MEMORANDUM December 10, 2021

TO:

Board Members

FROM: Millard L. House I, Ph.D.

Superintendent of Schools

SUBJECT: ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B, 2019-2020

CONTACT: Allison Matney, Ed.D., 713-556-6700

Key findings include:

Achieve 180 Program participation increased from 44 high-need schools with 36,886
students (2017-2018, Year 1) to 54 high-need schools with 45,691 students (2019-2020,
Year 3), expanding by 10 schools (22.7%) and 8,805 students (23.9%).

Forty-three out of 55 total Achieve 180 Program schools (79.6%) participated in three years,
10 schools (18.5%) participated two years, and two schools (1.9%) participated one year.
The mean School Leader Appraisal Scorecard rating at three-year and two-year Achieve
180 Program schools increased from pre-program to post-program, while at non-Achieve
180 comparison schools the mean School Leader Appraisal Scorecard rating increased at
lower rates, reducing the gap by 50 percent and by 63 percent, respectively.

Achieve 180 Program three-year schools employed Effective and Highly Effective teachers
at an increasing rate, but with smaller increases than their non-Achieve 180 comparison
schools, while rates declined at two-year and one-year program schools from pre-program
to post-program. At two-year non-Achieve 180 comparison schools, the rate of Effective and
Highly Effective teachers increased. The gaps widened between three-year (six percent)
and two-year (24 percent) Achieve 180 Program and their comparison schoaols.

The mean student attendance rates at three-year, two-year, and one-year Achieve 180
Program schools increased more from pre-program to post-program than at non-Achieve
180 comparison schools, reducing the gaps between program and comparison schools by
55 percent (three-year), 64 percent (two-year), and 60 percent (one-year).

Four-year graduation rates at the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools with
graduates increased 1.5 percentage points by the end of the program’s second year (Class
of 2019), while the rate decreased 0.1 percentage point at comparison schools, narrowing
the gap by 9.7 percent. (Pending post-program results.)

Pre- to post-program four-year graduation rates available for one one-year school showed a
25.9 percentage-point gain from baseline (Class of 2017) to post-program (Class of 2018).
Indicators of the Achieve 180 Program’s benefits on students’ District-Level Assessments
(DLA) ELA performance showed a 4.2-point (89%) reduction in the 4.7-point gap between
program and non-program students’ mean scores.

Indicators of Achieve 180 Program benefits on students’ DLA mathematics performance
showed the closure of the initial 6.8-point achievement gap favoring non-program students
that resulted in a 2.0 percentage-point higher score for program students.

Program Implementation Fidelity Ratings ranged from 2.4 - “Emerging example” (Pillar I
Teacher Excellence) to 2.8 - “Strong example” (Pillar VI Family and Community
Empowerment), with only Pillar II’s rating falling below a “Strong example” of program fidelity.



e Associations between greater program fidelity and higher ratings of educator effectiveness
or improved student performance were found for 31 (86%) of the 36 relationships assessed.

e The largest number of positive relationships of greater intensity were found between
program implementation fidelity ratings and scores on DLA ELA (Spanish language
versions), followed by associations between program implementation fidelity ratings and
Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) ratings.

e Each year that new accountability ratings have been given, the percentage of Achieve 180
Program schools that have met the accountability standard has increased, from 17 of 44
schools (39%) in 2017 (baseline year) to 43 of 53 schools (81%) in 2019 (Year 2).

Aside from both the overt and the insidious impacts of the pandemic on our society, educational
system, and HISD constituents, the outcomes detailed in this report are expected (at least to
some degree) to indicate the program’s impact on creating more effective systems of teaching
and learning at high-need schools. The intensive Achieve 180 Program interventions were
designed to increase Leadership Excellence (Pillar 1), Teaching Excellence (Pillar II),
Instructional Excellence (Pillar IIl), and improve School Design (Pillar 1V), Social and Emotional
Learning Support (Pillar V), and Family and Community Empowerment (Pillar VI).

The gains being made to turn around Achieve 180 Program schools are apparent in the
increasing rates of Highly Effective or Effective school leaders, overall; isolated instances of
increasing rates of Highly Effective or Effective teachers; gap reductions in student attendance
and graduation, overall; and isolated instances of performance-gap reductions or closures on
ELA and mathematics DLA between program and non-program comparison schools. Clearly,
the favorable results exist within the context of long-standing deficits and unrelenting
challenges, with each of them pointing us towards areas that necessitate heightened and
sustained investments to cultivate educators, students, and their families, if we are to truly
improve the trajectory to academic and lifelong success for our high-need students and their
communities and help produce enduring change.

Should you have questions, please contact Allison Matney in Research and Accountability at
713-556-6700.
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Launched in 2017-2018, the Houston Independent School District (HISD) initially created a three-year
Achieve 180 Program to support, strengthen, and empower 45 underserved and underperforming schools
and their communities using best practices for school turnaround, including strong principal leadership,
effective teachers, and school environments with high expectations for students and staff. Centered upon a
comprehensive action plan to increase student achievement, the Achieve 180 Program’s six guiding pillars
of school improvement (Leadership Excellence, Teaching Excellence, Instructional Excellence, School
Design, Social and Emotional Learning Support, and Family and Community Empowerment) provide a
framework to strategically transform educational processes at Achieve 180 Program schools. In this last year
of the three years initially planned for the Achieve 180 Program, despite the devastating impacts associated
with the international Coronavirus SARS-CoV-2 (COVID-19) pandemic, which began for the Houston
Independent School District (HISD) in March 2020, the district has again marshaled its extensive resources
to focus on the district's most underserved and underachieving schools and students. Except for 10 weeks
(from March 23, 2020, through June 1st, 2020, which were largely disrupted due to the pandemic) out of
the 40 weeks (or 25%) of the 2019-2020 school year, HISD implemented the Achieve 180 Program while
maintaining its educational programs for students whose schools were not a part of the Achieve 180
Program, including implementing new virtual learning opportunities from mid-April through June 1%, 2020,
for all students.

Among the initial 45 program participants, one of the three charter schools (Victory Preparatory K-8) closed
during the 2017-2018 school year. During the 2017-2018 school year, the Superintendent’s Schools Office
supported 10 schools with 4-8 years of IR status and the Achieve 180 Schools Office supported the
remaining 34 schools with 1-3 years of IR status or former IR status. At the end of the school year in 2017—
2018 (Year 1), there were 44 participating Achieve 180 Program schools with a total of 36,886 students,
including the 26 schools that received the Texas Education Agency Campus Accountability rating of
“Improvement Required” (IR) in 2016—-2017 and 18 former IR schools that received the IR rating in 2015—
2016 but received the “Met Standard” rating in 2016—2017. Another of the initial three charter schools (Victory
Preparatory South HS) closed following the end of 2017-2018 school year, leaving 43 participating schools.
In 2018-2019 (Year 2), based on the final 2017-2018 Accountability ratings, HISD added 10 schools to the
remaining 43 schools, resulting in 53 participating schools with 42,478 students. The additional schools were
comprised of five campuses that were not rated due to the Hurricane Harvey waiver and five campuses that
were rated IR in 2017-2018. In 2019-2020 (Year 3), based on the final 2018-2019 Accountability ratings
and assessment of campus-based needs, HISD added one school (Wisdom HS) to the program, resulting
in 54 participating schools with 45,691 students. Appendix A (Figures A-1 and A-2, pp. 89-90) provides
student enrollment and demographics by Achieve 180 Program affiliation.

Five treatment groups (called “Tiers”) were formed for the 54 Achieve 180 Program schools in 2019—-2020
based on their final 2018-2019 accountability ratings, number of years with the ratings, the campus’ level of
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support needed to turn the school around, and the specific HISD school office assigned to address the
campus’ needs. Achieve 180 Program intervention strategies, known as centralized support, are aligned
with the program’s six guiding pillars of school improvement. The Achieve 180 Schools Office supported 33
schools with the greatest levels of need in Tiers 3, 2, and 1. Other area schools offices supported 21 schools
with the lower levels of need in the Area Support and Light Support tiers. The program'’s six pillars of school
improvement provided the framework used to strategically transform educational processes at Achieve 180
Program schools as depicted in the Achieve 180 Program Objectives (Appendix A, Table A-1, p. 91), 2019—
2020 Achieve 180 Program Logic Model (Appendix A, Figure A-3, p. 92), and Achieve 180 Program Rubric
Table A-2, pp. 93-99).

The purpose of the Achieve 180 Program Evaluation, Part A, 2019-2020 report released on January 15,
2021, was to summarize the Year 3 program implementation activities that supported this massive program,
as detailed in Achieve 180 Program 2019 Fall and 2020 Spring reports collected from various HISD
Departments in September 2020. Part A of this report includes those reports and provides fidelity of
implementation findings for the 54 schools participating in the Achieve 180 Program in 2019-2020. The
report may be found online here.

The purpose of this 2019-2020 (Year 3), Part B, Achieve 180 Program report is to assess (1) progress made
toward program goals and objectives from 2016-2017 (baseline year) to 2019-2020 (Year 3), (2)
performance differences in educator and student outcomes between (a) Achieve 180 Program schools of
different school levels (i.e., elementary, middle, and high) and between (b) Achieve 180 Program schools
and non-Achieve 180 Program, Title I, Part A, TEA-matched comparison group schools of similar
demographics (Appendix A, Table A-3, pp. 100-102), (3) impacts of the Achieve 180 Program on student
outcomes, and (4) associations between the Achieve 180 Program’s level of implementation fidelity and
specified educator and student outcomes.

Unless otherwise specified in this report, results are presented for the 55 schools that participated in the
Achieve 180 Program for one complete year or more, including 2016-2017 (baseline year), 2017-2018
(Year 1), 2018-2019 (Year 2), and 2019-2020 (Year 3) of the program. Results are grouped by the number
of years schools participated in the Achieve 180 Program, including 3-year schools (n=43) that participated
from 2017-2018 to 2019-2020, two-year schools (n=10) that participated from 2018-2019 to 2019-2020,
and one-year schools (n=2) that participated in either 2017-2018 (n=1) or in 2019-2020 (n=1).

HISD Research and Accountability 4



https://www.houstonisd.org/cms/lib2/TX01001591/Centricity/domain/8269/pe_districtprograms/1920Achieve%2080%20Evaluation_PartA_All.docx01062021.pdf

2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Schools by Tier

e The 2019-2020 (Year 3) program included five treatment groups of the 54 underserved, underperforming
Achieve 180 Program schools, based on their level of need and 2018-2019 school accountability ratings.

Tier 3 Support (10) Tier 2 Support (12) Tier 1 Support (11) Area Support (13) Light Suppeort (8)
FIR, IR2+, IRI IR, FIR FIR IR, FIR FIR
School Feeder HS | School Feeder HS School Feeder HS School Feeder HS School Feeder HS
Highland Washington Blackshear Yates Bonham ES |Sharpstown || Codwell ES* Sterling Belfort ECC Chavez
Heights ES ES
i Foerster ES Westh Cook ES Kashmere Gall Milb
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= i Hilliard ES  Morth F t| Fondren ES* Westbur
Deady MS Milby DoganES | Wheatley illiar orth Fores ¥ Kashmere Kashmere
. . Gardens ES
Henry MS Sam . ) Looscan ES* | Morthside Montgomery Madison
Houston Mading ES Sterling G Heiaht ES* Lewis ES Chavez
. . regory- eights
HS Ahead C Martinez ES | Northside || |jncoln PK-8 Marshall | North Forest Shearn Yates
Acad. M5 woggson Worthing Pugh ES Wheatley SES 13 —— EG*a
Sugar Grove | Sharpstown Cullen MS Yat ET’TEH orihsige Reagan Madison
Ms* Attucks MS | Worthing uren e ES™ PK-8*
Williams MS**| Washington||  Thomas Sterling Hp;gEPAd Furr Stevens ES* Waltrip Milby HS Milby
M3+ i
Kashmere HS| Kashmere PP Lawson MS | Madison ;;Uﬂg :15; W:rthlng Wei:téury Westbury
ashington [Washington i fi
North Forest [North Forest Hsg g Forest Brook |[North Forest o Ll
HS Worthi Worthi MS Key MS Kashmere
orthing orthing - )
Wheatley HS | Wheatley HS Madison HS | Madison || Liberty HS | Wisdom
Wisdom HS* Wisdom Sharpstown | Sharpstown
HS
Yates H3 Yates
TCAH* Charter

Sources: Achieve 180 Program Administrators, 2019-2020; Leadership and Development, 2020
Notes: Based on final 2018-2019 TEA Campus Accountability Ratings.
Improvement Required (IR) campus. IR with a number means the minimum number of consecutive years
campuses had been rated IR.
FIR means formerly rated Improvement Required.
No asterisk indicates a three-year Achieve 180 Program participant in 2017-2018 through 2019-2020.
**Indicates a two-year Achieve 180 Program participant in 2018-2019 and 2019-2020.
*Indicates a one-year Achieve 180 Program participant in 2019-2020.
AN ndicates Non-TSL Grant participant.
A one-year program participant in 2017-2018 only, Victory Preparatory South HS, closed and is not listed.

o Forty-three schools participated in three years of the program, from 2017-2018 to 2019-2020.

e Ten schools participated in two of the three years of the program, from 2018-2019 to 2019-2020.

e One 2019-2020 school (Wisdom HS) and one 2017-2018 school (Victory Preparatory South HS)
participated in only one full year of the program.
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43
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ES 28
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Z
S 14 10
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0 | |
Three Years Two Years One Year

Number of Years of Program Participation
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Highlights

2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Students by School Level

e The majority of students who participated in the Achieve 180 Program in 2019-2020 (Year 3) attended
elementary (34.4%) or middle schools (24.1%), however, the single largest group of participants were
high school students (41.6%).

Elementary
School Students

High School 15,702
Students 18,996 (34.4%)
(41.6%)

Middle School
Students
10,993
(24.1%)

Source: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0
Note: For student demographics, see Appendix A, Figure A-1 and Figure A-2, pp. 89-90.

2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Budget and Categories of Expenditures

Total
Achieve 180 Substitute Teachers Misc. Contracts &
Program Budget (8%) Operating Costs,
$32,579,054 Non-Salary Pay $2,432,353 General Supplies
& Benefits I (<1%)
(12%) $71,299
Total Program $3,591,698 ___
Expenditures il .
$29,075,404 : Salary/Fringe
(89%) : Benefits

(36%)

$10,538,455

Program expenditures
were utilized primarily to
attract, employ, or retain

instructional and

administrative staff at

these high-need schools.
(99%)

Incentives & Stipends
(43%)
$12,441,600

Source: HISD Budgeting and Financial Planning Dept., Achieve 180 Program Budget and Expenditure Report, 9/16/2020
Note: Includes General Funds (Achieve 180 Program and Targeted Assistance) and Federal Grants (Title 1). Due to
rounding each category to the nearest dollar, the sum of the categories is $1 higher than the total expenditures.
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Highlights

Achieve 180 Program Schools, 2017-2018 (Year 1) through 2019-2020 (Year 3)

e The number of Achieve 180 Program schools increased by 22.7 percent from 44 schools in Year 1 to 54
schools in Year 3, with 1.9 percent of the 2019-2020 schools completing one year, 18.5 percent completing
two years (2018-2019 and 2019-2020) and 79.6 percent completing all three years of the program.

OParticipated 1 Year @ Participated 2 Years OParticipated 3 Years
100.0 19
L »
%Tg 80.0
$ 5 600 79.6
oW 100.0
o ° 20.0
*2017-2018 (n=44) **2018-2019 (N=53) ***2019-2020 (N=54)

Notes: *One of the initial 45 schools closed during the school year. **One school closed before the school year began
and ten schools were added. ***One school was added before the school year began.

e The number of Early Childhood Centers (ECC) and combined-level schools for grades PK/K-8 and grades
3-12 remained constant at one, two, and one, respectively, from 2017-2018 to 2019-2020.

e The number of Achieve 180 Program elementary schools increased by 25.0 percent, middle schools
increased by 62.5 percent, and high schools showed no net increase from 2017-2018 to 2019-2020.

02017-2018 @2018-2019 m2019-2020
60 5354

- 44

© n

©'g 40 202525

2 1313 121112

Es 20 111 |_|_l 222 111 8

20 T T
Total Early Elementary  Grades Grades 3-12 Middle High
Schools Childhood Schools PK/K-8 Schools Schools Schools

Centers Schools

Notes: One 2017-2018 high school closed. One K-8 school became a PK-8 school.

Achieve 180 Program Student Enrollment, 2017-2018 (Year 1) through 2019-2020 (Year 3)

e As number of schools increased from 44 to 54, the number of students enrolled in Achieve 180 Program
schools increased by 23.9 percent from 2017-2018 (Year 1) to 2019-2020 (Year 3).

e Of the students who were enrolled in Achieve 180 Program schools in fall 2017-2018 (Year 1), 88 percent
(n=32,566) were enrolled in a program school in fall 2018-2019 (Year 2) and 60 percent (n=21,981) of
them remained enrolled in an Achieve 180 Program school in fall 2019-2020 (Year 3).

45,691

42,478

45,000 36,886

30,000

Student
Enrollment

15,000

0
Source: 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020
Fall PEIMS, ADA>0 (Year 1) (Year 2) (Year 3)
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School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings, Pre-Program to Post-Program

Based on a scale ranging from 1 (Ineffective) to 4 (Highly Effective):
e The mean School Leader Scorecard rating for three-year and two-year Achieve 180 Program schools

increased significantly from pre-program (baseline) to post-program (the last year of the program).

e The Scorecard rating increase was greater for the group of 10 two-year schools (1.2 points from 2017—
2018 (baseline) to 2019-2020 (Year 3)) than for the group of 42 three-year schools (a 0.9-point gain from
2016-2017 (baseline) to 2019-2020 (Year 3).

e The mean Scorecard rating for the one-year school decreased one point from 2018-2019 to 2019-2020.

*Statistically significant increases.

4.0
X
3.0 — T |35
c @O 2.0 |1 ] 2,6// t+1.2
s o= ' 2.3 —1 | optsi 5
S5 8 — -1.0
3] 1.0
%) ppt.
0.0
2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
mThree-Year Schools 2.5 2.9 2.8 3.4*
@ Two-Year Schools - 2.3 2.6 35*
O One-Year School - - 3.0 2.0

Sources: 2016—2017 (10/23/2017), 2017-2018 (11/28/2018), 2018-2019 (11/12/2019), and 2019—-2020 (11/16/2020)
Effective School Leader Scorecard Ratings
Note: *Indicates statistically significantly difference (p<0.05) between pre-program rating and post-program rating.

Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) Ratings, Pre-Program to Post-Program

Based on a scale ranging from 1 (Ineffective) to 4 (Highly Effective):
e The percentage of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings for the three-year Achieve 180
Program schools increased 1.9 percentage points from 2016-2017 to 2019-2020.

e The percentage of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings decreased for the 10 two-year
Achieve 180 Program schools (2.0 percentage points from 2017-2018 to 2019—-2020) and for the one one-
year program school with TADS-rated teachers (0.3 percentage point from 2018-2019 to 2019-2020).

100.0
o » 80.0 94.7 04.4
S5 79.5 L 0.3
£5 600 : 741 77.5
S8 - — | 1> |ppt
S 400 B L B
05 200 _/ - — -2.0
0.0 ppts
' 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
EThree-Year 81.0 81.1 81.1 82.9
OTwo-Year - 79.5 74.1 77.5
OOne-Year - - 94.7 94.4
Sources: 2016-2017, 2017-2018, and 2018-2019 SAP Weekly Reports and TADS Tools
Note: ppt. or ppts. means percentage point(s). The increases were not statistically significant.
8
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Student Attendance Rates, Pre-Program to Post-Program

e The average student attendance rate for the 43 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools increased 1.7
percentage points (from 2016-2017 pre-program to 2019-2020 post-program).

e The student attendance rate increased for the 10 two-year Achieve 180 Program schools (1.6 percentage
points from 2017-2018 pre-program to 2019-2020 post-program.

e The two one-year program schools’ student attendance rates also increased from pre-program to post-
program (1.3 percentage points from 2016-2017 (pre) to 2017-2018 (post) and (2.4 percentage points from
2018-2019 (pre) to 2019-2020 (post).

100.0 *Statistically significant increases.
()
g 80 96.3
§ g 960 04.7 95.1 95.5 =
$£5 a0 93.8 93.6 /S_@l__—/"’ 161939
% 92.0 —T 91.6 91.5 ppis 2
90.0 — |_| _| ppts
2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
B Three-Year 93.8 93.6 93.7 95.5%*
OTwo-Year 94.7 95.1 96.3*
@One-Year® "90.3 91.6 "91.5 93.9

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020

Student Chronic Absence Rates, Pre-Program to Post-Program

e The mean chronic absence rate for the 43 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools decreased 6.5
percentage points from 2016—2017 pre-program to 2019-2020 post-program.

e For the group of 10 two-year Achieve 180 Program schools, the mean chronic absence rate decreased 5.6
percentage points from 2017—2018 pre-program to 2019-2020 post-program.

e Each of the two one-year program school’s chronic absence rate also decreased from pre-program to post-
program (0.1 percentage point from 2016-2017 (pre) to 2017-2018 (post) and (9.5 percentage points from
2018-2019 (pre) to 2019-2020 (post)).

60.0 *Statistically significant decreases.
e g
€ ©
o
£% 400
g % 24.4 24.3 23.7
T ¢ 15.7 164 o 15.9 * 14.2
% _<?1 20.0 116 Oi.\ 9.8 9.2 6.0*,__
56 | 925
0.0 \I’ZIW' DS
' 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
B Three-Year 15.7 16.4 15.9 9.2*
@ Two-Year - 11.6 9.8 6.0*
DOne-Year® n24.4 24.3 "23.7 14.2

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—2017, 2017—2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020
Notes: *One 2016-17 to 2017-18 and a different 2018-19 to 2019—-20 school (pre to post). ppts. or pts. means percentage
point(s). *Indicates statistically significantly difference (p<0.05) between paired pre-program and post-program ratings.
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Highlights

Class of 2017 through Class of 2019 Four-Year Graduation Rates

e Forthe 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program high and combined-level schools, the mean baseline (Class
of 2017) four-year graduation rate increased 0.1 percentage point after the first year of the program
(Class 2018).

e An overall increase of 1.5 percentage points was achieved by the end of the program’s three-year
schools’ second year (Class of 2019). Post-program results for the Class of 2020 are pending.

e Pre- to post-program results are presented for one one-year school, Victory Preparatory South HS
(2017-2018 participant), showing a 25.9 percentage-point gain in the four-year graduation rate from the
baseline rate (Class of 2017) to the post-program rate (Class of 2018).

100.0 93.3
80.0
@ 66.4 | 25.9 67.8
& 60.0 ] ppts.
&5
o= 40.0
=S
8 200
O
0.0
Class of 2017 Class of 2018 Class of 2019
B Three-Year 66.3 66.4 67.8
OOne-Year 67.4 93.3 -

Notes: ppts. means percentage points. The increase was not statistically significant.

Class of 2017 through Class of 2019 Four-Year Graduation Rates, Achieve 180 Program Comparison

e While the three-year Achieve 180 Program schools’ mean four-year graduation rate increased 1.5
percentage points, it decreased 0.1 percentage point at comparison non-Achieve 180 Program Title I,
Part A schools, narrowing the gap by 9.7 percent from 16.5 at pre-program (Class of 2017) to 14.9
percentage points at post-program (Class of 2019).

100.0

82.8 81.8 82.7
80.0 66.3 66.4 67.8
60.
40.
20.

0.0

Class of 2017 Class of 2018 Class of 2019 | Class of 2017 Class of 2018 Class of 2019
Non-Achieve 180 Schools

o o

Mean
Graduation Rate
o

Achieve 180 Program Schools
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Highlights

Class of 2017 and Class of 2018 Five-Year Graduation Rates

e At baseline (Class of 2017), the mean five-year graduation rate for the 12 three-year schools in the
Achieve 180 Program was 0.9 percentage point higher than the rate following the first year of the
program (Class of 2018). Post-program results for the Class of 2020 are pending.

e Pre- to post-program results are presented for one one-year school, Victory Preparatory South HS
(2017-2018 participant), showing a 7.3 percentage-point increase in the five-year graduation rate from
its baseline rate (Class of 2017) to its post-program rate (Class of 2018).

93.3
100.0 86.0
» 800 73.0 72.1
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© O
QO =
=% 400
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o
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Class of 2017 Class of 2018
BEThree-Year 73.0 72.1
OOne-Year 86.0 93.3

Note: No two-year Achieve 180 Program schools had high school-graduate level students.

Class of 2017 through Class of 2019 Five-Year Graduation Rates, Achieve 180 Program Comparison

e At three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, the mean five-year graduation rate decreased from pre-
program (Class of 2017) to the Class of 2018 in Year 2 of the program (-0.9 percentage point), while it
increased at their matched comparison non-Achieve 180 Program Title | schools (0.3 percentage point),
widening the gap by 9.5 percent from 12.6 to 13.8 percentage points.
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o
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Class of 2017 Class of 2018 Class of 2017 Class of 2018
Non-Achieve 180 Schools Achieve 180 Program Schools

Note: ppts. or pts. means percentage point(s).
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Program Impacts on District-Level Assessments (DLA) in English Language Arts
and Mathematics, Using Student Matching

e To assess the program’s impact on student achievement, student matching was conducted to create
similar student-groups for comparisons between students at Achieve 180 Program schools and students
at non-Achieve 180 Title I, Part A schools from the Texas Education Agency'’s lists of comparison group
schools.

e Matching students allowed for measurement of the effects of the intensive Achieve 180 Program
intervention using District-Level Assessments (DLA), while controlling for students’ 2019 STAAR English
language arts (ELA) score, gender, and gifted/talented, disability, economic disadvantage, and at-risk
status.

e The before-matching results include all students in the respective groups and after-matching results
include only matched students. The difference between the groups’ before-matching performance and
after-matching performance provides an estimate of the program’s impact on the Achieve 180 Program
students’ performance.

@ Achieve 180 Program  @Non-Achieve 180 Program

100.0

% 800 56.9 54.2 54.7
B 60.0 522 2 43.9 507 < 448 428
g 40.0
(]
= 20.0

0.0

ELA Mathematics ELA Mathematics
Before Matching After Matching

e DLA ELA performance comparisons between program students and non-program students showed a
4.2-point (89%) reduction in the initial 4.7-point gap between the Achieve 180 Program and non-Achieve
180 Program students’ mean scores, after matching the students, which suggests performance benefits
of the intensive Achieve 180 Program intervention for its students on DLA ELA exams.

e On DLA mathematics exams, Achieve 180 Program students’ closed the 6.8-point achievement gap and
exceeded their non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ performance, with a 2.0 percentage-point higher mean
score for Achieve 180 Program students than for non-Achieve 180 Program students (after matching),
which is indicative of the program’s benefits for its students.

Sources: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; DLA December 2019 data REV 0520
Notes: English version DLA results only. Mean score represents average percentage of correct test items divided by total
test items. Propensity Score Matching results are used in t-test analyses to compare DLA mean scores.
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Highlights

2019-2020 (Year 3) Achieve 180 Program Implementation Fidelity Ratings

e By Achieve 180 Program Pillar, the Implementation Fidelity Ratings were determined by district, school,
and program administrators. Mean fidelity ratings ranged from 2.4 - “Emerging example” (Pillar Il
Teacher Excellence) to 2.8 - “Strong example” (Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment), with
only Pillar II's rating falling below the level of a “Strong example” of implementation fidelity.

Pillar | Leadership Excellence T ] 25
Pillar Il Teacher Excellence ] 2.4
Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence ] 2.6
Pillar IV SchoolDesign oo 7] 25
Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support oo ] 2.7
Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment IR 2.8

1.0-1.4 - Non-example 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 3.0
1.5-2.4 - Emerging example
2.5-3.0 - Strong example Mean Implementation Fidelity Rating

Source: Achieve 180 Program Administrators, 2019-2020

Notes: Ratings by pillar were calculated using school-level ratings for each intervention component within each pillar.
2019-2020 ratings may reflect cumulative effects of multiple years of program intervention. Ratings are rounded
to one decimal place. In previous reports, ratings were rounded to the nearest whole number and, therefore, may
differ from ratings presented in this report.
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Relationships Between 2019-2020 (Year 3) Achieve 180 Program Implementation Fidelity Ratings
and School Leader and Teacher Appraisal and Development System Ratings and Student Outcomes

e Positive relationships between greater implementation fidelity for the identified pillar (based on its
average rating) and a higher rating of educator effectiveness or student performance on DLA
assessments were found for 31 (86%) of the 36 relationships assessed.

e The intensity of the 31 positive relationships between greater implementation fidelity and better
educator and student outcomes included weak (n=4 or 13%), moderate (n=10 or 32%), and strong
(n=1 or 3%) associations, but most (n=16 or 52%) did not reach the level of weak intensity.

e More positive relationships of greater intensity were found for associations between program
implementation fidelity ratings and scores on DLA ELA tests taken on Spanish language versions
of the assessments, followed by associations between program implementation fidelity ratings and
Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) ratings, than found in the other associations.

mPFillar | Leadership Excellence ePillar Il Teacher Excellence oPilar Il Instructional Excellence
DPillar [V School Design DFillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support mPFillar VI Family and Community Empowerment
-0.0368 =
-0.1686 —
School Leader Scorecard 4755 E
-0.0959 == ¢ 0042
0.2831«
0.2500*

0.2157
0.3102*
DLA ELA (English) 00004 0.1430

-0.0981
T 0.1220
| 04210
103211
DLA ELA (Spanish) —|—|U.0892 0.1843
0.6385*
107300
] 0.3194=
Key: DLA Math (English) 0253-93092*
Strength of Relationship 0.2530+
Positive/Negative
<0.1 - Very Weak 0.1699
0.1 —<0.3 - Weak : 0.2846
0.3 — <0.5 - Moderate DLA Math (Spanish) 02189 .o
0.5 — 1.0 - Strong e 047600
-1.0 -05 0.0 05 1.0

Strength of Relationship

Sources: 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020 Effective School Leader Scorecard Ratings and TADS
Tools (see Methods section for specific retrieval dates); District-Level Assessment Fall results, December 2019
retrieved on 5/27/2020; 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric Dashboard
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Highlights

HISD Achieve 180 Program School Accountability Ratings from Baseline to Year 3

e Due to the impact of COVID-19, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) labeled all campuses and districts in
Texas “Not Rated: Declared State of Disaster for 2020” in the state accountability system. Campuses that
received F ratings in 2019 will continue to engage in improvement activities during the 2020-2021 school
year, as directed by TEA. To determine the escalation of future interventions based on multi-year F ratings,
2019 and 2021 will be considered consecutive years. HISD had 21 campuses rated F in 2019.

2019 HISD F-Rated Campuses

Ashford ES Isaacs ES Robinson ES Thomas MS** (T2)

Deady MS** (T3) Key MS** (Area) Rucker ES Wheatley HS (7yrs.)** (T3)
Edison MS** (Area) Martinez, C ES** (T2)| Seguin ES Whidby ES

E-STEM Central MS* Northline ES Smith ES Williams MS** (T3)
Fleming MS Osborne ES Sugar Grove MS (2ys.)** (T3) | Young ES** (Area)

HS Ahead Ad. MS** (T3)

Source: HISD 2020 TEA Accountability Ratings (Achieve 180 Program designations added)
Notes: *Merged with E-STEM West MS for 2020-2021. **Indicates Achieve 180 Program schools, with 2019—2020 program Tier
(T) in parenthesis.

e Ten (48%) of the 21 F-rated HISD campuses in 2019 were among the 53 Achieve 180 Program campuses
(19% of the program participants).

e Of the 10 F-rated Achieve 180 Program campuses in 2019, two had been rated NR-H or F-rated (or
Improvement Required) in the year(s) prior to spring 2019 (Wheatley HS and Sugar Grove MS in Tier 3) and
the other eight campuses were rated Met Standard/A-D in spring 2019.

e Each year that new accountability ratings have been given, the percentage of Achieve 180 Program schools
that have met the accountability standard (or were rated A-D) increased each year, from 17 of 44 schools
(39%) in 2017 (baseline year) to 43 of 53 schools (81%) in 2019 (Year 2).

Texas Education Agency (TEA) School Accountability Ratings, Achieve 180 Program

2017 through 2019

School PTotaI Improvement Required Not Rated: Met Standard
rogram L
Year Campuses or Harvey Pro-vision or
(EQY) Rated F Rating (NR-H) A, B, C, or D Rating
N N % % N %

2017 44* 27 61% 0 0% 17* 39%
2018 44* 1 2% 10 23% 33* 75%
2019 53* 10 19% 0 0% 43* 81%

Sources: Houston Independent School District, 2019 Preliminary TEA Accountability System Ratings; 2020 TEA Accountability

Ratings

Note: TEA declared districts and schools Not Rated: Declared State of Disaster for 2020. The 53 2018-2019 campuses started
as 19 Not Rated/Improvement Required and 34 Met Standard campuses. *Includes Bellfort ECC, a paired campus.
Campuses received an A—F letter grade for the first time in the 2018-2019 school year. In prior school years, campuses

were either labeled Met Standard or Improvement Required.
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The following recommendations to further improve program implementation and outcomes were gleaned
from the current or previous research reports and survey responses from 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program
administrators whose work directly impacted Achieve 180 Program students, families, schools, and
communities. Some survey responses have been summarized or extended. The department, team, or
program that initiated the recommendation is identified at the end of each recommendation, including
recommendations garnered through the research conducted for program evaluations since the onset of the
program. Some recommendations may have been implemented. (Survey responses are provided in the
2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Evaluation, Part A, Appendix C, Table C-I, pp. 35-40.)

e Provide Leadership Development (LD) team support and professional development for Achieve 180
Program campuses that are not invited to participate in Achieve 180 Program Community of Practice
(COP) visits or instructional rounds and include the LD team in discussions and follow-up of identified
areas of need and next steps for campus leadership teams. (LD)

e Develop additional lines of communication regarding the support offered and provided for the school
leaders to ensure that leadership supports are integrated and not duplicated. (LD)

e Provide Training of Trainers for Sheltered Instruction Coaches to deliver specific training to their
campus teams. (LD)

e Support administrators to ensure all teachers of English Learners for all content areas embed sheltered
instruction strategies. (Multilingual)

e Strengthen efforts to engage principals and school leaders in effective Leadership Development
experiences designed in collaboration with departments and subject matter experts to cultivate and
retain greater proportions of school leadership teams that earn Effective/Highly Effective School Leader
Appraisal Scorecard Ratings. (Research & Accountability)

e Further build school leadership team capacity to create and implement effective systems for
differentiated learning experiences, as well as to evaluate and enhance effective strategies for
schoolwide improvement. (Research & Accountability)

e Because cost benefit analyses of the Achieve 180 Program will not be possible without comprehensive
budgetary details, develop a comprehensive budget and expenditure report to include funding for all
program costs, including some departmental budgets and expenditures used for Achieve 180 Program
supports. (Research & Accountability)

e Ensure the number of Teacher Development Specialists (TDS) provided for the Early Childhood team
is sufficient to meet its needs. This gives increased opportunity to assign the TDS fewer schools, so
they may make greater positive impacts. (Elementary Curriculum and Development)

e Increase the number of teachers who get ESL-certified based on the number of waivers submitted by
the campus. (Multilingual)

¢ In addition to providing Dedicated Associate Teachers, enhance efforts to better understand and
counteract excessive teacher absence. (Research & Accountability)
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Ensure that the Achieve 180 Program is sustainable by considering a model in which Teacher
Development Specialists (TDS) spend time with Tier 2 Leaders, observe classes together, review
curricula for upcoming weeks, develop a shared plan for teacher support, and the Instructional Coach
works to support the instructional leaders on campus. (Secondary Curriculum and Development)
Ensure that principals have the time needed to intensively support their novice teachers by sharing
New Teacher Coaches’ expectations with school leaders and hosting one-on-one quarterly meetings
with principals. (Teacher Career Development)

Improve the impact of New Teacher Coaches (NTCs) by requiring the setting of clear expectations and
deliverables of their work with novice teachers and frequently use progress monitoring. (Teacher
Career Development)

Bring the NTCs together more frequently to give them additional opportunities to learn with and from
one another. (Teacher Career Development)

Have NTCs use the Seeing is Believing Me (SIBME) video observation and feedback platform
consistently, including using them systematically to observe, model, and reflect upon instructional
practices to improve outcomes. (Teacher Career Development)

Determine the extent to which the TADS summative appraisal rating is a valid measure of teacher
effectiveness and is being used consistently as a reliable method to gauge Effective/Highly Effective
teacher knowledge, skills, actions, and qualities. (Research & Accountability)

Address the lack of fidelity of implementation by providing follow-up protocols for implementation of
professional development content and providing flow-charts that align the next steps for fidelity of
implementation. (Elementary Curriculum and Development)

Ensure customization of training topics and/or lead facilitator based on the unique needs of each
campus, as opposed to a one-size-fits-all approach. (Elementary Curriculum and Development)
Continue with Reading content training to Tier 2 school leaders and allow Tier 2 school leaders to train
campus teachers. (Elementary Curriculum and Development)

Ensure that all teachers are trained to use and have access to needed data tools. (Special Education)
Monitor and support the completion and implementation of Gifted and Talented Professional Learning
for administrators, counselors, and teachers to meet the individual needs of gifted and high performing
learners. (Gifted and Talented)

Provide additional coaching and modeling for designated supports and accommodations. (Interventions
Office)

Prior to the scheduled data dig activities, build the capacity of teachers and leaders by modeling how
to lead effective Professional Learning Communities. (Student Assessment)

Provide virtual trainings for Summative Assessments through the Test Materials Center to allow
Campus Test Coordinators access to information at their convenience. (Student Assessment)

Provide asynchronous trainings for formative assessments on the HISD HUB and in afterschool Just-
in-Time virtual, synchronous webinars focused on remote assessment and data needs, as well as give
the Achieve 180 Schools Office autonomy over Lead4ward professional development dates and topics.
(Student Assessment)

Based on the differential outcomes for students who tested in Spanish versus students who tested in
English on the Renaissance 360 Universal Screener and District-level Assessments, improve the
identification and utilization of equitable and effective supports to further boost the learning and
performance of high-need students, such as Achieve 180 Program students and their peers, especially
those who test in English on Reading and Mathematics assessments. (Research & Accountability)
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Improve efforts to increase student participation in Advanced Placement (AP) and College Readiness
and College Board examinations and improve student exam performance through heightened efforts
that the preparation of students is sufficient to address their specific academic needs for success on
the exams, and particularly, the unique needs of Achieve 180 Program students. (Research &
Accountability)

Enhance focus on Achieve 180 Program fiscal management to succeed in depleting available funding
to address student learning and achievement gaps, particularly for students who perform at the lowest
levels. (Research & Accountability)

Provide more emphasis on the use of accommodations and designated supports during instruction and
assessments. (Special Education)

Monitor closely teachers’ use of the Special Education Progress Monitoring tool. (Special Education)
Group gifted learners in clusters of three or more gifted students so that high level students are working
together. (Gifted and Talented)

Include the following resources and strategies in lessons with gifted learners: Depth and Complexity,
Renzulli Learning, Mentoring Minds, and High levels of Blooms Taxonomy. (Gifted and Talented)
Explore factors that support Achieve 180 Program students remaining in their feeder pattern schools
as well as factors that prohibit them from attending other schools, including possible remedies for
potential inequities in access to school choice options for Achieve 180 Program students. (Research &
Accountability)

Create and implement the Gifted Education Plans (GEP's) with fidelity for gifted learners to ensure

differentiated instruction. (Gifted and Talented)
Provide campuses with a common tool to capture designated supports and accommodations.
(Interventions Office)

Create a combined data request form for all offices, to improve data quality, with everyone in agreement
with what is needed. (Student Assessment)

Ensure the Test Materials Center personnel allow Campus Test Coordinators sufficient time to organize
and apply the information needed. (Student Assessment)

Include college and career readiness and post-secondary benchmarks (e.g., Advanced Placement
scores, Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) application submissions, college enroliment,
and CTE certification data in the final evaluation of college readiness outcomes). (College and Career
Readiness)

Implement additional supports to increase Achieve 180 Program student participation in coherent
sequences of CTE courses, improve course completion rates among students who take courses in a
coherent sequence of CTE courses, increase pass rates for Achieve 180 Program students who take
CTE industry certification exams, and close CTE programming gaps that help produce variances
between non-Achieve 180 students Achieve 180 Program student acquisition of industry certifications.
(Research & Accountability)

To better address students’ attendance deficits as a priority of the program, further identify best practices
within the district and the Achieve 180 Program, as well as within similar, high-need schools across the
country effectively identity and address the underlying causes of student absenteeism, which is a core,
long-standing problem that directly undermines all other Achieve 180 program efforts. (Research &
Accountability)

Given the pressing academic needs of Achieve 180 Program students, consider intensive efforts to
decrease exclusionary actions or behavior management systems and effectively create school climates
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that respect student voice and support reductions in suspensions and expulsions by employing more
inclusive and effective disciplinary strategies that improve student learning and achievement.
(Research & Accountability)

e Consider ways to impart heightened attention to the causes of grade retention and to 25-30 percent of
the graduating classes being left behind and more effectively facilitate targeted solutions in these areas.
(Research & Accountability)

e Improve support systems for nurses by working more closely with them and continue to assign mentors
for nurses. (Health and Medical Services)

e Given the gaps between program funds and utilization of allocated funds, garner additional monetary
support from Achieve 180 Program fiscal planners for students in need of SEL intervention to address
chronic student learning and achievement gaps, particularly for students who perform at the lowest
levels. (Research & Accountability)

e Encourage and support collaboration between HISD Wraparound Services and leaders of the Schools
Office to improve communication and align expectations to address students' non-academic needs.
(Wraparound Services)

o |dentify effective strategies to (1) improve parent and guardian involvement in the evaluation of their
experiences at and perceptions of their children’s Title | schools, (2) improve the deficits identified by
families in Achieve 180 Program school factors and school climate, (3) enhance support for students
learning at home, and (4) remove barriers to parent/family participation and empowerment in schools
to support further improvement in student learning and academic performance. (Research &
Accountability)

e Continue advancements in linking Family Friendly Schools’ foundational and related activities to student,
parent, and family learning, as well as in increasing parent and family engagement in these activities.
(Research & Accountability)
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A system of student assessment forms the foundation for the Texas public education system of
accountability for Texas schools and school districts. The Texas Education Agency (TEA), Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board, and Texas educators developed a more rigorous system of student
assessment in 2013 in accordance with educational requirements mandated by the 80" and 815t sessions
of the Texas Legislature. The accountability system that resulted was in effect for the 2016—2017 and 2017—
2018 school years (when schools were given the TEA Accountability Ratings used to determine participation
in the Achieve 180 Program initially). This accountability system rated schools and districts using a
performance framework of four indexes, based on targets identified annually: (1) student achievement on
state-mandated assessments, (2) student progress on state-mandated assessments, (3) performance gap
reduction for the lowest performing student groups, and (4) postsecondary readiness, including graduation
rates by type of diploma. Schools and districts within the state received a rating of “Met Standard,” “Met
Alternative Standard,” “Improvement Required,” or “Not Rated.” At the end of the 2016-2017 (baseline)
school year, the Houston Independent School District (HISD) received a “Met Standard” accountability rating
with 251 of its 278 rated schools (90%) also receiving the “Met Standard” rating. The remaining 27 schools
(10%) were rated “Improvement Required” (Houston Independent School District, 2017). At the end of the
2017-2018 (Year 1) school year, HISD received a “Not Rated: Harvey Provision” accountability rating with
252 of its 275 rated schools (92%) receiving the “Met Standard” rating, 17 schools (6%) receiving a “Not
Rated: Harvey Provision” and six schools (2%) were rated “Improvement Required” (Houston Independent
School District, 2018).

