.1%    79.6%    51.7% 

 

 COLLEGE READINESS INDICATORS 
 

 Advanced Course/Dual Enrollment Completion  
  2006-07               22.1%    19.9%    17.9%   21.8%    21.4%    21.6%    24.0%      *        *      18.3%    25.3%     2.0%    22.8%     6.4% 

  2005-06               21.0%    22.8%    17.6%   23.4%    26.2%    23.4%    19.6%      *      60.0%    17.9%    28.8%     3.6%    24.5%    14.9% 

 

 RHSP/DAP Graduates  
  Class of 2007         77.9%    82.1%    89.1%   81.0%      *      81.2%    75.0%      *        *      75.9%    86.4%    27.3%    81.6%    69.2% 

  Class of 2006         75.7%    81.1%    88.9%   85.2%   100.0%    84.5%    83.3%     -       *      79.3%    90.6%    30.6%    86.1%    75.0% 

 

 AP/IB Results  
  Tested 

                2007    20.0%    31.5%    20.3%   35.7%    50.0%    35.0%    46.7%     -       *      28.0%    42.3%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

                2006    18.9%    32.1%    20.8%   34.3%    46.7%    33.6%    41.7%     -       *      24.9%    42.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Examinees >= Criterion 

                2007    50.5%    13.6%    27.2%   15.9%    20.0%    15.0%    28.6%     -       *      22.1%    12.4%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

                2006    51.3%    15.5%    29.1%   14.4%    14.3%    13.2%    40.0%     -       *      17.7%    12.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Scores >= Criterion 

                2007    46.8%    10.1%    17.1%   12.0%    30.0%    10.7%    30.8%     -       *      18.9%     8.2%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

                2006    47.2%    10.8%    19.5%   12.8%    13.3%    11.8%    20.0%     -     42.9%    14.6%    11.9%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 Texas Success Initiative (TSI) – Higher Education Readiness Component (INCLUDES TAKS (Accommodated))  
 

  Eng Lang Arts 2008     57%      47%      42%     48%      38%      48%      60%       *        *       42%      54%       6%      44%      10% 

                2007     52%      41%      40%     46%    > 99%      44%      57%       *        *       38%      51%     < 1%      46%       5% 

 

  Mathematics   2008     56%      36%      42%     38%      50%      37%      50%       *        *       41%      35%      13%      37%      20% 
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                2007     53%      32%      40%     33%      33%      32%      43%       *        *       32%      33%     < 1%      32%      14% 

 

 SAT/ACT Results  
  Tested 

   Class of 2007        68.2%    72.5%    67.9%   77.2%      *      69.7%      ?       -       *      59.2%    92.6%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2006        65.8%    68.0%    67.0%   74.0%   100.0%    71.6%    60.0%     -       *      58.0%    85.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  At/Above Criterion 

   Class of 2007        27.0%     6.6%     5.3%    5.4%      *       3.9%    16.7%     -       *       3.4%     6.8%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2006        27.1%     5.9%     4.0%    4.5%     0.0%     5.0%      *       -      -      3.9%     4.9%     n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Mean SAT Score 

   Class of 2007         992      834      859     821       *       838       *       -       *       838      816      n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2006         991      838      853     824      798      825       *       -      -      807      832      n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

  Mean ACT Score 

   Class of 2007        20.2     16.5     17.1    16.7      -     16.7       *       -       *      15.7     17.2      n/a      n/a      n/a 

   Class of 2006        20.1     16.9     17.0    16.6       *      16.4       *       -      -     15.8     16.9      n/a      n/a      n/a 

 

 College-Ready Graduates  
   Eng Lang Arts 

    Class of 2007        49%      49%      37%     55%       *       56%      29%       *        *       40%      70%       0%      56%       0% 

    Class of 2006        48%      48%      32%     62%      44%      63%       *        *        *       52%      69%      22%      61%      25% 

 

   Mathematics 

    Class of 2007        56%      39%      43%     48%       *       49%      14%       *        *       48%      48%       0%      49%      50% 

    Class of 2006        52%      35%      36%     39%      50%      39%       *        *        *       43%      37%      22%      40%      50% 

 

   Both Subjects 

    Class of 2007        37%      27%      23%     36%       *       36%      14%       *        *       28%      43%       0%      36%       0% 

    Class of 2006        35%      24%      16%     30%      25%      30%       *        *        *       29%      30%       0%      30%      13% 
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            T E X A S  E D U C A T I O N  A G E N C Y                               Section II 
     District Name: CENTRAL TEXAS ISD           Academic Excellence Indicator System                           Total Students:  1,707 

     Campus Name:   TEXAS H S                       2007-08 Campus Profile                                  Grade Span: 09-12     

     Campus #:      015907003                                                                                School Type: Secondary        

     _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   STUDENT INFORMATION 
                                                 |--------Campus--------|             Campus 

                                                   Count         percent               Group        District              State 

 

   Total Students:                                 1,707         100.0%               70,530         54,726           4,651,516 

 

   Students By Grade: Early Childhood Education        0           0.0%                 0.0%           0.1%                0.3% 

                      Pre-Kindergarten                 0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.4%                4.1% 

                      Kindergarten                     0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.2%                7.7% 

                      Grade 1                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.8%                8.1% 

                      Grade 2                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.4%                7.9% 

                      Grade 3                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           8.1%                7.6% 

                      Grade 4                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.3%                7.4% 

                      Grade 5                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           7.2%                7.4% 

                      Grade 6                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.6%                7.2% 

                      Grade 7                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.7%                7.3% 

                      Grade 8                          0           0.0%                 0.0%           6.4%                7.1% 

                      Grade 9                        551          32.3%                32.2%           8.1%                8.5% 

                      Grade 10                       434          25.4%                24.7%           6.8%                7.1% 

                      Grade 11                       370          21.7%                23.3%           5.2%                6.3% 

                      Grade 12                       352          20.6%                19.7%           4.6%                5.8% 

 

   Ethnic Distribution: African American              34           2.0%                 0.7%           7.8%               14.3% 

                        Hispanic                   1,621          95.0%                97.0%          88.9%               47.2% 

                        White                         42           2.5%                 1.9%           2.9%               34.8% 

                        Native American                3           0.2%                 0.1%           0.1%                0.3% 

                        Asian/Pac.  Islander            7           0.4%                 0.2%           0.2%                3.4% 

 

   Economically Disadvantaged                      1,433          83.9%                86.3%          88.3%               55.3% 

   Limited English Proficient (LEP)                  162           9.5%                15.1%          16.9%               16.7% 

   Students w/Disciplinary Placements (2006-07)       51           2.6%                 4.5%           2.0%                2.3% 

   At-Risk                                         1,268          74.3%                68.3%          68.4%               48.4% 

   Mobility (2006-07)                                512          25.8%                20.6%          30.8%               20.9% 

   Number of Students per Teacher                   16.9            n/a                15.4           16.2                14.5 

 

                                                        |-------Campus-------|    Campus 

     Graduates (Class of 2007):                           Count       percent      Group                District             State 

 

         Total Graduates                                     226       100.0%     11,645                2,140              241,193 

         By Ethnicity (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               African American                                3         1.3%         67                  200               32,139 

               Hispanic                                      213        94.2%     11,262                1,842               86,332 

               White                                           8         3.5%        259                   87              112,215 

               Native American                                 1         0.4%         18                    2                  882 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                          1         0.4%         39                    9                9,625 

         By Graduation Type (incl.  Special Ed.): 

               Minimum H.S.  Program                           43        19.0%      1,245                  382               53,423 

               Recommended H.S.  Pgm./DAP                     183        81.0%     10,400                1,758              187,770 

 

         Special Education Graduates                          33        14.6%      1,191                  342               26,677 

 

   CLASS SIZE INFORMATION 
   (Derived from teacher responsibility records.) 
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                                                                                  Campus 

     Class Size Averages by Grade and Subject:                  Campus             Group                District             State 

 

             Elementary: Kindergarten                             -               -                  19.0                 18.9 

                         Grade 1                                  -               -                  19.2                 18.9 

                         Grade 2                                  -               -                  19.5                 19.0 

                         Grade 3                                  -               18.0                 18.9                 19.0 

                         Grade 4                                  -               -                  19.1                 19.6 

                         Grade 5                                  -               -                  21.7                 22.2 

                         Grade 6                                  -               -                  21.1                 21.4 

                         Mixed Grades                             -               -                  11.0                 22.4 

 

             Secondary:  English/Language Arts                    19.5              22.2                 19.4                 20.0 

                         Foreign Languages                        23.4              23.1                 20.5                 21.0 

                         Mathematics                              21.9              23.2                 20.7                 19.8 

                         Science                                  21.8              22.4                 21.3                 20.8 

                         Social Studies                           21.0              23.8                 21.2                 21.8 

 

   STAFF INFORMATION                              |--------Campus--------|            Campus 
                                                     Count       percent               Group       District               State 

 

         Total Staff:                                131.1       100.0%               100.0%         100.0%              100.0% 

 

         Professional Staff:                         117.4        89.5%                90.5%          58.6%               62.9% 

               Teachers                              101.3        77.2%                77.4%          44.8%               50.8% 

               Professional Support                   10.1         7.7%                 9.6%          10.6%                8.3% 

               Campus Admin.  (School Leader.)          6.0         4.6%                 3.5%           2.3%                2.8% 

 

         Educational Aides:                           13.7        10.5%                 9.5%          12.1%                9.9% 

 

         Total Minority Staff:                        93.5        71.3%                77.6%          79.2%               43.1% 

 

         Teachers By Ethnicity and Sex: 

               African American                       11.0        10.9%                 3.7%          12.1%                9.6% 

               Hispanic                               59.6        58.8%                69.2%          56.2%               21.4% 

               White                                  29.7        29.3%                24.8%          30.8%               67.5% 

               Native American                         0.0         0.0%                 0.3%           0.2%                0.3% 

               Asian/Pacific Islander                  1.0         1.0%                 2.0%           0.7%                1.2% 

 

               Males                                  48.8        48.2%                51.2%          25.0%               22.8% 

               Females                                52.4        51.8%                48.8%          75.0%               77.2% 

 

         Teachers by Years of Experience: 

               Beginning Teachers                      7.0         6.9%                 7.4%           4.4%                7.9% 

               1-5 Years Experience                   21.2        20.9%                28.9%          25.5%               29.8% 

               6-10 Years Experience                  25.1        24.8%                17.6%          18.9%               19.7% 

               11-20 Years Experience                 25.3        25.0%                24.0%          22.2%               23.4% 

               0ver 20 Years Experience               22.6        22.3%                22.2%          29.0%               19.2% 

 

                                                                                      Campus 

                                                                  Campus               Group        District              State 

 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers:                      13.3 yrs.          12.2  yrs.     13.6 yrs.         11.3 yrs. 

         Average Years Experience of Teachers with District:        10.7 yrs.           9.2  yrs.     10.3 yrs.          7.4 yrs. 