For the 2018-2019 school year, a new accountability system was created to rate schools and districts using
a performance framework of three domains, based on targets identified annually. The domains were: (1)
student achievement on general and alternate assessments, College, Career, and Military Readiness
(CCMR) indicators, and graduation rates; (2) school progress in the number of students that grew at least
one year academically on state-mandated assessments (State of Texas Assessments of Academic
Readiness (STAAR)) and all students’ achievement relative to other districts and schools with similar
economic disadvantage percentages; and (3) closing the gaps based on disaggregated data to demonstrate
differences among racial/ethnic groups, socioeconomic backgrounds, and other factors as aligned with the
federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). At the end of the 2018-2019 school year (Year 2), under the
new system HISD received a “B” accountability rating with 250 of its 271 rated schools (92%) receiving a
grade of D or higher and 21 schools (8%) were rated “F.”

During the 2019-2020 school year, the immeasurable impacts of the Coronavirus SARS-CoV-2 (COVID-19)
pandemic began for HISD in March 2020 and resulted in the cancellation of STAAR testing in spring 2020.
All campuses and districts in Texas were labeled “Not Rated: Declared State of Disaster 2020” TEA's state
accountability system. Campuses that received F ratings in 2019 (Table 1, p. 21) were directed by TEA to
continue to engage in improvement activities during the following school year in 2020-2021, and to consider
multi-year F ratings in 2019 and 2021 as consecutive years.

In 2019-2020, despite the devastating impacts associated with the international COVID-19 pandemic, the
district again marshaled its extensive resources to focus on the district's most underserved and
underachieving schools and students through the Achieve 180 Program. Except for 10 weeks (which were
largely disrupted due to the pandemic) out of the 40 weeks (or 25%) of the 2019-2020 school year (from
March 234, 2020, through June 15, 2020), HISD implemented the Achieve 180 Program at 54 schools while

HISD Research and Accountability 20




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

maintaining its educational programs for students whose schools were not a part of the Achieve 180
Program, including implementing new virtual learning opportunities from mid-April through June 1st, 2020,
for all students. Table 1 shows the 10 2019 Achieve 180 Program schools among the 21 district schools
directed by TEA to retain F ratings (or 19% of program schools).

Ashford ES Isaacs ES Robinson ES Thomas MS** (T2)

Deady MS** (T3) Key MS** (Area) Rucker ES Wheatley HS (7yrs.)** (T3)
Edison MS** (Area) Martinez, C ES** (T2)| Seguin ES Whidby ES

E-STEM Central MS* Northline ES Smith ES Williams MS** (T3)
Fleming MS Osborne ES Sugar Grove MS (2ys.)** (T3) | Young ES** (Area)

HS Ahead Ad. MS** (T3)

Source: HISD Final Accountability Ratings Report, 2019 (Achieve 180 Program designations added)
Notes: *Merged with E-STEM West MS (2020-2021). **Achieve 180 Program, with 2019-2020 program Tier (T).

Initially planned for three years, the Achieve 180 Program was launched in 2017-2018 to provide centralized
support to campuses that did not meet TEA accountability standards at the end of the 2016-2017, 2017—
2018, and/or 2018-2019 school years. The program was created to support, strengthen, and empower the
district's most underserved and underperforming schools and their communities using best practices for
successful school turnaround, including effective teachers, strong principal leadership, and school
environments of high expectations for students and staff. The program’s six pillars of school improvement
are Leadership Excellence, Teaching Excellence, Instructional Excellence, School Design, Social and
Emotional Learning Support, and Family and Community Empowerment. The pillars provide the framework
to strategically transform educational processes at Achieve 180 Program schools as depicted in the Achieve
180 Program Objectives (Appendix A, Table A-1, p. 91), 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Logic Model
(Appendix A, Figure A-3, p. 92), and Achieve 180 Program Rubric (Appendix A, Table A-2, pp. 93-99).

The Achieve 180 Program was centered upon a comprehensive action plan to increase student achievement
at participating schools. In 2017-2018, the Achieve 180 program launched with 45 participating schools,
including the 27 schools that received the TEA Campus Accountability rating of “Improvement Required”
(IR) in 2016-2017 and 18 former IR schools that received the IR rating in 2015-2016, but received the “Met
Standard” rating in 2016—2017. The 10 participating campuses with the greatest level of need were
supported through the Superintendent’s Schools Office and received Achieve 180 Program resources also.
The remaining 35 campuses were supported through the Achieve 180 Schools office and received Achieve
180 Program resources also. In February 2018, one of the participating charter schools closed (Victory
Preparatory K-8), leaving 44 2017-2018 Achieve 180 Program schools to participate throughout the
academic year. Another charter school (Victory Preparatory South HS) did not reopen following the 2017—-
2018 school year, which left 43 Achieve 180 Program schools for program participation in 2018-2019.
Based on preliminary and final 2017-2018 TEA ratings, HISD added another 10 schools to the 2018-2019
program to include five campuses that were Not Rated due to the 2017-2018 Not Rated: Harvey Provision
and five campuses that received IR ratings at the end of the 2017—2018 academic year including one school,
Shearn Elementary School, that received a preliminary rating of IR, won its appeal, and received a final
rating of “Met Standard.” In 2019-2020 (Year 3), based on the final 2018-2019 Accountability ratings and
assessment of campus-based needs, HISD added one school (Wisdom HS) to the program, resulting in 54
participating schools with 45,691 students. The additional school had received an F rating in two of the three
Domains (Student Achievement and Closing the Gaps) in 2017-2018 and showed improvement in each
Domain in 2018-2019.
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Five treatment groups (called “Tiers”) were formed for the 54 Achieve 180 Program schools in 2019-2020
based on their final 2018-2019 accountability ratings, number of years with the ratings, the campus’ level of
support needed to turn the school around, and the specific HISD school office assigned to address the
campus’ needs. Achieve 180 Program intervention strategies, known as centralized support, are aligned
with the program’s six guiding pillars of school improvement (Houston Independent School District, 2020).
Program interventions were differentiated and implemented based on each schools’ specified Tier and
individualized needs. The Achieve 180 Schools Office supported 33 schools with the greatest level of need
in Tiers 3, 2, and 1. Other area schools offices supported 21 schools with the lowest levels of need in the
Area Support and Light Support tiers. (See Appendix A, Figure A-1 and Figure A-2, pp. 89-90, for student
enrollment and demographics by Achieve 180 Program affiliation.)

In addition to centralized support provided through the Achieve 180 Program, many participating schools
were also supported by other federal and district initiatives. Among them, in 2016-2017 (baseline year)
through 2019-2020 (Year 3), all Achieve 180 Program schools had also been designated as participants of
the Improving Basic Programs effort in Title I, Part A (Title 1) of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA), as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). All Achieve 180 Program schools had
schoolwide Title | programs, which are available to all district campuses with 40 percent or more of students
at the poverty level (i.e., qualifying for free or reduced lunch or other support for economic disadvantage) in
an effort to improve schoolwide educational programs and raise the academic achievement of all students
(Texas Education Agency, 2020). Additionally, in 2018-2019 (Year 2), 43 (81%) of the 53 Achieve 180
Program schools and, in 2019-2020 (Year 3), 44 (82%) of the 54 Achieve 180 Program schools were also
supported through the district's Teacher and School Leader (TSL) Incentive Grant, a federally-supported
grant focused on increasing the effectiveness of school leaders and teachers with the goal of improving
student outcomes (Houston Independent School District, 2019a).

Of the 56 schools that participated in the Achieve 180 Program, one charter school (Victory Preparatory, K-
8) closed during the 2017-2018 (Year 1) and is not included in any Achieve 180 Program evaluations.
Another charter school (Victory Preparatory South, HS) which closed after the 2017-2018 (Year 1) academic
year is included in the 2017-2018 (Year 1) and the 2019-2020 (Year 3) program evaluations. Of the 54
2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program schools that completed at least one complete year of the program, 43
schools entered the program in 2017-2018 (Year 1) and remained through 2019-2020 (Year 3), 10 schools
entered the program in 2018-2019 (Year 2) and continued their participation in 2019-2020 (Year 3), and
one school (Wisdom, HS) participated in only 2019-2020 (Year 3). Victory Preparatory South, HS is included
in this longitudinal analysis as the 55" school that completed as least one complete year in the program.

Based on a post end-of-fiscal-year 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program budget and expenditure report
provided by HISD’s Budgeting and Financial Planning Department, $29,075,404 (or 89%) of the allocated
$32,579,054 General Fund and Special Revenue for Federal Grants (Title I) funds were utilized. More than
99 percent of program expenditures were used to compensate school administrators and teachers. (See the
chart in Highlights on p. 6 and budget details in Appendix A, Table A-4 and Table A-5 (pp. 103-108). It is
important to note that complete funding information for the program has not been reflected in this report.
Funding for Achieve 180 Program support to schools is intertwined with multiple other funding streams used
for ongoing, general education services that are paid through some departmental budgets which support the
work carried out by many district- and school-based teams, coordinated by Achieve 180 Program and Area
School Office administrators. The multifaceted implementation activities supporting this massive program
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have been detailed in Achieve 180 Program 2019-2020 reports published in Part A of this report, available
on the Research and Accountability website here.

The purpose of the Achieve 180 Program Evaluation, Part A, 2019-2020 report released on January 15,
2021, was to summarize the Year 3 program implementation activities that supported this massive program,
as detailed in Achieve 180 Program 2019 Fall and 2020 Spring reports collected from various HISD
Departments in September 2020. Part A of this report includes those reports and provides fidelity of
implementation findings for the 54 schools participating in the Achieve 180 Program in 2019-2020. The
report may be found online here.

The purpose of this 2019-2020 (Year 3), Part B, Achieve 180 Program report is to assess (1) progress made
toward program goals and objectives from 2016-2017 (baseline year) to 2019-2020 (Year 3), (2)
performance differences in specified educator and student outcomes between (a) Achieve 180 Program
schools of different school levels (i.e., elementary, middle, and high) and between (b) Achieve 180 Program
schools and non-Achieve 180 Program, Title |, Part A, TEA comparison group schools of similar
demographics, (3) impacts of the Achieve 180 Program on student outcomes, and (4) associations between
the Achieve 180 Program’s level of implementation fidelity and specified educator and student outcomes.

Detailed evaluation methods, including data collection and data limitations, are provided in Appendix A (pp.
109-117). Unless otherwise specified in this report, results are presented for the same 55 participating
Achieve 180 Program schools, including 2016—-2017 (Year 1 baseline), 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-
2020, as applicable. Typically, findings are grouped by school level (i.e., elementary, middle, high, or
combined-level) and the number of years of Achieve 180 Program participation for 3-year schools (n=43)
that participated from 2017-2018 to 2019-2020, two-year schools (n=10) schools that participated from
2018-2019 to 2019-2020, and one-year schools (n=2) schools that participated in either 2017-2018 (n=1)
or in 2019-2020 (n=1). Therefore, Achieve 180 Program and non-Achieve 180 results in this report will differ
from results presented in prior reports for these groups. The primary focuses of this report are on the changes
in performance and the differences or “gaps” between the performances of specified groups from pre-
program to post-program (based on when campuses participated). Performance trends are based on annual
school-level ratings or rates for all educators or students. Analyses of statistical significance of change in
performance ratings and rates are based on paired samples at the school-, educator-, or student-level.
Therefore, assessments of change (including statistical significance) may be based on a subsample of the
population used in the associated trend analysis.

References in this report to the 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Evaluation, Part A begin with “Part A” and
are not in bold print. Tables in the Highlights and Appendices identify the newly participating Achieve 180
Program schools in 2018-2019 or in 2019-2020 with asterisks. Schools that were not a Teacher and School
Leader (TSL) Grant participant in 2017—-2018 through 2019-2020 are identified with a caret (V).
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School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings (Scorecard) for school leaders are based on a scale ranging
from 1 (Ineffective) to 4 (Highly Effective) and are calculated following the end of each school year. Annual
Scorecard ratings for three-year, two-year, and one-year Achieve 180 Program schools with Scorecard data
and the statistically significant changes made from pre- to post-program (see arrows and asterisks where
applicable) for three-year and two-year participating schools are presented based on their years of program
participation (Figure 1). Asterisks identify a post-program rating that is statistically significantly different from
the associated pre-program rating. It was not possible to run this statistic for one school.

e The mean School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings for three-year and two-year Achieve 180
Program schools increased from pre-program (i.e., baseline) to post-program (i.e., last year of program
participation) (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Mean Achieve 180 Program School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings by the Number
of Years of Schools’ Program Participation, 2016—2017 through 2019-2020
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Sources: 2016—-2017 (10/23/2017), 2017-2018 (11/28/2018), 2018-2019 (11/12/2019), and 2019-2020 (11/16/2020)
Effective School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings

Notes: This figure presents one of two components used in the School Leader Appraisal System (SLAS), excludes
Coaching and Feedback rating, rounded to nearest tenth. Data were not available for Texas Connections
Academy Houston (TCAH), a virtual, online school and three-year program patrticipant or Victory Preparatory
South HS, a charter school and one-year (2017-2018) program participant. Data were available for one one-
year school, Wisdom HS, but not sufficient to assess statistical significance. *Indicates statistically
significantly difference (p<0.05) between post-program ratings and pre-program ratings. Statistical
significance was not assessed for groups smaller than five schools: one three-year combined-level, four two-
year elementary, one two-year combined-level, and one one-year high school. Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test
effect size r: small effect <0.3, moderate effect 0.3 - <0.5, large effect >= 0.5.
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The Scorecard rating increase was greater for the group of 10 two-year schools (1.2 points from 2017—
2018 (baseline) to 2019-2020 (Year 3)) than for the group of 42 three-year schools (0.9-point gain from
2016-2017 (baseline) to 2019-2020 (Year 3) (Figure 1, p. 24).

The mean Scorecard rating for the one one-year school decreased one point from pre-program 2018—
2019) to post-program (2019-2020) (Figure 1).

Wilcoxon results showed the Scorecard rating gains from pre-program to post-program are statistically
significant with a large program effect for both the three-year schools (z=4.824, p<0.01; effect size
r=0.53) and two-year schools (z=2.762, p< 0.01; effect size r=0.62). (See Appendix B, Tables B-1 and
B-2, pp. 118-120 for ratings by group and campus; Appendix B, Table B-3, p. 121 for statistical results
by group).

Annual School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings from pre- to post-program for participating schools
with Scorecard data are presented by school level for the Achieve 180 Program based on number of
years of program participation (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Mean Achieve 180 Program School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings by the Number of

Years of Schools’ Program Participation and School Level, 2016-2017 through 2019-2020

*Statistically significant increases.
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Sources: 2016-2017 (10/23/2017), 2017-2018 (11/28/2018), 2018-2019 (11/12/2019), and 2019-2020 (11/16/2020)
Effective School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings

Notes: This figure presents one of two components used in the School Leader Appraisal System (SLAS), excludes
Coaching and Feedback rating, rounded to nearest tenth. Data were not available for TCAH, a virtual, online
school and three-year program participant or Victory Preparatory South HS, a charter school and one-year
(2017-2018) program participant. Data were available for one one-year school, Wisdom HS, but not
sufficient to assess statistical significance. *Indicates statistically significantly difference (p<0.05) between
post-program ratings and pre-program ratings. Statistical significance was not assessed for groups smaller
than five schools: one three-year combined-level, four two-year elementary, one two-year combined-level,
and one one-year high school. Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test effect size r: small effect <0.3, moderate effect
0.3 - <0.5, large effect >= 0.5.

e The mean Achieve 180 Program Scorecard rating increased most for two-year elementary schools (1.7

points) from pre-program (2017—-2018 baseline) to post-program (2019-2020), followed by a 1.1-points
increase at three-year elementary schools (from the 2016—2017 baseline to 2019-2020 (Year 3)). In
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addition, the mean Scorecard ratings at three-year high schools increased 0.6 point and increased 0.8
point at two-year middle schools increased (Figure 2, p. 25).

The smallest groups of schools (one three-year combined-level, four two-year elementary, one two-year
combined-level, and one one-year high) were not of sufficient size to determine statistical significance
of their change from pre- to post-program; although, the two-year elementary schools’ gain (1.7 points)
was the largest of the gains (Figure 2).

Wilcoxon results showed, except three-year middle schools, all Achieve 180 Program groups of
sufficient size to assess statistical significance of Scorecard rating increases from pre-program to post-
program showed a significant result with a large program effect: three-year elementary (z=3.619, p<0.01;
effect size r=0.55) and high schools (z=2.646, p<0.01; effect size r=0.56) from 2016-2017 to 2019-
2020) and two-year middle schools (z=2.000, p<0.05; effect size r=0.53) from 2017-2018 to 2019-2020
(Figure 2; Appendix B, Table B-3, p. 121 for statistical results by group).

The mean Achieve 180 Program Scorecard rating decreased from baseline to post-program only for the
one-year high school (1.0 percentage point) (Figure 2).

School level (i.e., elementary, middle, high school) was found to influence the amount of change in
Scorecard ratings from pre-program to post-program (H(2)=7.172, p<0.05) (Kruskal-Wallis H test).
Elementary school leaders’ level of change ranked highest, followed by middle school leaders’, then,
high school leaders’ level of change, with a statistically significant difference between elementary and
high schools (p<0.05). (See Appendix B, Table B-3 for statistical results by group).

Figure 3. Mean School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings for Achieve 180 Program and

Comparison Non-Achieve 180 Schools by the Number of Years of Their Schools’
Program Participation, 2016-2017 through 2019-2020
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Effective School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings, and 2019-2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by
school)

Notes: This figure presents one of two components used in the School Leader Appraisal System (SLAS), excludes
Coaching and Feedback rating, rounded to the nearest tenth. Data were not available for TCAH, a virtual,
online school and three-year program participant or Victory Preparatory South HS, a charter school and one-
year (2017-2018) program participant. Data were available for one one-year school, Wisdom HS. All Non-
Achieve 180 schools are TEA comparison group schools in HISD and Title I, Part A schools. No appropriate
comparisons were listed for Bellfort ECC, Gregory-Lincoln PK-8, High School Ahead Academy MS, Liberty
HS, Montgomery ES, TCAH, Victory Preparatory South HS, and Yates HS.
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e The mean Scorecard ratings of school leaders increased more from pre-program to post-program at
three-year and two-year Achieve 180 Program schools (0.9 percentage point and 1.2 percentage points,
respectively) than at their comparison non-Achieve 180 Program schools (0.6 percentage point and 0.7
percentage point, respectively) (Figure 3, p. 26).

e Comparative analyses showed the gap in mean School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings between
three-year Achieve 180 Program schools and non-Achieve 180 Program schools narrowed 50 percent
from a pre-program gap of 0.6 point (2.5 Achieve 180 Program vs 3.1 non-Achieve 180 Program) to a
post-program gap of 0.3 point (3.4 Achieve 180 Program vs 3.7 non-Achieve 180 Program) (Figure 3).

e Additional comparative analyses between three-year Achieve 180 Program schools and Title I, Part A
non-Achieve 180 Program elementary, middle, high, and combined-level schools (with matched
comparison group schools) showed a gap reduction (elementary schools) and gap closures (middle and
high schools). For high schools, the mean post-program Achieve 180 Program School Leader Appraisal
Scorecard rating exceeded the mean rating of their non-Achieve 180 Program comparison schools by
0.1 point in 2019-2020 (Appendix B, Table B-1, p. 118-119).

e For two-year Achieve 180 Program schools and comparison Title I, Part A non-Achieve 180 Program
schools, the gap in mean School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings narrowed by 63 percent from a
pre-program gap of 0.8 point (2.3 Achieve 180 Program vs 3.1 non-Achieve 180 Program) to a post-
program gap of 0.3 point (3.5 Achieve 180 Program vs 3.8 non-Achieve 180 Program), a greater gap-
reduction than achieved by three-year program participants (Figure 3).

e Additional comparative analyses between two-year Achieve 180 Program schools and Title I, Part A
non-Achieve 180 Program elementary, middle, high, and combined-level schools (with matched
comparison schools) showed a gap reduction at middle schools, a gap closure at elementary schools,
and comparable ratings across the years at combined-level schools. For elementary schools, the mean
post-program Achieve 180 Program School Leader Appraisal Scorecard rating exceeded the mean
rating of their non-Achieve 180 Program comparison schools by 0.1 point in 2019-2020 (Appendix B,
Table B-2, p. 120).

e Both the one-year Achieve 180 Program high school and its Title I, Part A non-Achieve 180 Program
comparisons showed a decline in mean School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings from pre- to post-
program (from 3.0 to 2.0 points and 3.0 to 2.5 points, respectively, with no difference in their pre-program
School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings in 2018-2019 and a post-program gap of 0.5 point in 2019—
2020 (Figure 3) (Appendix B, Table B-2).

Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) ratings are based on a scale ranging from 1
(Ineffective) to 4 (Highly Effective). Based on cumulative, unduplicated numbers of full-time teachers who
taught in HISD at any time during the school year, in 2016-2017, 10,921 (68.5%) out of 15,952 HISD full-
time teachers had TADS summative ratings. The rate increased to 81.8 percent in 2017-2018 (11,047 out
of 13,511) and to 82.3 percent in 2018-2019 (10,570 out of 12,840), then declined to 80.3 percent in 2019—
2020 (10,237 out of 12,753). The 2019-2020 rate exceeded the 2016—2017 rate by 11.8 percentage points
(17%).
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Annual, combined percentages of teachers rated Highly Effective or Effective and percentage-point
changes from pre- to post-program proportions of effective teachers (see arrows) for three-year, two-
year, and one-year participating schools with TADS data are presented for Achieve 180 Program schools
by the number of years of program participation from 2016—2017 to 2019-2020 (Figure 4). Asterisks
identify a post-program rating that is statistically significantly different from the associated pre-program
rating (i.e., the change is not likely to have occurred by chance).

The percentage of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings for the group of 42 three-
year Achieve 180 Program schools increased 1.9 percentage points (from 81.0% in 2016-2017/pre-
program baseline to 82.9% in 2019-2020/post-program in Year 3) (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Percentages of Achieve 180 Program Teachers with Highly Effective or Effective Teacher

Appraisal and Development System (TADS) Ratings by Number of Years of Their
Schools’ Program Participation, 2016—2017 through 2019-2020
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Sources: SAP Weekly Report 2016—-2017 (8/15/2016 to 8/28/2017), 2017-2018 (8/14/2017 to 6/04/2018), 2018—
2019 (8/27/2018 to 6/03/2019), and 2019-2020 (8/12/2019 to 6/01/2020); TADS Tool 2016-2017
(10/23/2017), 2017-2018 (10/22/2018), 2018-2019 (12/04/2019), and 2019-2020 (11/06/2020); 2019-
2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by school)

Notes: Due to changes in the Student Performance component of TADS from 2016-2017 to 2019-2020,
comparisons are made with caution. No teachers at TCAH, a virtual, online, three-year program
participant, and Victory Preparatory South HS, a charter school and one-year program participant (2017—
2018) had TADS ratings. Data were available for one one-year school, Wisdom HS. Statistical

significance (p<0.05) was not assessed for groups smaller than five schools: one three-year combined-
level, four two-year elementary, one two-year combined-level, and one one-year high school.

Overall, the proportion of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings decreased both for
the group of 10 two-year Achieve 180 Program schools (2.0 percentage points from 79.5% in 2017—
2018/pre-program baseline to 77.5% in 2019-2020/post-program, Year 3) and for the one one-year
program school with TADS-rated teachers, Wisdom HS (0.3 percentage point from 94.7% in 2018-
2019/pre-program baseline to 94.4% in 2019-2020/post-program, Year 3) (Figure 4).

Changes in the proportion of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings from pre-program
to post-program were not statistically significant for either group. (See Appendix C, Table C-1 and C-
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2, pp. 122-125 for ratings by group and program campus; Appendix C, Table C-3, p. 126 for statistical
results by group).

By school level, annual rates of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings from pre- to
post-program for participating schools with TADS-rated teachers are presented for the Achieve 180
Program based on number of years of program participation (Figure 5).

Figure 5. Percentages of Achieve 180 Program Teachers with Highly Effective or Effective Teacher

Appraisal and Development System (TADS) Ratings by School Level and Number of
Years of Their Schools’ Program Participation, 2016-2017 through 2019-2020
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Notes: Due to changes in the Student Performance component of TADS from 2016-2017 to 2019-2020, comparisons

are made with caution. No teachers at TCAH, a virtual, online, three-year program patrticipant, and Victory
Preparatory South HS, a charter school and one-year program participant (2017-2018) had TADS ratings. Data
were available for one one-year school, Wisdom HS. Statistical significance (p<0.05) was not assessed for
groups smaller than five schools: one three-year combined-level, four two-year elementary, one two-year
combined-level, and one one-year high school.

The rate of Achieve 180 Program teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings increased
most from pre-program (baseline) to post-program at combined-level schools (three-year participants by
7.7 percentage points and two-year participants by 3.8 percentage points), followed three-year
elementary (2.3 percentage points) and three-year high (2.2 percentage points) and two-year
elementary schools (0.7 percentage point) (Figure 5).

The rate of Achieve 180 Program teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings decreased at
middle schools (three-year participants by 2.1 percentage points and two-year participants by 6.0
percentage points) and at the one-year high school (0.3 percentage point) from pre-program (baseline)
to post-program (Figure 5).
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The gains in the rates of Achieve 180 teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings were not
statistically significant for any participant group from pre-program (i.e., baseline) to post-program (i.e.,
last year of program participation) (Wilcoxon tests). (See Appendix C, Table C-3, p. 126, for statistical
results by group).

In addition, school level (i.e., elementary, middle, high school) was not found to influence the amount of
change in the proportion of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings from pre-program
to post-program (H(2)=0.558, p>0.05) (Kruskal-Wallis H test) (Appendix C, Table C-3).

The proportion of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings increased more at three-year
comparison non-Achieve 180 Program schools (2.3 percentage points) than at three-year Achieve 180
Program schools (1.9 percentage points) from pre-program (2016—2017) to (2019-2020) post-program,
expanding the gap (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Percentages of Teachers with Highly Effective or Effective Teacher Appraisal and

Development System (TADS) Ratings for Achieve 180 Program and Comparison Non-
Achieve 180 Schools by Number of Years of Their Schools’ Program Participation, 2016—
2017 through 2019-2020
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Sources: SAP Weekly Report 2016—2017 (8/15/2016 to 8/28/2017), 2017-2018 (8/14/2017 to 6/04/2018), 2018—

2019 (8/27/2018 to 6/03/2019), and 2019-2020 (8/12/2019 to 6/01/2020); TADS Tool 2016-2017
(10/23/2017), 2017-2018 (10/22/2018), 2018-2019 (12/04/2019), and 2019-2020 (11/06/2020); and 2019—
2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by school)

Notes: Due to changes in the Student Performance component of TADS from 2016—2017 to 2019-2020, comparisons

are made with caution. No teachers at TCAH, a virtual, online, three-year program participant, and Victory
Preparatory South HS, a charter school and one-year program participant (2017-2018) had TADS ratings. Data
were available for one one-year school, Wisdom HS. No appropriate Title | school comparisons were listed for
Bellfort ECC, Gregory-Lincoln PK-8, High School Ahead Academy MS, Liberty HS, Montgomery ES, TCAH,
Victory Preparatory South HS, and Yates HS.

The proportion of two-year teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings increased at non-
Achieve 180 Program schools (0.3 percentage point) and decreased at Achieve 180 Program schools
(2.0 percentage points) from pre-program (2017-2018) to (2019-2020) post-program, widening this gap
by 24 percent (from a pre-program gap of 9.5 percentage points (79.5 Achieve 180 Program vs 89.0
non-Achieve 180 Program) to a post-program gap of 11.8 percentage points (89.3 percent Achieve 180
Program vs 77.5 percent non-Achieve 180 Program) (Figure 6).

For three-year Achieve 180 Program schools and comparison non-Achieve 180 Program schools,
though both groups showed gains, the gap between them increased six percent in the proportion of
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teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings from a pre-program gap of 6.3 percentage points
(81.0 Achieve 180 Program vs 87.3 non-Achieve 180 Program) to a post-program gap of 6.7 percentage
points (82.9 percent Achieve 180 Program vs 89.6 percent non-Achieve 180 Program) (Figure 6, p. 30).

e Additional comparative analyses of elementary, middle, high, and combined-level schools (with matched
comparison schools) showed a gap reduction between Achieve 180 Program schools and comparison
Title I, Part A non-Achieve 180 Program schools from pre-program to post-program proportions of
teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS rating at three-year elementary schools (3.4 percentage
points from a pre-program gap of 11.8 to 8.4) and two-year combined-level school (3.8 percentage points
from a pre-program gap of 10.0 to 6.2) and the one-year high school (1.6 percentage points from a pre-
program gap of 2.1 to 0.5) (Appendix C, Table C-1 and C-2, pp. 122-125)

e The unfavorable trend of a widening gap between Achieve 180 Program and comparison schools in
proportions of teachers with Highly Effective and Effective TADS ratings included (but was not limited
to) three-year middle schools which had a pre-program rate that exceeded their comparison non-
Achieve 180 Program schools’ rate by 0.8 percentage point in 2016—2017. Gap increases ranged from
1.8 percentage points (two-year elementary) to 9.6 percentage points (three-year middle schools and
two-year middle schools) (Appendix C, Table C-1 and C-2).

e In 2016-2017 (pre-program), gaps between Achieve 180 Program schools and comparison schools in
the proportions of teachers with Highly Effective and Effective TADS ratings ranged from 0.8 (three-year
middle schools) to 11.8 (three-year elementary schools); by 2019-2020 (post-program), the gaps ranged
from 0.5 (one-year high school) and 6.6 (three-year high schools) to 19.2 (two-year middle schools)
(Appendix C, Table C-1 and C-2).

Mean annual student attendance rates, chronic absence rates, graduation rates, and percentage-point
changes from pre- to post-program rates (see arrows) are presented for three-year, two-year, and one-year
Achieve 180 Program schools. Statistically significant changes (where applicable) for three-year and two-
year participating schools (including by school and student group) are presented based on a sample of
students with paired (i.e., a pre- and post-program) rates (Figure 7, p. 32). An asterisk identifies a statistically
significant difference between paired pre-program and post-program ratings for the group. It was not possible
to run this statistic for the two one-year schools that participated in different years.

e The average student attendance rate for the group of 43 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools
increased 1.7 percentage points (from 93.8% in 2016—2017/pre-program baseline to 95.5% in 2019-
2020/post-program in Year 3) (Figure 7).

e Overall, the mean student attendance rate increased for the group of 10 two-year Achieve 180 Program
schools (1.6 percentage points from 94.7 percent in 2017-2018/pre-program baseline to 96.3 percent
in 2019-2020/post-program, Year 3) (Figure 7).

e Each of the two one-year program school’s student attendance rate also increased from pre-program to
post-program: 1.3 percentage points from 90.3 percent in 2016—-2017 pre-program baseline to 91.6
percent in 2017-2018 (post-program, Year 2) and 2.4 percentage points from 91.5 percent in 2018-
2019 (pre-program baseline) to 93.9 percent in 2019-2020 (post-program, Year 3) (Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Annual Attendance Rates of Achieve 180 Program Students by Number of Years of
Their Schools’ Program Participation, 2016-2017 through 2019-2020
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Notes: This figure is based on student-level data. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total

days in membership for the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation.
// at the Y-axis indicates the numbers are truncated to begin at 90.0. Statistical significance (p<0.05) was not
assessed for groups smaller than five schools: two three-year combined-level, four two-year elementary, one
two-year combined-level, and two ~one-year high schools (one school with 2016-2017 to 2017-2018 rates,
the other with 2018-2019 to 2019-2020 rates). *Indicates statistically significant difference (p<0.05) between
post-program ratings and pre-program ratings. Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test effect size r: small effect <0.3,
moderate effect 0.3 - <0.5, large effect >= 0.5.

Wilcoxon results showed paired mean post-program student attendance rates were statistically
significantly higher than pre-program rates, with a large program effect for both the 43 three-year schools
(z=5.04, p<0.01; effect size r=0.54) and 10 two-year schools (z=2.807, p<0.01, effect size r=0.63). There
were only two one-year schools, therefore, statistical significance of the change was not assessed. (See
Appendix D, Table D-1 and Table D-2, pp. 127-129, for rates by group and program campus and
Appendix D, Table D-3, p. 130, for statistical results by group.)

Annual student attendance rates from pre- to post-program are presented by school level for Achieve
180 Program schools based on their number of years of program participation in Figure 8 (p. 33). Each
year, the mean attendance rate at Achieve 180 Program schools declined as the school level increased
from elementary (mid-90’s) to middle (low to mid-90’s) to high school (high-80’s to low-90’s).

Achieve 180 Program students’ attendance rates increased most at three-year high schools from pre-
program (baseline) to post-program (3.5 percentage points), followed by the one-year high school
(Wisdom HS, 2.4 percentage points from 2018-2019 (pre-program baseline) to 2019-2020 (post-
program, Year 3)) and two-year middle schools (2.3 percentage points) (Figure 8).

Achieve 180 Program three-year combined-level schools (0.3 percentage point) and two-year and three-
year elementary schools (0.8 percentage point and 0.7 percentage point, respectively) showed the
smallest gains in student attendance rates from pre-program (baseline) to post-program when compared
to students at middle or high schools (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Annual Attendance Rates of Achieve 180 Program Students by School Level and Number
of Years of Their Schools’ Program Participation, 2016—2017 through 2019-2020
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Notes: This figure is based on student-level data. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to
total days in membership for the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation.
// at the Y-axis indicates the numbers are truncated to begin at 88.0. Statistical significance (p<0.05) was not
assessed for groups smaller than five schools: two three-year combined-level, four two-year elementary, one
two-year combined-level, and two “one-year high schools (one school with 2016—2017 to 2017—-2018 rates,
the other with 2018-2019 to 2019-2020 rates). *Indicates statistically significantly difference (p<0.05)
between post-program ratings and pre-program ratings for a paired student sample. Wilcoxon Signed Rank
Test effect size r: small effect <0.3, moderate effect 0.3 - <0.5, large effect >=0.5.

e Among groups of sufficient size to asses statistical significance of student attendance rate increases
from pre-program (baseline) to post-program (last year of program participation), statistically significant
results were found for three-year elementary and high school students (z=3.784, p<0.01; effect size
r=0.57 and z=2.934, p<0.01, effect size r=0.63, respectively) and two-year middle school students
(z=2.032, p<0.05, effect size r=0.64), using paired samples (Figure 8; Appendix D, Table D-3, p. 130 for
Wilcoxon statistical results by group).

e In addition, school level (i.e., elementary, middle, high school) was found to significantly influence the
amount of change made in student attendance rates from pre-program to post-program (H(2)=16.225,
p<0.01) (Kruskal-Wallis H test). The higher the school level, the greater the gain in the attendance rate.
Appendix D, Table D-3).

e The amount of change in student attendance from pre-program to post-program at high schools was
ranked highest, followed by middle schools and elementary schools, with a statistically significant
difference in the amount of change at Achieve 180 Program elementary schools versus high schools
(p<0.01) (Appendix D, Table D-3).

e For the 43 three-year and 10 two-year schools, additional student-level analyses were conducted to
determine the proportions of schools that had more students to show growth (Gains), more students to
show no notable change (Ties), or more students to show declines (Losses) in their attendance rates
during their school’'s three-year or two-year Achieve 180 Program participation. Analyses were
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conducted for All Students, Race/Ethnicity, Economically Disadvantaged, English Learners, and
Students with Disabilities (SWD) student groups.