 

         Average Teacher Salary by Years of Experience: 

         (regular duties only) 

               Beginning Teachers                                $41,525             $39,611         $41,903             $39,372 

               1-5 Years Experience                              $42,887             $41,777         $42,451             $41,374 
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               6-10 Years Experience                             $44,053             $45,233         $44,403             $43,886 

               11-20 Years Experience                            $49,899             $50,273         $48,885             $48,174 

               Over 20 Years Experience                          $61,068             $58,670         $60,221             $56,354 

 

         Average Actual Salaries (regular duties only): 

               Teachers                                          $48,900             $48,010         $49,376             $46,179 

               Professional Support                              $56,325             $55,474         $57,675             $54,543 

               Campus Administration (School Leadership)         $76,724             $70,403         $71,917             $67,397 

 

         Contracted Instructional Staff (not incl.  above):           0.2                 6.2             5.9            2,641.9 

 

   ACTUAL OPERATING EXPENDITURE INFORMATION      |---------------------------Campus---------------------------| |---------Campus Group---------| 
   (2006-07)                                       General  percent     Per          All    percent     Per          All      percent     Per 

                                                    Fund              Student       Funds             Student       Funds               Student 

 

   By Function: 

      Total Operating Expenditures              $8,987,585   100.0%    $5,189   $9,976,573   100.0%    $5,760    $471,928,844  100.0%   $6,902 

        Instruction (11,95)                     $6,550,850    72.9%    $3,782   $6,949,373    69.7%    $4,012    $306,665,554   65.0%   $4,485 

        Instructional-Related Services (12,13)    $193,263     2.2%      $112     $426,354     4.3%      $246     $16,909,678    3.6%     $247 

        Instructional Leadership (21)             $120,217     1.3%       $69     $122,399     1.2%       $71      $7,128,190    1.5%     $104 

        School Leadership (23)                    $425,661     4.7%      $246     $755,695     7.6%      $436     $29,465,066    6.2%     $431 

        Support Services-Student (31,32,33)       $662,880     7.4%      $383     $685,033     6.9%      $396     $30,127,297    6.4%     $441 

        Other Campus Costs (35,36,51,52,53)     $1,034,714    11.5%      $597   $1,037,719    10.4%      $599     $81,633,059   17.3%   $1,194 

 

   By Program: 

      Total Operating Expenditures              $7,952,871   100.0%    $4,592   $8,938,758   100.0%    $5,161    $388,034,278  100.0%   $5,675 

        Bilingual/ESL Education (25)                $3,604     0.0%        $2       $3,604     0.0%        $2      $4,463,947    1.2%      $65 

        Career & Technology Education (22)      $1,005,024    12.6%      $580   $1,008,298    11.3%      $582     $49,079,342   12.6%     $718 

        Accelerated Education (24,30)             $647,367     8.1%      $374   $1,470,030    16.4%      $849     $56,580,033   14.6%     $827 

        Gifted & Talented Education (21)           $64,471     0.8%       $37      $65,649     0.7%       $38      $1,213,438    0.3%      $18 

        Regular Education (11)                  $4,945,039    62.2%    $2,855   $4,959,072    55.5%    $2,863    $226,558,001   58.4%   $3,313 

        Special Education (23)                  $1,287,366    16.2%      $743   $1,432,105    16.0%      $827     $49,556,002   12.8%     $725 

        Other (26,28,29)                                $0     0.0%        $0           $0     0.0%        $0        $583,515    0.2%       $9 
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  _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   PROGRAM INFORMATION                             |-------Campus-------|              Campus 
                                                    Count        percent               Group       District               State 

     Student Enrollment by Program: 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     149           8.7%                13.2%          15.2%               15.5% 

         Career & Technical Education              1,362          79.8%                68.2%          19.2%               20.9% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 174          10.2%                 9.1%           6.2%                7.5% 

         Special Education                           195          11.4%                10.3%          12.1%               10.0% 

 

     Teachers by Program (population served): 

         Bilingual/ESL Education                     0.0           0.0%                 1.8%          11.3%                7.3% 

         Career & Technical Education               14.1          13.9%                13.2%           3.4%                3.9% 

         Compensatory Education                      0.0           0.0%                 1.7%           4.1%                3.6% 

         Gifted & Talented Education                 3.9           3.9%                 2.0%           6.0%                2.0% 

         Regular Education                          72.7          71.8%                66.8%          63.5%               70.7% 

         Special Education                           9.8           9.7%                 9.1%          11.7%                9.8% 

         Other                                       0.7           0.7%                 5.4%           0.0%                2.8% 
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Appendix D   

Texas High School Master Schedule 
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 Transcript and Coding Matrix 
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Interview Coding Matrix 

Coding Key: 
A1 - Attendance 
C1 - Career 
C2 – College 
D1 – Dropout 
F1 – Failure 
G1 – Graduation 
R1 - Rigor  
R2 - Relevance  
R3 - Relationship 
S1 – Score 

Research Questions 
1. Do Smaller Learning Communities/ Schools Within-a-School 
within a large comprehensive high schoolin Central Texas affect 
student achievement as measured by standardized test scores for all 
students? 
2. What effects do Smaller Learning Communities have on 
dropout rates, attendance rates, graduation rates,, and student teacher 
relationships? 
3. Do Smaller Learning Communities within a large 
comprehensive high school in Texas assist in preparing students for 
careers and post-secondary education? 

 

 

Code 
1 

Code 
2 

Code 
3 

Text 

   [Starts mid-sentence].  .  .within a school. 

   

A: SWS\SLC involves a group of students who usually go at a 
certain grade-level and these groups of students are placed with 
core subject teachers and they stay with that particular group of 
teachers during the time that they are in school.  One thing about 
SWS\SLC is that the teachers will hold conferences and know 
about the students that they have.  For example, the world 
geography teacher will talk to the English teacher will talk to the 
math teacher; they‘re all together discussing the academic welfare of 
that particular student and consequently they stay with that group 
of teachers that follows them from 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th.  So, 
they‘re with that team of teachers, all the kids that are grouped in 
that particular framework, everyone seems to know their needs 
because they all have the same group. 

R3   
Q: Strategies to develop personal relationships…..as a 
counselor? 

C1 C2  

A: We make an effort through the guidance department to 
have a variety of different meetings, conferences scheduled 
throughout the year.  The only way we can really get to know them 
is we have to invite them to our campus and we invite them at the 
beginning of the year to come and look at their kid‘s schedules, talk 
to us about their career plans, and so forth.  We also invite the 
parent‘s of the students coming from middle schools.  We have a 
parent component for them coming in; if they have any questions 
about Edison HS, particularly when it comes to their four-year plan, 
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the kind of classes they‘ll take year-to-year.  We give them a tour of 
our career lab, and then we invite them again toward the spring 
because we meet with them concerning individual planning, college 
career plans.  We invite parents again, particularly the juniors and 
seniors, to have a conference with each one of them involving their 
FAFSA, their financial aid planning, and.  .  .   So, throughout the 
year, we have to provide an atmosphere in a timeframe by which 
they can come and have the opportunity to ask whatever they need 
to ask us.  Of course, they‘re more than welcome to call us any time 
they want, and they do call us and we do have phone conferences 
on the phone with them to talk about various academic needs for 
them. 

   
Q: You would say, part of the strategy you utilize.  .  .what 
strategies do you use to identify their academic needs, as a 
counselor? 

   

A: As a counselor, we HAVE to review their academic records 
and that‘s where we see the grades that they‘re making.  We have 
also academic reports after each semester, so we review it, we call in 
kids based upon what we see.  If they need certain credits, if they‘re 
not doing well in some classes then we call them in to talk about 
that, and what we can do as counselors to probably help them with 
that.  Sometimes it‘s a schedule change.  If they‘re not being 
successful with a certain class, then we move them to another class, 
maybe with a less numbers of students, maybe with a teacher that 
can identify with more needs of the kids.  So, that‘s what we do.  If 
you look back.  .  .you said, what kind of strategies do we use.  We 
do some planning at the beginning of the year to put times to 
purposefully have parents here at certain times of the year, so we 
plan that to have them here.  We review their academic records at 
the beginning of the year – 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th – to see what they 
need for that particular year.  Then we purposefully go into the 
classrooms and we set those up at the beginning of the year to talk 
about individual planning.  The strategy is the planning at the 
beginning of the year, what the needs are going to be throughout 
that year, make sure it gets on the calendar, and to review all our 
reports in order to place the kids correctly. 

   Q: Strategies to identify the student‘s personal & social needs. 

   

A: The only strategy we have is that.  .  .it‘s not just a strategy, 
but the state of Texas states that we have to meet with every single 
student on a personal level.  We take that.  .  .  we meet with out 
seniors, usually first, and we call them in one by one, and we take 
out the academic record and we talk about what kinds of things.  .  .   
We actually set goals with them as to what the goals are going to be 



321 

 

for that year, and we give them a senior booklet and also a junior 
booklet to juniors.  So, we kind of give them a plan for the juniors 
and seniors; these are the things that need to get done, we give 
them a planner.  So, they have those things in their hands while we 
meet with them. 

R3   
Q: Do you have professional development opportunities to 
work with relationships..? 

   A: Do you mean professional development like workshops? 

   Q: Workshops. 

   A: Oh yeah. 

R3   Q: That deal with student relationships.  .  . 

   

A: Yes, the district does provide.  .  .at the beginning of the 
year they do provide opportunities to get speakers on models of 
counseling, they provide BFX(?) part of our counseling license, and 
we usually all manage to go to at least one or two major workshops, 
like my schedule I have one next week actually.  It‘s called our 
South Texas Counselors Association.  We go to those workshops, 
and again that‘s when we pick up more skills, refining the skills we 
have, to be better counselors to our students. 

   Q: Describe advantages of having SWS. 

A1   

A: The advantages is that the students begin to feel a sense of 
closeness because they all come together in that particular group. 
For example, on Team H, many times when we meet with them, we 
meet with them in our own team, so those kids see each other, they 
know what team they belong to.  When the school talks to students 
at assemblies, we recognize each team and their accomplishments.  
For example, Team H has this percentage of attendance.  We want 
Team S to be there so we set up a somewhat healthy competitive 
environment by which we‘re saying, each team is autonomous in 
the sense of their accomplishments and they become very proud of 
being on that team.  Consequently, that ambiance adds to hopefully 
they‘re motivation level to do better. 

   Q: What are some of the disadvantages of SWS? 

   

A: The big drawback is that it‘s not pure.  We try to make is 
pure team in 9th grade, but the reality is in 10th, 11th, and 12th we mix 
some kids because of the nature of the master schedule, and there‘s 
no way around that.  The kids have to have what they need 
academically and sometimes we can‘t provide the kind of pure 
teaming we want in those grade levels.  I want to say 10th grade is 
only about 80-85%, 9th grade is near 100%, 11-12th are all mixed 
because of the nature of some didn‘t pass their classes, so we have 
to mix.  The other problem with teaming is that sometimes it‘s not 
proportionate to numbers in classrooms, so consequently to put in 



322 

 

a pure team, for example, one teacher might have more students 
than another and the teachers, I can understand, they want an 
average number in the classroom not a number that‘s bigger than 
another.  So you‘ll have one class sitting at 12 kids and another class 
sitting with 29, 28 kids, but because they‘ve got to be in that team, 
you‘ve put them in that team, so sometimes it‘s not a pure balance 
and some teachers feel that, ‗why am I sitting in a class of 28 when 
my colleague over here is only sitting with 15 or 12.‘  As a counselor 
I know they‘re going to learn better in a smaller number, but 
because I need pure teaming, I‘ve got to put them on that team, and 
I just don‘t think that‘s an advantage for a kid. 