For All Students, higher percentages of schools had more students with attendance rate gains by the
end of their school’s three-year (56%) or two-year (90%) Achieve 180 Program participation than the
proportions of schools with more students whose rates either declined (42% and 10%, respectively) or
remained constant (2% and none, respectively). For three-year schools, this represented only a six
percentage-point difference in the proportions of schools that had more students to show attendance
rate losses vs students to show gains (Figure 9) (Appendix D, Table D-4, p. 131).

Figure 9. Percentage of Achieve 180 Program Schools by the Type of Change that More Students

Made in Their Attendance Rates and the Number of Years of Their Schools’ Program
Participation by Student Group
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Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—2017, 2017—-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in
membership for the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. Analyses were not
assessed for groups smaller than five schools: two-year schools - Asian/Pacific Islanders; three- and two-year schools
- Native Americans; and two-year schools - students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities.

Except for Two or More Races/Ethnicities and White students at three-year Achieve 180 Program
schools, across student subgroups and the number of years of school program participation, the largest
proportions of schools had more students of each subgroup show gains in their attendance rates (than
no change or losses) by the end of their school’s three-year program participation (ranging from 56% of
the schools of English Learners to 70% of the schools of Economically Disadvantaged students) (Figure
9) (Appendix D, Table D-4).

For schools with two years of program participation, the proportions of schools with more students of
each subgroup to show gains in their attendance rates (than no change or losses) ranged from English
Learners at 70 percent of schools to 90 percent of the schools of Black/African American students, 90
percent of the schools of Economically Disadvantaged students, and 90 percent of the schools of
Students with Disabilities (Figure 9) (Appendix D, Table D-4).

For students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities at three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, the largest
proportion (60%) of schools had more students show attendance rate losses (than gains or no change)
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and the other 40 percent of their schools had more students show lower or stagnant attendance rates
(20% each) at the end of their program participation (Figure 9, p. 34) (Appendix D, Table D-4, p. 131).

For White students at three-year program schools, equal proportions of their schools (46%) had more
White students show attendance rate gains (than no change or losses) and another 46 percent of their
schools had more White students show losses (than gains or no change) in their attendance rates from
pre-to post-program (Figure 9) (Appendix D, Table D-4).

Aside from the All Students group with more attendance rate declines (than gains or no changes) at 42
percent of their three-year program schools and students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities with more
attendance rate declines (than gains or no changes) at 60 percent of their three-year program schools,
the next largest proportions of schools with more students to show attendance rate declines (vs no
change or gains) by the end of three years of program participation were White students at 46 percent
of their schools and English Learners at 40 percent of the schools they attended) (Figure 9) (Appendix
D, Table D-4).

The smallest groups of schools comprised schools with more Students with Disabilities (SWD) or more
Economically Disadvantage students to show a decline in attendance rates (than no change or gains).
This occurred at 26 percent of three-year schools with SWD and at 28 percent of three-year schools
with Economically Disadvantaged students in addition to 10 percent of two-year schools with SWD and
10 percent of two-year schools with Economically Disadvantaged (Figure 9) (Appendix D, Table D-4).

Furthermore, of the 31 three-year schools with statistically significant pre- to post-program changes in
their attendance rates, Wilcoxon results showed 39 percent (n=12) had statistically significant gains and
58 percent (n=18) had statistically significant losses in attendance rates (Appendix D, Table D-5, p.
132).

Additional results showed some pre- to post-program gains in student attendance rates at three-year
Achieve 180 Program schools were statistically significant (p<0.05) among all the subgroups assessed
except Asian/Pacific Islander students and students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities. Of the statistically
significant changes in attendance rates, the gains ranged from 30 percent of Black/African American
students’ schools (n=6 of 20) and Students’ with Disabilities schools (n=3 of 10) to 42 percent of the
English Learners’ schools (n=11 of 26) (Appendix D, Table D-5).

Of the losses in student attendance rates at three-year schools, the proportions of schools with
statistically significant losses ranged from 33 percent of schools for White students to 70 percent of
schools for Students with Disabilities (Appendix D, Table D-5).

Of the seven two-year schools with statistically significant pre- to post-program changes in their
attendance rates, Wilcoxon results showed 14 percent (n=1) had statistically significant gains and 86
percent (n=6) had statistically significant losses in attendance rates (Appendix D, Table D-5).

For two-year Achieve 180 Program schools that had statistically significant pre- to post-program
changes in student attendance rates, the gains were statistically significant (p<0.05) only among
Hispanic students at 33 percent of these schools (n=2 of 6) (Appendix D, Table D-5).

The pre- to post-program losses in student attendance rates at some two-year Achieve 180 Program
schools were statistically significant (p<0.05) among the subgroups assessed (except White students).
Of the schools with statistically significant changes, the proportions of schools with statistically significant
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losses ranged from 67 percent of Hispanic students’ schools (n=4 of 6) to 100 percent of Black/African
American students’ schools (n=4) Economically Disadvantaged students’ schools (n=7), and Students’
with Disabilities schools (n=6) with statistically significant rate changes from pre- to post-program
(Appendix D, Table D-5).

See Wilcoxon statistical results for changes in attendance rates by student group for three-year schools
(Appendix D, Table D-6 pp. 133-147) and two-year schools (Appendix D, Table D-7 pp. 148-151).

See Appendix D, Table D-8, p. 152 for Wilcoxon statistical results for changes in attendance rates by
student group for one-year schools.

Student attendance rates increased more at three-year, two-year, and one-year Achieve 180 Program
schools (1.7, 1.6 and 2.4 percentage points, respectively) than at their comparison non-Achieve 180
Program schools (1.1, 0.7, and 1.8 percentage points, respectively) from pre-program to post-program,
narrowing the attendance gaps (Figure 10).

Figure 10. Student Attendance Rates for Achieve 180 Program and Comparison Non-Achieve 180

Schools by Number of Years of Schools’ Program Participation, 2016—2017 through
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in membership for the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation.  af'the Y-
axis indicates the numbers are truncated to begin at 90.0. MIndicates two one-year high schools (one school with
2016-2017 to 2017-2018 rates, the other with 2018-2019 to 2019-2020 rates). No appropriate comparisons
were listed for Bellfort ECC, Gregory-Lincoln PK-8, High School Ahead Academy MS, Liberty HS, Montgomery
ES, TCAH, Victory Preparatory South HS, and Yates HS.

Comparative analyses showed the gap in student attendance rates between three-year Achieve 180
Program schools and comparison non-Achieve 180 Program schools decreased 55 percent from a pre-
program gap of 1.1 percentage points (93.8% vs 94.9%, respectively) to a post-program gap of 0.5
percentage point (95.5% vs 96.0%, respectively) (Figure 10).
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e Comparative analyses showed the gap in student attendance rates between two-year Achieve 180
Program schools and comparison non-Achieve 180 Program schools decreased 64 percent from a pre-
program gap of 1.4 percentage points (94.7% vs 96.1%, respectively) to a post-program gap of 0.5
percentage point (96.3% vs 96.8%, respectively) (Figure 10, p. 36).

e Comparative analyses showed the gap in student attendance rates between the one-year Achieve 180
Program school and comparison non-Achieve 180 Program schools decreased 60 percent from a pre-
program gap of 1.0 percentage point (91.5% vs 92.5%, respectively) to a post-program gap of 0.4
percentage point (94.3% vs 93.9%, respectively) (Figure 10).

e Additional comparative analyses of elementary, middle, high, and combined-level schools (with matched
comparison schools) showed a gap closure (two-year combined schools) or reduction between Achieve
180 Program schools and comparison Title I, Part A non-Achieve 180 Program schools in student
attendance rates from a pre-program to post-program for all school levels assessed at the three-year,
two-year, and one-year schools. Gap reductions ranged from 0.1 percentage point (three-year
elementary schools) to 1.3 percentage points (three-year high schools) (Appendix D, Table D-1 and D-
2, pp. 127-129).

e The average annual chronic absence rate for the group of 43 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools
decreased 6.5 percentage points (from 15.7 percentin 2016—2017 (pre-program baseline) to 9.2 percent
in 2019-2020 (post-program in Year 3) (Figure 11) (Appendix D, Table D-9, pp. 153-154).

e Overall, the student chronic absence rate decreased for the group of 10 two-year Achieve 180 Program
schools (5.6 percentage points from 11.6 percent in 2017—2018/pre-program baseline to 6.0 percent in
2019-2020 (post-program, Year 3) (Figure 11).

Figure 11. Annual Chronic Absence Rates of Achieve 180 Program Students by Number of
Years of Their Schools’ Program Participation, 2016—-2017 through 2019-2020

@ 60.0
§ *Statistically significant decreases.
(]
(8]
c = 40.0
03 24.4 24.3 23.7
=< 164 B
L 20.0 15.7 : -0.1 15.9 % 14.2
S — 11.6 pts. 9.8 9.2 6 0*
£ S E— e e S -5:6-1:95
O 0.0 \\% pts.
' 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
EThree-Year 15.7 16.4 15.9 9.2*
OTwo-Year - 11.6 9.8 6.0%
OOne-Year® "24.4 24.3 "23.7 14.2
Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019—
2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data. The chronic absence rate is the total number of students absent 10 percent
or more of school days they are enrolled in the campus divided by the total number of students in membership
in the campus 83% or more of the school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. Statistical
significance (p<0.05) was not assessed for groups smaller than five schools: two three-year combined-level,
four two-year elementary, one two-year combined-level, and two “one-year high schools (one school with
2016-2017 to 2017-2018 rates, the other with 2018-2019 to 2019-2020 rates). *Indicates statistically
significantly difference (p<0.05) between post-program ratings and pre-program ratings.
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Each of the two one-year program schools’ chronic absence rates also decreased from pre-program to
post-program: Victory Preparatory HS South (0.1 percentage point from 24.4% in 2016-2017 (pre-
program baseline) to 24.3% in 2017-2018 (post-program, Year 2) and Wisdom HS (9.5 percentage
points from 23.7% in 2018—2019 (pre-program baseline) to 14.2% in 2019—-2020 (post-program, Year 3)
(Figure 11, p. 37) (Appendix D, Table D-10, p. 155).

Wilcoxon results showed the post-program chronic student absence rates were statistically significantly
lower than pre-program rates, with a large program effect for both the three-year schools (z=-5.102,
p<0.01; effect size r=0.55) and two-year schools (z=-2.803 p<0.01, effect size r=0.63). There were only
two one-year schools, therefore, statistical significance of the change was not assessed. (See Appendix
D, Table D-9, pp. 53-54, and Table D-10 for rates by group and program campus and Appendix D,
Table D-3, p. 130, for statistical results by group.)

Annual chronic absence rates from pre- to post-program are presented by school level for Achieve 180
Program schools based on their number of years of program participation (Figure 12).

Figure 12. Annual Chronic Absence Rates of Achieve 180 Program Students by School Level and

Mean
Chronic Absence Rate

Number of Years of Their Schools’ Program Participation, 2016-2017 through 2019-2020
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Notes: This is based on student-level data. The chronic absence rate is the total number of students absent 10 percent

or more of school days they are enrolled in the campus divided by the total number of students in membership
in the campus 83% or more of the school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. Statistical
significance (p<0.05) was not assessed for groups smaller than five schools: two three-year combined-level,
four two-year elementary, one two-year combined-level, and two “one-year high schools (one school with
2016-2017 to 2017-2018 rates, the other with 2018-2019 to 2019-2020 rates). *Indicates statistically
significantly difference (p<0.05) between post-program ratings and pre-program ratings for a paired student
sample.

Achieve 180 Program students’ chronic absence rates decreased most at three-year high schools from
pre-program (baseline) to post-program (13.5 percentage points), followed by the one-year high school
(Wisdom HS, 9.5 percentage points from 2018-2019 to 2019-2020), two-year middle schools (8.5
percentage points) (Figure 12).
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Achieve 180 Program three-year elementary schools (2.9 percentage points), three-year combined-level
schools (1.8 percentage points), and one-year high school (Victory Preparatory South HS, 0.1
percentage point from 2016—2017/pre-program, and 2017-2018/post-program) showed the smallest
declines in chronic absence rates from pre-program (baseline) to post-program when compared to
students at other program schools (Figure 12, p. 38).

For groups of sufficient size to assess the statistical significance of chronic absence rate increases from
pre-program (i.e., baseline) to post-program (i.e., last year of program participation), statistically
significant results were found for three-year elementary and high school students (z=-4.059, p<0.01;
effect size r=0.61 and z=-2.936, p<0.01, effect size r=0.63, respectively) and two-year middle school
students (z=-2.023, p<0.05, effect size r=0.64) (Figure 12 and Appendix D, Table D-3, p. 130 for
Wilcoxon statistical results by group).

In addition, school level (i.e., elementary, middle, high school) was found to significantly influence the
amount of change made in student chronic absence rates from pre-program to post-program
(H(2)=19.419, p<0.01) (Kruskal-Wallis H test) (Appendix D, Table D-3).

The amount of change in chronic absence rates from pre-program to post-program at high schools was
ranked highest, followed by middle schools and elementary schools, with statistically significant
differences in the amount of change that occurred at Achieve 180 Program elementary versus high
schools (p<0.01) and at Achieve 180 Program middle versus high schools (p<0.05). (See Appendix D,
Table D-9 and Table D-10, pp. 153-155, for ratings by group and program campus and Appendix D,
Table D-3 for statistical results).

Figure 13. Annual Chronic Absence Rates for Achieve 180 Program and Comparison Non-Achieve

180 Schools by Number of Years of Their Schools’ Program Participation, 2016-2017
through 2019-2020
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Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019—- 2020
Notes: This is based on student-level data. The chronic absence rate is the total number of students absent 10 percent or

more of school days they are enrolled in the campus divided by the total number of students in membership in the
campus 83% or more of the school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. "Two one-year high
schools (one school with 2016-2017 to 2017-2018 rates, the other with 2018-2019 to 2019-2020 rates). No
appropriate comparisons were listed for Bellfort ECC, Gregory-Lincoln PK-8, High School Ahead Academy MS,
Liberty HS, Montgomery ES, TCAH, Victory Preparatory South HS (2017-2018 one-year school), and Yates HS.
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e Students’ chronic absence rates improved more at three-year, two-year, and one-year Achieve 180
Program schools (6.5, 5.6, and 9.5 percentage points, respectively) than at their comparison non-
Achieve 180 Program schools (3.4, 2.7, and 7.7 percentage points, respectively) from pre-program to
post-program (Figure 13, p. 39).

e Achieve 180 Program gains narrowed the chronic absence gap between their three-year and their
comparison schools by 55 percent (from 5.6 to 2.5 percentage points), between two-year schools and
their comparison schools by 59 percent (from 4.9 to 2.0 percentage points), and between one one-year
Achieve 180 Program school and its comparison non-Achieve 180 schools by 46 percent from 3.9 t0 2.1
percentage points from pre-program in 2018-2019 to post-program in 2019-2020 (Figure 13).

¢ Additional comparative analyses of elementary, middle, high, and combined-level schools (with matched
comparison schools) showed gap reductions in chronic absence rates between Achieve 180 Program
schools and comparison Title I, Part A non-Achieve 180 Program schools from pre-program to post-
program rates at the three-year, two-year, and one-year schools assessed. Gap reductions at three-
year schools ranged from 1.3 percentage points (middle schools) to 4.9 percentage points (high
schools), at two-year schools ranged from 1.4 percentage points (elementary schools) to 3.5 percentage
points (middle schools) and showed a 1.8 percentage-point gap reduction at one-year high schools
(Appendix D, Table D-9 and Table D-10, pp. 153-155).

Graduation rates are lagging indicators that become available a year following each cohort’s graduation. For
Achieve 180 Program graduates in high schools and combined-level schools, four-year graduation rates
were available for the Class of 2017 (pre-program) through the Class of 2019 and five-year graduation data
were available for the Class of 2017 (2016-2017) through the Class of 2018. Within these years, annual
graduation rates and percentage-point changes (see arrows) are presented for 12 three-year and two one-
year Achieve 180 Program schools. There were no two-year program schools with high school-level
participants. Post-program results were available for one one-year 2017-2018 participant, but not for the
one-year 2019-2020 school (i.e., Class of 2020 for four-year rate and Class of 2021 for five-year rates). An
asterisk identifies a statistically significant change (where applicable) for three-year and two-year
participating schools based on a sample of students with paired (i.e., a pre- and post-program) rates. It was
not possible to run this statistic for the two one-year schools that participated in different years.

e For the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program combined-level and high schools, the mean four-year
graduation rate at baseline (Class of 2017) increased 0.1 percentage point after the first year of the
program (Class 2018) and achieved an overall increase of 1.5 percentage points after the program’s
second year (Class of 2019) (Figure 14, p. 41). Post-program rates for the Class of 2020 are pending
(Appendix E, Table E-1, p. 157).

e Results for a one-year school, Victory Preparatory South HS (2017-2018 participant), showed a 25.9

percentage-point gain in its four-year graduation rate from baseline rate (Class of 2017) to post-program
(Class of 2018) (Figure 14) (Appendix E, Table E-1).
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Figure 14. Four-Year Grauation Rates of Achieve 180 Program Students by Number of Years of
Their Schools’ Program Participation, Class of 2017 through Class of 2019

*Statistically significant increase.
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Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 8/6/2018; TEA, Confidential
Class of 2018 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/6/2019; TEA, Confidential Class of 2019 Four-
Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020
Notes: For state accountability four-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,310 was used for the
HISD Class of 2017, a class size of 12,889 was used for the HISD Class of 2018, and a class size of
12,997 was used for the HISD Class of 2019. Data are presented for one one-year high school (Class of
2017 (pre) and Class of 2018 (post). Only the baseline four-year graduation rate (Class of 2019) was
available for the other one-year 2019-2020 school (not presented).

e Chi-Square results showed the change in four-year graduation rates, while favorable for the three-year
Achieve 180 Program schools, the post-program rate was not statistically significantly higher than the
pre-program rates (chi square(1)=1.88, p>0.05). Post-program data are pending for these schools. (See
Appendix E, Table E-2, p. 158-162 for rates by group and campus.)

e Four-year graduation rates increased for All Students and for each student group assessed from pre-
program (Class of 2017) to the second year of the program (Class of 2019), except for Black/African
American students who showed a 1.0 percentage point decline (Figure 15, p. 42).

e The gain in the four-year graduation rate was statistically significant (p<0.01) for White students from
pre-program (Class of 2017) to the second year of the program (Class of 2019) (Figure 15).

e Four-year graduation rate increases for the assessed student groups ranged from students of Two or
More Races/Ethnicities (0.3 percentage point) to Native American students (35.1 percentage points)
(Figure 15).

e Four-year graduation rates increased from pre-program (Class of 2017) to the second year of the
program (Class of 2019) for the three student groups assessed here, most for English Learners and
least for Students with Disabilities (SWD): Economically Disadvantaged students (1.2 percentage
points), English Learners (1.6 percentage points), and SWD (0.8 percentage point) (Figure 15).
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Figure 15. Achieve 180 Program Schools Four-Year Graduation Rates by Student Group
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Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 8/6/2018; TEA, Confidential Class

of 2018 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/6/2019; TEA, Confidential Class of 2019 Four-Year
Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020

Note: For state accountability four-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,310 was used for the HISD

Class of 2017 completion and a class size of 12,997 was used for the HISD Class of 2019. Results are not
reported for groups of fewer than five students.

Achieve 180 Program four-year graduation rates by school and student group

Of the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, 33.3 percent of schools (n=4) showed an increase
in the four-year graduation rate for All Students (Figure 16, p. 43). Additional results showed All
Students’ rate increases ranged from 0.8 percentage point to 10.6 percentage points, with statistically
significant gains (p<0.05) at two schools. The remaining 66.7 percent of schools (n=8) showed a decline,
ranging from 0.1 percentage point to 6.3 percentage points from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2019
(Appendix E, Table E-2, p. 158-162).

Of the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools with Black/African American students, 41.7 percent
of schools (n=5) showed an increase in the four-year graduation rate of these students, ranging from
1.3 percentage points to 15.8 percentage points (with statistically significant gains (p<0.05) at one
school), while another 50.0 percent of schools (n=6) showed a decline, ranging from 4.1 percentage
points to 18.0 percentage points, and one school’s rate remained constant with no graduates, after two
years of the program from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2019 (Appendix E, Table E-2).

At the one three-year Achieve 180 Program school with Native American students, there was a 22.5
percentage-point increase in the four-year graduation rate of these students, after two years of the
program from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2019 (Appendix E, Table E-2).

At the one three-year Achieve 180 Program school with students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities,
there was a 1.0 percentage-point increase in these students’ four-year graduation rate, after two years
of the program from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2019 (Appendix E, Table E-2).
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Figure 16. Proportion of Achieve 180 Program Schools with Four-Year Graduation Rate-Increases by
Student Group
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Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 8/6/2018; TEA, Confidential Class
of 2018 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/6/2019; TEA, Confidential Class of 2019 Four-Year
Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020

Notes: For state accountability four-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,310 was used for the HISD

Class of 2017 completion and a class size of 12,997 was used for the HISD Class of 2019. Results are not
reported for groups of fewer than five students. Only one campus had at least five Native American students
and one campus had at least five students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities; therefore, the results are reported
in bullets immediately preceding this graph.

e Ofthe three three-year Achieve 180 Program schools with pre- and post-program rates for Asian/Pacific
Islander students, 66.7 percent (n=2) showed an increase in these students’ four-year graduation rate
(4.4 percentage points and 10.0 percentage points, respectively) while the other school (33.3 percent)
showed a 4.7 percentage-point decline, after two years of the program from the Class of 2017 to the
Class of 2019 (Appendix E, Table E-2, p. 158-162).

e Of the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools with Hispanic students, 50.0 percent (n=6) showed
an increase in the four-year graduation rate of Hispanic students, ranging from 0.5 percentage point to
15.1 percentage points (with statistically significant gains (p<0.05) at one school), while the remaining
50.0 percent of the schools showed a decline, ranging from 0.2 percentage point to 16.6 percentage
points, after two years of the program from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2019 (Appendix E, Table
E-2).

e Of the three three-year Achieve 180 Program schools with pre- and post-program rates for White
students, 66.7 percent of schools (n=2) showed an increase in White students’ four-year graduation rate
(statistically significant (p<0.05) 8.5 percentage points and 45.5 percentage points, respectively) while
the other school (33.3 percent) showed a 24.4 percentage-point decline, after two years of the program
from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2019 (Appendix E, Table E-2).

e After two years of the program, of the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, 41.7 percent of the
schools (n=5) showed an increase in the four-year graduation rate of Economically Disadvantaged
students, ranging from 0.9 percentage point to 14.3 percentage points (with statistically significant gains
(p<0.05) at two schools). The remaining 58.3 percent of schools showed a decline in these students’
four-year graduation, ranging from 0.4 percentage point to 5.1 percentage points from the Class of 2017
to the Class of 2019 (Appendix E, Table E-2).
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e After two years of the program, of the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, 66.7 percent (n=8)
showed an increase in the four-year graduation rate of English Learners, ranging from 2.6 percentage
points to 38.9 percentage points. The remaining 33.3 percent of schools showed a decline in these
students’ four-year graduation, ranging from 0.2 percentage point to 9.1 percentage points from the
Class of 2017 to the Class of 2019 (Appendix E, Table E-2, p. 158-162).

e After two years of the program, of the 11 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, 45.5 percent (n=5)
showed an increase in the four-year graduation rate of SWD, ranging from 2.8 percentage points to 28.9
percentage points (with a statistically significant gain (p<0.05) at one school). The remaining 54.5
percent of schools showed a decline in these students’ four-year graduation, ranging from 1.1
percentage points to 18.6 percentage points from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2019 (Appendix E,
Table E-2).

e Atthe one-year school with pre- and post-program data available, an increase in the four-year graduation
rate was found for all groups with five or more students (All Students, 25.9 percentage points;
Black/African American students, 22.1 percentage points; Hispanic students, 24.8 percentage points;
Economically Disadvantaged students, 23.8 percentage points; and English Learners, 51.4 percentage
points), with statistically significant increases (p<0.05) found for all groups except the English Learners
from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2018 (Appendix E, Table E-3, p. 163).

¢ While the mean four-year graduation rate increased 1.5 percentage points for three-year Achieve 180
Program schools, it decreased 0.1 percentage point at their comparison non-Achieve 180 Program
schools, narrowing the gap by 9.7 percent from 16.5 to 14.9 percentage points, from pre-program (Class
of 2017) to post-program (Class of 2019) (Figure 17) (Appendix E, Table E-1, p. 157).

Figure 17. Annual Four-Year Graduation Rates for Three-year Achieve 180 Program and
Comparison Non-Achieve 180 Schools, Class of 2017 through Class of 2019
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Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 8/6/2018; TEA, Confidential
Class of 2018 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/6/2019; TEA, Confidential Class of 2019 Four-
Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020
Notes: For state accountability four-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,310 was used for the
HISD Class of 2017, a class size of 12,889 was used for the HISD Class of 2018, and a class size of 12,997
was used for the HISD Class of 2019. No appropriate comparisons were listed for Liberty HS, TCAH, Victory
Preparatory South HS, and Yates HS. Only the baseline four-year graduation rate of 62.3 (Class of 2019)
was available for the other one-year 2019-2020 program school and its comparisons’ rate of 87.0 (not
presented in graph).

HISD Research and Accountability 44




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Results are not presented for the one-year 2017-2018 Achieve 180 Program school which had no
comparison group schools or for the 2019-2020 program participant because its post-program four-year
graduation rates are pending for the Class of 2020.

At baseline (Class of 2017), the mean five-year graduation rate for the 12 three-year schools in the
Achieve 180 Program was 0.9 percentage point higher than the rate following the first year of the
program (Class of 2018) (Figure 18). Additional results are pending. (For school-level results, see
Appendix E, Table E-4, p. 164.)

Five-year graduation results were available only for the two one-year school, Victory Preparatory South
HS (2017-2018 participant), showing a 7.3 percentage-point increase in the five-year graduation rate
from its baseline rate (Class of 2017) to its post-program rate (Class of 2018) (Figure 18).

Figure 18. Five-Year Grauation Rates of Achieve 180 Program Students by Number of Years of

Their Schools’ Program Participation, Class of 2017 and Class of 2018
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Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, updated on 6/6/2019; TEA,
Confidential Class of 2018 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020

Notes: For state accountability five-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,204 was used for HISD
Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,789 was used for HISD Class of 2018.

The five-year graduation rates decreased from pre-program (Class of 2017) to one year after the
program began (Class of 2018) for all race/ethnic groups assessed, except for Asian/Pacific Islander
(5.1 p-point gain) and White (1.0 p-point gain) students (Figure 19, p. 46).

Decreases in five-year graduation rates from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2018 ranged from 0.9
percentage point (All Students) and 1.1 percentage points (Hispanic students) to 10.4 percentage points
(students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities) (Figure 19).

Five-year graduation rates increased for Economically Disadvantaged students (0.1 p-point gain) from
pre-program (Class of 2017) to after the first year of the program (Class of 2018), while rates decreased
for English Learners (1.3 percentage points) and SWD (1.7 percentage points) (Figure 19).
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Figure 19. Annual Five-Year Rates for Achieve 180 Program Schools by Student Group, Class of
2017 and Class of 2018

mEClass of 2017 @DClass of 2018

100.0 79.2 9.7 81.1
o 800 730721 7.4 : 70.869.7 ——70.7 73.773.8 70.869.1
IS 64.665.6
@ 60.0 56.154.8
§ S 40.0
= g 20.0
g .
O 0.0
. . . 0 .
\\PQ' & & @\’Z’(\ \%Q(b & & & &’\\\
\\"0\ & ?50 ~“\\c’\ NS Q}(\ &fb ~Q\'0 O,\G)fb
Y . o{b(\ @0 ’b‘o\ Qf.)\ ~\G_;b ~\\% ‘\\\Q
& L { & Q ® S
\s . \'DQ QJQ‘ Q}\% < (,\@
O (2 N - ()
O Ve QO N\ &
d 0§ 0006‘ S
<P <&

Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, updated on 6/6/2019; TEA,
Confidential Class of 2018 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020
Note: For state accountability five-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,204 was used for HISD
Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,789 was used for HISD Class of 2018. Results are not reported for
groups of fewer than five students.

Achieve 180 Program five-year graduation rates by school and student group
e Of the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, the increase in the five-year graduation rate was
statistically significant (p<0.05) for Economically Disadvantaged students at one school from the Class
of 2017 to the Class of 2018 (Appendix E, Table E-5, p. 165-169).

e Of the 12 three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, the increase in the five-year graduation rate was
statistically significant (p<0.05) for Students with Disabilities at two schools from the Class of 2017 to
the Class of 2018 (Appendix E, Table E-5).

One-year Achieve 180 Program School by Student Group

e Atthe one-year school with pre- and post-program data available, an increase in the five-year graduation
rate was found for all groups with five or more students (All Students, 7.3 percentage points;
Black/African American students, 0.6 percentage point; Hispanic students, 7.0 percentage points;
Economically Disadvantaged students, 12.3 percentage points; and English Learners, 11.4 percentage
points), with the only statistically significant increase (p<0.05) found for Economically Disadvantaged
students from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2018 (Appendix E, Table E-6, p. 170).

e Appendix E Table E-5 and Table E-6 provide Achieve 180 Program school-level five-year graduation
Chi-Square results by school and student group.

Differences between Achieve 180 Program and non-Achieve 180 Program comparison schools.
e At three-year Achieve 180 Program schools, the mean five-year graduation rate decreased 0.9
percentage point from pre-program (Class of 2017) to the Class of 2018 in Year 2, while it increased 0.3
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percentage point at their comparison non-Achieve 180 Program schools and widened the gap by 9.5
percent from 12.6 to 13.8 percentage points (Figure 20).

¢ No comparison school data were available for one one-year Achieve 180 Program schools (Figure 20).

Figure 20. Annual Five-Year Rates for Achieve 180 Program and Comparison Non-Achieve 180
Schools by Number of Years of Their Schools’ Program Participation, Class of 2017 and
Class of 2018
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Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, updated on 6/6/2019; TEA,
Confidential Class of 2018 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020
Note: For state accountability five-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,204 was used for HISD
Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,789 was used for HISD Class of 2018. No appropriate comparisons
were listed for Liberty HS, TCAH, Victory Preparatory South HS, and Yates HS.

To measure the impact of the Achieve 180 Program'’s students’ performance on 2019-2020 District-level
Assessments (DLA) in English language arts (ELA) and mathematics, Achieve 180 Program (treatment)
students were matched with non-Achieve 180 Program (control) students of similar background
characteristics from TEA comparison group schools that were also Title |, Part A schools (Appendix A, Table
A-3, pp. 100-102). The student characteristics used to create the similar groups included 2019 State of
Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) performance, gender, gifted/talented, disability,
economic disadvantage, and at-risk status. Students were matched to increase the likelihood that the groups
were comparable (aside from program participation status). This allowed for measurement of the program’s
effects at Achieve 180 Program schools. The (baseline) before-matching results include all students in the
respective groups. After-matching results include only the matched students. The difference between the
groups’ (treatment vs control) before matching performance vs after matching performance provides an
estimate of the program’s impact on the treated group’s performance.

e The levels of balance between the Achieve 180 Program and non-Achieve 180 Program groups’
background characteristics were assessed before and after matching, with more balance found for four
(67%) of the six background factors after matching than before matching students for analyses of
program impact on their ELA and mathematics scores (Figure 21, p. 48, Figure 22, p. 49, and Figure
23, p. 50) (Appendix F, Table F-1, p. 171).
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e For the ELA analyses (Figure 21), smaller differences in the background characteristics between the
Achieve 180 Program (treatment) and non-Achieve 180 Program (control) groups were apparent after
matching than before matching the students on gender (0.1 percentage point after vs 1.1 percentage
points before), Students with Disabilities (0.6 percentage point after vs 1.4 percentage points before),
and at risk (0.3 percentage point after vs 0.7 percentage point before).

Figure 21. Student Matching Results for Achieve 180 Program and Comparison Non-Achieve 180
School Students by Background Characteristic for DLA English Language Arts Analyses
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; TEA-ETS summary report, January 2021, TEA-ETS 2020 Student Data Files

Note: Propensity score matching with replacement was used to match students on the identified background
characteristics, including their prior State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR)
performance in the related subject area for students in grades 3-8 and STAAR EOC exams for high
school students (excludes STAAR Alt. 2 Tests).

e For ELA analyses, differences increased between the treatment and control groups after matching vs
before matching for Gifted/Talented status (2.0 percentage points vs 1.8 percentage points before
matching) and Economically Disadvantaged status (0.7 percentage point after matching vs 0.2
percentage point before matching) (Figure 21).

e After matching for ELA analyses, the greatest differences between the Achieve 180 Program (treatment)
and non-Achieve 180 Program (control) groups’ background characteristics were in the proportions of
Gifted/Talented students (2.0 percentage points greater for non-Achieve 180 Program students) and
Economically Disadvantaged students (0.7 percentage point greater for non-Achieve 180 Program
students) (Figure 21).

e For the mathematics analyses (Figure 22, p. 49), smaller differences in background characteristics
between the Achieve 180 Program (treatment) and non-Achieve 180 Program (control) groups were
apparent after matching students than before matching the students on gender (no difference after vs
1.0 percentage point before), Gifted/Talented status (1.0 percentage point after vs 1.8 percentage points
before), disability status (1.1 percentage points after vs 1.4 percentage points before, and at risk status
(0.5 percentage point after vs 0.7 percentage point before).
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For the mathematics analyses, the difference in background characteristics between the Achieve 180
Program (treatment) and non-Achieve 180 Program (control) groups in the proportions of Economically
Disadvantaged students increased (1.0 percentage point after matching vs 0.2 percentage point before
matching) (Figure 22).

Figure 22. Student Matching Results for Achieve 180 Program and Comparison Non-Achieve 180

School Students by Background Characteristic for 2019—2020 DLA Mathematics
Analyses
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; TEA-ETS summary report, January 2021, TEA-ETS 2020 Student Data Files
Note: Propensity score matching with replacement was used to match students on the identified background

characteristics, including their prior State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) performance
in the related subject area for students in grades 3-8 and STAAR EOC exams for high school students
(excludes STAAR Alt. 2 Tests).

Matching students on their prior 2019 STAAR ELA test scores resulted in a smaller difference between
the Achieve 180 Program (treatment) and non-Achieve 180 Program (control) groups’ ELA scores after
matching than before matching (1.0 point after vs 129 points before) (Figure 23, p. 50).

Matching students on their prior 2019 STAAR mathematics scores (Figure 23) resulted in a persistent
seven-point gap difference between the Achieve 180 Program (treatment) and non-Achieve 180
Program (control) groups’ mathematics scores. However, the difference that had been in favor of
Achieve 180 Program students, before matching, was in favor of non-Achieve 180 Program students,
after matching the students.
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Figure 23. 2019 STAAR Student Matching Results for Achieve 180 Program and
Comparison Non-Achieve 180 School Students by Background Characteristic
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Source: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; TEA-ETS summary report, January 2021, TEA-ETS 2020 Student Data Files

Note: Propensity score matching with replacement was used to match students on the identified background
characteristics, including their prior State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR)
performance in the related subject area for students in grades 3-8 and STAAR EOC exams for high school
students (excludes STAAR Alt. 2 Tests).

Treatment effects on student achievement — District-Level Assessments (DLA), 2019-2020

Program-wide, English Language Arts (ELA) and Mathematics, English Version Results Only

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, TEA waived the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness
(STAAR) testing requirement for 2019-2020. Therefore, student achievement scores presented here are
based on District-level assessments (DLA) which are State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness
(STAAR)-like curriculum-based assessments. It is important to note that students’ DLA test participation was
impacted largely by the immeasurable challenges facing schools, families, and students due to the pandemic
and district policy which allows campuses to determine student participation in the DLA. Given these
limitations, students’ mean DLA scores for the percentage of test items answered correctly are presented
here with caution.

To provide measurements of program effects on student academic performance at the targeted schools,
DLA results are used in this analysis for Achieve 180 Program students and non-Achieve 180 Program
students who were matched on their background characteristics to produce similar groups for comparisons
(treatment and control, respectively). The before-matching results (used as a baseline) include all students
in the respective groups and after-matching results (used as post-program results) include only matched
students. The difference between the groups’ (treatment vs control) before-matching performance and after-
matching performance provides an estimate of the program’s impact on the treated group’s performance.

e Before and after matching the students, the percentages of correct items on DLA in Language Arts (ELA)
on average were about 52-54 percent for Achieve 180 Program students and about 55-57 percent for
non-Achieve 180 Program students, overall, with lower average percentages of correct items on DLA in
mathematics for the groups (44-45% and 43-51%, respectively) (Figure 24, p. 51).

e Achieve 180 Program students’ performance on DLA in English language Arts (ELA) was 4.7 points
lower than their non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ performance before matching (M=52.2, S.D.=20.297
vs M=56.9, S.D.=21.166, respectively) and 0.5 points lower than them after matching (M=54.2,
S.D.=19.755 vs M=54.7, S.D.=20.380, respectively) (Figure 24 and Appendix F, Table F-2, p. 172).
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e Favorably, the after matching results show there was a 4.2-point (89%) reduction in the initial 4.7-point
gap between the Achieve 180 Program and non-Achieve 180 Program students’ mean DLA ELA scores,
which suggests performance benefits of the Achieve 180 Program for its students’ performance on DLA
ELA exams (Figure 24).

e The difference between the groups on DLA ELA exams was found to be statistically significant before
matching (t(41,911)=24.280, p<.01) and after matching (1(29,166)=-2.152, p<0.05) (Figure 24 and
Appendix F, Table F-2).

Figure 24. Results of Treatment Effects Analyses on 2019-2020 DLA ELA and Mathematics
Performance Using Student Matching Results for Achieve 180 Program and Comparison
Non-Achieve 180 School Students
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; DLA December 2019 data REV 0520
Notes: English version DLA results. Mean score represents average percentage of correct test items divided by total
test items. Propensity Score Matching Results are used in t-test analyses to compare DLA mean scores.

e On DLA in mathematics before matching, Achieve 180 Program students’ mean score was 6.8 points
lower than their matched non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ mean score (M=43.9, S.D.=20.287 vs
M=50.7, S.D.=22.779, respectively), with a statistically significant difference between the groups
(t(35,135)= 31.315, p<.01) (Figure 24 and Appendix F, Table F-2).

e After matching students, an 8.8-point change in the initial 6.8-point performance gap between the groups
was evident, with Achieve 180 Program students’ mean mathematics DLA score exceeding their non-
Achieve 180 Program peers’ mean score by two points (M=44.8, S.D.=19.952 vs M=42.8, S.D.=20.386,
respectively) (Figure 24 and Appendix F, Table F-2).

e The initial (before matching) achievement gap in favor of non-Achieve 180 Program students was closed
(after matching) and the new performance gap in favor of Achieve 180 Program students was found to
be of statistical significance (1(2,2718)=7.504, p<.01), which suggests program benefits for Achieve 180
Program students who took DLA mathematics exams (Figure 24 and Appendix F, Table F-2).

e Tier 3 Achieve 180 Program students’ performance on DLA in ELA was lower than their matched non-
Achieve 180 Program peers’ performance before matching (M=51.2, S.D.=19.959 vs M=54.3,
S.D.=20.985, respectively) and after matching (M=52.9, S.D.=19.706 vs M=54.3, S.D.=20.360,

HISD Research and Accountability 51




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

respectively). Each difference between the groups was statistically significant before (1(7862)=7.788,
p<.01) and after matching (t(6266)=-2.856, p<.01) (Figure 25 and Appendix F, Table F-3, p. 173).

Figure 25. Results of Treatment Effects Analyses on 2019-2020 DLA ELA and Mathematics
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; DLA December 2019 data REV 0520
Notes: English version DLA results. Mean score represents average percentage of correct test items divided by total

test items. Propensity Score Matching Results are used in t-test analyses to compare DLA mean scores.

Favorably, after-matching results between Tier 3 students with non-program students, showed a 1.7-
point (55%) reduction in the initial 3.1-point performance gap in favor of non-Achieve 180 Program
students, resulting in a smaller gap of 1.4 points, which suggests the Achieve 180 Program seemed to
have benefits for Tier 3 students who took DLA in ELA (Figure 25).

For Tier 3's DLA Mathematics performance, the before-matching 3.2-point performance gap in favor of
non-Achieve 180 Program students vs Achieve 180 Program students (M=42.7, S.D.=19.704 vs M=39.5,
S.D.=18.084, respectively) was closed after matching program students with non-program students.
Indicative of favorable program effects, after matching, a 5.7-point change in the gap resulted in a 2.5-
point higher mean score for Achieve 180 students than for non-Achieve 180 Program students (M=40.3,
S.D.=18.128 vs M=37.8, S.D.=16.613, respectively) (Figure 25 and Appendix F, Table F-4, p. 174).

Analysis of Tier 3's DLA Mathematics performance, also showed the difference between the groups was
statistically significant before matching (t(6628)=8.103, p<.01) in favor of non-Achieve 180 Program
students and after matching (t(5214)=5.362, p<.01) in favor of Achieve 180 Program students, which
further highlights the program’s benefits (Figure 25 and Appendix F, Table F-4).

At five (62.5%) of the eight Tier 3 schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap reduction
(n=4) or gap closure (n=1) between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve 180 Program
peers’ DLA ELA performance (Appendix F, Table F-5, pp. 175-179).

At four (50.0%) of the eight Tier 3 schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap closure
between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ DLA mathematics
performance (Appendix F, Table F-6, pp. 180-184).

Before matching Tier 2 Achieve 180 Program students with their non-Achieve 180 peers for comparison,
the program’s students’ performance on DLA in ELA was lower than their peers’ performance (M=48.3,
S.D.=20.973 vs M=53.9, S.D.=20.755, respectively) and remained lower after matching (M=50.5,
S.D.=20.392 vs M=51.2, S.D.=20.512, respectively). However, a statistically significant difference
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between the groups was found only before matching (t(6890)=13.552, p<.01) and not after matching the
students (t(5090)=-1.257, p>.05) (Figure 26 and Appendix F, Table F-3, p. 173).

Figure 26. Results of Treatment Effects Analyses on 2019-2020 DLA ELA and Mathematics
Performance Using Student Matching Results by Achieve 180 Program Tier 2
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; DLA December 2019 data REV 0520
Notes: English version DLA results. Mean score represents average percentage of correct test items divided by total
test items. Propensity Score Matching Results are used in t-test analyses to compare DLA mean scores.

e Favorably, after matching program Tier 2 students with non-program students for DLA ELA analyses,
there was a 4.9-point (88%) gap reduction in the initial 5.6-point difference, leaving a 0.7-point gap
between the Achieve 180 Program and non-Achieve 180 Program students’ mean scores, which
suggests a positive impact of the Achieve 180 Program on its students’ DLA ELA performance (Figure
26).

e Showing a positive program impact for Tier 2 students’ DLA Mathematics performance, the initial 3.3-
point performance gap in favor of non-Achieve 180 Program students vs Achieve 180 Program students
(M=47.5, S.D.=22.646 vs M=44.2, S.D.=20.833, respectively) was closed after matching, resulting a 0.9
point higher mean score for Achieve 180 students compared to their non-Achieve 180 Program peers
(M=46.1, S.D.=20.439 vs M=45.2, S.D.=22.961, respectively) (Figure 26 and Table F-4, p. 174).

e There was a statistically significant difference between the groups’ DLA Mathematics performances
before matching, when non-Achieve 180 Program students’ mean score was higher Tier 2's Achieve
180 Program students (t(5560)=6.661, p<.01), but the difference between the groups was not statistically
significant after matching the students (1(3626)=1.191, p>.05), when Achieve 180 Program students’
mean score exceeded than their non-program peers’ (Figure 26 and Table F-4).

e Atseven (63.6%) of the 11 Tier 2 schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap reduction
(n=3) or gap closure (n=4) between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve 180 Program
peers’ DLA ELA performance (Appendix F, Table F-5, pp. 175-179).

o At four (36.4%) of the 11 Tier 2 schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap closure

between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ DLA mathematics
performance (Appendix F, Table F-5, pp. 175-179).
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e For Tier 1's DLA in ELA, the initial 1.5-point performance gap in favor of non-Achieve 180 Program
students vs Achieve 180 Program students (M=57.2, S.D.=21.384 vs M=55.7, S.D.=19.325,
respectively) was closed after matching program students with non-program students. Favorably, this
resulted in a 1.3 point higher mean score for Achieve 180 students than for non-Achieve 180 Program
students after matching (M=57.0, S.D.=18.930 vs M=55.7, S.D.=20.648, respectively) (Figure 27 and
Appendix F, Table F-3, p. 173).

e Highlighting the positive effect of the program on Tier 1 students’ DLA ELA scores, the difference
between the groups was not only found to be of statistical significance before matching when non-
Achieve 180 Program students’ performance exceeded Achieve 180 Program students (t(8581)=4.312,
p<.01) but was also statistically significant after matching when Achieve 180 Program students’ scores
exceeded their non-Achieve 180 Program peers (1(7348)=2.827, p<.01) (Figure 27 and Appendix F,
Table F-3).

e For Tier 1's DLA in mathematics, the initial 3.3-point performance gap in favor of non-Achieve 180
Program students vs Achieve 180 Program students (M=49.3, S.D.=22.275 vs M=46.0, S.D.=20.177
respectively) was closed after matching program students with non-program students, resulting a 7.1-
point change in the gap. Favorably, this resulted in a 3.8 point higher mean DLA mathematics score for
Achieve 180 students than for non-Achieve 180 Program students after matching (M=46.3, S.D.=19.896
vs M=42.5, S.D.=20.165, respectively) (Figure 27 and Appendix F, Table F-4, p. 174).

Figure 27. Results of Treatment Effects Analyses on 2019-2020 DLA ELA and Mathematics
Performance Using Student Matching Results by Achieve 180 Program Tier 1
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; DLA December 2019 data REV 0520
Notes: English version DLA results. Mean score represents average percentage of correct test items divided by total
test items. Propensity Score Matching Results are used in t-test analyses to compare DLA mean scores.

e Highlighting the statistical significance of the positive effect of the program on Tier 1 students’ DLA
mathematics scores, the difference between the groups was found to be of statistical significance before
matching, when non-Achieve 180 Program students’ performance exceeded Achieve 180 Program
students (1(7639)=9.025, p<.01), as well as after matching when Achieve 180 Program students’ scores
exceeded their non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ (t(6542)=7.693, p<.01) (Figure 27 and Appendix F,
Table F-4).

o At six (54.5%) of the 11 Tier 1 schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap reduction
(n=1) or gap closure (n=5) between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve 180 Program
peers’ DLA ELA performance (Appendix F, Table F-5, pp. 175-179).
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e Atseven (63.6%) of the 11 Tier 1 schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap closure
between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ DLA mathematics
performance (Appendix F, Table F-6, pp. 180-184).

e The Area Support students’ performance on DLA in ELA was lower than their non-Achieve 180 Program
peers’ performance before matching (M=49.7, S.D.=20.693 vs M=57.9, S.D.=21.373, respectively) as
well as after matching (M=52.4, S.D.=20.221 vs M=55.2, S.D.=20.303, respectively) (Figure 28 and
Table F-5).

Figure 28. Results of Treatment Effects Analyses on 2019-2020 DLA ELA and Mathematics
Performance Using Student Matching Results by Achieve 180 Program Area Support
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Notes: English version DLA results. Mean score represents average percentage of correct test items divided by total
test items. Propensity Score Matching Results are used in t-test analyses to compare DLA mean scores.

e Showing favorable program effects, after matching Area Support students with their non-program peers
for DLA ELA analyses, there was a 5.4-point (66%) gap reduction in the initial 8.2-point difference
between the groups’ mean scores, resulting in a mean score for Achieve 180 students that was 2.8
points lower vs 8.2 points lower than their non-program peers’ score after matching. However, the
difference between the groups was statistically significant before matching (t(5857)=20.179, p<.01) as
well as after matching (t(4886)=-4.745, p<.01) (Figure 28 and Appendix F, Table F-3, p. 173).

e For DLA in mathematics, before matching and after matching Area Support students with their non-
Achieve 180 peers, Achieve 180 Program students’ performance was lower than their peers’
performance (M=41.7, S.D.=20.289 vs M=52.5, S.D.=23.481, respectively) and (M=43.4, S.D.=20.014
vs M=45.1, S.D.=21.242, respectively). Each difference between the groups was found to be statistically
significant before matching (t(5526)=25.204, p<.01) as well as after matching (t(4180)=-2.5814, p<0.05)
(Figure 28 and Appendix F, Table F-4, p. 174).

e As an indication of benefits of the Achieve 180 Program intervention for Area Support students’ DLA
mathematics performance, there was a 9.1-point (84%) gap reduction in the initial 10.8-point difference
between the Achieve 180 Program and non-Achieve 180 Program students’ mean scores, resulting in a
mean score that was 1.7 points lower for Achieve 180 students than their non-Achieve 180 Program
peers’ score after matching (Figure 28, p. 55).
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e At six (60.0%) of the 10 Area Support schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap
reduction (n=3) or gap closure (n=3) between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve
180 Program peers’ DLA ELA performance (Appendix F, Table F-5, pp. 175-179).

o At four (40.0%) of the 10 Area Support schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap
closure between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ DLA
mathematics performance (Appendix F, Table F-6, pp. 180-184).

e For Light Support students’ DLA performance in ELA, the initial 0.8-point performance gap in favor of
non-Achieve 180 Program students vs Achieve 180 Program students (M=56.0, S.D.=20.697 vs M=55.2,
S.D.=19.615, respectively) was closed after matching, with a 1.2-point difference in the gap. As a
favorable indication of benefits of the program, this resulted in a 0.4 point higher mean score for Achieve
180 students than for non-Achieve 180 Program students (M=57.2, S.D.=18.953 vs M=56.8,
S.D.=19572, respectively) (Figure 29 and Appendix F, Table F-3, p. 173).

Figure 29. Results of Treatment Effects Analyses on 2019-2020 DLA ELA and Mathematics
Performance Using Student Matching Results by Achieve 180 Program Light Support
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; DLA December 2019 data REV 0520
Notes: English version DLA results. Mean score represents average percentage of correct test items divided by total
test items. Propensity Score Matching Results are used in t-test analyses to compare DLA mean scores.

e Though a statistically significant difference between the Light Support students and non-program
students was found on DLA ELA exam scores before matching when the non-Achieve 180 Program
students’ score exceeded Achieve 180 Program students’ score (t(6682)=2.195, p<0.05), a statistical
significance between the groups was not evident after matching the students, indicative of benefits for
Achieve 180 Program students (t(5568)=0.650, p>.05) (Figure 29 and Appendix F, Table F-3).

e For Light Support students’ scores on DLA in mathematics, the initial 2.6-point performance gap in favor
of non-Achieve 180 Program students vs Achieve 180 Program students (M=51.3, S.D.=22.966 vs
M=48.7, S.D.=21.218, respectively) was closed after matching, showing a 6.1-point difference in the gap
(Figure 29 and Appendix F, Table F-4, p. 174).

e Favorably, there was a 3.5 point higher mean DLA mathematics score for Achieve 180 students than for
non-Achieve 180 Program students after matching (M=49.2, S.D.=20.766 vs M=45.7, S.D.=20.643,
respectively), signaling positive program effects for Light Support students (Figure 29, p. 56 and
Appendix F, Table F-4, p. 174).
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e Highlighting the positive effect of the program on Light Support students’ DLA mathematics scores, the
difference between the groups was not only found to be of statistical significance before matching, when
non-Achieve 180 Program students’ performance exceeded Achieve 180 Program students
(t(3781)=4.972, p<.01), but also after matching, when Achieve 180 Program students’ performance
exceeded their non-program peers (t(3148)=4.733, p<.01) (Figure 29 and Appendix F, Table F-4).

o Atfive (71.4%) of the seven Light Support schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap
reduction (n=2) or gap closure (n=3) between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve
180 Program peers’ DLA ELA performance (Appendix F, Table F-5, pp. 175-179).

e Atfour (57.1%) of the seven Light Support schools matched with comparison-schools, there was a gap
closure between Achieve 180 Program students’ and their non-Achieve 180 Program peers’ DLA
mathematics performance (Appendix F, Table F-6, pp. 180-184).

o Before and after matching program students with comparable non-program peers, both groups’
percentages of correct items on DLA in Language Arts (ELA) on average were highest for Tier 1 (about
56-57%) and the Light Support (about 55-56%) students (Figures F-25 through F-29, pp. 52-56 and
Appendix F, Table F-3, 173).

e Similarly, before and after matching program students with comparable non-program peers, both groups’
percentages of correct items on DLA in mathematics on average were highest for Tier 1 (about 56-57%)
and Light Support (about 56-57%) students (Figures F-25 through F-29 and Appendix F, Table F-4).

The Theory of Action for the Achieve 180 Program states: “If HISD provides a package of essential
leadership, instructional, social and emotional, and community supports for our historically underserved and
underperforming feeder patterns and school communities, then our schools will be equipped to accelerate
preparation of our students to fulfill the qualities and characteristics of the HISD Global Graduate Profile
(Houston Independent School District, 2018).” As depicted in the program’s Logic Models, the Achieve 180
Program was guided by six pillars of school improvement which included Leadership Excellence, Teaching
Excellence, Instructional Excellence, School Design, Social and Emotional Learning Support, and Family
and Community Empowerment (Houston Independent School District, 2018, 2019, and 2020; Appendix A,
Figure A-3, p. 92 of this report).

The program’s pillars have provided the framework for school turnaround strategies expected to transform
educational processes at Achieve 180 Program schools. Extensive research, including the studies cited in
the following summary, support the focus areas and objectives of the Achieve 180 Program pillars as being
important elements of school reform.
» Pillar 1, Leadership Excellence - Effective leadership as a critical part of school change and
turnaround (Flock, 2015; Player & Katz, 2016).
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» Pillar 1l, Teaching Excellence - Identifying, attracting, hiring, and retaining an excellent
community of educators to successfully improve the educational outcomes of students at low-
performing schools (Duke & Jacobson, 2011).

» Pillar IlIl, Instructional Excellence - Consistent and sustained focus on improving the
instructional program (Leithwood, Harris, & Strauss, 2010) by making needed changes to
curriculum and instruction (Schmoker, 2011) determine the success of transforming low-
performing schools.

» Pillar 1V, School Design - When professional development and school systems across
grade levels or schools help to create collaborative and collegial learning environments
through a community of practice, a critical mass arises to transform instructional practice
schoolwide (Knapp, 2003).

» Pillar V, Social and Emotional Learning Support - Students in urban or other areas that are
under-resourced and contain stressors that make learning difficult for them are more capable
of seeking help, managing their own emotions, and problem-solving in difficult situations
when they are afforded social-emotional learning opportunities and supports (Romasz,
Kantor, & Elias, 2004).

» Pillar VI, Family and Community Empowerment — Students perform better when their
families are engaged in the students’ learning, support them at home, and are connected
to their schools (Mapp & Kuttner, 2013). However, historically, evidence reveals that schools
serving large populations of students of color and students living in poverty have been the least
successful at parent and community engagement (Olivos, 2012).

The program’s objectives, as articulated in Year 1 (Houston Independent School District, 2018), were
maintained throughout its three years of implementation from 2017-2018 through 2019-2020 as reflected
in each year’s Logic Model and centralized interventions (i.e., supports or program components). In 2019—
2020, 31 differentiated Centralized Supports were provided through the six pillars, as defined by each
campus’ level of need (as indicated by program Tier) and campus characteristics.

To guarantee that students have received research-based interventions implemented with high levels of
fidelity it is important to assess the effectiveness of the program intervention (Austin, Vaughn, & McClelland,
2017). Fidelity of program implementation “...is defined as the determination of how well an intervention is
implemented in comparison with the original program design during an efficacy and/or effectiveness study”
(O’Donnell, 2008, p. 33). Implementaion fidelity addresses the extent to which an intervention adheres to its
design and intended function based on the components of the intervention (Caroll et al., 2007). For each
Achieve 180 Program intervention enacted, examples of best practices at three levels of program
implementation fidelity were delineated in the Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric (Appendix A,
Table A-2, p. 93). In alignment with the Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric, the 2019-2020
Achieve 180 Implementation Rubric Dashboard (Appendix G, Table G-1, pp. 186-187) was used to present
the fidelity of implementation ratings for each school by the program pillar and the component of the
centralized support.

Based on the Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric, the Achieve 180 Program Implementation rating
scale ranged from 1 to 3: “1.0-1.4" (Non-example), “1.5-2.4” (Emerging example), “2.5-3.0" (Strong
example). For each 2019-2020 Centralized Support provided (n=31), a rating for the level at which it was
implemented with fidelity (i.e., in line with its designated intention) at each program school was determined.
Further, for each Centralized Support, an average rating of implementation fidelity across the participating
schools was also calculated (Support Average). In addition, an average rating to include every Centralized
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Support provided at each program school in 2019-2020 (School Average) was also calculated. It must be
acknowledged that the 2019-2020 ratings presented here were assessed for each school by district and
school administrators after the end of the 2019-2020 school year and are likely to reflect the cumulative
effects of program interventions for schools with multiple years of program participation (excluding Wisdom
HS, a 2019-2020 participant). Figure 30 shows the overall mean implementation fidelity rating for each
program pillar to include ratings across pillar components employed at Achieve 180 Program schools.

e The 2019-2020 overall Pillar-level implementation fidelity ratings ranged from 2.4 — an “Emerging
example” (Pillar 1l Teacher Excellence) to 2.8 — a “Strong example” (Pillar VI Family and Community
Empowerment), with only Pillar Il Teacher Excellence falling below the level of a “Strong example” of
implementation fidelity (Figure 30).

Figure 30. Mean Pillar Ratings of Program Implementation Fidelity, 2019-2020

Pillar I Leadership Excellence | 2.5
Pillar 1l Teacher Excellence | 2.4
Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence | 2.6
Pillar IV School Design | 2.5

Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support | 2.7
Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment | 2.8
1.0-1.4 - Non-example 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
1.5-2.4 - Emerging example . N .
2.5-3.0 - Strong example Mean Implementation Fidelity Rating

Source: Achieve 180 Program Administrators, 2019-2020

Notes: Average ratings by pillar were calculated using school-level ratings for each intervention component within
each pillar. 2019-2020 ratings may reflect cumulative effects of multiple years of program intervention.
Ratings are rounded to one decimal place. In previous reports, ratings were rounded to the nearest whole
number and, therefore, may differ from ratings presented in this report.

e For each intervention component or resource provided within each program pillar, Figure 31, p. 60
shows the mean implementation fidelity rating for the component across Achieve 180 Program schools
that received the support, including the following ratings:

» The highest rating of 2.9 (“Strong example”)
o Pillar Ill Instructional Excellence-Data Driven Instructional Coaching
o Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment-Family/Community Events
» All pillar components were rated a “Strong example” of implementation fidelity:
o Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Supports
o Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment
» A “Strong example” of implementation fidelity was achieved for at least 50 percent of the
program components within the remaining four pillars:
o Pillar | Leadership Excellence (67%)
o Pillar Il Teacher Excellence (50%)
o Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence (75%)
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o Pillar IV School Design (67%)
» The lowest rating of 2.2 (“Emerging example”):
o Pillar Il Teacher Excellence-Teacher Effectiveness Data
o Pillar Il Teacher Excellence- Model Classrooms
(School-level results are provided in Appendix G, Table G-1, pp. 186-187).

Figure 31. Implementation Fidelity Rating by Program Pillar and Component of Support, 2019-2020

Leadership Team Structure

Professional Learning Communities
Demonstration Principal (Lead)

Campus Culture

Community of Practice Visits

Data Driven Instructional Specialist

Teacher Effectiveness Data

Dedicated Associate Teachers

Model Classrooms

Teacher Leaders

Curriculum Assessments, Planning & Delivery
Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar
Data Analysis

Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist
Reading Specialist

Renaissance 360

Intervention and Extension System for All Students
Data Driven Instructional Coaching
Wednesday Extended Day PD

Master Schedule Aligned to Student Needs
Imagine Learning

Imagine Math

IAT Manager

College and Career Readiness (High Schools)
Schoolwide Behavior Support System
Wraparound Resource Specialist/Community in Schools
Essential Position: Nurse

Essential Position: Counselor

FACE Specialist

Parent Communication

Family/Community Events

1.0-1.4 - Non-example 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30
1.5-2.4 - Emerging example
2.5-3.0 - Strong example

Source: Achieve 180 Program Administrators, 2019-2020

Notes: Ratings by pillar were calculated using school-level ratings for each intervention component within each pillar.
2019-2020 ratings may reflect cumulative effects of multiple years of program intervention. Ratings are
rounded to one decimal place. In previous reports, ratings were rounded to the nearest whole number and,
therefore, may differ from ratings presented in this report.
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To determine program components that were implemented in ways that associate them with higher educator
and student results, correlation analyses were conducted to identify noteworthy associations or
relationships. Results presented here highlight relationships that were found to be of weak, moderate, or
strong intensity or strength or of statistical significance. “Positive” relationships were expected as indicated
by an increase in rate, rating, or score paired with an increase in the implementation fidelity rating. Asterisks
identify statistically significantly relationships (p<0.05). “Negative” relationships (shown with a “-“ preceding
the number) indicate a decrease in rate, rating, or score paired with an increase in the implementation fidelity
rating or visa versa. Positive and negative correlation results to assess the strength or intensity of
associations or relationships are categorized as: <0.1 (Very Weak); 0.1 — <0.3 (Weak); 0.3 — <0.5
(Moderate); 0.5 — 1.0 (Strong). Below, lists in the text for educator or student outcomes are presented in
pillar order and, within each pillar, by strength of the relationship - from stronger to weaker intensity.

Provided in Figure 32, p. 63 are results of correlation analyes of the relationships (associations) between
each Achieve 180 Program pillar's average implementation fidelity rating and key educator and student
outcomes. The outcomes assessed include mean school leader Appraisal Scorecard rating, percentage of
teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings, and student scores (i.e., percentage of correct
items) on District-Level Assessments (DLA) in English language arts (ELA) and mathematics (English and
Spanish language version results presented separately).

e A positive relationship between greater implementation fidelity for the identified pillar (based on its
average rating) and higher ratings of educator effectiveness or higher levels of student performance on
DLA assessments was found for 31 (86%) of the 36 relationships assessed (Figure 32).

e The intensity of the 31 positive relationships between implementation fidelity and educator and
student outcomes included very weak or <0.1 (n=5 or 16%), weak or 0.1 — <0.3 (n=1 or 48%), moderate
or 0.3 — <0.5 (n=10 or 32%), and strong or 0.5-1.0 (n=1 or 3%) associations (Figure 32).

e More positive relationships of greater intensity were found for associations between program
implementation fidelity ratings and scores on DLA taken in Spanish, followed by associations between
program implementation fidelity ratings and Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS)
ratings, than were found for the other associations (Figure 32).

e Positive relationships of moderate or strong intensity and/or relationships of statistical
significance (as indicated by an asterisk (*) are listed here by outcome measure (Figure 32):
» School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Rating (None)
» TADS Ratings
o Pillar | Leadership Excellence (weak)*
o Pillar Il Teacher Excellence (weak)*
o Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence (moderate)*
o Pillar VI Parent and Family Empowerment (moderate)*
» DLA ELA — English
o Pillar Il Teacher Excellence (moderate)*
» DLA ELA — Spanish
o Pillar I Leadership Excellence (moderate)
o Pillar Il Teacher Excellence (moderate)
o Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support (strong)*
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o Pillar VI Parent and Family Empowerment (moderate)
» DLA Math — English
o Pillar Il Teacher Excellence (moderate)*
o Pillar Il Instructional Excellence (moderate)*
o Pillar IV School Design (weak)*
o Pillar VI Parent and Family Empowerment (weak)*
» DLA Math — Spanish
o Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support (moderate)
o Pillar VI Parent and Family Empowerment (moderate)*
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Figure 32. Correlation Results for Mean Implementation Fidelity Ratings for Program Pillars of Support and Educator or Student Outcomes
for Achieve 180 Program Schools, 2019-2020

O Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence
EPillar VI Family and Community Empowerment

mPillar Il Teacher Excellence
@ Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support

@Pillar | Leadership Excellence
OPillar IV School Design

Correlation Coefficient
Key:

Strength of Relationship
Positive/Negative
<0.1 - Very Weak
0.1 — <0.3 - Weak

0.3 —<0.5 - Moderate
0.5 - 1.0 - Strong

1.0

0.0 0.5
Strength of Relationship

Sources: 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020 Effective School Leader Scorecard Ratings and TADS Tools (see Methods section for specific retrieval
dates); District-Level Assessment Fall results, December 2019 retrieved on 5/27/2020; 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric Dashboard

-1.0 -0.5
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All negative associations or relationships (indicated by a decrease in either the fidelity rating or the
outcome paired with an increase in the associated rating or outcome) are very weak or weak and are
not of statistical significance: (Figure 32, p. 63):
» School Leader Appraisal Scorecard
o Pillar I (very weak)
o Pillar Il (weak)
o Pillar IV (weak)
o Pillar V (very weak)
» DLA ELA - English
o Pillar V (very weak)

A relationship between greater implementation fidelity and higher Scorecard ratings (positive
relationship) was found for 13 (42%) of the 31 Achieve 180 Program centralized support components
provided. Of the 13, the following four associations (31%) are at least of weak intensity or strength, but
are not of statistical significance (Table 2, p. 65); (Appendix G, Table G-2, p. 189):
» Pillar | Leadership Excellence
o Demonstration Principal (Lead) (weak)
» Pillar Il Teacher Excellence
0 Model Classrooms (weak)
0 Dedicated Associate Teachers (weak)
» Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support
0 Schoolwide Behavior Support System (weak)

An increase in implementation fidelity was paired with a decrease in Scorecard ratings (or visa
versa) in 18 (58%) of the 31 relationships regarding the program supports provided, with three (17%) of
them of at least weak intensity. Of the 18 negative associations, the following three (17%) are of
statistical significance (*) and are of either moderate or weak intensity (Table 2):
> Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence
o Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist (moderate)*
0 Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar (weak)*
» Pillar IV School Design
o0 Imagine Math (weak)*

Further research on the counter-intuitive results may be warranted (Table 2).
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Table 2. Correlation Coefficient Between Mean Implementation Fidelity Rating and Mean School

Leader Appraisal Scorecard Rating by Program Pillar and Component of Centralized
Support for Achieve 180 Program Schools, 2019-2020

Correlation Coefficient

Instructional Excellence

Pillar Resource/Component of Centralized Support (See Key Below)
Pillar | Leadership Team Structure -0.0912
Leadership Excellence Professional Learning Communities 0.0552

Demonstration Principal (Lead) 0.1055
Campus Culture 0.0066
Community of Practice Visits -0.091
Data Driven Instructional Specialist -0.0225
Teacher Effectiveness Data 0.0705

Pillar Il Dedicated Associate Teachers 0.1366

Teacher Excellence Model Classrooms 0.1581

Teacher Leaders -0.1742
Curriculum Assessments, Planning & Delivery -0.0449

Pillar 1l Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar -0.2716*

Data Analysis

Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist

-0.1023

Reading Specialist 0.0262
Renaissance 360 0.0817
Intervention and Extension System for All -0.0232
Students
Data Driven Instructional Coaching 0.0744
Pillar IV Wednesday Extended Day PD -0.0855
School Design Master Schedule Aligned to Student Needs -0.097
Imagine Learning -0.0751
Imagine Math -0.2497*
IAT Manager 0.054
College and Career Readiness (High Schools)
Schoolwide Behavior Support System 0.1542
Pillar V Social and Emotional wra iR SpecialistC —
Learning Support paround Resource Specialist/Community in 01396
Schools
Essential Position: Nurse -0.0531
Essential Position: Counselor -0.0615
Pillar VI Family and Community | FACE Specialist -0.0105
Empowerment Parent Communication 0.0924
Family/Community Events 0.0278

Correlation Coefficient Key
Strength of Relationship/Association
(Positive or Negative):

Very Weak <0.1

Weak 0.1 —<0.3
Moderate 0.3 — <0.5

Strong 0.5-1.0
Source: 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020 Effective School Leader Scorecard Ratings (see Methods
section for specific retrieval dates); 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric Dashboard
Notes: Correlation coefficients by component based on 2019-2020 school-level implementation fidelity ratings for
components within each pillar —Indicates a decrease in one rating paired with an increase in the other rating.
*Indicates statistically significant at p-value <= 0.1 is used in this analysis given the sample size.
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A relationship between greater implementation fidelity and higher TADS ratings (positive
relationship) was found for 28 (90%) of the 31 Achieve 180 Program centralized support components
provided. Of the 28 positive associations, 23 (82%) were of at least weak strength or intensity: moderate
(n=8 or 35%) or weak (n=15 or 65%) as follows (Table 3, p. 67); (Appendix G, Table G-2, p. 189):
» Pillar | Leadership Excellence
0 Professional Learning Communities (weak)*
Community of Practice Visits (weak)*
Leadership Team Structure (weak)*
Demonstration Principal (Lead) (weak)
Campus Culture (weak)
» Pillar Il Teacher Excellence
0 Model Classrooms (weak)*
0 Teacher Effectiveness Data (weak)
0 Teacher Leaders (weak)
» Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence
Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist (moderate)*
Curriculum Assessments, Planning & Delivery (moderate)*
Renaissance 360 (moderate)*
Data Driven Instructional Coaching (moderate)*
Reading Specialist (weak)
Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar (weak)
Data Analysis (weak)
» Pillar IV School Design
0 Master Schedule Aligned to Student Needs (moderate)*
0 Wednesday Extended Day Professional Development (weak)
0 College and Career Readiness (High Schools) (weak)
» Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support
0 Schoolwide Behavior Support System (moderate)*
o0 Essential Position: Counselor (weak)*
> Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment
o0 Family/Community Events (moderate)*
o0 Parent Communication (moderate)*
0 FACE Specialist (weak)*

(0}
(0}
(0}
(0}

O O 0O O O o oo

Fourteen (45%) of the 31 associations assessed, overall, are positive relationships of statistical
significance as indicated below by an asterisk (*) (Table 3).

All eight of the positive relationships with program implementation fidelity of moderate strength are
statistically significant and constitute 38 percent of all 21 centralized supports provided as components
of Pillar Il Instructional Excellence (n=4), Pillar IV School Design (n=1), Pillar V Social and Emotional
Learning Support (n=1), and Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment (n=2) (Table 3).

No negative relationship of at least weak intensity nor of statistical significance was found between
TADS ratings and program supports (Table 3).
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Table 3. Correlation Coefficient Between Mean Implementation Fidelity Rating and Percentage
of Effective and Highly Effective Teacher Development and Appraisal (TADS) Ratings

by Program Pillar and Component of Support for Achieve 180 Program Schools, 2019—
2020

Correlation Coefficient

Pillar 111
Instructional Excellence

Pillar Resource/Component of Centralized Support (See Key Below)
Leadership Team Structure 0.2533*
Professional Learning Communities 0.2669*
Pillar | Demonstration Principal (Lead) 0.1525
Leadership Excellence Campus Culture 0.1220
Community of Practice Visits 0.2635*
Data Driven Instructional Specialist 0.0353
Teacher Effectiveness Data 0.1862
Pillar 1 Dedicated Associate Teachers 0.0167
Teacher Excellence Model Classrooms 0.2873*
Teacher Leaders 0.1689

Curriculum Assessments, Planning & Delivery

Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar 0.2118
Data Analysis 0.1911

Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist

0.4969*

Reading Specialist

Renaissance 360

0.3584*

Intervention and Extension System for All Students

0.0698

Data Driven Instructional Coaching

Wednesday Extended Day PD

0.2572

Master Schedule Aligned to Student Needs

0.3859*

Pillar IV Imagine Learning 0.0095
School Design Imagine Math -0.0457
IAT Manager -0.0837
College and Career Readiness (High Schools) 0.1209
Schoolwide Behavior Support System ﬁiﬁgﬁ
Pillar V Wraparound Resource Specialist/Community in
Social and Emotional Learning | Schools 0.0999
Support Essential Position: Nurse -0.0570
Essential Position: Counselor 0.2475*
Pillar VI FACE Specialist 0.2391*
Family and Community Parent Communication
Empowerment

Family/Community Events

Correlation Coefficient Key:
Strength of Relationship/Association
(Positive or Negative)

Very Weak <0.1
Weak 0.1 —<0.3

Moderate 0.3 — <0.5

Strong 0.5-1.0

Source: 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020 TADS Tools (see Methods section for specific retrieval
dates); 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric Dashboard

Notes: Correlation coefficients by component based on 2019-2020 school-level implementation fidelity ratings for
components within each pillar —Indicates a decrease in one rating paired with an increase in the other rating.
*Indicates statistically significant at p-value <= 0.1 is used in this analysis given the sample size.
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e As listed below, a relationship between greater implementation fidelity and higher student scores
on ELA exams taken in the English language (positive relationship) was found for 23 (74%) of the 31
Achieve 180 Program centralized support components provided. Of the 23 positive associations, 20
(87%) are of at least weak strength or intensity (Table 4, p. 69) (Appendix G, Table G-2, p. 189).

e As listed below, a relationship between greater implementation fidelity and higher student scores
on ELA exams taken in the Spanish language (positive relationship) was found for 25 (77%) of the
30 Achieve 180 Program centralized support components provided. Of the 25 positive associations, 21
(84%) are of at least weak strength or intensity (Table 4).

e On ELA exams taken in English, of the 31 associations assessed, overall, four positive relationships
(13%) are of statistical significance as indicated below by an asterisk (*) (Table 4).

e On ELA exams taken in Spanish, of the 30 associations assessed, overall, five positive relationships
(17%) are of statistical significance as indicated below by an asterisk (*) (Table 4).

e For ELA exams taken in English, the intensity of the following 20 positive relationships with program
implementation fidelity was moderate (n=5 or 25%) or weak (n=15 or 75%) (Table 4):
> Pillar | Leadership Excellence
Data Driven Instructional Specialist (moderate)*
Demonstration Principal (Lead) (moderate)
Community of Practice Visits (weak)
Professional Learning Communities (weak)
Leadership Team Structure (weak)
> Pillar Il Teacher Excellence
0 Model Classrooms (moderate)*
0 Teacher Effectiveness Data (moderate)*
0 Teacher Leaders (weak)
0 Dedicated Associate Teachers (weak)
> Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence
Curriculum Assessments, Planning & Delivery (moderate)*
Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist (weak)
Data Analysis (weak)
Data Driven Instructional Coaching (weak)
Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar (weak)
> Pillar IV School Design
0 Master Schedule Aligned to Student Needs (weak)
o0 Imagine Math (weak)
» Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support
0 Schoolwide Behavior Support System (weak)
» Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment
0 Family/Community Events (weak)
0 Parent Communication (weak)
0 FACE Specialist (weak)

O O 0 OO

O O 0O 0O O
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Table 4. Correlation Coefficient Between Mean Implementation Fidelity Rating and Mean District-
Level Assessment Scores in English Language Arts (ELA) by Program Pillar, Component

of Support for Achieve 180 Program Schools, and Language Version of Assessment,
2019-2020

. . Correlation Coefficient
Pillar Resource/Component of Centralized (See Key Below)
Support
English
Leadership Team Structure 0.1119 0.4664*
Professional Learning Communities 0.1679 0.7137*
Pillar | Demonstration Principal (Lead) 0.3514
Leadership Excellence Campus Culture 0.3560
Community of Practice Visits
Data Driven Instructional Specialist
Teacher Effectiveness Data
Pillar 11 Dedicated Associate Teachers
Teacher Excellence Model Classrooms
Teacher Leaders
Curriculum Assessments, Planning &
Delivery
Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar 0.1058 0.1567
Data Analysis 0.1381
Pillar 111 Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist 0.1771
Instructional Excellence Reading Specialist -0.0552
Renaissance 360 -0.0347 -0.0670
Intervention and Extension System for All
Students 0.0795
Data Driven Instructional Coaching 0.1270 -0.4757*
Wednesday Extended Day PD 0.0076 -0.4490
Master Schedule Aligned to Student Needs 0.1602 0.0256
Pillar IV Imag?ne Learning 0.0532 0.3442
School Design Imagine Math 0.1196 0.3017
IAT Manager -0.0394
College and Career Readiness (High
Schools) -0.0083
Schoolwide Behavior Support System 0.1250 0.6997*
) Pillar v ) Wraparound Resource Specialist/CIS -0.2223 0.679*
Social and Emotional Learning - —
Support Essential Position: Nurse -0.0952 0.3485
Essential Position: Counselor -0.0094
Pillar VI FACE Specialist 0.1200
Family and Community Parent Communication 0.1781
Empowerment Family/Community Events 0.1943
) o Very Weak <0.1
Correlation Coefficient Key: Weak 0.1 — <0.3

Strength of Relationship/Association

(Positive or Negative) Moderate 0.3 - <0.5

Strong 0.5-1.0
Sources: District-Level Assessment Fall results, December 2019 retrieved on 5/27/2020; 2019-2020 Achieve 180
Program Implementation Rubric Dashboard
Notes: Correlation coefficients by component based on 2019-2020 school-level implementation fidelity ratings for
components within each pillar —Indicates a decrease in one rating paired with an increase in the other rating.
*Indicates statistically significant at p-value <= 0.1 is used in this analysis given the sample size. Spanish
language results were not available for Pillar IV component of College and Career Readiness implemented.
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e On ELA exams taken in English, as listed above on page#, four of the five positive relationships of
moderate strength are statistically significant and constitute 22 percent of all 18 centralized supports
provided as components of the associated pillars (Pillars | — 11l) (Table 4, p. 69).

e Anincrease in implementation fidelity was paired with a decrease in ELA scores (or visa versa)
in eight (26%) of the 31 relationships regarding program supports provided for students who tested in
the English language, with two (25%) of the eight of weak strength which is the highest intensity among
them. None of these eight negative associations are of statistical significance (*) (Table 4).

e For ELA exams taken in Spanish, the intensity of the following 21 positive relationships with program
implementation fidelity was strong (n=5 or 24%), (moderate (n=9 or 43%), or weak (n=7 or 33%) strength
(Table 4):

» Pillar | Leadership Excellence
0 Professional Learning Communities (strong)*

Leadership Team Structure (moderate)*

Campus Culture (moderate)

Demonstration Principal (Lead) (moderate)

Community of Practice Visits (weak)

» Pillar Il Teacher Excellence
0 Teacher Leaders (moderate)

0 Model Classrooms (moderate)
0 Dedicated Associate Teachers (weak)

» Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence
o0 Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist (moderate)

o0 Intervention and Extension System for All Students (weak)
o Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar (weak)

» Pillar IV School Design
0 Imagine Learning (moderate)

o0 Imagine Math (moderate)
o0 IT Manager (weak)

» Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support
0 Schoolwide Behavior Support System (strong)*

0 Wraparound Resource Specialist/Communities in Schools (strong)*
o Essential Position: Nurse (moderate)
o Essential Position: Counselor (weak)

» Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment
o Family/Community Events (strong)*

o Parent Communication (strong)
0 FACE Specialist (weak)

O O O O

e On ELA exams taken in Spanish, as listed above, all four (100%) of the positive relationships of strong
intensity are of statistical significance and constitute eight percent of all 13 centralized supports provided
as components of the associated pillars (Pillars I, V, and VI) (Table 4).