   Q: Describe academic increase in performance.  .  . 

A1   

A: I would like to say that I have.  We had nearly 100% 
teaming in 9th, but we have the highest number of failure rates in 
the 9th grade, and we also have our attendance is not very good in 
9th grade.  There‘s something happening within the team process of 
9th.  It would seem like the purest team would do well, but that 
hasn‘t really been the case.  They‘re testing lower, so that‘s 
something we‘re looking at.  We don‘t quite understand it; the team 
that‘s to be the purest doesn‘t seem to be doing the best.  However, 
the other teams seem to be doing better, but they‘re not teamed at a 
higher percentage.  I personally believe because the 9th grade team is 
disproportionate in the number of kids in each classroom.  We‘re ?? 
a pure team when we really should be looking at what the best 
academic environment in a classroom, and any educator knows 
that.  And my thing is, how many kids do you have in a classroom?  
It‘s hard to teach with 30 vs 25 vs 15, and consequently, I think that 
might be part of the problem. 

   
Q: Do you see more distinguished diplomas or higher casting 
rate, a lower failure rate.  .  .? 

   

A: As they progress to a higher grade, and they each find an 
avenue that‘s best for them, they‘re grades do tend to increase.  And 
the increase is based upon the individuals that are in the classroom, 
so if you have, for example, an AP honors class, you‘re talking 
about kids that are motivated and they‘re at that level.  You‘re 
talking about a regular class.  I can almost say, if you have that class 
and it has a lot of kids in it, more than likely they‘re not going to ? 
as well, particularly the science classes.  If you have a science class 
of 20 and a science class of 25, that science, because it‘s lab-
oriented, the kids in the classrooms with lower numbers tend to do 
better.  That‘s what my experience has been.  And team sometimes 
doesn‘t help that, because you‘ve got to put them on a team rather 
than put them in a classroom that have this numbers for them to 
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achieve. 

A1   
Q: Do you see increase in attendance and decrease in dropout 
rates.  .  .  ? 

A1   

A: I think that SWS\SLC doesn‘t really enhance that, in my 
opinion.  Since I‘ve been here, our attendance rate has pretty much 
been the same, and that I don‘t think has anything to do with 
SWS… 

   Q: 90%?  Or what is the number? 

A1   

A: I would say we can communicate faster within a school.  
We can get them and show them why it‘s important to stay in 
school.  We can have team meetings, and the good thing about 
teaming is that we can be a team and strategize on how to deal with 
attendance.  So in that sense of disseminating information to the 
teams and the teachers, getting them excited about getting the best 
attendance rates, and so forth, so we can do that in a small 
community, but how it translates to the needs of the campus of 
about why they‘re not coming, I think they‘re different related 
issues.  The issues at Thomas A.  Edison HS has a lot to do with 
the demographics of our area, the kinds of transitional people we 
have in this community.  We have low-income housing, and not 
even some middle-class housing, but we have a lot of inherent 
problems within our community that lend itself to a high 
attendance problem.  I don‘t think SWS\SLC is a place by which it 
will increase the numbers just because of SWS.  The studies just 
don‘t see it. 

   Q: Have you seen change in graduation rate…? 

   A: Not since I‘ve been here. 

   Q: Does SWS\SLC impact achievement for all schools.  .  .? 

   

A: I believe it does, but not at the rates that maybe we would 
like.  In other words, if we didn‘t have SWS\SLC would it some 
how or another, would our rates be the same?  I would say no.  I 
think SWS\SLC does help in a small amount, and consequently is it 
enough to justify the program, I would say no.  [Laughter]  The 
reason is that when you look around San Antonio, the schools that 
are doing the best are not SWS, they just aren‘t. 

   Q: Describe instructional practices that have changed data…? 

   

A: Oh, yeah.  We‘re not going to keep doing something that 
doesn‘t work.  The good thing about Edison is that we‘re always 
trying to strategize, and we‘re always trying to change something 
that we see is a problem.  To give an example, our didnod master‘s, 
we have a large didnod master TAKS, well this year you cannot 
walk the stage without passing the TAKS.  You can have everything 
else on the state requirements, so they won‘t even get to walk the 
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stage this year, but we are doing something that will hopefully get 
these kids across that.  We have meetings together, we talk to the 
department chairs, the department chairs talk, what are we going to 
do, what kind of tutoring are we going to offer, what kind of books 
are we going to use?  So, we‘re working with all the teachers and 
staff.  We‘re saying, there are things we‘re going to do to make sure 
you kids have something different about passing TAKS.  I‘m calling 
one of my kids in on the Didnod masters.  I give them a sheet of all 
the resources they can have.  I give them a study guide.  I give them 
the ? from the state.  I give them the release test.  I give them 
everything they can possibly have, and that we have at our disposal 
in order for them to be successful and pass the TAKS. 

   Q: Are SWS\SLC attributed to test scores….? 

   

A: Every group of kids that come through here appears to be 
different.  The only constant that I‘ve seen is the 9th grade, for 
whatever reason 9th graders come in and we have a freshman 
program, we have a class they take.  We seem to have the same 
difficulties every year with 9th grade students.  So in that sense we 
really haven‘t been.  .  .SWS\SLC hasn‘t been successful with ‗what 
do we know is the problem.‘  We can‘t seem to turn it 
around…YET.  The good things about SWS\SLC is that we each 
know that we‘re going to target 9th grade SWS, we know that we‘re 
meeting, teacher meeting, and trying to say ‗what can we do?‘  And 
I think every effort is being made within SWS, which makes it easier 
to dialogue with SWS.  I must say that it hasn‘t been effective. 

   
Q: You talked about collaborating.  Does that flexible schedule 
help you improve the ability to respond to the student‘s needs? 

   
A: I think it does, but for whatever reason it hasn‘t been 
effective. 

   
Q: At what level?  At 10th, 11th, and 12th, do you think it has to 
do with the maturity level of the students.  .  .? 

C2   

A: Oh, yeah.  I think once the student stays past the 10th grade, 
obviously they want to stay and they tend to do better as they stay 
with it, but again the SWS\SLC for example in the 11th grade, if 
they stayed with us I believe that we can do well for those students.  
And again the measurement of well isn‘t necessarily what you think 
it might be.  Since I‘ve been here, success is not measured on 
diploma; it really isn‘t.  it‘s not measured on diploma.  We have a lot 
of kids here, we don‘t have any data but only what I know from the 
dialogue with the students that have left us.  these kids, when they 
come to us, are in many ways low-functioning, so to me success is a 
kid comes in, they‘ve got a few credits, they‘ve got a motivation to 
at least go beyond that.  They know they might not be able to get a 
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diploma, but what they do know is that I have an opportunity now.  
I‘ve picked up my intellectual level, right?  I‘ve picked it up, maybe 
not where it should be but better than what I was, so they‘re trying 
to accelerate in a way that they couldn‘t in middle school, so we get 
them at a certain level, usually below, so they stay with us.  But I 
think we do a great job at getting them to a point to where they say, 
‗I‘m going to go and get my GED, I‘m going to continue my 
education, I‘m going to go this route to beautician school, I‘m 
going to go to a construction trade school.‘  In other words, we got 
them to a point that they want to be productive.  They want to have 
a degree.  They might not be able to get the diploma, but they want 
to do something, and I think that‘s commendable.  Success is not 
measured by whether or not we get them in a college door, in my 
opinion.  Success is measured on that they‘re motivation to go and 
learn something and study it, and get to a point where their integrity 
is intact.  ‗I want to do this and that‘s why I‘m going.‘  A lot of 
these kids, we get them to that level and I think that‘s 
commendable for us. 

C1   
Q: Past and present data, do SWS\SLC assist in preparing 
students for post-sec & careers…? 

C1 C2  

A: I think definitely SWS\SLC has it‘s place in secondary 
education.  SWS\SLC for example can get them motivated to think 
a certain way.  The English teachers, for example, if they meet 
together in a SWS, these are our group of kids, and consequently 
we make it as a rule that we‘re going to send them to the career 
center or English I composition papers are going to be based on a 
resume.  So, if they work hand-in-hand together as a team, they can 
accomplish more than if they weren‘t as a team.  So, I think there‘s 
the positive aspect of SWS, but they have to really continue to think 
about being a SWS.  They just don‘t have kid…they‘re in a 
SWS\SLC that‘s what we always try to project to them.  Work with 
your kids, these are your kids, you‘re going to be the one that can 
say, ‗we took care of our kids.‘  We brought them to the career 
center, we want them to all sign up for colleges or some sort of 
higher learning.  So, there‘s a certain proudness to say, ‗these are 
our group of kids.‘  So, that ‗s how the SWS\SLC has worked, and 
it‘s all based on the motivation of those groups of teachers on how 
far they want to take that concept of SWS. 

R3   Q: How do you foster relationships betw .  .  .  ? 

R3   

A: The way we foster that is that we have a SWS\SLC 
assembly, and they happen throughout the year.  The teachers are 
there, the students are there, during our parent assemblies that we 
have when we invite them, we separate into SWS\SLC so parents 
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can get to identify with that group of teachers and teachers begin to 
identify with what group they‘re in.  I think the best relationship, 
academically, is ? going to be our SWS\SLC academic meetings, 
cause that‘s when we talk about kids.  We talk about, you know, 
[student‘s name], he‘s not doing well in my class, what‘s he doing in 
your class?  What can we do?  Hey, I saw him over here, he‘s doing 
this, he‘s skipping class, I‘ve seen him in the corner.  So, that‘s 
when real dialogue starts.  What can we do?  So, there‘s real 
dialogue about what WE can do, and everybody‘s on the right page.  
Well, I didn‘t know he was doing that.  Yeah, well, he has a 
girlfriend.  So, there‘s real dialogue from when they do meet 
together in SWS\SLC and start communicating by kids. 

   
Q: What are you doing in schools regarding dialogue, engaging 
curriculum….? 

   

A: It‘s actually the same thing.  They have a SWS\SLC 
meeting.  They talk about kids.  Each teacher brings kids to the 
table.  Usually what happens is it‘s the same kids.  They‘re not 
coming to my class, what have you done, I‘ve called the parents.  
So, it‘s documented what every teacher‘s doing for that child, and 
then the question is if what we‘re doing is not working then what 
do we need to do differently?  From a counselor‘s perspective they 
communicate to us who they are, and what we try do is definitely 
contact parents, make home visits, bring the kid in, and we hope 
that by the dialogue with the youngster there‘s a sense of ‗we do 
care.‘  We all care.  How did you find out?  Well, we talked to your 
teachers, you‘re teachers told us.  We do care.  People go looking.  
But from a counselor‘s point of view, it‘s not just talking.  I can 
print out what the kid is missing, all the missing assignments.  I cut 
a deal with the teachers and I tell the kid, ‗if you turn this, this, this, 
this, and this, if you do this they will give you this kind of grade.‘  
So we can work contracts with the youngsters based upon what we 
give them.  The goal is, you can get back on track.  This is not all 
talk.  If you do these things, you can go back, the teacher agrees if 
you do these things we‘re going to move your grade from here to 
here.  Now look, you might be able to pass.  So, we want to set 
them up for success and that‘s the good thing about teaming is that 
that dialogue we catch these kids.  That‘s why I say, you can‘t really 
look at the data cause the data doesn‘t show all that.  Have you 
been that successful?  It all depends on how you measure that. 