¢ Inaddition, as listed above, on ELA exams taken in Spanish, one (13%) of the eight positive relationships
of moderate intensity are statistically significant and constituted four percent of all 28 centralized
supports provided as components of the associated pillars (Pillars | — V) (Table 4).
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e Anincrease in implementation fidelity was paired with a decrease in ELA scores (or visa versa)
in five (17%) of the 30 relationships regarding the program supports provided for students who tested
in the Spanish language, with three (60%) of the five of moderate strength which is the highest intensity
among them. Of these five negative associations, one (20%) is of statistical significance (*) and of
moderate strength (Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence - Data Driven Instructional Coaching) (Appendix G,
Table G-2, p. 189).

e As listed below, a relationship between greater implementation fidelity and higher student scores
on Mathematics exams taken in the English language (positive relationship) was found for 27 (87%)
of the 31 Achieve 180 Program centralized support components provided. Of the 27 positive
associations, 23 (85%) are of at least weak strength or intensity (Table 5, p. 72) (Appendix G, Table G-
2).

o As listed below, a relationship between greater implementation fidelity and higher student scores
on Mathematics exams taken in the Spanish language (positive relationship) was found for 24 (80%)
of the 30 Achieve 180 Program centralized support components provided. Of the 25 positive
associations, 21 (84%) are of at least weak strength or intensity (Table 5) (Appendix G, Table G-2).

¢ On mathematics exams taken in English, of the 31 associations assessed, 14 positive relationships
(45%) are of statistical significance as indicated below by an asterisk (*) (Table 5).

¢ On mathematics exams taken in Spanish, of the 31 associations assessed, five positive relationships
(16%) are of statistical significance as indicated below by an asterisk (*) (Table 5).

e For mathematics exams taken in English, the intensity of the following 23 positive relationships with
program implementation fidelity was moderate (n=6 or 26%) or weak (n=17 or 74%) (Table 5):
» Pillar | Leadership Excellence
o Data Driven Instructional Specialist (moderate)*
o Community of Practice Visits (weak)*
o Professional Learning Communities (weak)
0 Leadership Team Structure (weak)
» Pillar Il Teacher Excellence
0 Teacher Effectiveness Data (moderate)*
0 Teacher Leaders (weak)*
0 Model Classrooms (weak)*
> Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence
o Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist (moderate)*
Data Analysis (moderate)*
Reading Specialist (weak)*
Data Driven Instructional Coaching (weak)*
Curriculum Assessments, Planning & Delivery (weak)*
Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar (weak)*
Intervention and Extension System for All Students (weak)*
(Continued on page 73)

O OO0 o0 o0 o

HISD Research and Accountability 71




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Table 5. Correlation Coefficient Between Mean Implementation Fidelity Rating and Mean District-

Level Assessment Scores in Mathematics by Program Pillar, Component of Support for
Achieve 180 Program Schools, and Language Version of Assessment, 2019-2020

. . Correlation Coefficient
Pillar Resource/Componept of.Cer.ltrallze.d (See Key Below)
Support Implementation Fidelity Rating
English Spanish
Leadership Team Structure 0.1915 0.1576
Professional Learning Communities 0.2002 0.3939
Pillar | Demonstration Principal (Lead) 0.0071 0.0977
Leadership Excellence Campus Culture -0.0356 0.2937
Community of Practice Visits 0.2864* 0.0038
Data Driven Instructional Specialist 0.3725* -0.1856
Teacher Effectiveness Data 0.4057* 0.1903
Pillar Il Dedicated Associate Teachers 0.0793
Teacher Excellence Model Classrooms 0.2538* 0.2338
Teacher Leaders 0.2686* 0.1166
Curriculum Assessments, Planning &
Delivery 0.2398* -0.1375
Pacing & Formative Assessment Calendar 0.2327*
Data Analysis 0.3306*
Pillar 111 Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist 0.4346*
Instructional Excellence Reading Specialist 0.2968*
Renaissance 360 -0.0740 -0.0206
Intervention and Extension System for All
Students 0.2002 0.2581
Data Driven Instructional Coaching 0.268* -0.2767
Wednesday Extended Day PD 0.2327 -0.2079
Master Schedule Aligned to Student Needs 0.2809* 0.0974
Pillar IV Imagine Learning 0.0536 0.2551
School Design Imagine Math 0.2095 0.1233
IAT Manager 0.1531 0
College and Career Readiness (High
Schools) 0.1596 0.6590
Schoolwide Behavior Support System 0.44 0.7544
Social and grwgtri%al Lermig Wraparound Resource Specialist/CIS 0.0520 0.5698
Support Essential Position: Nurse -0.0966 0.1066
Essential Position: Counselor -0.0175
Pillar VI FACE Specialist 0.1879 0.3076*
Family and Community Parent Communication 0.2710 0.6403*
Empowerment Family/Community Events 0.862*
Very Weak <0.1
Correlation Coefficient Key: Weak 0.1 — <0.3
strength of Relationshipihssociation Moderate 0.3 <0.5
Strong 0.5-1.0

Sources: District-Level Assessment Fall results, December 2019 retrieved on 5/27/2020; 2019-2020 Achieve 180
Program Implementation Rubric Dashboard
Notes: Correlation coefficients by component based on 2019-2020 school-level implementation fidelity ratings for
components within each pillar —Indicates a decrease in one rating paired with an increase in the other rating.
*Indicates statistically significant at p-value <= 0.1 is used in this analysis given the sample size.
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(Continued from page 71)
» Pillar IV School Design
0 Master Schedule Aligned to Student Needs (weak)*
0 Wednesday Extended Day Professional Development (weak)
0 Imagine Math (weak)
0 College and Career Readiness (High Schools) (weak)
o0 IT Manager (weak)
» Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support
0 Schoolwide Behavior Support System (moderate)*
» Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment
o0 Family/Community Events (moderate)*
o0 Parent Communication (weak)
0 FACE Specialist (weak)

¢ On mathematics exams taken in English, all (100%) of the six positive relationships of moderate strength
are statistically significant and constitute 24 percent of all 25 centralized supports provided as
components of the associated pillars (Pillars | — III, V, and VI) (Table 5, p. 72).

e Anincreaseinimplementation fidelity was paired with a decrease in mathematics scores (or visa
versa) in four (13%) of the 31 relationships regarding program supports provided for students who
tested in the English language. None of these four negative associations are at least of weak intensity
nor of statistical significance (*) (Table 5).

¢ For mathematics exams taken in Spanish, the intensity of the following 21 positive relationships with
program implementation fidelity was strong (n=6 or 29%), (moderate (n=4 or 19%), or weak (n=11 or
52%) (Table 5):
» Pillar | Leadership Excellence
0 Professional Learning Communities (moderate)
0 Campus Culture (weak)
0 Leadership Team Structure (weak)
» Pillar Il Teacher Excellence
o0 Dedicated Associate Teachers (moderate)
0 Model Classrooms (weak)
0 Teacher Effectiveness Data (weak)
0 Teacher Leaders (weak)
»  Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence

o Essential Positions: Librarian/Interventionist (strong)
o Intervention and Extension System for All Students (weak)
o Data Analysis (weak)
» Pillar IV School Design
0 College and Career Readiness (High Schools) (strong)
o IT Manager (moderate)
o0 Imagine Learning (weak)
o Imagine Math (weak)
» Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support

HISD Research and Accountability
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o0 Wraparound Resource Specialist’Communities in Schools (strong)*

[0}

Schoolwide Behavior Support System (strong)*

Essential Position: Counselor (weak)
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0 Essential Position: Nurse (weak)
» Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment
o Family/Community Events (strong)*
o Parent Communication (strong)*
0 FACE Specialist (moderate)*

e On mathematics exams taken in Spanish, four (67%) of the six positive relationships of strong intensity
are of statistical significance and constitute 57 percent of all seven centralized supports provided as
components of the associated pillars (Pillars I-I1, IV, and VI) (Table 5, p. 72).

e In addition, on mathematics exams taken in Spanish, one (25%) of the four positive relationships of
moderate intensity is of statistical significance and constitute five percent of all 19 centralized supports
provided as components of the associated pillars (Pillars I-Il, IV, and VI) (Table 5).

e Anincreaseinimplementation fidelity was paired with a decrease in mathematics scores (or visa
versa) in seven (23%) of the 31 relationships regarding the program supports provided for students
who tested in the Spanish language. Of these seven negative associations, one is of moderate
strength (Pillar 11l Instructional Excellence—Reading Specialist), but none is of statistical significance (*),
(Table 5).

Due to the pandemic, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) labeled all campuses and districts in Texas
“Not Rated: Declared State of Disaster for 2020” in the state accountability system. New annual district
and campus ratings were not calculated for the 2019-2020 school year (Year 3). Campuses that
received F ratings in 2019 for the 2019-2020 school year were directed by TEA to continue to engage
in improvement activities during the 2020-2021 school year. For determining future interventions based
on multi-year F ratings, 2019 and 2021 will be considered consecutive years.

e Since the onset of the Achieve 180 Program in 2018 (Year 1), each year that newly calculated annual
ratings have been given, the total number of HISD campuses that have received TEA School
Accountability Ratings of Improvement Required (IR), F, or NR-H ratings has decreased; dropping from
27 (9.7%) of 278 schools in 2017 (baseline year) to 23 (8.4%) of 275 schools in 2018 (Year 1), to 21
(7.8%) of 271 schools in 2019 (Year 2); totaling a 22 percent reduction in the number of failing schools
overall (See Table 1, p. 21 in the Program Context section of this report).

e Of the 21 F-rated in 2019, 10 (48%) were Achieve 180 Program schools. Of the Achieve 180 Program
campuses in 2018-2019, only two of them had been rated NR-H or IR/F in the year(s) prior to spring
2019 when ratings were last calculated (Wheatley HS and Sugar Grove MS in Tier 3) and the other eight
campuses were rated Met Standard/A-D in spring 2019 when ratings were last calculated (Table 6, p.
75).

e Table 6 shows each year that newly calculated annual ratings have been given, the percentage of

Achieve 180 Program schools that have met the accountability standard (or were rated A-D) increased,
from 17 of 44 schools (39%) in 2017 (baseline year) to 43 of 53 schools (81%) in 2019 (Year 2).
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Not Not
. . Met Met
Total Improvement | Improvement | Rated: | Rated:

School Program Required or Required or | Harvey | Harvey Standard | - Standard
vear Campuses F Rating F Rating Pro- Pro- or or
(EOY) Rated vision | vision | A B.C,orf A, B,C,or

(NR-H) | (NR-H) D Rating D Rating
N N % N % N %
2017 44* 27 61% 0 0% 17* 39%
2018 44* 1 2% 10 23% 33* 75%
2019 53* 10 19% 0 0% 43* 81%

Source: Houston Independent School District, 2019 Preliminary TEA Accountability System Ratings; 2020 TEA

Accountability Ratings

Notes: TEA declared districts and schools Not Rated: Declared State of Disaster for 2020. The 53 2018-2019 campuses

started as 19 Not Rated/Improvement Required and 34 Met Standard campuses. *Includes Bellfort ECC, a
paired campus. Campuses received an A—F letter grade for the first time in the 2018-2019 school year. In prior
school years, campuses were either labeled Met Standard or Improvement Required. End of School Year (EQY)
ratings based on results made available following the appeals process. *Includes See the HISD source reports
for changes in the framework and terminology for the ratings.

The following discussion of the changes in school, educator, and student performance since the program’s
onset is presented with an understanding that performance results acquired during the pandemic, including
all 2019-2020 findings, must be considered with great caution, particularly in relation to previous and
subsequent results. Nonetheless, the results represent best efforts to depict trends in phenomena that have
been impacted in immeasurable ways. Aside from both the overt and the insidious impacts of the pandemic
on our society, communities, educational system, and HISD constituents, the educator and student
outcomes summarized in this report are expected to be (at least to some degree) indicative of the effects of
developing more effective systems for teaching and learning to improve students’ academic achievement
through the implementation of the Achieve 180 Program. The centralized and school-based supports geared
toward school and student success have been multi-faceted, massive, and energized by the heart-felt
dedication of HISD's district and school leaders, teachers, teacher-leaders and other educators, students,
and district and school support personnel to achieve great change in the lives of our high-need students.

As New Jersey’s Education Commissioner, Christopher Cerf, stated at the 2018—-2019 Houston Independent
School District, State of the Schools Luncheon, “The role of education is to create pathways for young people
to have an opportunity to achieve any goal they desire, regardless of who their parents are or where they
were born . . . A student’s circumstances should not limit their future. That should always be the ideal function
of school districts” (Houston Independent School District, 2020e). To intensify the district’'s efforts to fulfill
this vital role of education for its students of greatest need, a three-year Achieve 180 Program was
implemented in 2017-2018 to address the long-term deficits in the educational systems of the district’s most
under-served and under-performing schools. For three years, targeted, centralized program supports have
been offered to better develop each school’s leaders, educators, learning structures and processes, as well
as to better provide familial and community resources needed to help each student excel. School, educator,
and student outcomes have been impacted by (but not limited to) the Achieve 180 Program inputs. As
intended, program development has been an iterative process, changing each year, along with its
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participants. Regarding the following discussion of program inputs and outcomes, please refer to the
recommendations made to further improve program implementation and associated outcomes, which were
gleaned from the current or previous research reports and survey responses from 2019-2020 Achieve 180
Program administrators whose work directly impacted Achieve 180 Program students, families, schools, and
communities (pp. 16-19).

Initially, the Achieve 180 Program targeted students and educators who lead or taught at HISD’s schools
with the lowest Texas Education Agency’s (TEA’s) Campus Accountability Rating of Improvement Required
(IR) or “F” or were Not Rated prior to and during the program’s years of implementation. Some participating
schools had received such ratings for as many as four to eight years. In Year 2, district leaders began to
include schools in danger of receiving an IR or F rating. In short, the Achieve 180 Program sought to improve
connections within the schools’ communities and instructional environments; better build, support, and utilize
effective school leaders and teacher-leaders; increase teacher capacity and effectiveness; improve
instructional practice; and elevate students’ learning supports, experiences, outcomes, and levels of
achievement. Thereby, equipping schools to effectively prepare high-need students to graduate from high
school with the characteristics needed for global success. Improvements in all Achieve 180 Program schools’
TEA Accountability Ratings were anticipated, particularly those that had received an IR rating or were Not
Rated prior to and during the program’s years of implementation. This report has presented outcomes that
were expected to be associated with the identified program supports. Fifty-five of the 56 participating Achieve
180 Program schools completed at least one complete year of the program. The bulk of them, 43 schools,
entered the program in 2017-2018 (Year 1) and remained through 2019-2020 (Year 3), 10 schools entered
the program in 2018-2019 (Year 2) and participated through 2019-2020 (Year 3), while two schools
participated one full year only (Victory Preparatory South HS in 2017-2018 (Year 1) and Wisdom, HS in
2019-2020 (Year 3)). In this report, pre-program (baseline) to post-program results were presented in a way
that accounts for the number of years of program participation for each school or group.

In more than monetary terms, the scale of the investment to implement the Achieve 180 Program has been
enormous and beyond measure. Based on budget and expenditure reports that included Title | grants, 86
percent of the reported $23.0 million 2017-2018 Achieve 180 Program budget was utilized ($19.8 million),
while in 2018-2019 slightly more than 81 percent of the reported $32.6 million Achieve 180 Program budget
was utilized ($26.6 million), and in 2019-2020, slightly more than 89 percent of the reported $32.6 million
Achieve 180 Program budget was utilized ($29.1 million). In all years, program funds were primarily used
to employ, support, or develop instructional and administrative staff at these high-need schools (nearly 93%
in 2017-2018 and about 99% in 2018-2019 and 2019-2020). The remaining funds were used for
consultation, contract services, educational materials and technology, general supplies, operating costs, or
other miscellaneous expenses. The percentage of unutilized Achieve 180 Program funds fluctuated from
14 percent in 2017-2018, increased to nearly 19 percent in 2018-2019, and showed improvement at more
than 11 percent in 2019-2020, which are sizeable amounts given the scale of the budgets. From
approximately 11 percent ($3.5 million) to 19 percent ($6 million) of roughly $20-29 million budgets was
left unspent while educators’ and students’ needs remained unaddressed. This seems problematic.
Improved focus on Achieve 180 Program fiscal management may have succeeded in confirming the
appropriate allocation of funds and in depleting available funding to enhance program supports and
heighten student learning and achievement on these campuses. In addition, it is important to highlight the
fact that the total cost for the three-year Achieve 180 Program was not determined. Costs that were paid
through some departmental budgets were not included in the post end-of-fiscal-year Achieve 180 Program
budget and expenditure reports analyzed for these reports which included both General Funds and Federal
grants (Title I). A comprehensive budget and expenditure report for the program would have to be compiled
for the important task of a meaningful cost-benefit analysis to be conducted.
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The Achieve 180 Implementation Rubric Dashboard was used each year by district and school
administrators after the end of the school year to rate each school on the level of fidelity achieved in
implementing each of the centralized supports provided on the campus. The rating scale was “1.0-1.4" (Non-
example), “1.5-2.4" (Emerging example), “2.5-3.0” (Strong example). Though 2019-2020 fidelity ratings
were used for this analysis, it must be acknowledged the 2019-2020 ratings are likely to reflect cumulative
effects of program interventions for schools with multiple years of program participation. 2019-2020 Program
implementation fidelity ratings for the six Pillars ranged from the lowest of 2.4 — an “Emerging example” of
program fidelity for Pillar Il Teacher Excellence to 2.8 — a “Strong example” of program fidelity for Pillar VI
Family and Community Empowerment. While it is quite admirable for all other pillars to have been rated at
the highest level of implementation fidelity, it is of great concern that Pillar Il Teacher Excellence would be
rated the lowest among the pillar ratings for program fidelity. Given that teachers play the most important
role identified in improving outcomes for schools and students (Obiakor, Banks, Rotatori, & Utley, 2017), this
finding warrants careful attention to discern its meaning and identify associated remedies. This result is
associated with key program supports involving teacher staffing and retention, teacher development and
effectiveness, New Teacher Coaches, Teacher Development Specialists, Dedicated Associate Teachers,
Teacher Leaders, model classrooms, and teacher stipends and incentives designed to improve instructional
practice. This finding may help explain some elements that undergird stubborn gaps in student performance.

For the intervention components or resources provided within each program pillar, the highest rating of 2.9
(“Strong example”) was found for Pillar Il Instructional Excellence-Data Driven Instructional Coaching and
Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment-Family/Community Events. All pillar components of Pillar V
Social and Emotional Learning Supports and Pillar VI Family and Community Empowerment were rated a
“Strong example” of implementation fidelity. Further, a “Strong example” of implementation fidelity was
achieved for at least 50 percent of the program support components (interventions) within each of these four
pillars: Pillar | Leadership Excellence (67%), Pillar Il Teacher Excellence (50%), Pillar Il Instructional
Excellence (75%), and Pillar IV School Design (67%). However, further highlighting the concern stated
above, Pillar Il Teacher Excellence-Teacher Effectiveness Data and Pillar Il Teacher Excellence-Teacher
Effectiveness Data and Model Classrooms received the lowest rating of 2.2 (“Emerging example”).

Principals are primary agents in school improvement efforts focused on strong learning climates and support
of teacher leadership regarding schoolwide goals of student achievement (Allensworth and Hart, 2018).
Staffing priorities and incentives to secure and retain effective and highly effective principals and school
leaders at Achieve 180 Program schools, heightened emphasis on principal/school leader involvement in
HISD school leadership development programs, leadership professional learning communities, communities
of practice visits, and job-embedded professional development for campus leadership were implemented
through specialized program efforts designed to respond to the unique leadership demands and challenges
of leadership at each Achieve 180 Program campus. The overall mean implementation fidelity rating for
Pillar I Leadership Excellence was 2.5 out of 3.0, which is on the low end of ratings that fall within the “Strong
example” category of implementing the associated program supports as expected. Therefore, continued
attention to program refinements are warranted in this key component of successful school transformation
(Obiakor, Banks, Rotatori, & Utley, 2017).

HISD’s system for developing and measuring the effectiveness of school leadership (including principals,
assistant principals, and deans) utilizes the district's school leader appraisal ratings. The School Leader
Appraisal Scorecard rating is one of two components in the appraisal rating and ranges from 1 (Ineffective)
to 4 (Highly Effective). Determined at the end of each academic year, the Scorecard rating summarizes
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performance indicators for student performance, school performance, and teacher effectiveness. Favorable
results showed the mean Achieve 180 Program School Leader Appraisal Scorecard rating increased from
pre-program (i.e., baseline) to post-program (i.e., last year of program participation) by 1.2 points for the
two-year group of 10 schools from a 2.3 rating in 2017-2018 (baseline) to a 3.5 rating in 2019-2020 (Year
3) and increased 0.9 point for the three-year group of 42 schools from a 2.5 rating in 2016—2017 (baseline)
to a 3.4 rating in 2019-2020 (Year 3). The gain for both groups was found to be statistically significant.
Furthermore, the gap in mean School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings between three-year Achieve 180
Program schools and non-Achieve 180 Program schools narrowed 50 percent from a pre-program gap of
0.6 point to a post-program gap of 0.3 point. For two-year Achieve 180 Program schools and comparison
Title I, Part A non-Achieve 180 Program schools, there was a greater gap-reduction than achieved by three-
year program participants. The gap in the two-year participants’ and their comparisons’ mean School Leader
Appraisal Scorecard rating narrowed 63 percent from a pre-program gap of 0.8 point to a post-program gap
of 0.3 point.

Further, a positive relationship between greater Achieve 180 Program implementation fidelity and higher
School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings was found for 13 (42%) of the 31 Achieve 180 Program
centralized supports provided for participating schools. Of the 13, the four strongest associations (which
were only of weak intensity) were between Scorecard ratings and program implementation fidelity ratings
for: Pillar I Leadership Excellence - Demonstration Principal; Pillar Il Teacher Excellence - Model Classrooms
and Dedicated Associate Teachers; and Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support - Schoolwide
Behavior Support System. | may be of great benefit to explore how the positive connections between these
program supports that targeted school leadership development, educator classroom and instructional
support, and student support systems may correlate with greater school leader effectiveness.

Research shows that long-term outcomes for students can be heightened under the instruction of highly
effective teachers (Chetty et al., 2011; Chetty, Friedman, & Rockoff, 2014). Therefore, securing and retaining
effective and highly effective teachers was a staffing priority that was enacted through centralized supports,
including hiring events, teacher stipends and/or incentives, and professional development opportunities
designed to respond to the specific needs of the Achieve 180 Program campuses. Based on HISD Teacher
Appraisal and Development System (TADS) summative ratings from 2016-2017 to 2019-2020, the
percentage of Effective and Highly Effective teachers employed on Achieve 180 Program campuses that
participated for three years increased from 81.0 percent to 82.9 percent (1.9 percentage points), while the
percentage of Effective and Highly Effective teachers on Achieve 180 Program campuses that participated
for two years decreased from 79.5 percent to 77.5 percent (2.0 percentage points). In addition, the
percentage of Effective and Highly Effective teachers on Achieve 180 Program campuses that participated
for the one on-year program participant with TADS data also decreased, from 94.7 percent to 94.4 percent
(0.3 percentage point). None of these changes were statistically significant.

Very unfavorably for program schools, for three-year schools, comparisons of the average proportion of
teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings between Achieve 180 Program schools and
comparison non-Achieve 180 Program schools showed the gap increased from a pre-program gap of 6.3
percentage points to a post-program gap of 6.7 percentage points. At two-year schools, the proportion of
teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings increased at non-Achieve 180 Program schools (0.3
percentage point) while it decreased at Achieve 180 Program schools (2.0 percentage points) from pre-
program (2017-2018) to post-program (2019-2020), also widening this gap from a pre-program gap of 9.5
percentage points to a post-program gap of 11.8 percentage points. The findings are consistent with other
district studies, including results that showed the proportion of teachers rated “Highly Effective” at campuses
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that received a TEA accountability rating of “A” was more than six times greater than the proportion of
teachers rated “Highly Effective” at campuses that received a TEA accountability rating of “F” (Houston
Independent School District, 2020c, p. 45-46). Clearly the equitable placement of highly effective teachers
in the district warrants careful consideration and severe action to ensure high-quality instruction for the most-
underserved students at schools where they are needed.

As stated previously, the lowest of the overall mean implementation fidelity ratings was found for Pillar Il
Teacher Excellence (2.4 out of 3.0). Of great interest, a positive relationship between greater Achieve 180
Program implementation fidelity and higher TADS ratings was found for 28 (90%) of the 31 Achieve 180
Program centralized supports provided for participating schools. Of the 28 associations, 23 (82%) were
notable, with 15 of them (65%) being of weak intensity or strength (including six of statistical significance)
and eight (35%) of moderate strength and statistically significant. The significant, positive, and moderate
relationships between higher TADS ratings and greater program implementation fidelity of eight program
components were identified within four program Pillars: Pillar Il Instructional Excellence (n=4), Pillar IV
School Design (n=1), Pillar V Social and Emotional Learning Support (n=1), and Pillar VI Family and
Community Empowerment (n=2) (See p. 66 for additional details.) It may be beneficial to explore the
implications of the positive connections between these program supports and greater proportions of effective
teachers. Also of importance, implementation fidelity of Pillar Il Teacher Excellence was associated with
higher scores on English and Spanish language DLA ELA exams and higher scores on English language
DLA Mathematics exams. Supported by research (Leithwood, Harris, & Strauss, 2010; Schmoker, 2011;
Romasz, Kantor, & Elias, 2004; Mapp & Kuttner, 2013), these outcomes suggest the need to carefully
consider ways to elevate program implementation fidelity for Pillar 1| Teacher Excellence components as a
direct investment in heightening student performance.

It may also prove more prudent to ensure that, primarily, only teachers of high quality (as measured by TADS
ratings of Effective or Highly Effective) are targeted for hiring, receive Achieve 180 Program stipends and
incentives, and retained on Achieve 180 Program campuses. In addition, because TADS is being employed
as a high-stakes measure that impacts schools, teachers, and students, it may be important to ascertain if
the TADS measure is both a valid measure of teacher effectiveness and is being used consistently as a
reliable method to gauge effective/highly effective teacher content and pedagogical knowledge, skills,
qualities, and actions. These questions echo queries raised in other district reports (Houston Independent
School District, 2020c; Kraft and Gilmour, 2017; Weisberg, et al., 2009).

Student attendance rates for 2019-2020 may be inflated due to effects of the pandemic, including changes
in instructional modalities and differences in how attendance was gauged across the years assessed.
Nevertheless, the average student attendance rate for the group of 43 three-year Achieve 180 Program
schools increased 1.7 percentage points from 93.8% in 2016-2017 to 95.5% in 2019-2020. For the group
of 10 two-year Achieve 180 Program schools, the student attendance rate also increased (1.6 percentage
points from 94.7% in 2017-2018 to 96.3% in 2019-2020). Further analyses found student attendance rate
changes from pre- to post-program to be statistically significant, with large program effects for both groups.

However, each year, the mean attendance rate for three-year and two-year Achieve 180 Program
participants declined as the school level increased from elementary (mid-90’s) to middle (low to mid-90’s) to
high school (high-80’s to low-90’s). This points to an urgent need to identity and address the underlying
causes of student absenteeism, which is a core problem that undermines all educational efforts to develop
and nurture well-rounded youths, improve student achievement, and produce Global Graduates of high
caliber. Favorably, from pre-program to post-program, Achieve 180 Program students’ attendance rates
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increased most at three-year high schools (3.5 percentage points), followed by the one-year high school (2.4
percentage points) and two-year middle schools (2.3 percentage points), while three-year combined-level
(0.3 percentage point) and two-year and three-year elementary schools had smaller gains in student
attendance rates (0.8 percentage point and 0.7 percentage point, respectively). In addition, the student
attendance rate increases from pre-program to post-program were statistically significant with large program
effect sizes for students at three-year elementary and high schools and two-year middle schools.

Unfortunately, Achieve 180 Program student attendance rates (approximately 94%—96%) were from about
0.5 percentage points to 1.5 percentage points lower than non-Achieve 180 student attendance rates
(approximately 95%-96%), from 2016—-2017 to 2019-2020, depending on the school year and number of
years of program participation. Favorably, there was a 55 percent decrease in the gap between attendance
rates at three-year Achieve 180 Program and comparison non-A180 Program schools from a pre-program
gap of 1.1 percentage points (93.8% vs 94.9%, respectively) to a post-program gap of 0.5 percentage point
(95.5% vs 96.0%, respectively). Also, between two-year Achieve 180 Program schools and comparison non-
Achieve 180 Program schools, the gap in student attendance rates decreased 64 percent from a pre-
program gap of 1.4 percentage points (94.7%vs 96.1%, respectively) to a post-program gap of 0.5
percentage point (96.3% vs 96.8%, respectively). Chronic absence rates decreased at Achieve 180 Program
schools at rates that were statistically significant where possible to assess, regardless of the number of years
of program patrticipation.

Favorably for the program, when disaggregated by students’ demographic characteristics, across student
subgroups and the number of years of school program participation; except for students of Two or More
Races/Ethnicities and White students, the largest proportions of schools had more students of each
subgroup to show gains in their attendance rates than to show no change or losses by the end of their
school’s participation in the program. At three-year schools, this ranged from 56 percent of the schools of
English Learners to 70 percent of the schools of Economically Disadvantaged students. At two-year schools,
this ranged from 70 percent of the schools of English Learners to 90 percent of the schools of Black/African
American students, 90 percent of the schools of Economically Disadvantaged students, and 90 percent of
the schools of Students with Disabilities. Unfavorably, students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities had a
greater proportion of schools where their student group had decreases (losses) in their attendance rates
(60%) than gains (20%) or no change (20%). White students had equal proportions of schools (46%) where
their student group made more gains in attendance rate as schools where they had more losses in their
attendance rates.

Achieve 180 Program’s Pillar IV Social and Emotional Learning Support was designed to provide students
with non-academic supports to facilitate their capacity for academic successes. Related efforts were supplied
through schoolwide behavior support systems to better address disciplinary concerns and resources such
as wrapround services and enhanced access to nursing and counselor supports. The mean overall
implementation fidelity rating for Pillar IV was 2.7 out of 3.0, indicating this pillar’s interventions collectively
provided a “Strong example” of what was expected. However, this mean rating and some student attendance
findings show there remains an urgent need identity and address the core causes of student absenteeism
as a hinderance to increased improvements in student achievement, particularly at higher school levels. Still,
it is very reasonable to expect that the program’s Pillar IV interventions may have been successful in helping
to achieve important gains in student attendance. It may prove helpful to augment them at program schools
as well as replicate them at other high-need schools across the district.
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Program benefits appeared to be consistently evident using student-matching and 2019-2020 DLA to
measure program impacts on the performance of students at schools targeted by the extensive Achieve 180
Program supports. The effects of the multi-faced program interventions led to mostly comparable or higher
performance of Achieve 180 Program students.

Signaling positive program effects for its students’ academic achievement in English language arts (ELA)
was a 4.2 percentage-point performance-gap reduction at the program level, which resulted in a half-point
gap vs the initial 4.7-gap in favor of the non-program students. At the level of the program'’s tiers, indications
of the program’s benefits for program students who took DLA ELA exams included performance-gap
reductions ranging from 55 percent (Tier 3) to 88 percent (Tier 2). In addition, performance-gap closures on
the DLA ELA exams resulted in Tier 1 and Light Support Achieve 180 Program students’ mean score
exceeding their non-program peers’ mean score, by 1.3 points and 0.4 point, respectively, with Tier 1
showing a statistically significant higher score than their non-program peers.

Analysis of program impacts on program students’ DLA mathematics performance at the program level
showed an 8.8-point change in the initial performance-gap that was in favor of non-Achieve 180 Program
students. The change resulted in Achieve 180 Program students’ score being two points higher score than
their non-program peers’ score, a difference that was statistically significant (p<0.01), as was the initial gap,
which was in favor of their peers (p<0.05). At the tier level of the program, indications of the program’s
benefits for its students’ DLA mathematics performance included gap closures where program students’
performance exceeded their peers’ in four (80%) of the five tiers (Tier 3, Tier 2, Tier 1, and Light Support),
with the difference in favor of Achieve 180 Program students being of statistical significance (p<0.01) for
three of the four tiers (Tier 3, Tier 1, and Light Support). For the Area Support students, a 9.1-point (88%)
performance-gap reduction between them and non-program peers suggested program benefits for Achieve
180 Program students who took DLA in mathematics.

For the 12 three-year schools in the Achieve 180 Program, four-year state graduation rates with exclusions
in 2017, 2018, and 2019 (66.3%, 66.4%, and 67.8%, respectively) were about 15 to 17 percentage points
lower than non-Achieve 180 rates each year (82.8%, 81.8%, and 82.7%, respectively). Favorably for Achieve
180 Program schools, the mean four-year graduation rate increased 1.5 percentage points from pre-program
(Class of 2017) to post-program (Class of 2019), while it decreased 0.1 percentage point at their comparison
non-Achieve 180 Program schools, narrowing the gap by 9.7 percent from 16.5 to 14.9 percentage points.
There were no two-year program schools with high school graduate-level students.

Somewhat favorable for the program, overall, when disaggregated by students’ demographic characteristics
(race/ethnicity, economic disadvantage, English learner, and disability) four-year graduation rates increased
for All Students and for each student group assessed from pre-program (Class of 2017) to the second year
of the program (Class of 2019), except for Black/African American students who comprised 34 to 35 percent
of the Class of 2017 and of the Class of 2019 and showed a 1.0 percentage point decline. The gains ranged
from 0.3 percentage point (students of Two or More Races/Ethnicities) to 35.1 percentage points (Native
American students). The gain was statistically significant for White students.

Unfortunately, the gap in five-year state graduation rates widened between Achieve 180 Program
participants and comparison schools. After one program year, the baseline (Class of 2018) Achieve 180
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Program'’s five-year graduation rate was 0.9 percentage point lower than the rate had been prior to the onset
of the program (Class of 2017), while the rate at comparison schools increased 0.3 percentage point,
widening the gap by 9.5 percent from 12.6 to 13.8 percentage points. Additional results are pending.
Complete five-year graduation pre- to post-program results were available for one one-year school (Victory
Preparatory South HS, a 2017-2018 participant) and showed a 7.3 percentage-point gain in the mean five-
year graduation rate from its baseline rate (Class of 2017) to the post-program rate (Class of 2018).

By student group overall, unfortunately, five-year graduation rates decreased from pre-program (Class of
2017) to one year after the program began (Class of 2018) for all race/ethnic groups assessed, except for
Asian/Pacific Islander (5.1 p-point gain) and White (1.0 p-point gain) students who together comprised only
14 to 15 percent of the Class of 2017 and of the Class of 2019. Five-year graduation rates increased slightly
for Economically Disadvantaged students (0.1 p-point gain) from pre-program (Class of 2017) to after the
first year of the program (Class of 2018) but, decreased for English Learners (1.3 percentage points) and
SWD (1.7 percentage points).

It must be stated that even after three years of the extensive supports provided through the Achieve 180
Program, four-year graduation rates at the 12 participating schools continue to reveal that more than 30
percent of students in these high-need schools are not graduating after four years of high school, and
furthermore, more than 25 percent of students at Achieve 180 Program schools are not graduating after five
years of high school. Results by student group reveal this problem is amplified among Black/African
American students, Hispanic students, Economically Disadvantaged students, and SWD who showed a
decline in the four-year graduation rate at nearly half or more (45.5 percent to 58.3 percent) of the schools
they attended. This problem was enhanced among these groups at the one-year program school and among
English Learners there, where they showed a 51.4 percentage-point decline in the four-year graduation rate
from the Class of 2017 to the Class of 2018. A closer review of district, school, and Achieve 180 Program
supports at each grade level may be necessary to insure that effective and differentiated foundational
supports are available to all students each year of school, and particularly to the identified sub-groups of
students in high-need schools. Resolution of this problem and its underlying agents are essential if we are
to fulfill our role of ensuring that every student is able to attain one of the most basic levels of success,
graduating from high school within four or five years after entering.

More positive relationships of greater intensity were found for associations between program implementation
fidelity ratings and student scores on DLA taken in the Spanish language than were found for DLA taken in
the English language or for associations between program implementation fidelity and the educator
outcomes assessed for this report (School Leader Appraisal Scorecard and TADS ratings). Moderate or
strong relationships (some of statistical significance, p<.01) were identified between program implementation
fidelity of Pillar | Leadership Excellence and scores on Spanish English language arts (ELA) exams;
implementation fidelity of Pillar Il Teacher Excellence and scores on English and Spanish language ELA
exams and scores on English language mathematics exams; implementation fidelity of Pillar Ill Instructional
Excellence and scores on English language mathematics exams; implementation fidelity of Pillar V Social
and Emotional Learning Support and scores on Spanish ELA and Spanish Math; and implementation fidelity
of Pillar VI Parent and Family Empowerment and sores on Spanish ELA and Spanish Math exams.

Since the onset of the Achieve 180 Program in 2017-2018 (Year 1), each year that newly calculated annual
ratings have been given, the total number of HISD campuses that have received TEA School Accountability
Ratings of Improvement Required (IR), F, or NR-H ratings has decreased; dropping from 27 of 278 schools
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in 2016—-2017 (baseline year) to 23 of 275 schools in 2017-2018 (Year 1), to 21 of 271 schools in 2018—
2019 (Year 2); totaling a 22 percent reduction in failing schools overall. Each year that newly calculated
annual ratings have been given, the percentage of Achieve 180 Program schools that have met the
accountability standard (or were rated A-D) increased, from 17 of 44 schools (39%) in 2017 (baseline year)
to 43 of 53 schools (81%) in 2019 (Year 2).

Due to the pandemic, new annual district and campus ratings were not calculated for the 2019-2020 school
year (Year 3); therefore, 21 HISD schools retained their previous 2018-2019 (Year 2) TEA School
Accountability Ratings of Improvement Required (IR), F, or NR-H in 2019-2020. Ten of the 54 2019-2020
Achieve 180 Program campuses (19%) ended the school rated IR/F and 44 (81%) were rated Met
Standard/A-D. Of the 10 IR/F Achieve 180 Program campuses, only two of them had been rated NR-H or
IR/F in the year(s) prior to spring 2019 (Wheatley HS and Sugar Grove MS in Tier 3). The other eight
campuses were rated Met Standard/A-D in spring 2019 when ratings were last calculated.

It is crucial for stakeholders who are interested in the current and future student outcomes of underserved
and underperforming Achieve 180 Program scholars and their peers on similar campuses in similar
communities to remain clear that the historical underpinnings of our society and communities transmit the
political, socioeconomic, cultural, and race/ethnic-based inequities that are very clearly and consistently
made manifest through our students’ academic outcomes (Coleman, 1966). Carnoy and Garcia (2017)
studied the academic performance of disenfranchised groups in this country and found some persistent
gaps between students of higher vs lower income groups, African American/Black and Hispanic students
(regardless of economic status) were much more likely to be in high-poverty schools than were their
Asian/Pacific Islander or White peers, and English Learners were increasingly falling behind non-EL White
students in reading and mathematics. Roughly 15 percent of the variation in low student performance can
be explained by differences in students’ demographic, socio-economic, and educational backgrounds
(Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development [OECD], 2016). It is understood by most that
students’ demographic and socio-economic background characteristics do not determine students’ levels
of academic achievement. However, these factors create conditions that are known to influence student
success in the school system (OECD, 2016). Research-based (Austin, Vaughn, & McClelland, 2017), early
intervention to support student success is the key to mitigating these risk factors (Carnoy & Garcie, 2017).

These political, socioeconomic, cultural, and race/ethnic-based “core causes” have continued to help shape
the long-term, deeply entrenched challenges that our educators and students at the Achieve 180 Program
schools must face. In fact, the initial “core causes” of students’ academic failure at Achieve 180 Program
schools were articulated by school administrators in the initial planning phases of the program. The
identified “core causes” delineated societal, community, and school conditions, systems, climates, attitudes,
and practices as the primary contributors to the perpetuation of academic failure among their students. To
some extent, the Achieve 180 Program’s funding and other in-kind district support have provided some help
for socio-political inequities in funding and other resources that have long impacted Achieve 180 Program
students, families, communities, and schools. But, by design, the Achieve 180 Program’s supports have
been limited and short-lived in comparison to the societal realities they confront and seek to mediate.

Despite longstanding inequities that effect learning outcomes, particularly for students of color and low-
income students, through the Achieve 180 Program, HISD has sought to implement differentiated, research-
based interventions focused on educator and student success that aligned with recommendations for school
and district turnaround that include “finding strong leaders, focusing on data and monitoring, establishing a
safe, orderly climate, and establishing a culture of high expectations” (Trujillo and Rénee, 2015, p. 17).
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Turnaround studies for schools suggest focusing on strategies to bolster test scores, such as curriculum
alignment, test preparation, and test-based achievement goals for students (Trujillo, 2013). Along with these
strategies, some studies have suggested implementing additional supports such as teacher recruitment and
intensive professional development (Sparks, 2012). In addition to increasing federal and state funding for
public education, researchers propose the following to promote turnaround processes that are equitable and
democratic: (1) improving the quality of teaching and learning, (2) engaging teachers, students, parents, and
community organizations in developing and implementing turnaround efforts, (3) tailoring strategies to each
school and district, (4) utilizing multiple indicators of effectiveness that reflect school objectives, and (5)
encouraging research, evaluation, and dissemination to examine each aspect of the school and district
turnaround process (Trujillo and Rénee, 2015). The HISD Achieve 180 Program was based upon research,
including studies on campus and district turnaround.

A common understanding among informed HISD stakeholders is that it is no small feat to successfully turn
around high-need schools, such as Achieve A180 Program schools, or to make clear and sustained progress
toward that end, particularly within short-term programming (like the three-year timeframe initially set for the
program). The positive findings associated with the Achieve 180 Program exist within the context of long-
standing deficits. Both the positive results and the challenges point us towards areas that necessitate
sustained, favorable change, if the Achieve 180 Program students and communities are to be successful in
the longer term. Persistent gaps in school leader and educator effectiveness continue to translate into long-
standing student performance gaps that represent our historical failure to effectively equip our high-need
schools to satisfy the paramount role of education, which is to provide each of our progeny with viable and
equitable opportunities to achieve (i.e., to triumph) regardless of their social circumstances. Sustained
funding and school turnaround enhancements are important and necessary to remedy the school leadership,
educator effectiveness, student learning and achievement, and family and community empowerment deficits
experienced by students at high-need schools (NEPC, 2012).

The Achieve 180 Program had been enacted in the spirit the district’s responsibility to our students that
aligns with Commissioner Cerf’s address at our 2018-2019 State of the Schools fundraiser (as summarized
above), consistent with the Improving Basic Programs effort in Title I, Part A (Title 1) of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), as well as with
the Mission, Vision, Beliefs, Theory of Action, Goals, and Constraints of HISD’s Board of Education. Also,
compatible with the district’'s stated Mission, Vision, and Beliefs regarding equity, the Achieve 180 Program
sought to support, strengthen, and empower students who attend HISD’s most underserved and
underperforming schools through developing and supporting campus leaders and educators, engaging and
empowering students and their families, and developing alliances within school communities to enhance
student learning and increase student achievement. In light of these important endeavors, have the district,
community, and state stakeholders paid adequate attention to the social, political, and cultural drivers of
Achieve 180 Program schools and schooling (Welner, 2001)?

The gains made by program providers and participants have been palpable. Yet, consistent with other district
reports such as those on TADS, SWD interventions, Title I, Part A student outcomes, Gifted and Talented,
and literacy interventions, the findings of this report reveal varied and persistent performance deficits among
the educators and students in high-need Achieve 180 Program schools, with notable gaps remaining
between their performance and the performance of their peers at non-Achieve 180 Program schools.
Tremendous efforts such as those enacted through Achieve 180 Program may be more effective and
sustainable when grounded within a broader context of collaborative supports that simultaneously address
the social, political, and cultural realities of these schools and the old underlying structures that must be
remedied to effectively educate our progeny. As suggested by one leader in education research, we must
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“ensure that educational resources are distributed equitably.” Perhaps, to “. . . undo the racialized system
we inherited from our predecessors . . . a coalition of cross-sector leaders and community stakeholders [is
needed] . . . to dismantle the system of racialized zoning that continues to harm our students . . . . The work
of the coalition is grounded in local data and research . . ." (Turley, 2021).
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Appendices

Appendix A: Student Characteristics

Figure A-1. HISD, Achieve 180 Program, and Non-Achieve 180 Student Characteristics, 2019—-2020 and 2019-2020
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2018 and Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0
Note: In 2018-2019 (Year 2), 53 schools participated and in 2019-2020 (Year 3), 54 schools participated.
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Figure A-2. Achieve 180 Program Student Characteristics by 2018-2019 Treatment Group, 2018-2019 and 2019-2020
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Sources: Fall PEIMS 2018 and Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0
Note: 2018-2019 (Year 2) and 2019-2020 (Year 3) results are shown for the 54 schools participating in 2019-2020.
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Appendix A: Achieve 180 Program Objectives

Pillar Focus Areas Objectives
Fill essential staff positions and retain
| Essential St.affing Ezztzgttlizll Ztt?:f connects students to
Leadership Cqmpensatlon . resources
Excellence Principal Effectiveness Mentor C(;ach and provide differentiated
Collaborative School Support , coach, and p

support to instructional leaders and
teachers.
Identify, attract, hire, and retain high-

1l Priority Teacher Staffing and Retention quality educators.

Teacher Teacher Effectiveness Provide incentives, differentiated

Excellence | Compensation professional development, and support to

educators.

Literacy Provide real-time and personalized
Curriculum Implementation and Instructional support in curriculum and instruction to

Delivery ensure effective, aligned, differentiated,

- Formative Assessment and Data Protocols and rigorous lessons in every classroom
Instructional -
Excellence Cognitive _Demand .

High Quality Professional Development
Curriculum Alignment between Grade-level

Standards and Student Needs
Extended Work Day for Teachers Provide a school day and school
Master Schedule ) environment designed for student
Structured Instructional Time .

8 . . progress and achievement.

Intervention (Academic and Behavioral) "

v . Enable students to become critical
School Blended Learning thinkers, problem-solvers, and meaning
Design Cyltural pompetence . . makers ’ ’

Differentiated and Personalized Instruction

Meeting Needs of Overage Students

Global Graduate and College/Career

Readiness Opportunities
Provide a menu of social and emotional
supports tailored to each campus and
community.
Remove non-academic barriers to

\% student engagement in instruction and

Social and | Teaching the Whole Child learning.

Emotional Wraparound Services Employ a systemic approach to provide
Learning Feeder Pattern Connections learning supports (i.e., intervention
Support assistance teams, resources, and

analysis of behavioral, physical, and
mental health data) and to connect
student learning supports to academic
achievement and growth.

Engage and empower family and

VI community members as partners in

. Family Friendly Schools education.

Family and S N

Community Two-Way Commumcaﬂo_n Encourage two-way communication
Feeder Pattern Connections between home and school.
Engagement ;
Increase parent involvement and
engagement.

Sources: Achieve 180 Program Website, Pilar 1 - http://www.houstonisd.org/Page/165795; Pillar 2 -
http://www.houstonisd.org/Page/166319; Pilar 3 - http://www.houstonisd.org/Page/166337; Pillar 4 -

http://www.houstonisd.org/Page/166338; Pilar 5 - http://www.houstonisd.org/Page/166339; Pillar 6 -

http://www.houstonisd.org/Page/166340, 12/1/2017.

Note: Program objectives included in the table are extracted from text describing [intermediate] program goals and

aims, which support the three explicit and overarching Board and Achieve 180 Program goals.
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Appendix A: Achieve 180 Program Logic Model

ic Model, 2019-2020

ACHIEVE18®

Logic Model

Achieve 180 is a research-based action plan to support, strengthen, and empower underserved and
underperforming HISD feeder pattern communities to increase student achievement. Best practices from successful
school turnaround initiatives, including effective teachers, strong principal leadership, and an environment of high
expectations for both students and staff are incorporated into the plan. Now in its third year, Achieve 180 is building
upon the successes and lessons learned to systematically improve student achievement.

'2,‘ :‘2. —— - Effective I_:’rincipal_ - Leaders being supported, developed

LEADERSHIP e e T - Leadership retention R and challenged to grow

EXCELLENCE SHCamEs: - Collaborative School Support - Improved central office supports and
;{I:Emive model to communicate state of collaboration

§2

- Effective Teachers
If we do these activities, - Staff Retention

- Increased teacher effectiveness
This leads to... - Increased teacher retention

they will lead to these .
TRACHER outcomes. - Mo Loss of Instruction Due to Teacher _ Ensuring equity for all students
EXCELLENCE absences
- Literacy Growth - Equipping students for success after
o - Curriculum Implementation and graduation
If wee do these activities,
they will lzad to these Instructional Delivery - Closing gaps between historically
INé;géJS_gr?géL Suicemsss - High Quality PD This leads to.... underserved schools and high
- Access to Library & Librarian performing schools
- Increased student achievement -Students becoming critical thinkers
= 0|- —— — - Planning effeciive lessons for all students and problem solvers
L - we se gctivities, —Oi i i i
lFinkl they will load o fhese i’::;’iﬂi;‘:m';im“““ze“ et SRS ieaas o Teaching and leaming that is active
SCHOOL LTS = . Ao e
DESIGN - Post-secondary Opportunities and cooperative

v
&

SOCIAL & EMOTIONAL
LEARNING SUPPORT

FAMILY & COMMUNITY
EMPOWERMENT

- Access wraparound services
-Teaching the Whole Child
If we do these activities, - Feeder Pattern Connections This leads to...
T =2 -Global Graduate
-Access to Nurse & Counselor

- Students being equipped with the
skills, supports, and resources to be
successiul

- Removing Non-Academic Barriers

- Family Friendly Schools _ Increased Parent Advocacy

If we do these a q -
- : -Two-way Communication This leads to... : L
el eyl Y ) - Encouraging two-way communication
& == - Feeder Pattern Connections

from home to school

Source: Achieve 180 Program Administrators, 2019-2020
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Appendix A: Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric

Pillar | — Leadership Excellence

RESOURCE

STRONG EXAMPLE

EMERGING EXAMPLE

NON-EXAMPLE

Leadership Team
Structures

The leadership team has leaders with clearly
defined goals and each administrator oversees a
content area or program. The teams have a
system of tracking progress of their goals.

The leadership team has
leaders with clearly defined goal
that meet the needs of students

in most of the content areas.
Some of the leaders on the team|

lack the capacity to lead a

content area.

The campus does not
have a leadership team
with a clear vision or
instructional goal.

Professional
Learning
Communities

The campus holds PLCs regularly and the
meetings have clear expectations with an
instructional focus. The PLC evaluates data to
determine next steps and practices high yield
instructional strategies before going live in the
classroom with students.

The campus holds PLCs
regularly and the meetings
have clear expectations with
an instructional focus.

The campus does not
have professional
learning communities

Demonstration
Principal

An authentic collaboration has formed
between the A180 principal and demo
principal. The school leaders are actively
involved in exchanging ideas and have
implemented change due to the pair with the
demonstration principal. The classroom
instruction at the A180 school has improved
due to the collaboration with the demo
principal.

Dutiful exchanges between
leaders have occurred.
There is a gap between the
level of classroom instruction
in the paired schools.
Leaders can articulate
when/where meetings have
occurred but are not
connecting these to changes
in practice.

No exchanges have
occurred, or leaders
report that this
experience is not
helpful/not desired.

Campus Culture

The campus has a vision that all students can
learn. Students, teachers, and the community
are excited to be a part of the school. There is
a positive student to teacher relationship. The
school community collaborates to make the
campus a place where everyone is welcome
and learning goals are being met.

The campus has a vision that
all students can learn and
students, teachers, and the
community are excited to be

a part of the school
community. There is a
positive student to teacher
relationship.

The campus has a
vision that all students
can learn, but students,

teachers, and the
community do not feel
welcome or want to visit

the campus.

Community of
Practice Visits

Classroom instructional practices in almost
every classroom reflect stated campus
instructional priorities and areas of focus
which are the subject of Instructional Rounds.

Classroom instructional
practices include a few
strong examples of stated
campus instructional
priorities and areas of focus
which are the subject of
Instructional Rounds, but
these are the exception and
not the norm.

Classroom instructional
practices do not reflect
attention to stated
campus instructional
priorities and areas of
focus which are the
subject of Instructional
Rounds.

Data Specialists

Specialists are integrated into the
administrative team and are utilized to their
full potential. Leadership teams can speak to
the value and impact of the specialist.
Teachers can articulate goals, areas of
growth, and instructional changes because of
the relationship with the data specialist.

The specialists are running
reports and are the keeper of
campus data knowledge.
The campus has not taken
full ownership of data
creation and analysis.

There is a disconnect
between specialist's
strengths and campus
needs.
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Pillar Il — Teacher Excellence

Associate Teachers

of literacy, content knowledge, and

classroom culture training that has

been provided uniquely to Achieve

180 Associate Teachers. Associate

Teachers have excellent attendance.

Fill rates are at or above the district
average.

RESOURCE STRONG EXAMPLE EMERGING EXAMPLE NON-EXAMPLE

Teacher According to the TADS rubric and According to the TADS rubric and student According to the
Effectiveness student progress data, the teacher is an progress data, the teacher consistently TADS rubric and
Data exemplar model for effective improves in their instructional practices and is student progress
instructional practices and leads receptive to coaching and feedback. data, a teacher’s

colleagues as needed to drive student instructional

learning forward. practices are

ineffective.
Dedicated Associate Teachers display evidence

Associate Teachers have good attendance
and are filling the vacancies but are not
sustaining classroom expectations or district
priorities regarding literacy, content and
classroom culture.

Associate Teachers
are not yet hired,
have poor
attendance, or are
demonstrating
difficulty carrying
out teachers'
classroom plans
and/or maintaining
good rapport with
students.

Model Classrooms

All classrooms are models of
implementation of Literacy by 3,
Literacy in the Middle or Literacy

Empowered.

Many/most classrooms are going through the
motions of Literacy by 3, Literacy in the
Middle or Literacy Empowered, but need work
on implementation quality.

Many/most
classrooms are not
reflective of Literacy
by 3, Literacy in the

Middle or Literacy
Empowered
initiatives.

New Teacher
Coaches
(Tier 3 campuses)

Coaches are visible in the classroom.
Goals based on observations are
developed. There is a coaching

relationship evident (not a supervisory

one). Teachers can articulate goals,
areas of growth, and instructional

The practices of the coach are of an observer
or supervisory nature, not yet fully developed
into a meaningful coaching relationship.
Teachers are unsure of the role and/or
impact of the coach.

The new teacher
coach is not yet in
place or teachers
report that this is
not helpful or

developed. There is a coaching
relationship evident (not a
supervisory one). Teachers can
speak to the value and impact of the
TDS. Teachers can articulate goals,
areas of growth, and instructional
changes because of the relationship
with the TDS. The TDS is willing to
do whatever it takes to support
campus goals.

undesired.
changes because of the relationship
with the new teacher coach.
Teacher Specialists are visible in the The practices of the TDS are not yet fully There is a
Development classroom and during Wednesday developed into a meaningful coaching disconnect between
Specialist PD. Goals based on observations are relationship. Teachers are unsure of the role

and/or impact of the TDS.

the TDS’ strengths
and teacher needs.
Itis unclear if
evidence exists
showing impact of
TDS support. TDS
is generally passive
and inflexible in
regard to campus
support requests.

HISD Research and Accountability

94




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Pillar Ill — Instructional Excellence
RESOURCE STRONG EXAMPLE EMERGING EXAMPLE NON-EXAMPLE
Curriculum Classroom instruction is aligned to the Classroom instruction is aligned to the rigor Classroom

Assessment, rigor and content assessed on and content assessed on formative instruction is not
Planning, and formative assessments. There is assessments, with appropriate differentiation aligned to the rigor
Delivery evidence of appropriate differentiation and scaffolds in place as needed, in some and content of

and scaffolds in place as needed, in classrooms that take assessment; OR, formative
every classroom that takes an classroom instruction is aligned to the rigor assessments.
assessment. and content, but it does not include
appropriate differentiation and scaffolding per
student needs.
Pacing and The campus has a pacing and The campus has a pacing and formative The campus does
Formative formative assessment calendar which assessment calendar which includes the not have a pacing
Assessment includes the dates of all assessments dates of all assessments to be given this and formative
Celaikr to be given thls year as well as PLC year. assessment
dates to review the data from each calendar.

assessment. The campus has also
included a calendar which addresses
the content that needs to be spiraled
back into the classrooms after the
assessments.

Data Analysis

Data walls and binders are current.
There is evidence that instruction
and interventions are aligned to the
data. There is evidence of student
data tracking and students are
knowledgeable of their personal
goals and data progress.

Data walls and binders are current. There is
no clear alignment of instruction and
intervention. Some students are
knowledgeable of their goals and data.

Data walls and
binders are not
present or current.

Essential Position

There is a librarian on campus. There is

Position is staffed. The traditional role of this

Position not yet

(Librarian) clear evidence that students are position is being carried out. Students are staffed.
welcome, aware of, and using the visiting the library and checking out books,
library. The presence of the position is | but evidence of turnaround level impact is not
making a proactive impact on the yet present. The librarian is typically in the
campus - e.g., the library is offering library and waits for students to approach
opportunities like book clubs, UIL, them.
Name That Book, etc.
Reading Specialist There is a coaching relationship The practices of the reading specialist are of There is a
evident (not a supervisory one). an observer or supervisory nature, not yet disconnect between
Teachers can speak to the value and fully developed into a meaningful coaching the reading
impact of the reading specialist. relationship. Teachers are unsure of the role specialist's

Teachers can articulate goals, areas
of growth, and instructional changes
because of the relationship with the
reading specialist. Teacher
improvements are evident in relation
to the TADS Rubric.

and/or impact of the coach.

strengths and
teacher needs.

Renaissance 360

100% of students are taking
Renaissance 360 for math and
reading. Students are invested in the
screener and have been educated, in
a grade-appropriate manner, about
why they are taking it and how they
can grow as readers and
mathematicians. Growth is evident at

the campus.

100% of students are taking Renaissance
360 for math and reading. Growth is not
evident.

Fewer than 100%
of students are
taking Renaissance
360 for math and
reading.
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Pillar 11l — Instructional Excellence - continued
RESOURCE STRONG EXAMPLE EMERGING EXAMPLE NON-EXAMPLE
Intervention The campus has an intervention and The campus has an intervention and The campus does
and Extension extension system that has been extension system that has been not have an
Systems implemented, and it meets the needs of | implemented, but it does not meet the needs intervention or
each individual student. Every student of each individual student. extension system
has a goal and is involved in activities evident on
to help them meet their goal. campus.
Data Driven Evidence of observation and Evidence of observation and feedback is in There is some
Instructional feedback is in TADS. Feedback is TADS. Some of the feedback is aligned to evidence of
Coaching aligned to the effectiveness rating the effectiveness rating and the student observation and

and the student assessment data.
Data Driven Instructional Coaching
(DDIC) protocol is utilized to drive
conversations around student growth
and teacher growth.

assessment data. Data Driven Instructional
Coaching (DDIC) protocol is not utilized.

feedback in TADS.

The feedback does
not support data

driven instructional

coaching.
Pillar IV — School Design
Wednesday Core teachers are actively engaged in School is going through the motions, relying School is
Extended Day new learning and planning. The more heavily on district personnel to lead. unprepared,
PD teachers and campus are active Teachers are less actively engaged attendance is low,

leaders/facilitators of the PD. District
guidance is incorporated meaningfully
and authentically.

and/or activities
are not consistent
with district
standards.

Master Schedule
Guidance

School schedule has planned
intervention for students who need it.
High Schools and Middle Schools
have SRW courses for struggling
readers. Elementary Schools are
providing additional 30 minutes of
reading per day for struggling
readers. High Schools have students
scheduled appropriately including
relevant sequences needed for
HB5/accountability. All schools are
using space and time in ways that
maximize student potential,
capitalizing on technology and
personalized learning approaches.

School has some avenues of intervention in
place. School may still be relying on after-
school "tutorials" or other actions as
interventions. School has not capitalized on
technology or personalized learning
approaches to meet student needs.

School does not offer
SRW courses and/or
additional reading
support at the
elementary level.

Imagine Learning

All students with a Lexile below 750
are using the program daily.

Some students with a Lexile below 750 are
using the program daily.

Very few or no
students with a
Lexile below
750 are using the
program.

Imagine
Math

Student use of Imagine Math is
strategic, with the correct personalized
pathway in place for students.

Student use of Imagine Math is random or
very irregular.

There is not an
expectation for
students to use
Imagine Math on
campus.

HISD Research and Accountability

96




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Table A-2. Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric, 2019-2020 (Continued)

Pillar IV — School Design - continued
IAT Manager Campus IAT teams meet regularly, Campus IAT teams exist nominally and meet Campus IAT teams
with action-oriented outcomes and regularly but there is little evidence of impact. are not meeting.
clear evidence of progress monitoring
and clear evidence that students are
making progress. Significant
decreases in absences, behavioral
referrals and student course failures
are evident. Significant increases in
math and literacy are evident.
Grad Labs The school has a grad lab and grad The school has a grad lab and grad coach in The school does
(High Schools) coach in place. All students who place, and students have access to needed not have a grad lab
need access to credit recovery can courses but not necessarily the needed during the day
use grad lab. Scaffolds or supports supports and scaffolds. Grad coach plays and/or does not
ne_eded_;_are contlnuglly av_allab le such more of an evaluative role and less of an have a grad coach
as: additional face time with a content : - .
teacher or tutor, use of the intervention role. available.
foundational levels of coursework to
build readiness, etc. The tone and
culture of grad lab is proactive and
supportive. The grad coaches
actively intervene for students not
making progress.
College and The school has a college readiness The school's college readiness plan focuses There is not a
Career plan in place that spans Grades 9-12. primarily on Grades 11-12 or, for Grades 9- clear plan in place
Readiness This plan supports student development 12, is inclusive of some but not all the or campus
(High Schools) of academics and experiences financial, academic and leadership implementation of
necessary for college admissions. components that students need for college the plan is
Financial aid, essay, and application admission and persistence. The approach on limited/ineffective.
workshops are in place. College the campus is more voluntary than District resources
Success Advisor is used in a turnaround, without proactive inclusion of that are offered
meaningful way. Campus attends reluctant students. are not being
College Readiness trainings. Khan used/leveraged.
Academy SAT Prep is regularly used by
all students in Grades 9-12. College
access is handled in a proactive way,
responsive to the needs of students
who may be the first in their families to
attend college.
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Pillar V — Social and Emotional Support
RESOURCE STRONG EXAMPLE EMERGING EXAMPLE NON-EXAMPLE
Schoolwide Classroom cultures are supportive, Classroom cultures rely on punitive Classroom culture
Behavior inclusive, and appropriate to the responses, behavioral approaches that limit is inconsistent,
Support developmental level of students. student questioning and creativity, and/or and there are high
System Approaches to discipline reflect a value | developmentally inappropriate or unrealistic rates of discipline
for the student as a learner and thinker. expectations. There are moderate rates of referrals.
There are low rates of discipline discipline referrals, and they are
referrals. There is a system of disproportionately higher for some groups of
accountability for teachers, ensuring students (low SES, special ed, males, etc.).
that they take proactive steps to
address students' needs before
referring for disciplinary action outside
the classroom. Students are respectful
to each other and connected to the
school community.
Wraparound There is clear evidence of resources There is some evidence that resources are It is very difficult to

Resource Specialist

available to students, including
advertisement of resources in
student-friendly language. There are
avenues in place such as
time/processes for students and
parents to be able to request help.
The resources available match the
needs, as evidenced by
improvements in overall student
attendance and in the attendance of
chronic absentees.

available to the campus, but these are not
easy to find and may or may not address the
highest needs at the school.

access resources
and/or there is
clearly a significant
gap between
available resources
and student/family
needs.

Essential Positions:
Nurse and
Counselor

All positions are staffed. Clear
evidence that students are welcome,
aware of, and using the resources
that each position brings. The
presence of the position is making a
proactive impact on the campus -
e.g., health activities and
connections to external resources
are evident beyond assistance to
students who are sick, resources
about college and social and
emotional health are evident and
abundant.

All positions are staffed. The traditional roles
of these positions are being carried out -
students are using the clinic when sick.

Students are visiting the counselor. Evidence

of turnaround level impact is not yet present.

Staff typically remain in the clinic or
counselor's office and wait for students to
approach them.

All positions are not
yet staffed.

Cultural
Proficiency
PD

The campus has participated in Cultural
Proficient Professional Development
and has implemented systems and best
practices. Staff members build a
positive and inclusive environment in
their classrooms. The data show that
incidents of student behavior have
decreased. There is evidence of equity
in behavior incidents, referrals, and
suspensions. The data show that
student achievement gaps are closing.

The campus has participated in Cultural
Proficient Professional Development and has
implemented systems and best practices.
Staff members are working to build a positive
and inclusive environment in their
classrooms, but not all classrooms are at the
expected level. The data are beginning to
show trends in decreased student behaviors.

The campus has
not participated in
any Cultural
Proficient
Professional
Development.
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Table A-2. Achieve 180 Program Implementation Rubric, 2019-2020 (Continued)

Pillar VI — Family and Community Empowerment

RESOURCE

STRONG EXAMPLE

EMERGING EXAMPLE

NON-EXAMPLE

Parent
Communication

There is clear evidence that parents
have a voice. The school has
communicated times and avenues for
parent conferences, and parents are
included in meaningful decision-making

Some parents are taking part in parent
conferences, and some parents have voice in
meaningful decision-making capacity, but
there are significant racial and/or
socioeconomic gaps.

Communication is
generally from the
school to the parents,
with little significant
opportunity for parent

activities. Parents taking advantage of input.
these opportunities include all racial and
socioeconomic groups at the school.
Family The school has high attendance at The school has shown increases in The school is
Community family community events, inclusive of attendance at family community events. struggling with
Events all racial and socioeconomic groups. attendance at family

There is a variety of different types of

events, offering many different points

of engagement for parents. There is a

significant number of events, held at

varied times and on varied days of the

week, to provide multiple opportunities
for parents to attend.

community events.

FACE Specialist

The campus and the FACE
Specialist have collaborated and
completed multiple family friendly
activities including: school climate

survey, family friendly campus walk-
throughs, parent-teacher conference for
parents, PTA/PTO creation, and other

parent workshops.

The campus and the FACE Specialist have
collaborated to hold parent workshops on
campus but have not successfully completed a
family friendly campus walk-through or
established a functioning PTA/PTO.

The campus and the
FACE Specialist have
not had the
opportunity to
collaborate.

Source: Achieve 180 Program Administrators, 10/20/2020
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Appendix A: TEA Comparison Group Schools (Title I, Part A only)

Table A-3. Achieve 180 Program Schools and Their 2019-2020 Texas Education Agency

(TEA) Comparison Group Schools in HISD by Achieve 180 Program Tier

2019-2020 Achieve 180 |Non-Achieve 180 Program 2019-2020 Achieve |Non-Achieve 180 Program
Program Campus TEA Comparison Group Campus 180 Program Campus|TEA Comparison Group Campus
Cliton MS Attucks MS  |Fleming MS
Deady MS Fomille MS Foster ES
Navarro MS Henderson N ES
Clifton MS Blacksheas E5 McGowen ES
Fondren MS Reynolds ES
Fonulle MS Frost ES
Henry MS Marshall MS McGowen ES
Navarro MS Bruce ES Ross ES
Ortiz MS Whidby ES
Welch MS Garcia ES
High School Ahead Acad MS  {No Campuses in Comparison Group Gross ES
Elmore ES Martinez R. ES
' ! Kelso ES Dogan ES Milne ES
Highland Heights ES Vine ES Peck ES
) Oshome ES Sanchez ES
Tier3 —
Fur HS Whittier ES
Kashmere HS Northside HS Burrus ES
Scarborough HS Mading ES McGowen ES
Furr HS Reynolds ES
North Forest HS Northside HS Isaacs ES
Scarborough HS Tier2 Jefferson ES
Sugar Grove MS Fonille MS Martinez R. ES
Wesly ES Foster ES Martinez C. ES M?Ine ES
Henderson N ES Mitchell ES
Fur HS Oshome ES
Wheatley HS Northside HS Peck ES
Scarborough HS Fleming MS
Fleming MS Thomas IS McReynolds MS
Williams MS McReynolds MS Furr HS
Welch MS Washington S [Northside HS
Scarborough HS
, Austin HS
Wisdom HS Houston Math, Science, Technology HS
Foster ES
Frost ES
Woodson Reynolds ES
Whidby ES
Furr HS
Worthing HS ~ |Scarborough HS
Sterling HS
Yates HS No Non-A180 HISD Campus in Comparison Group
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Table A-3. Achieve 180 Program Schools and Their 2019-2020 Texas Education Agency (TEA)

Comparison Group Schools in HISD by Achieve 180 Program Tier (Continued)

2019-2020 Achieve

Non-Achieve 180 Program

2019-2020 Achieve

Non-Achieve 180 Program

Tier 1

180 Program Campus|TEA Comparison Group Campus 180 Program Campus|TEA Comparison Group Campus
Brookline ES Hartsfield ES
Elrod ES Codwell ES Reynolds ES
Emerson ES Thompson ES
Henderson J ES Bastian ES
Bonham ES McNamara ES Cook ES Frost ES
Neff ES Law ES
Park Place ES Clifton MS
Smith ES Edison MS Marshall MS
White E ES Navarro MS
Cullen MS Fleming MS Isaacs ES
Bastian ES Kelso ES
Foerster ES Elmore ES Fondren ES Mitchell ES
Milne ES Oates ES
Shadydale ES Tijerina ES
McReynolds MS Fleming MS
Forest Brook MS Welch VS Key MS Welch VS
Gregory-Lincoln PK-8 [No HISD Campus in Comparison Group Liberty HS No Campuses in Comparison Group
Foster ES Almeda ES
Frost ES Berry ES
Hilliard ES Henderson N. ES Brookline ES
McGowen ES Burbank ES
Whidby ES Coop ES
Clifton MS Cornelius ES
Marshall MS Marshall ES Herrera ES
Holland MS Navarro MS Hobby ES
Welch MS Area Kennedy ES
Fondren MS Support Lyons ES
Lawson MS Hartman MS Park Place ES
Ortiz MS Patterson ES
Davila ES Smith ES
Jefferson ES Montgomery ES  [No HISD Campus in Comparison Group
Looscan ES Love ES Sharpstown HS __|Austin HS
Martinez R. ES Garcia ES
Mitchell ES Garden Villas ES
Oates ES Gregg ES
Madison HS Waltrip HS Sherman ES Kete.lsen ES
Browning ES Martinez R ES
Davila ES Peck ES
De Zavala ES Scroggins ES
Gregg ES Whittier ES
Ketelsen ES Coop ES
Pugh ES Love ES Eliot ES
Martinez R. ES Garcia ES
Oates ES Gregg ES
Rucker ES Stevens ES Gross ES
Scroggins ES Hobby ES
Whittier ES Sanchez ES
Whittier ES
TCAH No HISD Title | Campus in Comparison Group
Young ES Foster ES

Henderson N ES
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Table A-3. Achieve 180 Program Schools and Their
2019-2020 Texas Education Agency (TEA)

Comparison Group Schools in HISD by
Achieve 180 Program Tier (Continued)

2019-2020 Achieve 180

Program Campus

Non-Achieve 180 Program
TEA Comparison Group Campus

Light
Support

Bellfort ECC

No Campuses in Comparison Group

Gallegos ES

Davila ES

Gregg ES

Martinez R ES

Mitchell ES

Oates ES

Rucker ES

Scroggins ES

Whittier ES

Kashmere Gardens ES

Foster ES

Hartsfield ES

Henderson N. ES

McGowen ES

Reynolds ES

Thompson ES

Lewis ES

Barrick ES

Bonner ES

Brookline ES

Cunningham ES

Elrod ES

Golfcrest ES

Henderson J ES

Kennedy ES

Scarborough ES

Smith ES

Milby HS

Austin HS

Northside HS

Reagan Ed Ctr PK-8

Pilgrim Academy EE-8

Shearn ES

Barrick ES

Benbrook ES

Deanda ES

Elrod ES

Grissom ES

Scarborough ES

Seguin ES

Westbury HS

Austin HS

Chavez HS

Houston Math, Science, Technology HS

Northside HS

Sources: 2019-2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group; External Funding,
2019-2020 Title I, Part A Campuses
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Appendix A: Achieve 180 Program Budget and Expenditure Report

Total Salary/Fringe Benefits Non-Salary/Pay & Benefits Incentives & Stipends
Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual

Expenditures Budget Expenditures Budget Expenditures Budget Expenditures |Annual Budget
Program Total $29,075,404.46|$32,579,053.78| $10,538,454.83|$10,958,163.70| $3,591,697.97| $4,937,403.09| $12,441,600.00| $13,851,630.13
Department/Office Total $5,658,015.97|$10,425,559.95 $24,003.92 $6,923.16| $2,812,230.32| $4,168,952.08 $406,500.00| $3,496,030.13
Achieve 180 Office $5,158,697.99| $6,357,570.29 $1,687.55 $767.29| $2,756,405.32| $4,108,952.08 $2,200.00 $2,200.00
Chief Acad. Officer $482,441.37| $4,046,509.94 $22,316.37, $6,155.87 $55,825.00 $60,000.00 $404,300.00| $3,493,830.13
Recruitment & Selection $16,876.61 $21,479.72
Three-Year Schools' Total | $19,969,125.90/518,864,803.57| $9,056,372.30 $9,386,050.28| $778,555.35| $768,451.01| $10,048,600.00| $8,632,100.00