   

Q: Yeah, that question is overall data, but that data like you 
said, there‘s some things in there a student may not have met.  .  .   
They had a 15 point improvement, still didn‘t pass but look at all 
the things that happened.  They‘re not dropping out of school, 
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they‘re coming to school, they‘re going to class, all those things and 
you see the improvement. 

   

A: Yeah!  If you take my top 25%, where that kind of team 
concept works, yeah, it works great for them, but when you take 
that concept to a youngster that is homeless(?), that barely speaks 
any English, who‘s environment ?? parents are working two or 
three jobs, where they have a large family or mixed family.  Those 
variables don‘t necessarily.  .  .the cost to the SWS\SLC to helping 
them is not going to show in the data because they‘re not going to 
perform well, period!  The performance can only be seen looking at 
it very closely, you can see the jump but it‘s very small.  It‘s not 
going to be a jump from 63 to all of a sudden to a 73.  No, no, no.  
It‘s going to be from a 50 for doing nothing to maybe a 61.  You 
understand?  So, for us, when I see that, and I see improvement, 
the only thing I can say is, ‗where can I take them at this point, or 
where can we take them‘ to where they get a ? somewhere.  I‘m not 
expecting a diploma from them.  I hope they get there; I will push 
them in that direction, but I also don‘t want to close the door.  I 
want to say, ‗look, you got me this far, let‘s see where you can go 
now.‘  Where do you want to go with what you have, and I think 
they‘re going to do better with us than they would anywhere else. 

   Q: If you had to sum up. .  .what would that be? 

   

A: We are a, as a counselor, counselors believe that we‘re 
designed to learn in stages.  That is how we‘re designed.  
Elementary, they can‘t go any faster than how they were designed 
to learn.  You can‘t go to pre-K all of a sudden to third grade.  
Developmentally something‘s going to happen; HS is no different.  
They‘re at a developmental stage in their lives by which they‘re 
learning a lot about themselves, their social component, they‘re 
learning about their weaknesses and strengths and their 
understanding what they are and how they can get to where they 
need to be.  I consider, at this day and age, our community to be 
more of a guidance center.  It is a child guidance center by which 
every teacher, their role is to talk, ?, nourish, at the same time give 
the academics, with hopes that they‘re going to find that element in 
themselves during this stage of their life to say, ‗I want to be over 
here when I finish.‘  A sense of goal-oriented kind of thing for 
them, a sense of purpose, a sense of meaning; if they‘re not getting 
it from the family then we‘re going to give it to them here.  Those 
things that they should have gotten in the family component we‘re 
giving it to them here; we‘re providing all that for them so they can 
see themselves as unique individuals that have a common purpose 
and meaning in this life and they can look back and say, ‗you know 
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what, that was a good experience for me.  I like my teachers, I like 
my counselors.  I might not have been the best of students but this 
is where I‘m at because of them.‘  That‘s how I see Edison. 

   
TJ Interview 4 (or this might be a continuation of another 
interview, but it wasn‘t marked as such) 

   Q: Define school within a school. 

   

A: To me that makes the group that I have more manageable 
so there‘s not…I know who I‘m supposed to send them to if there 
is an issue, and I know my administrator better because it‘s not like 
one administrator that has all the teachers and all the students.  
We‘re able to go directly to somebody that we know we‘re 
supposed to go to. 

R3   
Q: What strategies have you utilized to develop personal 
relationships with… 

   

A: I try to be real open to conversations and I am a physical 
therapist by license so I‘m used to…and I worked ??? cop(?), so I‘m 
used to documenting and calling people and trying to make sure 
that I‘ve spoken to everybody if there is an incident.  So, I try to be 
real open and I call parents and stop by and talk to administrators.  
I think my kids think they can come to me and talk about it. 

   Q: So they trust you? 

   A: I think so, I hope so. 

   
Q: What strategies have you utilized to identify academic needs 
of your children? 

   

A: Special needs you mean?  We do all kinds of different 
testing, which shows them objectively, and then I try to be real 
mobile around my classroom and move around and see what 
they‘re working on and see if they‘re getting it and ask them face-to-
face, are you personally getting this and see if there is something 
else they need.  I just had a girl now that I set up tutoring with 
because I know she‘s ESL, and it is medical terminology which 
is…deaf…to do, and so we‘re setting up some tutoring and seeing 
if she can get into that.  I think I used all kinds of different actual 
written objective skill checking and just visualizing and observing 
my class and seeing if people can use books and all that and see if 
they‘re getting it. 

   
Q: What strategies have you used to identify personal & social 
needs and have district given any professional development 
opportunities? 

   
A: I haven‘t had any of the…[there was an interruption and 
question didn‘t get answered] 

   [Another person came into the interview] 

   Q: Describe advantages of school within schools or smaller 
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learning community? 

   

Person B: Some of the advantages is the students get to see 
each other more frequently to know that they‘re in a particular 
school and they have that binding, that they can bind together.  
Also, while they‘re in a classroom setting, they‘re all centered 
around the same types of classes, basically, and therefore they get to 
bind a little bit more…binding is essential, I think. 

C2   

Person A: Yeah, and for myself too, being a new teacher here, 
it was helpful that I see the same kids in the hallway all the time and 
they all know each other and they all know each others strengths 
and weaknesses, and they‘re very helpful with each other. 

   Q: What disadvantages do you see? 

   

B: Sometimes I see the strong supposed to help the weak, and 
sometimes the strongest kids have a tendency to not work as hard 
because those kids are like, well they‘re doing mediocre work, or 
whatever, and we‘re used to them doing a better job.  Sometimes 
they get a little lax, and at that point is when we have to let them 
know, my expectations of you are a little bit higher than this kid 
because they all have different needs to be met in different ways. 

   
Q: So, school within schools help the smaller classrooms has 
helped you? 

   B: Oh, yeah! 

   Q: …it helps you to identify that need? 

   

B: Yes, definitely, because by them working together you can 
see that, and when that kid who sometimes does not want to work 
as hard because he sees the other kids not working as hard then he 
can get a little lazy.  But then we see that and we go, oh no you 
need to keep doing better work. 

   A:  I don‘t have much else to say. 

   
Q: Describe any increased academic perfomance…AP scores, 
etc. 

   
A: I wasn‘t here before so I don‘t have anything to say about 
that. 

   

B: Basically, being a school within a school, we do get to see 
the teachers that teach our same students and we‘re able to 
collaborate a lot better as opposed to not knowing; the teachers are 
so far away and we don‘t get to see them often.  But by meeting 
them and talking about different things going on in the classroom 
with them, I can see that it‘s very helpful, especially with 
absenteeism we‘re able to catch it.  I‘m the second block on 
checking the student, maybe the eighth block teacher wants to 
know what‘s going on and she hasn‘t had time to call, she can 
always check with me.  I know what‘s going on with the student 
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because I‘ve called home and I can relay the information.  
Sometimes I do a ? email to all the other teachers and say, hey, so-
and-so is out for two days, his mom‘s called me or I‘ll call 
mom…he‘s sick…dah, dah, dah.  That saves them the time and 
energy if they have to call, to also wonder what‘s going on with 
their kid, so it helps in that way.  As far as the AP is concerned, I 
don‘t really teach the AP classes but I do see that the students do 
very well when they go to the college area…those students that do 
AP and then they do the.  .  . 

   
A: Like I said, I don‘t have a balance ??, because I didn‘t see it 
before because this is my first year here. 

A1   Q: You mention student attendance… increase vs decrease? 

   

B: I like to think so; I‘ve seen some drops, I‘ve seen some 
increases, and I think really we‘ve probably done more increases 
than dropping, I believe.  We really go to at-length to find that 
student.  We call at home, we can do [blip in tape] if the kid‘s not 
here.  I take my students…the students can tell you better than 
anybody, ―have you seen so-and-so?‖  ―Oh, yeah, so-and-so is out 
or had an accident over the weekend.‖  So, they can really tell you 
what‘s going on with the students. 

   
Q: Do you think SWS\SLC impact achievement for all 
students, not just AP kids, etc? 

   

B: I think it has.  Let me just share this with you, we used to 
do what they call peer magnet and when we went to small learning 
communities that helped and it didn‘t help. We saw where we had 
all the local same kids and all the same teachers all the time, and we 
still have that with the small learning community but when we say 
peer magnet is [tape blip] verses [blip]…all the English teachers.  
Just the English teacher was the magnet teacher.  I thought when 
we had that going on that they actually did a lot better.  While 
learning communities was a change in the set of the purification, yet 
we still had smaller classes and it kind of helped but I think there 
was a little bit of a disadvantage there. 

   Q: Any instructional changes due to student performance data? 

C2   

B: Oh yeah.  For me, yeah, because once we get that data back.  
.  .say for instance with the science text, because of the HST I 
actually got our school to be better because they gettin it from the 
regular classes and then they‘re coming to us and getting it.  
[They‘re getting a double dose.]  Correct, so I really would expect 
that if the students are actually absorbing and really learning what 
we‘re teaching now, but you can take a horse to a trough and 
doesn‘t drink.  So, those students who do absorb what we‘re giving 
them we see their scores higher.  I‘ve seen that happen. 
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   Q: Academic achievement measured by test scores. 

   

B: I don‘t do a lot of that; we see that data, we see a lot of the 
data when we go to our meetings and the CRTs are the ones that 
have a lot of the data, but ???? we see scores like that, but a lot of 
the real data that takes place, the CICs bring that to us and we see 
what we can do to implement it with our classroom; how we can 
better prepare ourselves and prepare the students. 

   A: I don‘t have any prior background knowledge. 

   
Q: That‘s why I wanted to have some teachers with experience 
too, so don‘t feel badly about that.  Use of small and more flexible 
master schedule improve needs of stus? 

   

B: I would think so.  Anytime you‘ve got a smaller number of 
students, you can certainly know that there‘s going to be an increase 
in educational learning, because what is going to happen.  .  .I know 
in my classrooms 20 kids as opposed to 32, I‘m going to be able to 
give them much more information and those students that are not 
handling that information will have an opportunity to come back 
and get it as a repeater, as opposed to 32 when you‘re trying to get 
information for them.  It‘s very difficult.  First of all, it‘s a lot of 
kids to handle at one setting unless you‘re going to do.  .  .you can 
do groupings and things like that, but it‘s still hard with 32, 42 kids.  
I‘ve had 32 kids in my class. 

   

A: Yeah, smaller classes go a lot better and you‘ve got a lot 
more hands-on, you‘ve got more one-on-one time, and you can 
figure out whether or not they‘re really getting it or not.  And there 
are a lot less distractions, like if you start getting 32 kids and you‘re 
working with one kid on something that they need help with then 
all of a sudden the voices start to.  .  .and it doesn‘t happen as much 
with a smaller class. 