Three-Year Schools
Elementary Schools $8,716,044.54| $8,240,073.02| $4,214,734.73| $4,243,455.93 $459,727.38| $453,617.09 $3,979,100.00| $3,482,100.00
Bellfort ECC $69,195.88 $69,845.00 $69,195.88 $69,845.00
Blackshear ES $510,641.84| $444,308.48 $236,101.36|  $225,268.00 $76,540.48 $76,540.48, $198,000.00 $142,500.00
Bonham ES $516,415.50]  $462,944.00 $217,056.61|  $211,944.00 $297,000.00 $251,000.00
Bruce ES $437,082.52| $411,012.00 $210,082.52|  $200,012.00 $227,000.00 $211,000.00
Cook ES $407,051.78|  $389,688.00 $208,551.78|  $211,188.00 $198,500.00 $178,500.00
Dogan ES $540,055.47| $507,526.56 $198,604.91|  $194,576.00 $74,350.56 $74,350.56 $267,100.00 $238,600.00
Edison MS $453,626.99|  $409,911.00 $251,626.99]  $240,411.00 $202,000.00 $169,500.00
Foerster ES $601,937.35|  $562,010.00 $234,717.17|  $219,010.00 $367,000.00 $343,000.00
Fondren ES $133,763.73|  $112,500.00 $8,763.73 $125,000.00 $112,500.00
Gallegos ES $192,179.21|  $259,534.00 $135,356.21|  $198,634.00 $524.00
Highland Heights ES $643,832.45| $671,872.04 $325,192.42|  $395,711.69 $74,160.35 $74,160.35 $243,500.00 $202,000.00
Hilliard ES $423,671.04|  $395,623.00 $203,261.04|  $200,123.00 $219,500.00 $195,500.00
Kashmere Gardens ES $234,082.08| $231,781.00 $231,470.40  $229,281.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00
Lewis ES $210,080.36|  $209,136.00 $209,863.36|  $209,136.00
Looscan ES $291,942.96| $282,642.00 $114,442.96|  $129,142.00 $177,500.00 $153,500.00
Mading ES $387,161.41| $377,840.75 $182,592.37|  $203,858.00 $77,069.04 $71,482.75 $127,500.00 $102,500.00
Martinez, C. ES $444,021.52|  $400,039.65 $222,521.52|  $209,539.65 $221,500.00 $190,500.00
Montgomery ES $343,752.70|  $305,091.00 $169,252.70|  $145,591.00 $174,500.00 $159,500.00
Pugh ES $357,338.51|  $320,769.00 $146,838.51|  $130,769.00 $210,500.00 $190,000.00
Stevens ES $233,521.57|  $199,500.00 $14,021.57 $219,500.00 $199,500.00
Wesley ES $384,230.13|  $352,735.90 $215,326.23|  $197,218.00 $82,517.90 $82,517.90 $85,000.00 $73,000.00
Woodson ES $614,198.14|  $573,635.05 $244,133.09|  $227,570.00 $74,565.05 $74,565.05 $295,500.00 $271,500.00
Young ES $286,261.40|  $290,128.59 $165,761.40| $194,628.59 $120,500.00 $95,500.00
Middle Schools $3,778,011.05| $3,497,307.53| $1,567,561.02| $1,556,966.00 $81,641.53 $81,641.53, $2,128,700.00, $1,858,700.00
Attucks MS $503,046.41|  $419,959.00 $232,046.41| $182,459.00 $271,000.00 $237,500.00
Cullen MS $466,626.17|  $406,916.00 $230,026.17|  $204,316.00 $236,600.00 $202,600.00
Forest Brook MS $621,644.69| $567,125.00 $253,936.19]  $235,525.00 $367,600.00 $331,600.00
Henry MS $687,973.57| $627,794.53 $226,832.04|  $194,153.00 $81,641.53 $81,641.53 $379,500.00 $352,000.00
HS Ahead Academy MS $331,811.86| $378,134.00 $207,211.86|  $281,534.00 $124,600.00 $96,600.00
Key MS $455,504.80|  $394,149.00 $230,504.80]  $219,149.00 $225,000.00 $175,000.00
Lawson MS $711,403.55|  $703,230.00 $187,003.55|  $239,830.00 $524,400.00 $463,400.00
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Table A-4. Achieve 180 Program Budget and Expenditures by Category and Object

Description, and by Department, School, or School-Level for Three-Year
Program Schools, 2019-2020 (Continued)

Misc. Contracts &
Operating Costs, General

Substitute Teachers Supplies Textbooks
Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual Annual
Expenditures Budget Expenditures Budget Expenditures | Budget
Program Total $2,432,353.13( $2,267,131.64 $71,298.53| $562,423.47 $2,301.75|
Department/Office Total $2,415,281.73| $2,267,130.64 $0.00| $486,523.94 $0.00 $0.00|
Achieve 180 Office $2,398,405.12| $2,245,650.92
Chief Acad. Officer $486,523.94
Recruitment & Selection $16,876.61 $21,479.72
Three-Year Schools' Total $14,299.72 $1.00 $71,298.53| $75,899.53 $0.00| $2,301.75|
Three-Year Schools
Elementary Schools $6,183.43 $0.00 $56,299.00| $60,900.00 $0.00 $0.00|
Bellfort ECC
Blackshear ES
Bonham ES $2,358.89
Bruce ES
Cook ES
Dogan ES
Edison MS
Foerster ES $220.18
Fondren ES
Gallegos ES $56,299.00| $60,900.00
Highland Heights ES $979.68
Hilliard ES $910.00
Kashmere Gardens ES $111.68
Lewis ES $217.00
Looscan ES
Mading ES
Martinez, C. ES
Montgomery ES
Pugh ES
Stevens ES
Wesley ES $1,386.00
Woodson ES
Young ES
Middle Schools $108.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00|
Attucks MS
Cullen MS
Forest Brook MS $108.50
Henry MS
HS Ahead Academy MS
Key MS
Lawson MS

HISD Research and Accountability

104



2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Total Salary/Fringe Benefits Non-Salary/Pay & Benefits Incentives & Stipends
Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual

Expenditures Budget Expenditures Budget Expenditures Budget Expenditures | Annual Budget
Program Total $29,075,404.46($32,579,053.78| $10,538,454.83|$10,958,163.70| $3,591,697.97| $4,937,403.09| $12,441,600.00| $13,851,630.13
Department/Office Total $5,658,015.97|$10,425,559.95 $24,003.92 $6,923.16| $2,812,230.32| $4,168,952.08 $406,500.00| $3,496,030.13
Achieve 180 Office $5,158,697.99| $6,357,570.29 $1,687.55 $767.29| $2,756,405.32| $4,108,952.08 $2,200.00 $2,200.00
Chief Acad. Officer $482,441.37| $4,046,509.94 $22,316.37 $6,155.87 $55,825.00 $60,000.00 $404,300.00| $3,493,830.13
Recruitment & Selection $16,876.61 $21,479.72
Three-Year Schools' Total | $19,969,125.90|$18,864,803.57| $9,056,372.30| $9,386,050.28| $778,555.35| $768,451.01| $10,048,600.00| $8,632,100.00

Three-Year Schools
High Schools $6,916,268.79| $6,624,308.02| $3,067,275.03| $3,381,013.35 $237,186.44| $233,192.39 $3,588,800.00| $2,992,800.00
Kashmere HS $1,086,284.91| $1,077,243.00 $555,483.53|  $629,441.62 $79,401.38 $79,401.38 $451,400.00 $368,400.00
Liberty HS $130,862.88|  $192,276.00 $130,862.88| $192,276.00
Madison HS $911,730.60| $756,869.48 $261,818.92|  $219,069.48 $649,800.00 $537,800.00
Milby HS $209,627.83| $217,467.00 $209,555.78|  $217,467.00
North Forest HS $738,150.96| $777,381.57 $339,619.66| $426,381.57 $395,500.00 $351,000.00
Sharpstown HS $565,368.21|  $461,022.00 $93,256.53 $63,022.00 $472,000.00 $398,000.00
Washington HS $588,663.28|  $534,759.00 $199,069.23|  $213,659.00 $3,994.05 $385,600.00 $321,100.00
Westbury HS $192,513.54| $191,826.00 $191,866.04| $191,826.00
Wheatley HS $1,163,936.15| $1,239,719.34 $627,213.34| $777,398.68 $79,518.38 $79,518.38 $438,500.00 $365,500.00
Worthing HS $691,958.31|  $620,000.63 $206,357.00| $215,728.00 $74,272.63 $74,272.63 $411,000.00 $330,000.00
Yates HS $637,172.12|  $555,744.00 $252,172.12 $234,744.00 $385,000.00 $321,000.00
Combined-Level School $558,801.52|  $503,115.00 $206,801.52| $204,615.00 $352,000.00 $298,500.00
Gregory-Lincoln PK-8 $558,801.52|  $503,115.00 $206,801.52| $204,615.00 $352,000.00 $298,500.00
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Table A-4. Achieve 180 Program Budget and Expenditures by Category and Object

Description, and by Department, School, or School-Level for Three-Year
Program Schools, 2019-2020 (Continued)

Substitute Teachers Misc. Contracts & Textbooks
Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual Annual
Expenditures Budget Expenditures| Budget |Expenditures| Budget
Program Total $2,432,353.13| $2,267,131.64 $71,298.53| $562,423.47 $2,301.75
Department/Office Total |$2,415,281.73| $2,267,130.64 $0.00| $486,523.94 $0.00 $0.00
Achieve 180 Office $2,398,405.12| $2,245,650.92
Chief Acad. Officer $486,523.94
Recruitment & Selection $16,876.61 $21,479.72
Three-Year Schools' Total $14,299.72 $1.00 $71,298.53| $75,899.53 $0.00| $2,301.75
Three-Year Schools
High Schools $8,007.79 $1.00( $14,999.53| $14,999.53 $0.00| $2,301.75
Kashmere HS
Liberty HS
Madison HS $111.68
Milby HS $72.05
North Forest HS $3,031.30
Sharpstown HS $111.68
Washington HS
Westbury HS $647.50
Wheatley HS $3,704.90 $1.00 $14,999.53| $14,999.53 $2,301.75
Worthing HS $328.68
Yates HS

Combined-Level School

Gregory-Lincoln PK-8

Source: HISD Budgeting and Financial Planning Department, Achieve 180 Program Budget and Expenditure

Report, 9/16/2020

Note: Includes General Funds (Achieve 180 Program and Targeted Assistance) and Federal Grants (Title I).
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Table A-5. Achieve 180 Program Budget and Expenditures by Category and Object Description, and

by Department, School, or School-Level for Two-Year and One-Year Program Schools,
2019-2020

Salary/Fringe Benefits  [Non-Salary/Pay & Benefits Incentives & Stipends
Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual
Expenditures Budget Expenditures Budget Expenditures| Budget |Expenditures|Annual Budget
Two-Year Schools
Two-Year Schools' Total |$3,313,908.99|$3,138,279.52| $1,326,171.19| $1,414,779.52 $912.30 $0.00| $1,986,500.00| $1,723,500.00|
Elementary Schools
Codwell ES $234,401.54| $210,924.00 $73,901.54 $65,424.00 $160,500.00 $145,500.00
Marshall ES $394,148.66| $477,009.00| $142,148.66| $250,009.00 $252,000.00]  $227,000.00
Shearn ES $57,797.00 $57,797.00
Sherman ES $241,980.24| $215,656.00| $71,980.24 $60,656.00 $170,000.00]  $155,000.00
Middle Schools
Deady MS $532,088.08| $432,607.00| $234,088.08| $183,107.00 $298,000.00 $249,500.00
Holland MS $355,090.86| $297,379.00|  $80,090.86 $65,379.00 $275,000.00]  $232,000.00
Sugar Grove MS $475,990.96| $428,063.00[ $152,490.96| $144,263.00 $200.00 $323,300.00 $283,800.00
Thomas MS $517,667.74| $515,951.52| $271,467.74| $310,751.52 $246,200.00|  $205,200.00
Williams MS $496,847.02| $436,922.00| $234,309.22 $211,422.00 $712.30 $261,500.00 $225,500.00
Conbined-Level School
Reagan Ed. Ctr. K-8 $65,693.89 $65,971.00 $65,693.89 $65,971.00
One-Year School
One-Year School's Total | $134,353.60| $150,410.74| $131,907.42| $150,410.74
Wisdom, HS $134,353.60| $150,410.74| $131,907.42| $150,410.74
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Table A-5. Achieve 180 Program Budget and Expenditures by Category and Object

Description, and by Department, School, or School-Level for Two-Year and One-
Year Program Schools, 2019-2020 (Continued)

Substitute Teachers Misc. Contracts & Operating Textbooks
Actual Annual Actual Annual Actual Annual
Expenditures Budget Expenditures Budget Expenditures| Budget

Two-Year Schools

Two-Year Schools' Total $325.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Elementary Schools
Codwell ES

Marshall ES

Shearn ES

Sherman ES

Middle Schools
Deady MS

Holland MS

Sugar Grove MS
Thomas MS
Williams MS $325.50

Conbined-Level School

Reagan Ed. Ctr. K-8

One-Year School

One-Year School's Total $2,446.18

Wisdom, HS $2,446.18

Source: HISD Budgeting and Financial Planning Department, Achieve 180 Program Budget and Expenditure Report,
9/16/2020

Note: Includes General Funds (Achieve 180 Program and Targeted Assistance) and Federal Grants (Title 1).
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This is a three-year evaluation which is impacted by programmatic and educational disruptions that occurred
due to the unprecedented health crisis presented by the international Coronavirus SARS-CoV-2 (COVID-
19) pandemic in 2019-2020. The purpose of this 2019-2020 (Year 3), Part B, Achieve 180 Program report
is to assess (1) progress made toward program goals and objectives from 2016-2017 (baseline year) to
2019-2020 (Year 3), (2) performance differences in educator and student outcomes between (a) Achieve
180 Program schools of different school levels (i.e., elementary, middle, and high) and between (b) Achieve
180 Program schools and non-Achieve 180 Program, Title I, Part A, TEA-matched comparison schools of
similar demographics, (3) impacts of the Achieve 180 Program on student outcomes, and (4) associations
between the Achieve 180 Program’s level of implementation fidelity and specified educator and student
outcomes. Performance trend analyses are based on school-level ratings or rates for all educators or
students. Analyses of statistical significance of change in performance ratings and rates are based on paired
samples (pre- and post- performance measurements) at the school-, educator-, or student-level. Therefore,
assessments of change (including statistical significance) may be based on a subsample of the population
used in the associated trend analysis (as with student attendance analyses).

The results of the three-year longitudinal analyses of this evaluation encompass more than two and three-
fourths of three school years that were enacted primarily as planned, programmatically, (from August 28t of
the 2017-2018 through March 20t of the 2019-2020 school years) and about 10 out of 40 weeks (or 25%)
of a school year that were largely disrupted, programmatically and educationally, due to the COVID-19
pandemic (from March 23rd of the 2019-2020 through June 1%t of the 2019-2020 school years). This
included new virtual learning platforms that were offered to all students from mid-April through June 1%,
2020. Educational impacts associated with the pandemic were inescapable, impossible to assess, and,
therefore, resulted in a key limitation of this evaluation.

Two school-level populations were included in this program evaluation, educators (e.g., principals and other
school leaders, and teachers) and their students during the 2019-2020 academic year. Depending on the
analysis at hand, the evaluation strategy used outcome measures of (a) Pillar | — principal effectiveness,
using the School Leader Appraisal System (SLAS), (b) Pillar Il — teacher effectiveness, using the Teacher
Appraisal and Development System (TADS), (c) Pillar V — student attendance rates, and (d) Pillar 11l - student
achievement based on formative District-Level Assessment (DLA) literacy and mathematics results, with
attention to special student populations for assessment of progress made toward program goals and
objectives for student attendance and graduation analyses.

Unless otherwise specified in this report, results are presented for the same 55 participating Achieve 180
Program schools, including 2016-2017 (baseline year), 2017-2018 (Year 1), 2018-2019 (Year 2), and
2019-2020 (Year 3). Results are grouped by the number of years of Achieve 180 Program participation for
3-year schools (n=43) that participated from 2017-2018 to 2019-2020, two-year schools (n=10) schools that
participated from 2018—2019 to 2019-2020, and one-year schools (n=2) schools that participated in either
2017-2018 (n=1) or in 2019-2020 (n=1).

Evaluation methods, including data sources, data collection strategies, and data limitations, are provided in
this section. Unless otherwise specified in this report, results are presented for the same 54 2019-2020
Achieve 180 Program schools for 2016-2017 (baseline year), 2017-2018 (Year 1), 2018-2019 (Year 2),
and/or 2019-2020 (Year 3) or results are presented in a way that accounts for the number of year(s) of
program participation for each school or group of schools, as determined by the descriptive or statistical

HISD Research and Accountability 109




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

analysis being conducted. Therefore, Achieve 180 Program and non-Achieve 180 results in this report will
differ from results for the groups in prior reports. The primary focuses of this report are on level of
performance, change in performance, and the difference or “gap” between the performances of specified
groups. The following references in this report to the 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Evaluation, Part A
begin with “Part A” and are not introduced in bold print. In the tables in the Appendices, newly participating
Achieve 180 Program schools in 2018-2019 and 2019-2020 are identified with asterisks and schools that
were not a Teacher and School Leader (TSL) Grant participant in 2017-2018 through 2019-2020 are
identified with a caret (*). Some outcomes presented in the report are lagging indicators, and for those, the
most recent available results are presented. Finally, to protect participants’ anonymity, results for fewer than
five students are masked in this report.

The list of participating 2019—2020 Achieve 180 Program schools was compiled by district and Achieve 180
Program administrators. The 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Logic Model was developed by its program
administrators. District, school, and student enrollment and demographic data were obtained using the
Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) statewide data collection and reporting system
operated by the Texas Education Agency (TEA), which includes student-level information on students
enrolled on the last Friday of October each year. Only students who met the average daily attendance
eligibility criterion of greater than zero for the respective year were included in reported counts.

Of the Title I, Part A HISD campuses in the spring of each year of Achieve 180 Program implementation
(255 in 2017-2018, 255 in 2018-2019, and 254 in 2019-2020), all 55 Achieve 180 Program schools had
schoolwide Title | programs. Title | programs are implemented on either a schoolwide- or targeted
assistance- basis. A schoolwide program permits a school with at least 40 percent of its students from
families at or below the federal poverty threshold to use Title | funds and other federal education program
funds and resources to supplement the educational program of the entire school to raise academic
achievement for all enrolled students. In contrast, Title | schools that either have less than 40 percent of its
students from families at or below the federal poverty threshold, or that choose not to operate a school-wide
program, offer a "targeted assistance program” for students identified as failing, or most at risk of failing, to
meet the state's challenging academic achievement standards. All Achieve 180 Program schools’ Title |
programs were implemented on a schoolwide basis.

For comparative purposes, the HISD non-Achieve 180 Program, Title 1 schools listed among the 2019-2020
TEA Campus Comparison Groups (Appendix A, Table A-3, pp. 100-102) for Achieve 180 Program schools
were used to compare the program schools’ performance to their peer campuses. Because comparison
schools included multiple schools, the number of comparison schools exceeds the number of program
schools. Only non-HISD and non-Title 1, Part A schools were excluded from analyses of comparison schools
using the TEA Campus Comparison Groups listing. The Achieve 180 Program schools that did not have lists
for TEA Campus Comparison Groups were: Bellfort ECC, High School Ahead Academy, and Liberty HS.
Achieve 180 Program schools that did not have non-Achieve 180 Program schools listed among schools on
the TEA Campus Comparison Groups listing were: Victory Preparatory South HS and Yates HS. The only
HISD comparison school listed for Texas Connections Academy Houston (TCAH) was not a Title I, Part A
school. No comparison schools in HISD were listed for Gregory-Lincoln PK-8 or Montgomery ES. Details
are available on the TEA website.

The HISD School Leader Appraisal Scorecard rating is one of two components used in the School Leader
Appraisal System (SLAS). A School Leader Appraisal Scorecard rating is specific to a campus and is

included as a component of a school leader’'s SLAS summative rating if the school leader was in their current
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position at the campus from September 1 through the last day of school for students. The School Leader
Appraisal Scorecard rating reflects the campus performance level based on multiple metrics and is school-
level specific (i.e., elementary, middle, high, kindergarten-grade 8, and grades 6-12). For comparisons
across years, only the School Leader Appraisal Scorecard rating is presented in this report and does not
include the Coaching and Feedback rating of the SLAS, which was made available beginning in the 2018—
2019 school year. School Leader Appraisal Scorecard composite performance levels are rated as: Highly
Effective (3.50—4.00), Effective (2.50-3.49), Needs Improvement (1.50-2.49), or Ineffective (1.00-1.49),
with ratings of 2.50 or higher used to identify the performance of effective principals (‘Effective’ or ‘Highly
Effective’).

SLAS data were extracted from HISD’s Effective School Scorecard Ratings file and are not available for
Texas Connections Academy Houston (TCAH), a virtual, online charter, and 2019-2020 Area Support
school or for Victory Preparatory South High School a one-year Achieve 180 Program participant in 2017—
2018. Scorecard data were retrieved for 2016—2017 on November 10, 2017; for 2017-2018 on November
28, 2018; for 2018-2019 on November 12, 2019; and for 2019-2020 on November 16, 2020. Ratings are
presented for 2016—-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020 principals. Unlike in previous years, for
2019-2020 School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings, STAAR and Campus Accountability were not rated
due to the declared state of disaster (COVID-19). Due to differences in the underlying performance indicators
used to calculate School Leader Appraisal Scorecard ratings, comparisons of ratings across years should
be made with caution. Please refer to the School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Indicator Methodology for
details regarding performance indicators used to calculate School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings,
Coaching and Development ratings, and SLAS summative ratings.

Full-time, cumulative, unduplicated teacher staffing count for teachers who taught at any point during the
respective school years were determined using HISD’s SAP (Systems, Applications, & Processes) (financial
and HR) software. SAP data were retrieved for 2016—2017 from August 15, 2016 to August 28, 2017; for
2017-2018 from August 14, 2017 to June 4, 2018; for 2018-2019 from August 27, 2018 to June 3, 2019;
and for 2019-2020 from August 12, 2019 to June 1, 2020. In 2019-2020, multiple SAP rosters were used
to ensure the inclusion of all 2016-2017, 2017-2018, and 2018-2019 teachers who were full-time and
eligible to receive an appraisal during the respective year. SAP data were linked to HISD’s Teacher Appraisal
and Development System (TADS) Feedback and Development (F&D) Tool to extract teachers’ TADS
summative appraisal ratings for each year assessed. The teachers’ campuses identified in SAP and
associated with Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) ratings were utilized. If a teacher
changed campuses during the school year, the last campus for the teacher was used. Percentages were
based on the number of teachers with a summative TADS rating. Linking the SAP and TADS data resulted
in higher numbers of teachers with TADS summative ratings as reported in this report than in prior reports.

The TADS Tool is used by teachers, appraisers, principals, and district officials to track appraisal activity.
TADS data were retrieved for teachers’ TADS summative ratings and are intended to measure their
effectiveness in the classroom. In this report, an aggregate teacher count and percentage of teachers with
Effective or Highly Effective Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) ratings are rounded to the
nearest tenth for 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018—-2019, and 2019-2020 teachers. TADS summative ratings
of 2.50 or higher are used to identify the performance of effective teachers (‘Effective’ (2.50-3.49) or ‘Highly
Effective’ (3.50-4.00)). In 2016-2017, for most teachers, ratings for Instructional Practice (IP) and
Professional Expectations (PR) components were included in teachers’ summative ratings; the Student
Performance (SP) component (when available) was included in the summative rating calculations of
teachers assigned to Teacher Incentive Fund Year 4 (TIF4) campuses. In 2017-2018, ratings for IP and PR
components were included in teachers’ summative ratings. In 2018-2019, ratings for IP, PR, and SP (if
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available) components were included in teachers’ summative ratings. In 2019-2020, the Student
Performance Rating (SP) was waived from the summative rating calculations for all teachers due to the
declared state of disaster (COVID-19), except for teachers who carried over their 2018-2019 ratings. Due
to differences in the underlying performance indicators used to calculate TADS ratings, comparisons of
ratings across years should be made with caution. Only teacher’s ID and campus numbers were provided
for teachers who did not receive a TADS summative rating or were not an employee in HISD in a specific
appraisal period. No data were provided for Camp Forest Glen, Camp Olympia, DAEP Secondary, East
Regional Office, Harper DAEP, Hattie Mae White, and RDSPD staff (non-Achieve 180 Program) since they
are not included in the TADS system.

A teacher was eligible for appraisal if s/he was present for the beginning of the school year until the end of
April of each academic year. Teachers may not have been rated due to late hiring, job title changes, incorrect
job titles in SAP, or split roles that required teachers to teach students less than 50 percent of the instructional
day. For each year, the cumulative, unduplicated number of teachers in the district was calculated using
teacher rosters from throughout each school year. This number was used as the denominator to determine
the proportion of teachers for whom Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) summative ratings
were given.

Budgets and expenditures for the 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program’s central office and school-based
departments, programs, and activities were provided by HISD’s Budgeting and Financial Planning
Department and included General Fund and Federal Grants. Budget and expenditure data used for this
report did not include Achieve 180 Program costs that were paid through some departmental budgets (other
than the Chief Academic Officer, Recruitment and Selection, and Achieve 180 School Office) that supported
the multifaceted work carried out by many district departmental teams. For example, funding streams for
much of the work of the Pillar Leaders (Superintendent’s Cabinet), Pillar Owners (cross-functional team
representatives for HISD departments), and the Area Superintendents, School Support Officers, and
Directors have not been reported as a part of the Achieve 180 Program.

Student attendance, chronic absence, and demographic data were retrieved from district PEIMS Average
Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020. The
attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in membership for the respective
school year (PRSNT_INELIG_DAYS_CNT + PRSNT_ELIG_DAYS_CNT)/(ABSENT_DAYS CNT +
PRSNT_INELIG_DAYS_CNT + PRSNT_ELIG_DAYS_CNT). Students in all grades and all schools that
attended in the Grading Cycles are included in the calculations. The latter criterion was not used in
calculations for this report in Year 1. Therefore, comparisons to prior Achieve 180 Program reports should
be made with caution. For Chronic Absence rates, students in campus membership 83 percent or more were
included in the Denominator (ABSENT_DAYS_CNT + PRSNT_INELIG_DAYS_CNT +
PRSNT_ELIG_DAYS_CNT)/TAUGHT_DAYS_CNT). Campus students with an absence rate of 0.1 or
greater were included in the Numerator ABSENT_DAYS CNT/(ABSENT_DAYS_CNT +
PRSNT_INELIG_DAYS_CNT + PRSNT_ELIG_DAYS_CNT). The calculation used for the Chronic Absence
Rate was Numerator / Denominator. Attendance and chronic absence results are also presented by student
group. To protect participants’ anonymity, results for fewer than five are masked in this report.

Four-year graduation data for the Class of 2017, Class of 2018, and Class of 2019 were retrieved from TEA
Confidential Class of 2017 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, August 6, 2018, TEA Confidential Class
of 2018 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, June 6, 2019, and TEA Confidential Class of 2019 Four-
Year Longitudinal Summary Report, June 2020. For state accountability four-year graduation rates with
exclusions, a class size of 12,310 was used for the Class of 2017 completion, a class size of 12,889 was
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used for the Class of 2018, and a class size of 12,997 was used for the Class of 2019. Five-year graduation
data for the Class of 2017 and Class of 2018 were retrieved from TEA Confidential Class of 2017 Five-Year
Longitudinal Summary Report, updated on June 6, 2019, and TEA Confidential Class of 2018 Five-Year
Longitudinal Summary Report, June 4, 2020. For state accountability five-year graduation rates with
exclusions, a class size of 12,204 was used for HISD Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,789 was used for
HISD Class of 2018. The data included Status (Graduated, Continued H.S., Received GED (TxCHSE
recipient), and Dropped Out), race/ethnicity, Economically Disadvantaged, Ever ELL in grades 9-12 (for EL),
and Special Education (SWD). Any student who is determined to be a graduate, continuer, Texas Certificate
of High School Equivalency (TXCHSE) recipient, or dropout in a given year is counted as a member of a
class. Four-year graduation rates were calculated by dividing the number of graduates by the total number of
graduates, continuers, TXCHSE recipients, and dropouts in the class in a given year. Results are not reported
for fewer than five students.

Since the statewide assessments were suspended because of the pandemic, students’ District-Level
Assessment (DLA) results on tests in English language arts (ELA) and mathematics were used to determine
the impact of the Achieve 180 Program on student performance. The DLA are STAAR compatible
curriculum-based, district-created assessments administered both online and on paper in December (D. D.
Dixon, personal communication, June 2, 2020), intended to be a cumulative assessment of student learning
in preparation for STAAR. DLA proficiency scores use the most rigorous percent-correct performance levels
of the past four years of equivalent STAAR-tested grades/courses. DLA measure students’ learning in
preparation for STAAR and are appropriate in the evaluation of program effectiveness (D. D. Dixon, personal
communication, June 2, 2020). Data from these assessments provide school leaders and teachers key
formative information regarding student learning. However, student participation in DLA varied by campus
and was not randomized. To address these data limitations, propensity-score matching was used to select
students who completed the DLA to generate treatment and control groups from two distinct student groups
(Achieve 180 Program participants and comparison group schools), controlling for students’ background
characteristics and previous performance on aligned content area tests. Included were all students in the
PEIMS Fall snapshots who had an average daily attendance code of greater than zero, DLA data in the
assessed subjects in 2019-2020 and had prior-year 2018-2019 STAAR or STAAR EOC test results in the
subject area being assessed (ELA or mathematics), were on the same campus during the PEIMS Fall 2019
shapshot date and DLA test administration, and who tested in English were included. Spanish version DLA
results were not sufficient to conduct comprehensive analyses. Scores are based on the proportion of items
answered correctly. DLA data were provided by A4E.

A mixed-methods, quasi-experimental design was used in this evaluation. First, to assess progress made
toward accomplishing program goals, descriptive statistics were used to assess the amount of change in
educator or student performance from (a) year to year and (b) the year prior to campus participation in the
Achieve 180 Program (baseline) to the campus’s last year of program participation. The results are
presented for the groups of three-year, two-year, one-year participants: three-year (2016-2017 to 2019—
2020), two-year (2017-2018 to 2019-2020), or one-year (2016—-2017 to 2017-2018 or 2018-2019 to 2019-
2020) as well as by school-level (elementary, middle, high, or combined level) and by Achieve 180 Program
school. Progress toward program goals and objectives was measured using the following outcomes: (a)
percentage of Effective/Highly Effective school leaders, (b) percentage of Effective/Highly Effective teachers
who were paid stipends and retained, (c) student attendance and chronic absence rates, (d) parent and
family engagement, and (e) graduation rates. Performance gaps between the Achieve 180 Program and its
comparison non-Achieve 180 schools were examined using descriptive statistics.

HISD Research and Accountability 113




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Second, to assess the statistical significance of progress made toward accomplishing Achieve 180 Program
goals from baseline (pre-test) to the campus’s last year of program participation or (for lagging indicators)
the last year of available data (post-test), paired-samples tests including Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test (for
analyzing the small sample sizes of 43 schools or smaller and/or for analyzing non-normally distributed,
continuous outcome data) using School Leader Appraisal Scorecard, TADS, student attendance, and
program-level graduation data. Pearson’s Chi-Square Test of Independence (for categorical graduation
outcomes) was used for school-level graduation data. Statistical significance tests (p<0.05) were run for
three-year and two-year groups of Achieve 180 Program schools (n=43 and n=10, respectively) and for
three-year and two-year groups by school level (elementary, middle, or high). In addition, estimates of
program impact were calculated (using r effect sizes). The interpretation values for Wilcoxon test effect size
(r) commonly in published literature are: 0.10 — < 0.3 (small effect), 0.30 — < 0.5 (moderate effect) and >=
0.5 (large effect). The interpretation values for d effect sizes commonly in published literature are: 0.2 (small
effect), 0.5 (moderate effect) and 0.8 (large effect).

Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test results are presented by group based on years of program participation for
SLAS ratings, TADS ratings, attendance rates, and chronic absence rates using one average School Leader
Appraisal Scorecard rating based on school-level data, the percentage of teachers with Highly Effective or
Effective TADS ratings based on teacher-level data, and the annual attendance and chronic absence rates
based on student-level data — one rate or percentage per school per year. School-level results for annual
trends in student attendance and chronic absence rates are based on student-level data to include all
campus students in each year, while school-level analyses of the statistical significance and effect sizes
(Wilcoxon tests) of rate changes reported by school are based on paired pre- and post-year student-level
data (grouped by their schools’ years of program participation). Only students who remained at the identified
school in the pre- and post-year were retained in the subset of students on the campus in each of the years.
Therefore, the number of students included in the Wilcoxon (paired samples) analyses differ from the annual
trend rates. Pearson’s Chi-Square Test of Independence was used to analyze graduation data only.
Cramér's V Effect Size was used to determine the degree of program impacts. Chi-Square results are
presented by group based on years of program participation and by school and/or student subgroup.

In addition, using the Wilcoxon results, Kruskal-Wallis with post-hoc tests were run for the groups of 43 three-
year and 10 two-year program schools to determine whether the school level (elementary, middle, or high)
influenced the amount of change Achieve 180 Program schools achieved from pre-program year to post-
program and to ascertain the statistical significance of identified differences due to the school level. The
number of combined-level schools (n=3) were not sufficient to include in analyses based on school level.
IBM SPSS Statistics 22 was used to conduct the analyses.

Third, to ascertain the quality of associations between program implementation fidelity ratings (independent
variable) and educator and student outcomes (dependent variables), correlation analyses were conducted.
The direction (positive or negative) and intensity or strength the correlations <0.1 (Very Weak); 0.1 — <0.3
(Weak); 0.3 — <0.5 (Moderate); 0.5 — 1.0 (Strong) are reported explicitly in the Result Section or provided
in tables. “Positive” relationships were expected, which indicate an increase in one rating or score was paired
with an increase in the implementation fidelity rating. “Negative” relationships (shown with a “-* preceding
the number) indicate a decrease in one rating paired with an increase in the other.

The relationships (associations) between each Achieve 180 Program pillar's average implementation fidelity
rating and each centralized support is correlated with each key educator outcome (mean School Leader
Appraisal Scorecard rating and percentage of teachers with Highly Effective or Effective TADS ratings) and
student outcome (percentage of students scoring at or above Approaches Grade level on District-Level
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Assessment (DLA) assessments in English language arts (ELA) and mathematics (English and Spanish
language versions). In theory, although p-value<=0.05 or <=0.1 is acceptable to determine statistical
significance. Significance at p-value <= 0.1 was used in this study given the small sample sizes.

Fourth, to determine the impact of the Achieve 180 Program on summative outcomes, students were
matched with non-Achieve 180, Title I, non-Improvement Required (IR) school students to create a
comparison group. Students were matched using propensity scores (PSM) in STATA Statistical Analysis
Software (psmatch) to better balance Achieve 180 Program and comparison schools’ covariates before
assessing treatment effects. The propensity score represents the probability of receiving treatment based
on measured covariates. Nearest neighbor matching with replacement was utilized. “The propensity score
is the probability of treatment assignment conditional on observed baseline characteristics. The propensity
score allows one to design and analyze an observational (nonrandomized) study so that it mimics some of
the characteristics of a randomized controlled trial” (Austin, 2011, p. 399). Matching methods illuminate
aspects of the covariate distributions and reduce bias in the estimation of the treatment effect (Stuart, 2010).

Using comparison schools as explicated previously in this section, Achieve 180 Program students for whom
2018-2019 State Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR) and 2019-2020 English language arts
(ELA) and mathematics District-level Assessment (DLA) data were available were matched with students in
non-Achieve 180, Title | comparison schools in the same year(s) using exact match/nearest neighbor
matching with replacement. Each program school and its students were matched only with the schools and
students within their specified comparison group. The PSM match selected a control group of students with
propensities for treatment similar with those of the Achieve 180 Program students based on the covariates.
By creating similar groups, the propensity scores reduce the selection or sampling error and substantially
increased the likelihood that the outcomes are comparable. The demographic and educational covariates in
this evaluation were economic status, gender, at risk for school dropout status, gifted/talented identification,
disability, and prior performance on associated content-related STAAR tests. These characteristics were the
basis on which students were matched and assigned to treatment (Achieve 180 Program students) and non-
treatment (non-Achieve 180 students) groups. Collinearity was found between gifted and talented and
economic disadvantaged status and were the variables of least balance between the treatment and control
groups.

Descriptive statistics of student characteristics (gender, gifted/talented, disability, economic disadvantage,
and at-risk statuses) before and after PSM matching were analyzed to examine the extent to which improved
balance between the groups was achieved due to PSM matching. Following PSM matching procedures, t-
tests were conducted to estimate the program’s effects on Achieve 180 Program students’ performance
(Thoemmes, 2012) based on DLA results before and after PSM matching. Treatment effect is estimated in
the matched subsample using two sample t-tests (Thoemmes, 2012) before and after matching to determine
the DLA ELA and mathematics performances difference between the treatment and comparison groups.
The difference between the groups’ (treatment vs control) before matching performance versus after
matching performance provides an estimate of the program’s impact on the treated group’s performance.
The statistical significance of the differences before and after matching was also assessed. Results are
presented for the non-Achieve 180 group and for the Achieve 180 Program, overall, and by tier and school.
The outcome data met the assumptions for linearity, equality of variance, and collinearity using the Shapiro-
Wilk test, Normal Q-Q plots, and Detrended Normal Q-Q plots.

e Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Houston Independent School District closed all campuses on March
13, 2020, through the remainder of the school year. Campuses were unable to host face-to-face events
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for students and families. All campuses and districts in Texas were labeled Not Rated: Declared State
of Disaster for 2020 in the state accountability system (TEA). On varying levels, this global health crisis
adversely impacted students, families, and district staff, to include the Achieve 180 Program activities
and data collection, and thus impact the results presented in this report.

e The results of this three-year longitudinal evaluation encompass more than two and three-fourths of
three school years that were enacted as planned, programmatically, (from August 28" of the 2017-2018
through March 20" of the 2019-2020 school years) and about 10 out of 40 weeks (or 25%) of a school
year that were largely disrupted, programmatically and educationally, due to the COVID-19 pandemic
(from March 23rd of the 2019-2020 through June 15t of the 2019-2020 school years). The associated
academic impacts were inescapable, impossible to assess, and therefore, were a key limitation of this
evaluation.

e Student attendance rates for 2019—2020 may be inflated due to effects of the pandemic, including the
changes in instructional modalities and differences in how attendance was gauged across the years
assessed.

e During the years of program implementation, other supports and programs may have been provided for
these principals, teachers, and scholars that could have contaminated the Achieve 180 Program, such
is the case with observational data where participants have not been randomly selected into treatment
and non-treatment groups. Further, the Achieve 180 Program'’s centralized support and programs have
not been isolated for program participants only. This evaluation did not account for these exposures,
which could have influenced the results. Only students, therefore, who were exposed to the Achieve 180
Program and its implementers were included as program participants in the analyses. However, this
evaluation involves a quasi-experimental design with Propensity Score Matching and includes a
comparable group to determine program effect.

e The Achieve 180 Program budget and expenditure data provided for this evaluation were not sufficient
to conduct a cost-benefit analysis of the program as necessary to arrive at sound fiscal decisions
regarding the potential value added by the program and program sustainability.

e The Achieve 180 Program budget and expenditure data used for this report did not include Achieve 180
Program costs that were paid through some departmental budgets (other than the Chief Academic
Officer, Recruitment and Selection, and Achieve 180 School Office) that supported the multifaceted work
carried out by many district-level departmental teams. For example, funding streams for much of the
work of the Pillar Leaders (Superintendent's Cabinet), Pillar Owners (cross-functional team
representatives for HISD departments), and the Area Superintendents, School Support Officers, and
Directors have not been reported as a part of the Achieve 180 Program. In addition, budget data
presented in Achieve 180 Program reports prior to the 2018-2019 Achieve 180 Program Evaluation,
Part B report do not include Federal Grants (Title ) budget information and expenditure data as provided
for this report by HISD’s Budgeting and Financial Planning Department.

e The anonymity of school leaders, teachers, students, and parents/communities is paramount in this and
most studies. In some cases, protecting their identities precluded the release of classroom-level or
school-level data that depict leader, teacher, or other staff responses to program interventions. Because
program-level, treatment group-level, campus-level, teacher or classroom-level, and student-level data
are necessary to assess Achieve 180 Program strategies, impacts, and outcomes, data were collected
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at each of these levels, when appropriate and available. Results of this evaluation are presented at the
program level, treatment group level, and campus level, as available.

e In some cases, program interventions differed within treatment groups or program interventions were
the same or similar across treatment groups. It is also possible that differences may have existed
between the same types of supports that were provided by different area schools offices. Furthermore,
some non-Achieve 180 Program schools may have received similar or identical support to those
received by Achieve 180 Program schools.