C1   Q: Does HS assist and prepare students for careers, etc.? 

C1   

B: Yes, we have our career center, and it‘s awesome.  We have 
the best career center in the world, as well as counselors here.  They 
actually make sure kids get the information for scholarships and 
things of that nature.  I might go in there myself and get 
information to bring back to my classroom, cause a lot of times 
kids will say, okay I‘m gonna go, and they get busy doing this and 
that, so I see the teachers here try to make sure that the kids know 
about college applications and things of that nature.  If I see 
something in a newspaper and I think the article is pertaining to my 
class, I‘m going to bring that in.  If it‘s about where they can get 
more money, or something like that, I‘m going to bring it to them 
and let them see.  But definitely our counselors, as well as our 
career center, that has been great, and they really help the kids.  You 
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go in there and they have all kinds of information.  Any kid that 
needs a scholarship, there‘s no reason to me at this school why they 
can‘t get it. 

   

A: In our actual department, too, is very good at getting people 
ready for post-secondary, because we‘re doing relevant work for 
what they want to do.  They can get certifications by the time they 
graduate from HS. 

   Q: In what area? 

   
B: Nurse‘s Assistant.  I do a certified nurses aid program, 
pharmacy tech program, we have a dental assistant program, we 
have.  .  . 

C2   

A: They‘re certified.  When they leave they can have a job 
when they leave HS, which is a big push, and we‘re trying to teach 
them to be responsible and push towards to know when they get to 
college that they have to be responsible and write down their 
assignments and get things completed on their own.  I try to push.  
.  . 

   

B: .  .  .agenda and they‘re really helpful with some kids.  I‘ll be 
honest, some kids use them and some don‘t, but I encourage my 
kids strongly to use those agendas that help them with 
organizational skills, and they get them prepared. 

   
A: We do assignment logs, so that everyday they have to write 
down what they did today so that it‘s kind of used to being 
organized because kids are not organized. 

   
B: Some are but I think the problem in the community with 
that, you know, get that and gear-up. We‘ve got several programs 
here on the campus that the kids can go to and ?? 

R3   Q: Relationships betw teachers, communities, etc. 

A1 C2  

A: I think it‘s the same thing that when you have smaller 
classes you can spend more time with them, they know you better, 
you can call parents easier.  It‘s that 300 students that you see on a 
daily basis and keeping up with their attendance and keeping up 
with calling people and getting parents in; it‘s hard.  But if you have 
a smaller class you notice when things are off.  I had a kid today 
that was real quiet, and he‘s never that quiet, and you can tell that 
something‘s wrong and going on.  So that‘s the same as a small 
classroom.  If you have small class sizes then you know everybody 
better. 

   Q: Academic teaming – relavence, engaging, etc. 

   

B: A lot of the information that we teach them, we also take 
them to what we call A Hope for Competition, Occupation 
Students of America, and what they do at that is compete with 
other HS students of their same caliber, and this can also lead to a 
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state national.  So, you take out students there so the information 
that will train them in, or even taught them here, they will be able to 
use that information to compete on a national level.  And we have 
what we call a Team Medical Academy that meets on every 
Saturday once a month.  A lot of the students from our school 
attend this academy, which is partnered up with some of the 
doctors from the UT Science Center.  The information that we‘re 
teaching here is relevant to what they‘re learning there. 

   

A: And our kids mainly want to BE here; they‘ve applied to be 
in the program, so it‘s very relevant to what they want to do in life, 
and they get to learn what all the skills are, like we‘re learning CPR 
now, and they get to learn hands-on skills and it all seems very 
relevant to what they want to do in the world. 

   
Q: Let‘s say you want to be a fireman and a life-guard, you can 
go out and get a life-guarding job because you‘re already certified. 

   B: Oh, yeah. 

   Q: Has overall data improved.  .  .etc.? 

   
B: I like to think so.  To me, my kids have been a lot better at 
getting in and doing the work. 

   Q: If you had to sum up, is there anything you‘d like to add? 

R3   

A: People always do better at anything if you feel like you 
know the person who is holding you accountable for things.  If 
you‘re in smaller groups and you know the people in charge of you 
then I think people are more apt to want to do well for that person, 
and they have a relationship for that person.  Whereas, if you‘re one 
and your boss is one of 500 people under them and you‘ve never 
met that person, your desire to well for them is less, so the more 
you break it down and make it smaller communities, the more it 
becomes personal between everyone.  You think, Oh, I don‘t want 
him to be disappointed in me, or I don‘t want my teacher to be 
disappointed in me cause I care as one of the 12 people in my class 
instead of one of the 50.  When you go to college and you have a 
chemistry class with a thousand people in it, that teacher doesn‘t 
care about me at all, so when you get that small group I think you 
actually start to feel like they actually care and you want to work 
harder for them. 

   [End of Interview] 

   Second Interview on Interview 4 (let‘s call it Interview 4-2) 

   Q: Define sws. 

   

A: School w/in the school in my head is [blip] entity which is 
[blip] school, but we‘re broken down into smaller areas by [blip] 
year we‘ll do it by EHS and we‘ll all be categorized in different 
areas.  Like I‘m an English teacher and they‘ll put me in school A, 
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B, C, or D and what we do is…the whole concept is to make the 
school a smaller environment, team with the kids, catch the kids, 
get to know the kids, get to know the parents one-on-one, teachers 
working in collaboration, [blip] be the support system for the 
teachers. 

R3   Q: What strategies to develop personal relationships…? 

   

A: Personally?  There‘s a closer contact with the kids, just look 
at my classroom.  No desks.  They‘re a community.  So, my first 
introductory lesson to them was let‘s build a community of readers 
and writers, so they made themselves into little people and they 
personalized it, because that‘s what I want to establish in the 
classroom, where they‘re going to take care of each other.  This is a 
reading class and I‘ve got all the problem readers; I‘ve got the non-
master TAKS readers.  I [blip] make it a personal endeavor first 
before I can teach.  So that‘s one thing I do, is I try to build a 
community [blip] classroom rules, classroom guidelines: feeling-safe 
talking, feel-safe reading, feel-safe writing.  And they give me, I‘ll 
feel safe if you don‘t make me stand up and read, but I will read for 
you on the side over here.  I don‘t know them; they have to tell me 
what makes them comfortable, even before I can teach them.  
That‘s one thing I‘ve learned.  Teachers [blip] with other peers; we 
collaborate with each other because they may not know something 
about Joe Student that the other teacher knows because our subject 
areas are different.  We extract different ideas, different concepts, 
different knowledge from the kids [blip] share that information.  
Joe Student is misbehaving because did you know that [blip] 
slapped her today.  [blip] how do you know?  Well, gee, she walked 
in the classroom and she had a big hand[print] on her face, and I 
asked her what.  .  .  [blip] the kid‘s not going to be in a good mood 
all day, the rest of the day.  So, we find out different things about 
these kids that we can share with our adult teachers.  You know, 
just talking about the kids and getting to know the kids. 

   Q: Strategies to identify academic needs? 

   

A: I look at their TAKS scores; a lot of the kids come with 
TAKS scores.  We give them the Reading Inventory, the SRI, 
Scholastic Reading Inventory.  I get an idea of where they‘re at with 
their reading level.  [blip] I read to them, you know, oral reading.  
[blip] tell me where they‘re at. 

   Q: Strategies to identify personal and social needs. 

   

A: I think it‘s automatic, just talking to them, an intimate 
setting like this with no desk.  I go sit next to them.  We‘re allowed 
to; we have breakfast or we have music.  I let them bring music on 
Fridays; we do SSR reading [blip] and they [blip] to see that I‘m 
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interested in their interests.  Sometimes I‘m not, I say, okay, the 
music doesn‘t work for me.  And I share my music with them.  
Books.  I share a lot of different types of books with [blip] several 
books.  Sometimes the kids are not going to pick up [blip]  I show it 
to them and maybe they appeal to it and they‘ll come and talk to me 
about it, so I use books sometimes, but most of the times [blip] a 
lot of children‘s books I take along but I [blip]  children‘s books.  
[blip] magazine articles [blip] Did you all read this?  Do you all 
know this?  Sometimes that generates conversation and [blip] each 
other.  There are journals, we do journal writing every single day, 
and sometimes they‘re personal journals, sometimes they‘re free 
writes [blip].  If they don‘t have anything to write about in their 
journal book, they have a list of line starters that they can look at 
and write about.  So journaling is another good thing that I like to 
use in my morning classes. 

   Q: Advantages vs disadvantages. 

C1   

A: I think the advantages outweigh the disadvantages, because 
most of my career has been a team effort of some sort.  Mr.  
Munoz has been very big on team, so we‘ve gone from 9th grade 
teams all the way up to 10th, 11th, 12th grade teams, and A, B 
schedules.  My experience has been all the small entities.  
Advantages, we get to know the kids, the kids get to know you.  
You get to know the parents.  [blip] in my homeroom.  Everything 
generates through the homeroom teacher, so that particular group 
of kids [blip] their report cards, I get to see their reports.  
Everything comes through me so I get to know those kids a little 
bit better.  I get to generate information with the parents better 
because also [blip].  I think that concept, smaller learning 
communities, is [blip] that leads to [blip].  .  . 

   Q: Increased academic performance rates.  .  . 

   
A: I don‘t know what the stats are [blip] plus.  Let me rephrase 
that, it‘s been along time since we had a national [blip] but officially 
I don‘t know what the stats are.  .  . 

A1   
Q: So, for example, smaller learning communities has it 
increased attendance, decreased drop out, or increased graduation.  
Have you seen it over the years? 

   

A: I‘ve seen it go up and down, and I don‘t know what it is.  
One year, like a couple of years ago, we had a large percentage of 
graduates, then was it the year before, we were down to almost 
[blip] concerned, like [blip] what‘s going on.  I‘ve seen the numbers 
fluctuate from high to low, from [blip].  Like I said, they don‘t share 
the stats with me. 

   Q: Impact achievements. 
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A: Yes, I want to say yes, because I have all those kids in my 
classes, except the AP, and I‘ve taught AP before, but someone else 
needed a reading specialist and he said, you‘re it.  And I said, oh 
gee.  It‘s like, I have to go to training; I have to be able to 
accommodate the dyslexic child, the at-risk reader, the reader that‘s 
above everybody else, the special ed student; I have to be able to 
accommodate.  So, the answer to your question, and I would say 
yes, we are trained to accommodate our kids, to show proof.  
Today I had a walk-through, and I have to be able to show that my 
kids are reading, and I chart things for them, and I have more 
charts in the back, I break up information, I chunk it so that they 
don‘t get overwhelmed.  So, yeah we have to.  Whether we all do it 
is another thing, but we are told we have to accommodate all. 

   
Q: As a school, do you think instructional practices have 
changed.  .  .to performance data? 

   

A: Yeah, because when we meet at the Language Arts Dept, 
we‘re given the data.  Now, that data I see.  We‘re given the data.  
So, what are you doing, Castille, to accommodate these numbers?  
Okay?  Lesson plans, I have to turn in a calendar.  I have to show 
how I‘m deviating for the different populations.  Data.  The lesson 
has to match what we‘re doing, because the data is driving us. 

   
Q: Academic achievement measured by test scores.  Do you 
see an improvement? 

   A: Yes. 

   
Q: Use of smaller & flexible master schedule to improve 
student needs? 

   

A: I would say yes.  Break it down even further by [blip].  I like 
this setting.  I have never had a class without desks, and here I have 
a smaller population.  I‘ve got the problem children that can‘t read 
[blip]…and coming from a big classroom, like the classroom that ?? 
to something smaller where I can ? one-on-one and put group A to 
work over there, and group B.  .  .   I feel a difference.  It may not 
be dramatic right away, but I see a subtle improvement in their 
ability.  [blip] a lot of Spanish speakers, and because I am Hispanic 
they want to speak to me in Spanish.  [blip] get after them, and I 
said, NO!  You don‘t practice just your English.  Well, ?, you‘re 
Hispanic and you should be able to dialogue with us, and I can, but 
I would hinder you if I do because this is an English reading class.  
[blip] to me so that you can speak English, not [blip].  So, those 
types of conversations would I think not happen in a big classroom; 
they would happen [blip] if we had to break it down even more 
[blip] to have the money nor we don‘t have [blip] the personnel. 

   Q: That would be a disadvantage. 
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   A: Yes. 

C1   Q: Preparing students for careers and secondary ed. 

C2   

A: Because the district is driven by everyone will go to college 
[blip].  We tell the kids, no Ms., I‘m not going to college.  Well, yes 
you are; think about it.  You‘ve ? the community college down the 
street; give it a try.  You can do HS, you can do Comm College at 
least.  [blip] we‘ve got counsel [blip] college and [blip].  In my 
reading classes get the counselors coming in [blip].  We used to 
have a speaker from San Marcus come in [blip] books on different 
colleges that they can go to. 

R3   Q: Relationships and community. 

A1   

A: First of all, we meet on a regular basis, like teacher-teacher 
meetings, to discuss what‘s going on.  Yesterday, ? had a meeting 
for TAKS, and how are we going to handle that.  After school, 
who‘s going to do tutoring, who‘s going to buy pizza for the kids so 
that they can come to tutoring.  So, we have those discussions.  We 
have open house for parents to come in and talk to us.  [blip] We 
have a TAKS open house for [blip] the schools send letters to the 
parents.  I send letters…I just mailed a batch yesterday, progress 
reports.  Parents need to get copies of the progress reports because 
I‘m not sure the kids will get them home, so I mail progress reports 
and report cards.  [blip] keep communications open all the time.  
[blip] teacher, we have to turn in logs, telephone logs, to make sure 
we‘re calling [blip] kids are absent, attendance cards, parents don‘t 
respond.  I just sent a batch yesterday of attendance cards.  [blip] 
referrals, ? the kids stop coming to class, [blip] those work. 

   Q: Getting kids prepared. 

C2   

A: From what I know, colleges, we‘ve got a counselor that is 
his title is college coordinator, and because I teach all levels 9th thru 
12th, I get flyers to give to the kids.  You know, so-and-so is coming 
in today, college recruitor, do you wanna go?  They‘re able to sign 
up. So, yeah, we‘re exposed to different recruitors/exam/brochures 
that we are supposed to give the kids.  Kids are aware. 

R2   Q: Relevance and engaging curriculum for students. 

   

A: I have to turn in lesson plans and calendars.  I have to 
document that I myself am doing [blip] supposed to be doing.  
[blip]  I have a reading curriculum I follow.  Just today I had a walk-
through where the supervisor comes in to observe what I‘m doing, 
and to see if I‘m keeping my calendar.  Here‘s my calendar [gets 
calendar].  [blip] and curriculum [blip].  .  .   I know what to do and 
what I have to do and if [blip]. 

   Q: Improval of overall data. 

   A: I would say yes, because we work hard.  I work hard and my 
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co-horts, we‘re always teaching, we‘re always doing what we‘re 
supposed to be doing.  Surely the data [blip].  [blip] improved then 
what are we doing or not doing that the kid is not responding to it.  
[blip] adjust, if you will [blip] data does show that we were calling.  
[blip] and I were always talking.  What are you doing?  What‘s going 
on?  Oh, the data‘s low this year, what happened?  [blip] 

   Q: Anything else you‘d like to add?  Success of the school… 

   
A: I‘ve taught generations of children [blip] that each table is a 
community. 

   
Q: So, come to school, which helps prevent drop-out or maybe 
motivate them to graduate. 

   

A: Even when I‘m absent there still [accountability].  If they‘re 
gone two or three days I call them.  Where are you?  Well, I‘m sick 
[blip].  …classroom number; they can call me, and they do call me.  
Ruth, I‘m going to be absent or I‘m going out of town for a week 
[blip] after you [blip] I just need to know.  [buzzer] 

   TJ – Interview 13 

   Q: Define phrase school w/in school… 

C1   

A: Basically, the way I understand it is, it‘s breaking up the 
school into small segments so that it‘s more manageable, and for 
the purpose of improving instruction and having greater 
accountability than the school system.  Here at Edison, we‘ve 
divided ourselves into four school w/in school teams – Team E, H, 
S, and the fourth school is the Magnet or the average student 
school.  E, H, S, and then a magnet and then another school.  Each 
school w/in school is assigned an administrator or vice-principal, a 
counselor, and a curriculum coordinator, so everybody has a team 
of three people - all four teams have a team of three people.  They 
are totally responsible for their school w/in school.  That includes 
all system problems, all discipline problems, scheduling, all 
academics and behavioral concerns.  Everything is handled within 
their own teams, and again the leadership team coordinates and 
facilitates everything that happens.  For example, if I need a day off, 
I‘m not going to ask my principal but I‘m going to ask my vice-
principal who‘s in charge of my team – he‘s essentially like a mini-
principal for our team.  So, we have four teams, we have four 
school w/in schools.  In particular, I‘m the counselor for the 
magnet or the average school.  Each school w/in school has 
approximately 400-450 students, and when we began school w/in 
school, we just simply divided up – we were broken up by careers, 
maybe six or seven years ago.  And we were broken up by careers 
and that was good for some students, so they could choose career.  
And that career half or that career ? would be with that particular 
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school w/in school; however, we got rid of that plan after about a 
year because we found it to be inequitable.  We did not, at the 
beginning, divide up special education students equally or the ESL 
students equally or the hidden ? talented equally.  So, as a result, 
some school w/in schools had maybe the smarter students, and 
other school w/in schools had the more talented students, more 
special ed, more ESL.  So, it was not equitable, and that was the 
first ? we had the first year we did it.  Now, what we have is 
basically, after that year we fixed that so that we divided them 
equally, all of our special population students.  As a result, 
everybody now has the same amount of special ed students, ESL, 
TT, etc.  The reason why that‘s very, very important is because now 
we can hold people accountable for their school w/in school.  Now 
there‘s no excuses like, I have all the smart kids or I have all the 
more challenging kids; it‘s all equitable now.  That, for me, is one of 
the most important things about school w/in school.  It really does 
make things equitable, and if it‘s equitable then we can make 
judgment and challenge people to become better teachers, better 
counselors, better administrators, because there‘s no excuse now, 
everything is essentially equitable. 

R3   
Q: Strategies to develop relationships w/ students, teachers, 
parents, etc. 

R3   

A: One of the things that school w/in school does is, it does 
promote a little bit more of personal relationships with students and 
teachers and parents because I‘m now only dealing with my team.  
I‘m dealing with a smaller group of students and a smaller team of 
teachers, so I don‘t have to deal with a big pool of teachers, 
campus-wide; I‘m essentially just dealing with the members of my 
team.  I think the students and parents appreciate more; it‘s very 
clear about who‘s your counselor, who‘s your administrator, etc.  
There‘s no ambiguity, there‘s no guesswork; it‘s basically, I‘m on 
Team E, I‘m on Team H, I‘m on Team S, and that is the people I 
go to, the people I solely deal with.  What strategy have we tried to 
? and make the personal relationships happen?  That‘s probably the 
most difficult and challenging thing in the school w/in school 
model is that, I think that‘s one thing we‘re very weak on.  Of 
course, a key component of the whole program is if crucial 
relationships aren‘t there then there‘s no personalized learning 
happening.  That‘s one of the things that we have not done a very 
good job of the personal relationships that we‘ve had with the 
students and teachers is done one-on-one or a small group, but we 
don‘t have like Team E and H and S, we don‘t have a sense of 
identity, I don‘t think, that this is our team.  People know they 
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belong to a team, but I don‘t think they‘ve created a personal 
relationship as a group. As a school we have, but as a small group, a 
small team, I don‘t think we have it. 

   Q: What strategies to identify academic needs? 

   

A: There‘s all kinds.  There‘s testing, teacher referrals, but the 
major thing is data.  We look at data to ascertain academic needs, 
and that could be all types of testing, student‘s records, all those 
things are used to ascertain academic needs.  ? academic needs of 
the student.  There‘s also the need to the teachers – the teachers 
also have to have their needs met so they can be better teachers, 
and so our school w/in school meets once every two or three 
weeks so we can go over what are the academic needs and the 
teacher needs that they have. 

   Q: What do you use to utilize personal and ? needs of students? 

   

A: The key here is that we have each, this is teaming.  .  .each 
teacher meets with their content team every day.  What that means 
??, for example, freshman English teacher.  Everyday, for example, 
during 5th period for English, all the English teachers are off during 
5th period and they will meet for a full hour, and they will gather, 
and they will talk about students, they‘ll talk about planning.  It‘s 
not as a group, it‘s not conferencing; each teacher also has their 
own individual conference for the lesson plans, etc.; however, the 
teaming meeting, the collaboration period that we have, is every day 
for each content area, it‘s core area, subject area in math, science, 
English.  The ? meet every day, a certain period, and they ? plan as a 
group, and they can refuse(?) the needs of the student.  Sometimes 
that may involve the student may be better in your class than mine, 
so we‘ll switch, or they‘ll do things like or teachers will actually 
strategize with each other about grading, about developing 
instructional calendar for the following week. 

   Q: What professional development opps …? 

R3   

A: A lot of training, specifically a lot of training about 
developing relationships with students.  Teachers will have summer 
programs, maybe twice a semester the district will offer professional 
development for individuals for teachers.  And the content area – 
Habits of the Heart is a program that was taught that basically all 
teachers have gone through.  Basically, it is an opportunity for 
teachers to learn how they can be more effective about developing 
a personal relationship with students.  The professional 
development they get is at a district-level, at a campus-level, and ?? 
campus, a key group of people that deal with the professional 
development are the department chairs.  The department chairs are 
really the key people for professional development are teachers.  In 
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content area, they are solely responsible for developing the 
instructional calendar, what ? be taught this month or that month.  
They‘ll make sure all the lesson plans are in, everybody is sharing 
lesson plans, that that‘s the kind of professional development they‘ll 
have.  They‘ll have pull-outs once a month specifically geared up 
on, okay, what‘s going to be the instructional calendar, how can we 
prove affective instruction in the classroom, and the department 
chairs are key there. 

   Q: Jump down to #8 – describe advantages and disadvantages. 

R3   

A: The number one advantage is that it holds people 
accountable, that‘s the number one thing because all the testing that 
comes back, for example TAKS.  Test results come back, we can 
look at them by teacher, by school within school and say, "Listen, 
this particular SWS\SLC did better than the other ones, why?"  
And they'll be some talk about why it happened.  That's the main 
advantage.  Also I can look at when I'm appraised or an 
administrator's appraised or our teachers are appraised we have the 
data to go off of.  That's the main thing is that it's used for 
accountability.  That's important.  How we improve instruction is 
we can finally hold people's feet to the fire and say, "Listen, your 
high failure rates in your SWS\SLC or your classroom, this is what 
we need...we need to have a courageous conversation with you and 
say 'you've got to make improvements and here's how you can do 
it.'"  And school within a school breaks it down because everything 
is equitable.  All the special needs populations have been evened 
out and we need to hold people accountable.  The disadvantage I 
see...two things.  Number one, it's difficult to run as a school 
because you have things broken down.  It's not easy to say...it's 
more difficult.  For example when I get a progress report back...let's 
say a counselor asks for a progress report for a certain student.   At 
the very beginning those were not broken down by sws, they just 
gave it straight be alphabet so you had 1800 progress reports but 
then each teacher has to have that broken down by sws.  That first 
year, report cards, progress reports were actually a nightmare but 
we've worked that out to where now all reports come back by sws.  
But really the main disadvantage is I just don't see it building up the 
personal relationships and have the personalized instruction that in 
theory should be there.  We just don't have the enough teachers to 
break down...in theory it would be nice to have enough teachers to 
have a separate building for 9th graders, a separate for 10th, a 
separate building for sws, a separate building for each.  We have 
those things, we're breaking them down as best we can but the 
facilities and enough teachers we have don‘t' really promote that 
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personal relationship...that really is the key to the program.  But it 
does hold people accountable.  Has it improved academic 
performance?  I think it has.  In some areas.  Again, going back to 
accountability.  We can go back.  I don't think the data right now is 
available to us cause I don't think we've been doing it long enough 
really.  The failure rate, all the other passing rates, things like that 
have essentially been the same.  We have not seen improvements 
data wise.  I don't think it's there.  We still have the same number of 
people passing AP exams, we still have the same failure rate, 
passing rate.  The data does not jive with how it's been 
implemented here.  But I think it takes a little time.  I don't think 
we've been on the block long enough doing this.  The data has not 
shown that.  I don't see the results of the data matching that it's 
successful and the thing is...and I think the reason why is that we 
haven't had the courageous conversation take place at the teacher 
level.  I think that has not been done.  And I could be wrong about 
that because I know there are conversations going on where 
teachers...the worst teachers I'm sure are getting help, getting 
challenged, getting the support they need to improve instruction 
but the results are not there.  We still have the same failure rate and 
the same passing rate so I don't see the matching how it may be 
advantageous for us.  But again accountability piece is there which I 
think is fantastic for SWS\SLC because we break everything down 
equitable and it's there to hold teachers accountable.  That's what I 
like about school within school.  I think the results will be there in 
time but I think it's going to take a long time.  We have seen some 
improved failure rate and passing rates from one year to another 
but it's hard for me to contribute that to SWS\SLC because it could 
be due to so many other factors.  Maybe this class just has smarter 
kids in it or maybe we got rid of the worst teachers and hired better 
teachers the following year - there‘s just so many other factors that 
relate to that but I think in general SWS\SLC has it's place because 
of the accountability piece to it.  Now the results will come in time 
but it's going to take quite a while.  The test scores, going back to a 
lot of the data, we did see a big improvement the first year we did 
sws, equitable wise...in 2002...we did see a big improvement after 
we went to SWS\SLC in testing and the governor came here, we 
were recognized for having very high test scores then what 
happened, the following couple of years, we went back to where we 
had been.  The scores dropped a little bit and we were basically the 
same but that first year we went to SWS\SLC we noticed a big 
difference.  The fact that we went back to where we were before, I 
can't attribute that one-year to sws.  I don't know.  Could be so 
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many other factors.  Why didn't it show improvement the following 
year?  I'm not sure.  But what I'm saying, some of the data is up and 
down - some years improvement, some years not.  I do see a 
general improvement...for example test scores, you would probably 
see the passing rate going up in general but again it would be 
staggered.  But the general movement is to improvement.  I do see 
that.  Whether or not it's attributable to SWS\SLC I'm not really 
sure.  I would think it would be.  In terms of the flexibility of the 
schedule, that's one thing that we really had to learn with the 
SWS\SLC to be flexible about.  For example, let's say SWS\SLC S 
had everybody from Q to Z and we found out because number 
wise it was a little skewed...we didn't have enough students in S so 
we changed the alphabet to P to Z and that picked up more 
numbers.  So the flexibility is there.  We can also move teachers 
around to different SWS\SLC if they don't feel something is 
equitable so it still does promote a little more room for flexibility.  
It is more difficult for people, especially the counselors.  Counselors 
in general probably don't like SWS\SLC because it makes 
scheduling much more difficult.  For example we are required to 
have all 100% 9th graders SWS\SLC and we do that but every once 
in a while it really becomes hard to do because the master schedule 
may not be done right so we have to go ahead and sometime put 
students in with a teacher who is not in their sws.  So for example, 
let's say someone is playing athletics, which is 1st period, and their 
only English for AP 1 is 1st period.  It means we're going to go 
sports first period but then he has to go off for his English class.  
So every once in a while we have to do that.  But you'll find that 
100% of our 9th graders are sws.  As the years go on it's a little 
more difficult to do that because, for example, we may have to have 
teachers share SWS\SLC so for example we have two government 
and economics teachers for the whole campus so one teacher may 
take school within school E and H and another SWS\SLC may take 
S and the magnet students and so as the years go on because of 
staffing there might be a need to share teachers in sws.  So we may 
not have the purity of SWS\SLC as kids go on and that's what we 
find. 

   
Q:   But have you also found with that SWS\SLC and it's not all 
pure but it's still the best teacher for those students? 

   

A:   Absolutely.  And we try to.  For example we have four 
SWS\SLC English 1 teachers and so each maybe, when the 
department chairs get together, one of them says, "Hey, I've got a 
really weak English 1 teacher for my sws" then they'll work it out 
and get her the best SS teacher for her sws.  So they'll try to be 
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equitable like that in terms of how they parcel out teachers also.  
That's the thing I do like about our model.  When I look at 
SWS\SLC and how things are done across other schools across the 
nation, when they visit us, I mention that component, I see within 
SWS\SLC and how they do SWS\SLC like when things are not 
equitable and that's the thing I think is unique to Edison.  We make 
sure all of our special populations and our quality teachers are 
distributed equally across the board in SWS\SLC and I think that's 
something that is unique to Edison.  So many times we've visited 
schools or schools have come here to visit us.  I just don't see the 
equity.  I really don't.  Or some schools will maybe just do 
SWS\SLC for 9th graders because of the high failure rate for 9th 
graders.  Some just ay let's just do 9th and 10th.  We did it across 
the board, 9-12 and so everybody has a kind of different little spin 
on sws.  For us it's across the board 9-12 but some schools just do 
9-10 or just 9th grade.  Let's just focus on it cause 9th grade has a 
super high failure rate, tough transition. 

   

Q:   As a counselor, do you also see that when students don't 
pass, it makes a big difference and issue on teaming and 
numbers...all that other stuff...let's say you had 100 9th graders that 
didn't pass now you have 400 9th graders coming in plus the 100 
that still need to do some freshman classes again.  Increase your 
numbers of the freshman level, decrease your numbers on the 
sophomore level, different passing, when a student passes that half 
a credit...they‘ve got that half a credit now they're bumped up to the 
sophomore level, you know what I mean? 

   

A:   Right.  Right.  We haven't really spent any time to really 
analyzing SWS\SLC that deep so if you were to ask me, "Are your 
9th grade repeaters equally distributed?" I would probably say yes 
they are but no one's ever sat down and counted numbers like that 
because the passing rate is pretty equitable across the board and the 
failure rate too is pretty equitable across the board but I don't think 
we've really looked at that - 9th grade failure rate and see if that's 
equitably distributed.  I don't think it is because once you become 
under the team, that's just kind of it.  So in time I think it will get 
skewed, each sw just based upon failure.  But we set it up as 
equitable as we can at beginning of the year.  Even during the 
school year, we move this and that teacher because this team might 
have a stronger or weaker teacher in a particular area so there's that 
flexibility with it.  In general, it makes our life...the counselor's roles 
more difficult, much more difficult because of scheduling but in the 
whole scheme of things if you step back, I think SWS\SLC has it's 
real points because it holds people accountable.  If I got this [ia] 
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within school within school [ia] and how did it compare with the 
other schools?  And I think we do promote healthy competition 
between one another.  It does do that and teachers do that.  They'll 
say, "My SWS\SLC had...my kids passed TAKS, yours didn't."  And 
then another team will say, "We're not going to come in second 
place again.  We're going to improve and make sure our test scores 
are better."  The whole ship gets better.  It does promote 
competition, which is good.  And it kind of goes back to the 
accountability piece I was talking about earlier because if teachers 
and administrators and counselors are being held accountable for 
their SWS\SLC it's because, how do they compare with the other 
sws?  And you can't find that if you do have sws.  I don't know how 
you can have a school hold teachers accountable when you don't 
have equity of the special populations in a classroom.  I don't see 
how that's possible and I've been at schools where it's always been 
uneven and a teacher can always say, "I've got a lousy evaluation 
but look at all the special ed kids I have compared to Ms.  so and 
So."  You don't have that within SWS\SLC and I really like that.  
And in a time where the schools have so much accountability 
now...that piece is here for good, period...so I don't see that 
leavening and I think that's why SWS\SLC has its place.  I don‘t 
think in and of itself it promotes more personalized learning.  I 
think once that classroom door is shut it depends upon the teacher.  
So we have a good teacher or not.  We can work with a teacher and 
help a teacher improve instruction by having more pullouts, more 
SWS\SLC consultation with other teachers which is what the name 
of the game is, what we're trying to do with sws.  I think it'll take 
time to show the data though. 

   
A:   SWS\SLC can be just a smaller learning community but it 
could be done in a variety of different ways. 

R3   Q:   What strategies have you used to develop relationships... 

   

A:   I know all my students and my students know me.  At the 
beginning of the year we sent home postcards to identify who their 
smaller learning community is, like who their CIT, counselors, their 
administrator and put our pictures on it, put our names on it so 
they know who to go to see.  And that was posted at the beginning 
of the year with our pictures cause that's how our students identify 
us.  More so that way than by name. 

   Q:   That's your leadership team? 

   

A:   That's our small learning community leadership team.  With 
parents we had a preregistration and I made sure that I made that 
contact with each person that came up, with each parent, with each 
grandparent, whoever brought that student up to register.  I made 
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sure I gave each one of them my card; I let them know that they 
could call me or come up and see me any time.  That's one thing 
our parents know.  That we're open to them.  I would out you off, 
even though you had an appointment, had it been a parent or a kid. 

   Q:   I would have respected that.  Kids first. 

   

A:   And that's not so...even when our kids go to the school 
down the road you have to make an appointment to see your 
counselor and that's it.  The parents know they can come up and 
see any administrator and I'm sure you've noticed that some of the 
parents call Mr.  Rios, Papa Bear.  He makes sure that he's in the 
community and he's been in this community for a long time.  I 
worked with him when he was at a junior high down the road at 
Whittier and that's one thing he told me we had to do...back then I 
was a teacher not a counselor and I remember one time I went out 
to eat with him at a Chinese restaurant.  And we went some place 
and he made sure he let them know that we were Whittier people 
going to their establishment and made sure that he shook hands, 
made eye contact.  And that's what he was passing on to me - this is 
our community and we are a part of it.  And that's the same thing 
he expects us to try and do, like go to church.  Whatever church we 
belong.  I try to support my kids, because I'm Catholic, that go to 
St.  Mary Magdalene. 

   
Q:   What strategies have you used to identify the academic 
needs... 

   

A:   I do a credit check before the kids come in on every kid 
starting from freshman, I double check to see if they have any 
junior high credits...I don't just take it for granted that that's taken 
care of...I do a credit check on every student all the way up the 
grade levels.  And I talk to the kids about why I put them in a 
certain class or why I didn‘t.  Cause some of the kids even though 
they didn't pass the previous class, I let them go on to the next step. 
Other kids I didn't and explained to them why.  Or I let them go in 
English but not Math.  And so that was explained to them.  At the 
end of the year every student will get a summer school slip from 
me, either for advancement or to repeat credits.  Every kid cause I 
want to take it, I want students, when they fail a course to realize 
that they need summer school.  It will be put in their hands or 
mailed with their report card.  And I try to get the kids to sign that 
paper to acknowledge that I've told them they need summer school. 

   Q:   What strategies to identify personal or social needs... 

   
A:   My students know that if they talk to me that it's strictly 
confidential that I keep it that way but I make sure that they 
understand that I can't tell.  And our kids, they don't have trouble 
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with adults...our kids are very open. 

   Q:  Yes they are.  They trust you guys. 

   

A:   And the one thing I like about our students...they're social.  
They may not have all the social graces that other kids have but 
when other people come to visit our school our kids would shake 
hands and just start asking them questions and the interviewers 
were just surprised by that cause they're supposed to be asking us 
stuff but our kids will open up to strangers and adults.  We had a 
counselor that we moved on and moved to a really good school so 
she expected it to be more closely knit and she could not...she was 
used to walking in from the parking lot with her big bag that she 
carried in from home every night ...and the kids would pick it up 
and carry it for her and then shake hands and make eye contact 
with you and ask how you're doing.  And there, when she walks 
down the hall they pretend they don't know.  So she was shocked 
by that and that was one of the things she had trouble getting used 
to. 

R3   
Q:   What if any professional development opportunities 
regarding building relationships with students have you been 
offered.... 

   
A:   When I first started working here they did capturing kids 
hearts.  I did a half-day training in that. 

   Q:   How did you like that? 

   

A:   I didn't like that.  I just didn't.  But I had already been fully 
trained out of a trainer in love and logic and I was comfortable with 
that.  It helped me raised my personal kids and it worked in school 
and so I just feel more comfortable in that.  I could see how 
capturing kids' hearts gave us some good strategies as a school and 
it was Mr.  Munoz wanted everybody outside their door, everybody 
shaking hands with the kids as they walked in.  It gave some people 
things to do if they didn't already have something in place and so 
that was good. 

   Q:   Question 8 - advantages of sws... 

   

A:   The advantages of SWS\SLC are...in some SWS\SLC they 
isolate the schools to a certain location and then the bell rings and 
the kids don't go anywhere besides that location.  I've been to 
schools where it's in one hall [troubling - ? - ia] and that's where 
they take advantage.  I've been in schools - we've had it once before 
where the school within school had the same planning period and 
during that time they would go make their home visits.  We had one 
team that I worked with - they were reeaaaaaallllly good at making 
home visits and their school time and their conference time was 
tied together and they could go to a neighborhood like that and that 



348 

 

was a big advantage.  The kids knew, when I say I want a 
conference with your parents you need to bring them up here 
because otherwise I'm going to go make a visit to your house and I 
don't mind doing that but which way would your parents feel more 
comfortable.  If teachers go out to your home or would they feel 
more comfortable on their own time making an appointment with 
us.  The disadvantages - it doesn't appear that there's any data from 
what I'm hearing from our district now, that SWS\SLC work to 
improve academic performance. 

   Q:   Describe if any increased academic performance... 

   
A:   I don't really see any increase in academic performance in 
sws. 

   Q:   What about the drop out rate and graduation rates? 

R3   

A:   No.  I think that really is an effect of relationships and Mr.  
Munoz says that we build relationships with small learning 
communities.  But the way the teachers are I think we would build 
those relationships woven without small learning communities.  We 
used to make our GT and top kids their own SWS\SLC way back 
in...we used to.  And it did impact student achievement for those 
students.  It really pushed them because they're in a classroom with 
all achievers and it did have  good impact on them.  But it didn't for 
the rest. 

   
Q:   For the rest, middle and special need students?  It didn't 
boost the scores? 

   A:   I don't really think it did. 

   Q:   Number 14 

   

A:   A lot of them...Mr.  Munoz had them analyzing that TAKS 
data and making changes.  Now this year we were pleased because 
their meeting now by subject level or by collaboration by the 
subject latter but we're pleased because they are meeting, they are 
analyzing the test data so hopefully it will help the student 
performance. 

   
Q:  What about AP data?  What about failure rate data?  Did we 
look at that? 

   

A:   They did look at all of that.  What did have an impact was 
our Saturday school.  When we see the Newsweek covers and all 
that and when you see Mr.  Munoz being recognized by the 
government and all that, that's when we had Saturday school. 

   
Q:   What does that mean?  They came up and got assistance on 
Saturday by the individual needs of each student, for example I'm 
not doing well in math? 

   
A:   Yes.  The kids came up and said what they needed, whether 
it was tutoring, whether it was TAKS tutoring, whether it was AP 
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tutoring, whether you needed to make up hours, they needed to do 
some kind of tutoring.  But we did that at minimum two times a 
month.  Some months as many as four.  Four or five voluntary but 
kids came and teachers pushed it and teachers came.  Mr.  Munoz 
and the administrators were here.  All counselors were here.  It had 
a great impact on our test scores and I really think it did help us 
with our [ia] rank. 

A1   
Q:   Did you see a correlation between your test scores and 
attendance?  Did attendance go up and test scores go up at the 
same time? 

A1   

A:   I think so cause we didn't have the low attendance that we 
have right now.  We were always right there.  But our test scores 
jumped a lot and it wasn't like Saturday school punishment.  The 
kids were willing to be here on Saturday.  Mr.  Munoz provided the 
tacos and the juice and kids were willing to be here.  And I saw a 
big impact on student achievement here and that‘s when we had the 
big raise.  That's when he was recognized and I think it all rolled 
into that. 

   
Q:   Can they use a smaller and more flexible schedule within a 
sws... 

   
A:   What does that mean smaller and more flexible master 
schedule? 

   Q:   Can you adapt the schedule to help the students? 

   

A:   In a sws?  A SWS\SLC automatically makes it a more rigid 
and inflexible schedule.  You have more elective, you'd be more 
responsive to students and what they want to take it you didn't have 
sws. 

C1   
Q:   In your professional opinion, does looking at your past and 
present data does SWS\SLC prepare students for career in post-
secondary education... 

   

A:   No.  Because as we became more SWS\SLC we lost our 
electives and the electives we used to be SWS\SLC but we 
eventually lost them more and more and we had much more...we 
had a whole law enforcement branch. 

C1   Q:   Well that would get you ready for a career. 

   A:   Um...hm. 

C2   Q:   And sws, would it get you more ready for college? 

C1 C2  

A:   No.  No because even getting ready for college don't you 
want to take those electives so that you just have different feelings 
about what you like and don't like and when you put a child in an 
elective...say it's something like the law enforcement one that we 
used to have...it could fit everybody from ones that just wanted to 
go policeman or security all the way up to those who wanted to go 
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lawyer.  And then not only did it branch them out, it introduced 
them to all these steps beyond just what they know.  It let them 
know all the careers that are in between. 

   
Q:   So that was more of a vertical alignment when you were in 
law enforcement so you can go from one extreme to the other? 

   
A:   You could take one course here, one in health profession, 
one here and...you know. 

   Q:   Number 18 

R3   

A:   I think relationships always have an impact on student 
performance.  I think our teachers to student, when they've 
developed a good relationship...you know...kids show up for that 
class.  Our community and Mr.  Munoz will tell you this too, if they 
don't like you...I ain't going to her class.  If they don't like you, 
that's bad.  They don't care or know how it's going to impact them.  
There's no like...it's almost impossible to get through to them to 
say, that's going to hurt you more than the teacher.  So student to 
teacher, big impact.  Teacher to teacher, we got it good in my small 
learning community cause they know Ms.  Meredith cares about 
them.  They know that Ms.  Meredith cares about her school, about 
her kids and about her teachers.  So it's going on right now. 

C1   
Q:   [IA] to prepare students for a career in post-secondary 
education? 

C1 C2  

A:   Developing them in their career interest.  They're allowed to 
take their adult credit classes.  We're doing senior summer.  Every 
senior can go to San Antonio College and get their remediation 
courses if they need those or take a college level course that can 
transfer on to their four-year university.  Continually, talking to 
them about their credits, their choices.  We offer field trips going to 
the colleges and I think they pretty much understand that if they 
want to go to college it's available to them.  They're so nervous 
about it...these first generation kids...they're so very nervous about it 
cause even when you ask them, do you want to go to college.  They 
will answer; I hope I can get in.  Even our top kids will answer that 
way.  I'm like of course you can.  All that is available to them.  
We're helping them.  The financial aid is done for them here.  Their 
FAFSA form is done for them here.  Their applications, we help 
guide them through.  We even help guide them through which 
colleges to apply to and we mail them for them.  We do all that.  I 
mean, I've gone to the mailbox to try to hit the deadline before.  
Cause we'll do that for their scholarships and applications and 
maybe other schools won't. 

C2   Q:   Do you have a college night, a scholarship night? 

   A:   We do a college night where we're introducing them to...a 
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college night is typically where you go meet the college recruiters.  
What you're talking about is a separation? 

   Q:   An awards ceremony. 

C2   

A:   Well you can do a senior awards ceremony but not typically 
like a college night cause we have e a lot of students that will go 
military also that have already signed as early as their junior year.  I 
have a parent right now upset with me because I won't make her 
child sign military coast guard.  And asked them, these are your 
benefits if you do that, what do you want to do?  I want to go to 
college.  Okay then I'm just going to be the child's advocate and 
work with the parent to do what the child wants. 

   Q:   Question 20 

   

A:   I think the teachers are doing that, using their collaboration 
period to develop curriculum they think the kids will be interested 
in and that's relevant to the TEKS and TAKS and all that.  I think 
they're doing that.  I think they are using their collaboration period. 

   
Q:   If you had to sum this small learning community up, how 
would you sum it up? 

R1 R2 R3 
A:   I think we have it in the relationship, definitely and the data 
is telling us that it doesn't in academic rigor and relevance. 
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