¢ Results in this report may differ from previous reports due to differences in the dates that data were
extracted from source databases.

e Texas Connections Academy Houston (TCAH) is an Achieve 180 Program (Tier 1A) virtual, online
school for students in grades 3—12 and the campus does not offer the same testing opportunities that
other HISD campuses offer. To participate in some testing programs, TCAH students must go to a
designated location, whereas other district students may, in some cases, be tested at school or may
receive supports for test participation that are not readily available to students who participate through
an online platform. Therefore, test results for some measures may be lower for TCAH.

e PEIMS Fall data were used to identify students on HISD, non-HISD, and Achieve 180 Program
campuses. By relying on PEIMS for student enrollment information, it is possible that students served
by Achieve 180 Program schools who enrolled after the Fall snapshot were not included in the analysis.

e For lagging indicators of outcomes that become available in the following academic year (such as
graduation rates); 2017—2018 results are presented for baseline data, however, four-year Class of 2020
and five-year Class of 2019 and Class of 2020 results were not available for this report.

e Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the state waived the State of Texas Assessments of Academic
Readiness (STAAR) testing requirement for 2019-2020. Therefore, district-level assessments (DLA)
were used for this analysis as an indicator of student academic performance. It is important to note that
students’ DLA test participation is impacted largely by district policy which allows campuses to determine
student participation in the DLA. For 2019-2020, limitations to full student participation in DLA was
coupled with the immeasurable challenges facing schools, families, and students due to the pandemic.
Therefore, DLA results are present here with caution.

e The format of some information provided in the Appendices is not consistent with Research and
Accountability guidelines due to the sources that produced them.
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Appendix B: Effective Principals

Table B-1. HISD School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings and Change by Non-Achieve 180 and

Achieve 180 Program Affiliation for Three-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools and Their
Matched Non-Achieve 180 Schools (Aggregated), 2016—2017 through 2019-2020

Mean School Leader Scorecard Mean School Leader Scorecard Rating
Rating Percentage-Point Change
2017-
2016- 2018 2018- 2016-2017
2017 to 2019 to 2019-2020
2016—- 2017- | 2018- | 2019-| to 2017- | 2018- | to 2019-| Three-year

2017 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020 Change
Non-Achieve 180
(Matched n=72) 3.1 3.1 2.8 3.7 0.0 v0.3 A09 A0.6
Achieve 180 Program (n=42) 25 2.9 2.8 3.4 AO0A4 v0.1 A0.6 A0.9
Non-Achieve 180 Elementar
Schools (nebd) Y1 32 3.1 29 | 39 V041 | V02 | 410 A07
e A 25 29 | 28 | 36 | A04 | V01 | 408 A1
Bellfort ECC 3 3 3 4 0.0 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
Blackshear ES 2 3 3 3 A1.0 0.0 0.0 A1.0
Bonham ES 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bruce ES 3 3 2 4 0.0 v1.0 A20 A1.0
Cook ES 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dogan ES 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Foerster ES 3 2 3 3 V1.0 A1.0 0.0 0.0
Fondren ES” 2 3 3 4 A1.0 0.0 A1.0 A2.0
Gallegos ES 3 3 2 4 0.0 v1.0 A20 A10
Highland Heights ES 2 2 3 4 0.0 A10 A10 A20
Hilliard ES 2 3 3 4 A1.0 0.0 A1.0 A2.0
Kashmere Gardens ES 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lewis ES 3 3 3 4 0.0 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
Looscan ES” 2 3 4 4 A1.0 A1.0 0.0 A20
Mading ES 3 3 3 4 0.0 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
Martinez C ES 3 3 2 3 0.0 V1.0 A1.0 0.0
Montgomery ES 2 3 3 4 A10 0.0 A10 A20
Pugh ES 2 3 3 4 A1.0 0.0 A1.0 A20
Stevens ES" 2 3 2 4 A1.0 V1.0 A20 A20
Wesley ES 2 3 3 3 A1.0 0.0 0.0 A1.0
Woodson 2 3 3 4 A1.0 0.0 A1.0 A20
Young ES 3 3 2 4 0.0 v1.0 A20 A1.0
Non-Achieve 180
Middle Schools (n=10) 3.0 2.9 2.4 3.1 v0.1 v0.5 A0.7 A0
A180 Middle Schools (n=8) 2.5 2.8 2.5 3.1 A0.3 v0.3 A0.6 A0.6
Attucks MS 2 3 3 3 A10 0.0 0.0 A1.0
Cullen MS 2 3 2 3 A1.0 v1.0 A1.0 A10
Edison MS 3 3 2 3 0.0 v1.0 A1.0 0.0
Forest Brook MS 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Henry MS 2 2 3 3 0.0 A10 0.0 A1.0
High School Ahead Acad MS” 3 2 2 3 V1.0 0.0 A1.0 0.0
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Table B-1. HISD School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings and Change by Non-Achieve 180 and
Achieve 180 Program Affiliation for Three-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools and Their

Matched Non-Achieve 180 Schools (Aggregated), 2016—2017 through 2019-2020
(Continued)

Mean School Leader Scorecard Mean School Leader Scorecard Rating
Rating Percentage-Point Change
2017-
2016- 2018 2018- 2016-2017
2017 to 2019 to 2019-2020
2016— | 2017- | 2018- | 2019-| to 2017—| 2018 | to 2019-| Three-year

2017 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020 Change
Key MS 3 3 2 3 0.0 v1.0 A1.0 0.0
Lawson MS 2 3 3 4 A1.0 0.0 A1.0 A2.0
Non-Achieve 180
High Schools (n=8) 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 v1.0 v1.0
A180 High Schools (n=11) 24 2.8 2.9 3.0 A04 A01 A0.1 A0.6
Kashmere HS 2 2 3 3 0.0 A1.0 0.0 A1.0
Liberty HS 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Madison HS 2 3 3 3 A10 0.0 0.0 A1.0
Milby HS 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
North Forest HS 2 3 3 3 A1.0 0.0 0.0 A1.0
Sharpstown HS 2 3 3 3 A10 0.0 0.0 A1.0
Washington HS 2 2 3 3 0.0 A10 0.0 A1.0
Westbury HS 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Wheatley HS 2 3 2 3 A1.0 v1.0 A1.0 A1.0
Worthing HS 2 3 3 3 A1.0 0.0 0.0 A1.0
Yates HS 3 3 3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-Achieve 180
Combined-Level Schools - - - - - - - -
(n=0)
Grisvieell e L 2.0 3.0 30 | 30 | a10 0.0 0.0 A1.0
Schools (n=1)
Gregory-Lincoln PK-8 2 3 3 3 A10 0.0 0.0 A10

Sources: 2016-2017 (10/23/2017), 2017-2018 (11/28/2018), 2018-2019 (11/12/2019), 2019—-2020 (11/16/2020) Effective
School Leader Scorecard Ratings, and 2019-2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by school)

Notes: This figure presents one of two components used in the School Leader Appraisal System (SLAS), excludes
Coaching and Feedback rating, rounded to nearest tenth (program-level) or whole number (school-level). Data
were not available for TCAH, a virtual, online school and three-year program participant or Victory Preparatory
South HS, a charter school and one-year (2017-2018) program participant. Data were available for one one-year
school, Wisdom HS. All Non-Achieve 180 schools are TEA comparison group schools in HISD and Title |, Part A
schools. No appropriate comparison HISD, Title | school was listed for Bellfort ECC, Gregory-Lincoln PK-8, High
School Ahead Academy MS, Liberty HS, Montgomery ES, and Yates HS. *New Achieve 180 Program school
in 2018-2019. “Not a TSL Grant participant.
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Table B-2. HISD School Leader Appraisal Scorecard Ratings and Change by Non-Achieve 180 and

Achieve 180 Program Affiliation for Two-Year and One-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools
and Their Matched Non-Achieve 180 Schools (Aggregated), 2017-2018 through 2019-2020

Two-Year Schools
Mean School Leader Mean School Leader Scorecard Rating
Scorecard Rating Percentage-Point Change
2017-2018
to
2019-2020
2017 2018 2019 2017-2018 2018-2019 Two-Year
—-2018 —-2019 —2020 to 2018-2019 to 2019-2020 Change
B 3.1 28 | 38 vo.3 A1.0 A07
Achieve 180 Program (n=10) 2.3 2.6 3.5 A0.3 A09 A1.2
el e L) S EmEm Ly 3.2 3.0 3.9 v0.2 A09 AO7
Schools (n=31)
eSS 2.3 30 | 40 A07 A10 A7
Codwell ES 2 3 4 A1.0 A1.0 A20
Marshall ES* 2 3 4 A1.0 A1.0 A20
Shearn ES" 3 3 4 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
Sherman ES* 2 3 4 A1.0 A1.0 A20
Al eul TRV LS 3.0 2.3 3.1 vo.7 408 A0.1
Schools (n=7)
A 180 Middle Schools (n=5) 2.2 2.2 3.0 0.0 A0.8 A0.8
Deady MS 2 2 3 0.0 A10 A10
Holland MS” 2 3 3 A1.0 0.0 A1.0
Sugar Grove MS 2 2 3 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
Thomas MS 2 2 3 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
Williams MS 3 2 3 v1.0 A1.0 0.0
High Schools (n=0) - - - - - -
Non-Achieve 180 Combined-
Level Schools (n=1) 3.0 3.0 4.0 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
,(6;]1=81(; Combined-Level Schools 30 30 4.0 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
Reagan Ed Ctr PK-8 3 3 4 0.0 A1.0 A1.0
One-Year Schools
2018-2019
to 2019-2020
One-year Change
rI:lglzw)-Achleve 180 (Matched 30 25 Y05
Achieve 180 Program (n=1) 3.0 2.0 v1.0
Wisdom HS* 3 2 v1.0

Sources: 2017-2018 (11/28/2018), 2018—-2019 (11/12/2019), 2019-2020 (11/16/2020) Effective School Leader Scorecard
Ratings, and 2019-2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by school)

Notes: This figure presents one of two components used in the School Leader Appraisal System (SLAS), excludes
Coaching and Feedback rating, rounded to nearest tenth (program-level) or whole number (school-level). Data
are not available for Victory Preparatory South HS, a charter school and one-year (2017-2018) program
participant. Data were available for one one-year school. *New Achieve 180 Program school in 2018-2019. “Not
a TSL Grant participant.
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Table B-3. Wilcoxon and Kruskal-Wallis Results for Achieve 180 Program School Leader Appraisal

Scorecard Ratings, Pre-Program to Post-Program Change by Number Years in Program

N N
Positive | Negative | N Test

Outcome Measure Statistical Test N |[Diff./Ranks |Diff./Ranks| Ties| SE [ df |p (2-tailed)| Statistic | Effect Size
School Leader Scorecard_3-Year Wilcoxon 42 28 0 14 |42.083| - 0.000* | z=4.824 |r=0.53/large
School Leader Scorecard_3-Year ES Wilcoxon 22 16 0 6 |18.788| - 0.000* | z=3.619 |r=0.55/large
School Leader Scorecard_3-Year MS Wilcoxon 8 4 0 4 | 2646 | - 0.059 z=1.890 -
School Leader Scorecard_3-Year_HS Wilcoxon 11 7 0 4 15292 - 0.008* | z=-2.646 |r = 0.56/large
Sschool Leader Scorecard_2-Year Wilcoxon 10 9 0 1 |8147| - 0.006* | z=2.762 |r=0.62/large
School Leader Scorecard_2-Year ES Wilcoxon 4 - - - - - - - -
Sschool Leader Scorecard 2-Year MS Wilcoxon 5 4 0 - 25 | - 0.046* | z=2.000 |r=0.53/large
School Leader Scorecard_2-Year_HS Wilcoxon - - - - - - - - -
School Leader Scorecard_ES/MS/HS Kruskal-Wallis 51 - - - - 2 0.028* 7.172 -
MS-ES (pre to post change per school) PairwWise - - - - | 471 | - 0.170 | z=1.907 -
HS-ES (pre to post change per school) Comparisons - - - - | 484 | - 0.05* 2=2.397 -
HS-MS (pre to post change per school) | (adjusted p value) | - - - - | 5551 | - 1.000 | z=0.472 -

Sources: 2017-2018 (11/28/2018), 2018—-2019 (11/12/2019), 2019-2020 (11/16/2020) Effective School Leader Scorecard
Ratings, and 2019-2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by school)

Notes: Standardized z for Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test. *Statistically significant p=<0.05; Negative Diff./Ranks means a
decline from pre-measure to post-measure. Positive Diff./Ranks means an increase from pre-measure to post
measure. Effect sizes (r) interpreted as commonly in published are: 0.10 — < 0.3 (small effect), 0.30 — <

0.5 (moderate effect) and >= 0.5 (large effect). No data available for Victory Preparatory South HS and TCAH 3-12.

Due to small sample sizes, no results for one-year or combined-level schools.
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Appendix C: Effective Teachers

Three-Year Schools

Percentage of Teachers with
Effective or Highly Effective
TADS Rating

Number Teachers with TADS
Ratings

Mean TADS Rating
Percentage-Point Change

2016-
2016— | 2017- | 2018- | 2017 to
2017 2018 2019 2019-
to to to 2020
2017— | 2018- | 2019—- | Three-
2018 2019 2020 Year
Change

2016— | 2017—- | 2018—- | 2019—- | 2016— | 2017—- | 2018—- | 2019-
2017 2018 2019 | 2020 | 2017 2018 2019 2020

Non-Achieve 180
(Three-year Matched 3,030 | 3,018 | 2,894 | 2,775 87.3 87.6 88.1 89.6 A0.3 A0S A15 A23
n=72)

Three-Year Achieve

180 Program (n=42) 1,683 | 1,713 | 1,623 | 1,624 | 81.0 81.1 81.1 82.9 A0.1 0.0 A18 A19

Non-Achieve 180
Elementary Schools 1,828 | 1,794 | 1,725 | 1,641 88.6 86.7 86.8 87.5 v1.9 AO0.1 A0.7 V1.1
(n=54)

A180 Elementary

Schools (n=22) 712 696 641 628 76.8 77.0 77.1 79.1 A0.2 A0 A2.0 A23

Bellfort ECC 20 20 19 19 95.0 95.0 94.7 94.7 0.0 v0.3 0.0 v0.3

Blackshear ES 31 30 24 20 80.6 60.0 45.8 75.0 V206 | V14.2 | A29.2 V5.6
Bonham ES 62 59 50 56 82.3 59.3 70.0 82.1 V¥229 | A10.7 | A121 vO0.1

Bruce ES 35 34 32 25 60.0 88.2 90.6 76.0 A28.2 | A24 | V146 | A16.0
Cook ES 37 36 37 35 70.3 50.0 54.1 48.6 v20.3 | A41 V5.5 v21.7
Dogan ES 37 38 33 33 81.1 94.7 87.9 84.8 A13.7 | ¥6.9 v3.0 A38

Foerster ES 37 40 38 44 81.1 87.5 81.6 88.6 AG.4 v5.9 A7A1 A7.6
Fondren ES? 24 22 21 17 75.0 95.5 90.5 94.1 A205 | v5.0 A3.6 A19.1
Gallegos ES 25 24 23 23 76.0 95.8 91.3 65.2 A198 | v45 | v26.1| Vv10.8
Highland Heights ES 32 30 28 28 93.8 76.7 85.7 75.0 v17.1 A9.0 | V10.7 | Vv18.8
Hilliard ES 35 37 31 25 80.0 78.4 93.5 96.0 V1.6 | A15.2 | A25 A16.0
Kashmere Gardens ES 23 20 17 22 73.9 95.0 64.7 95.5 A211 | v30.3 | A30.7 | A21.5
Lewis ES 48 45 45 43 66.7 86.7 91.1 93.0 A20.0 | A44 A1.9 A26.4
Looscan ES" 25 15 21 21 80.0 73.3 81.0 76.2 V6.7 A7.6 V4.8 V3.8

Mading ES 33 34 29 27 66.7 64.7 72.4 77.8 V2.0 A7.7 A5.4 A11.1
Martinez C ES 31 29 28 24 83.9 72.4 82.1 95.8 V115 | A9.7 | A13.7 | A12.0
Montgomery ES” 38 37 33 29 78.9 86.5 84.8 82.8 A7.5 v1.6 v21 A3.8

Pugh ES 24 24 24 26 58.3 79.2 79.2 88.5 A20.8 0.0 A9.3 A30.1
Stevens ES? 39 38 36 36 94.9 86.8 83.3 83.3 v8.0 v3.5 0.0 v11.5
Wesley ES 17 22 22 20 64.7 77.3 54.5 60.0 A12.6 | ¥22.7 | A5.5 v4.7

Woodson 41 41 30 33 61.0 46.3 50.0 57.6 V14.6 | A3.7 A7.6 V3.4
Young ES 18 21 20 22 88.9 81.0 55.0 45.5 V79 | v26.0| V9.5 V43.4
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Table C-1. Mean Percentage of Teachers with Effective or Highly Effective Teacher Appraisal and Development
System (TADS) Ratings and Percentage-Point Change by Non-Achieve 180 and Achieve 180 Program

Affiliation for Three-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools and Their Non-Achieve 180 Comparison
Schools (Aggregated), 2016—2017 through 2019-2020 (Continued)

Percentage of Teachers with
Effective or Highly Effective
TADS Rating

Number Teachers with TADS
Ratings

Mean TADS Rating
Percentage-Point Change

2016—-
2016— | 2017- | 2018- | 2017 to
2017 2018 2019 2019-
to to to 2020
2017—- | 2018- | 2019- | Three-

2018 2019 2020 Year
Change

2016— | 2017- | 2018— | 2019- | 2016—- | 2017—- | 2018- | 2019-
2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 2020

Non-Achieve 180
Middle Schools (n=10)

A180 Middle Schools

498 485 463 427 81.7 85.8 87.7 89.2 A4 A19 A15 A75

285 302 302 296 82.5 81.8 77.2 80.4 v0.7 V4.6 A3.2 v2A1

(n=8)

Attucks MS 21 | 27 | 20 | 31 | 762 | 630 | 862 | 90.3 | ¥13.2 | A232 | Ad1 | A141
Cullen MS 32 | 31 | 32 | 30 | 844 | 839 | 59.4 | 46.7 | V05 | V245 | v12.7 | w377
Edison MS 35 | 30 | 33 | 34 | 943 | 846 | 818 | 765 | ¥97 | v28 | ¥53 | V17.8
Forest Brook MS 49 49 50 43 83.7 95.9 82.0 81.4 A122 | V139 | V0.6 v23
Henry MS 45 | 50 | 47 | 50 | 822 | 880 | 872 | 860 | A58 | V08 | ¥i2 | A38

High Sehool Ahead 14 | 11 | 11 | 10 | 786 | 636 | 455 | 900 | W149 | V182 | A445 | A114
Key MS 36 | 42 | 38 | 37 | 750 | 738 | 816 | 838 | VW12 | A7.8 | A22 | A838

Lawson MS 53 | 53 | 62 | 61 | 8.1 | 792 | 710 | 852 | W19 | V83 | A143 | A41

Non-Achieve 180 High
Schools (n=8)

A180 High Schools

704 739 706 707 87.6 90.9 97.8 94.6 A33 AG.9 V3.2 A7.0

647 677 643 661 85.8 85.7 86.9 88.0 v0.1 A12 A1A1 A22

(n=11)

Kashmere HS 38 42 41 45 71.1 83.3 95.1 82.2 A123 | A11.8 | ¥129 | A11.2
Liberty HS 22 18 19 18 100.0 | 94.4 | 100.0 88.9 v5.6 A56 | Y111 | V111
Madison HS 97 95 71 77 73.2 82.1 66.2 89.6 A89 | V159 | A234 | A164
Milby HS 77 91 90 88 93.5 94.5 94.4 97.7 A1.0 v0.1 A33 A4.2
North Forest HS 51 50 46 54 88.2 86.0 76.1 68.5 V22 v9.9 V7.6 v19.7
Sharpstown HS 7 80 79 78 92.2 91.3 97.5 98.7 V1.0 AG.2 A1.2 AG.5
Washington HS 47 47 45 49 93.6 89.4 86.7 93.9 V4.3 v2.7 A7.2 A0.3
Westbury HS 112 117 121 111 87.5 85.5 93.4 88.3 v2.0 A7.9 V5.1 AOQ.8
Wheatley HS a7 51 a7 52 87.2 70.6 70.2 76.9 V16.6 v0.4 AG.7 v10.3
Worthing HS 29 40 40 47 72.4 75.0 82.5 80.9 A26 A7.5 V1.6 A84
Yates HS 50 46 44 42 86.0 87.0 88.6 90.5 A10 A17 A18 A45
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Table C-1. Mean Percentage of Teachers with Effective or Highly Effective Teacher Appraisal and Development
System (TADS) Ratings and Percentage-Point Change by Non-Achieve 180 and Achieve 180 Program

Affiliation for Three-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools and Their Non-Achieve 180 Comparison
Schools (Aggregated), 2016—2017 through 2019-2020 (Continued)

Number Teachers with TADS Percer_nage of_Teachers V\.”th Mean TADS Rating
Ratings Effective or Highly Effective Percentage-Point Change
9 TADS Rating 9 9
2016— | 2017- | 2018- 2016;)2017
2016 | 2017— | 2018— | 2019— | 2016— | 2017— | 2018— | 2019- 2?37 2?(}8 2?019 2019-2020
2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 2017— | 2018- | 2019— Tl;égf_
2018 2019 2020
Change
Non-Achieve 180
Combined-Level = = = — — — — — — — — —
Schools (n=0)
AL ComoTiEe: 39 38 37 39 | 692 | 711 | 811 | 769 | A18 | A10.0 | V42 ATT
Level Schools (n=1)
Gregory-Lincoln PK-8 39 38 37 39 69.2 71.1 81.1 76.9 A18 | A10.0 | V4.2 A7.7

Sources: SAP Weekly Report 2016—-2017 (8/15/2016 to 8/28/2017), 2017-2018 (8/14/2017 to 6/04/2018), 2018-2019 (8/27/2018 to
6/03/2019), and 2019-2020 (8/12/2019 to 6/01/2020); TADS Tool 2016-2017 (10/23/2017), 2017-2018 (10/22/2018), 2018-2019
(12/04/2019), and 2019-2020 (11/06/2020); 2019-2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by school)

Notes: TADS ratings based on multiple metrics were rounded to the nearest whole number. The proportion of campus teachers rated Highly
Effective or Effective ratings was rounded to one decimal-point. Due to changes in the teachers for whom the Student
Performance component was included in the annual calculation of their appraisal ratings from 2016—2017 to 2019-2020,
comparisons are made with caution. All Non-Achieve 180 schools are TEA comparison group schools in HISD and Title I, Part A
schools. Data were not available for Texas Connections Academy Houston (TCAH), a virtual, online, three-year program
participant. No comparison HISD, Title | school was listed for Bellfort ECC, Gregory-Lincoln PK-8, High School Ahead Academy
MS, Liberty HS, Montgomery ES, TCAH, Victory Preparatory South HS, and Yates HS.*New Achieve 180 Program school in
2018-2019. "Not a TSL Grant participant.
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Table C-2. Mean Percentage of Teachers with Effective or Highly Effective Teacher Appraisal and Development
System (TADS) Ratings and Percentage Point Change by Non-Achieve 180 and Achieve 180 Program

Affiliation for Two-Year and One-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools and Their Non-Achieve 180
Comparison Schools (Aggregated), 2017-2018 or 2018-2019 to 2019-2020

Percentage of Teachers .
Number Teachers with | with Effective or Highly Perzﬂeenig Tég(irﬁagﬁgn e
TADS Ratings Effective TADS Rating 9 Y
2017-2018
2017 2018 2019 2017 2018 2019 2017&)2018 2018&)2019 to 2019-2020
—2018 | -2019 | 2020 | 2018 | ~2019 | ~2020 | .00 5019 | 2019-2020 Two-Year
Change
Non-Achieve 180
(Two-year Matched n=39) 1,559 | 1,505 | 1,429 | 89.0 87.4 89.3 v1.6 A1.9 A0.3
Two-Year Achieve 180
Program (n=10) 390 352 320 79.5 74.1 77.5 V5.4 A34 V2.0
Non-Achieve 180 Elementary
Schools (n=31) 1,196 | 1,163 | 1,118 86.2 87.1 88.7 A0.9 A1.6 A2.5
A180 Elementary Schools
(n=4) 147 134 122 79.6 76.9 80.3 V2.7 A34 A0.7
Codwell ES 28 24 24 82.1 79.2 87.5 v3.0 A8.3 A54
Marshall ES? 50 45 42 74.0 62.2 73.8 v11.8 A11.6 v0.2
Shearn ES" 33 31 28 66.7 83.9 75.0 A17.2 v8.9 A83
Sherman ES? 36 34 28 97.2 88.2 89.3 v9.0 A11 V7.9
Non-Achieve 180 Middle
Schools (n=7) 299 282 249 85.6 86.2 89.2 A0.6 A3.0 A3.6
A 180 Middle Schools (n=5) 183 169 150 76.0 67.0 70.0 v9.0 A3.0 V6.0
Deady MS 40 34 33 80.0 61.8 81.8 v18.2 A20.1 A138
Holland MS” 37 34 35 89.2 79.4 82.9 v9.8 A34 V6.3
Sugar Grove MS 40 35 34 55.0 57.1 73.5 A21 A16.4 A18.5
Thomas MS 34 30 18 70.6 73.3 50.0 A27 v23.3 ¥20.6
Williams MS 32 36 30 87.5 63.9 50.0 v 23.6 v13.9 v37.5
High Schools (n=0) - - - - - - - - -
Non-Achieve 180 Combined-
Level Schools (n=1) 64 60 62 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
A180 Combined-Level
Schools (n=1) 60 49 48 90.0 91.8 93.8 A1.8 A1.9 A3.8
Reagan Ed Ctr PK-8 60 49 48 90.0 91.8 93.8 A1.8 A19 A3.8
One-Year Schools
2018-2019
to 2019-2020 One-year Change

Non-Achieve 180 (Matched
n=2) 2y | A6 9.8 | 94.9 v19
Achieve 180 Program (n=1) 94.7 94.4 v0.3
Wisdom HS* 94.7 94.4 v0.3

Sources: SAP Weekly Report 2017-2018 (8/14/2017 to 6/04/2018), 2018-2019 (8/27/2018 to 6/03/2019), and 2019-2020
(8/12/2019 to 6/01/2020); TADS Tool 2017-2018 (10/22/2018), 2018—-2019 (12/04/2019), and 2019-2020
(11/06/2020); 2019-2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by school)

Notes: TADS ratings based on multiple metrics were rounded to the nearest whole number. The proportion of campus teachers rated Highly
Effective or Effective ratings was rounded to one decimal-point. Due to changes in the teachers for whom the Student Performance
component was included in the annual calculation of their appraisal ratings from 2016-2017 to 2019-2020, comparisons are made
with caution. All Non-Achieve 180 schools are TEA comparison group schools in HISD and Title I, Part A schools. Data were not
available for Victory Preparatory South HS, a charter, one-year program participant (2017-2018). Data were available for one other
one-year school, Wisdom HS.*New Achieve 180 Program school in 2018-2019. "Not a TSL Grant participant.
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Table C-3. Wilcoxon and Kruskal-Wallis Statistical Tests Results for Achieve 180 Program Teacher

Appraisal and Development System Ratings, Pre-Program to Post-Program by Number

Years in Program

HS-MS (pre to post change per school)

(adjusted p value)

N N
Positive | Negative | N Test

Outcome Measure Statistical Test N |Diff./Ranks |Diff/Ranks| Ties| SE | df |p (2-tailed)| Statistic | Effect Size
TADS_3-Year Wilcoxon 42 25 17 0 |79.975| - 0.311 z=1.013 |[r=0.11
TADS_3-Year_ES Wilcoxon 22 11 11 0 | 308 | - 0.485 z=0.698 |r=0.11
TADS_3-Year MS Wilcoxon 8 5 3 0 | 7141 - 0.779 z=0.280 |r=0.07
TADS 3-Year HS Wilcoxon 11 8 3 0 |11.247| - 0.534 z=0.622 |r=0.13
TADS_2-Year Wilcoxon 10 5 5 0 | 9811 ]| - 0.721 z=-.357 [r=--0.08
TADS_2-Year ES Wilcoxon - - - - - - - -
TADS_2-Year_MS Wilcoxon 2 3 0 [3708]| - 0.345 z=-944 |r=-0.30/small
TADS_2-Year_HS Wilcoxon - - - - - - - - -
TADS_ES/MS/HS Kruskal-Wallis 51 - - - - 2 0.756 0.558 -
MS-ES (pre to post change per school) PairWise - - - - - - - - -
HS-ES (pre to post change per school) Comparisons - - - - - - - - _

Sources: SAP Weekly Report 2017-2018 (8/14/2017 to 6/04/2018), 2018-2019 (8/27/2018 to 6/03/2019), and 2019-2020
(8/12/2019 to 6/01/2020); TADS Tool 2017-2018 (10/22/2018), 2018-2019 (12/04/2019), and 2019-2020
(11/06/2020); 2019-2020 TEA Campus Comparison Group (by school)

Notes: Standardized z for Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test. *Statistically significant p=<.05; Negative Diff./Ranks means a

decline from pre-measure to post-measure. Positive Diff./Ranks means an increase from pre-measure to post
measure. Effect sizes (r) interpreted as commonly in published are: 0.10 — < 0.3 (small effect), 0.30 —

<0.5 (moderate effect) and >= 0.5 (large effect). No data available for Victory Preparatory South HS and TCAH
3-12. Due to small sample sizes, no results presented for one-year or combined-level schools.
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Appendix D: Student Attendance and Chronic Absence

Three-Year Schools
Enroliment Attendance Rate Attendance Rate Change
2016-2017 to
2016- | 2017- | 2018- | 2019- |2016-(2017—|2018—(2019- 2016;02017 2017;)2018 2018;02019 2019-2020
2017 | 2018 2019 2020 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 2017-2018| 20182019 | 20192020 Three-Year
Change
Non-Achieve 180
(Three-year Matched n=72) | 63,339 |61,105| 60,594 | 58,259 | 94.9 | 94.7 | 94.5 | 96.0 v¥0.2 ¥0.2 A15 A11
Three-Year Achieve 180
Program (n=43) 44,069 42,951 | 42,544 (42,729 | 93.8 | 93.6 | 93.7 | 95.5 v0.2 A0.1 A18 A17
Non-Achieve 180
Elementary Schools (n=54) | 37,801 | 36,405| 36,091 | 34,507| 96.2 | 96.2 | 95.9 | 96.8 0.0 ¥0.3 A0.9 A0.6
A180 Elementary Schools
(n=22) 14,644 (13,751| 13,155 |12,879] 95.2 | 95.1 | 94.7 | 95.9 v0.1 v0.4 A12 AOQ.7
Bellfort ECC 399 420 399 407 | 95.8 ] 95.9 | 94.9 | 95.5 AOQ.1 ¥1.0 A0.6 v0.3
Blackshear ES 624 595 503 479 | 95.0] 95.2 | 95.1 | 95.6 A0.2 ¥0.1 A0.5 A0.6
Bonham ES 1,226 | 1,115 1,117 | 1,094 | 95.5| 95.9 | 95.0 | 96.1 AQ4 v0.9 A11 AQ.6
Bruce ES 656 641 604 496 | 95.6 ]| 95.9 ] 96.0 | 96.1 A0.3 AO0.1 AO.1 A0.5
Cook ES 761 730 711 751 [ 95.0] 94.8 | 94.2 | 94.9 v0.2 v0.6 A0.7 v0.1
Dogan ES 713 691 675 676 | 95.5| 96.0 | 96.2 | 95.9 A05 A0.2 v0.3 A04
Foerster ES 798 886 902 906 | 949 943|932 95.2 v0.6 vi1 A20 A0.3
Fondren ES? 481 409 349 345 | 955( 96.5| 95.9 | 97.2 A1.0 ¥0.6 A13 A17
Gallegos ES 453 412 384 395 | 97.0| 96.9 | 96.4 | 96.8 ¥0.1 Y¥0.5 AO0.4 ¥0.2
Highland Heights ES 693 649 603 563 | 94.2 | 93.7 | 92.7 | 95.0 ¥0.5 v1.0 A23 A0.8
Hilliard ES 860 698 641 675 | 931|915 93.1 | 94.9 Y1.6 A1.6 A1.8 A18
Kashmere Gardens ES 520 458 492 525 | 94.1| 942 | 93.0 | 95.4 AQ.1 v1.2 A24 A13
Lewis ES 954 909 949 890 | 96.5| 96.7 | 95.9 | 96.7 A0.2 v0.8 A0.8 A0.2
Looscan ES” 487 393 382 357 | 95.6| 955 | 95.7 | 96.4 ¥0.1 AQ0.2 AQ.7 A0.8
Mading ES 594 570 490 437 | 95.2] 95.8 ] 96.2 | 97.0 A0.6 A04 A0.38 A138
Martinez C ES 606 553 499 440 | 96.0 | 95.5 | 95.0 | 96.3 Y¥0.5 ¥0.5 A13 AQ.3
Montgomery ES” 808 648 623 574 | 951|954 |94.3] 96.2 A0.3 Y11 A19 A1.1
Pugh ES 471 426 421 415 | 96.2 ] 96.4 | 96.1 | 96.9 A0.2 ¥0.3 A0.8 AQ0.7
Stevens ES” 826 781 746 734 | 96.0| 953|949 | 96.2 v0.7 v0.4 A13 AQ.2
Wesley ES 423 437 409 436 | 93.4 ] 93.5| 94.0 | 95.3 AO.1 AQ05 A13 A19
Woodson 951 906 781 767 | 94.3| 935|936 | 95.7 v0.8 A0.1 A21 A1.4
Young ES 340 424 475 517 | 95.1 | 94.7 | 93.0 | 96.6 v0.4 vi1.7 A3.6 A15
Non-Achieve 180 Middle
Schools (n=10) 9,912 | 9,270 | 9,194 | 8,644 | 94.7 | 94.3 | 94.0 | 95.8 v0.4 v0.3 A18 A1
A180 Middle Schools (n=8) | 6,433 | 6,224 | 6,246 | 6,065 | 93.4 | 92.4 | 92.7 | 94.8 v1.0 A0.3 A2.1 A14
Attucks MS 606 609 633 536 | 92.7 ]| 89.8 | 90.6 | 93.2 v29 A0.8 A26 AQ0.5
Cullen MS 625 577 492 467 | 95.9 ] 90.5| 87.6 | 91.7 V54 Y29 A4 v4.2
Edison MS 732 709 715 711 | 95.1| 955 | 95.0 | 96.0 A0.4 ¥0.5 A1.0 A0.9
Forest Brook MS 1,092 | 1,023 [ 1,001 943 | 92.7 (921|928 | 94.4 ¥0.6 AQ0.7 A1.6 A17
Henry MS 1,009 | 951 941 897 | 945 92.7| 93.8 | 94.7 v1.8 A1 A0.9 AQ0.2
High School Ahead Acad MS 225 287 217 230 | 87.2| 84.4| 84.6 | 92.7 v238 A0.2 A8.1 A55
Key MS 901 804 857 802 | 921|916 | 91.6 | 94.6 ¥0.5 0.0 A3.0 A25
Lawson MS 1,243 | 1,264 | 1,390 | 1,479 | 93.2 | 94.4 | 94.8 | 96.2 A1.2 A04 A14 A3.0
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able D Attenda e Rates and Percentage Po ange b 0 A eve 180 and A eve
80 Progra A atlo 0 ee-Year A eve 180 Progra 00 ana e
0 A eve 180 D3 0 00 Aggregatea 016 0 oug 019 020
0 ed
Three-Year Schools
Enrollment Attendance Rate Attendance Rate Change
2016-2017 to
2016— | 2017—| 2018- [ 2019- |2016—(2017—|2018-(2019— 2016;,2017 2017;‘2018 2018;)2019 2019-2020
2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 2017-2018| 20182019 | 2019-2020 Three-Year
Change
Non-Achieve 180 High 15,626 15,430 | 15,309 [15,108 | 92.2 | 91.6 | 91.8 | 94.4 | V0.6 A02 A26 A22
Schools (n=8)
A180 High Schools (n=11) |[14,049|14,639| 15,158 (14,980 89.8 [ 90.0 | 90.4 | 93.3 AQ.2 A0.4 A2.9 A35
Kashmere HS 771 870 970 961 | 88.7 | 88.3 | 89.8 | 90.8 v0.4 A15 A1.0 A2.1
Liberty HS 255 445 454 406 | 85.5 | 80.9 | 81.8 | 86.8 Y4.6 A0.9 A5.0 A1.3
Madison HS 2,007 | 1,837 | 1,976 | 1,978 | 88.1 | 88.5 [ 90.3 | 93.0 AQ04 A1.8 A2.7 A4.9
Milby HS 1,514 ) 1,831 | 2,060 | 2,176 [ 90.4 | 91.3 | 93.3 | 95.7 A0.9 A2.0 A24 Ab5.3
North Forest HS 1,121 | 1,158 | 1,172 | 1,114 | 89.0 | 89.9 | 88.2 | 92.8 A0.9 V1.7 A4.6 A3.8
Sharpstown HS 1,960 | 1,904 | 1,991 | 2,051 [ 91.7 | 90.7 | 89.6 | 92.2 V1.0 V1.1 A26 AQ.5
Washington HS 885 932 910 904 | 91.3 ] 89.0 | 90.6 | 93.0 v23 A1.6 A2.4 A17
Westbury HS 2,518 | 2,595 | 2,639 | 2,639 | 92.3 | 92.9 | 92.8 | 95.0 AQ.6 v0.1 A22 A2.7
Wheatley HS 987 | 1,077 | 1,010 870 | 88.3 | 87.5 | 85.8 | 90.5 ¥0.8 v1.7 A47 A22
Worthing HS 1,032 | 1,029 958 935 86.4 | 90.1 | 90.8 | 94.8 A3.7 AO0.7 A4.0 A8.4
Yates HS 999 961 1,018 946 | 88.4 | 89.2 | 89.1 | 93.2 A0.8 v0.1 A4 A48
Non-Achieve 180 _ _ _ _ B _ _ _ B _ _ _
Combined-Level Schools
A180 Combined-Level 8,943 [ 8,337 | 7,985 | 8,805 | 99.4 | 99.3 | 99.6 | 99.7 [ w0.1 A03 AO.1 A0.3
Schools (n=2)
Gregory-Lincoln PK-8 802 849 823 798 945 95.8 | 96.4 | 97.5 A13 A0.6 A1 A3.0
TCAHN 8,141 | 7,488 | 7,162 | 8,007 |100.0| 99.8 [ 100.0/100.0f ¥0.2 AQ.2 0.0 0.0

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and

2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total
days in membership for the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation.
AIndicates Non-TSL Grant participant. All Non-Achieve 180 schools are TEA comparison group schools in
HISD and Title I, Part A schools. No appropriate TEA comparison group schools were listed for Bellfort ECC,
Gregory-Lincoln PK-8, High School Ahead Academy MS, Liberty HS, Montgomery ES, TCAH, Victory
Preparatory South HS, and Yates HS.
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Table D-2. Attendance Rates and Percentage Point Change by Non-Achieve 180 and Achieve
180 Program Affiliation for Two-Year and One-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools

and Their Non-Achieve 180 Comparison Schools (Aggregated), 20162017 through
2019-2020

Two-Year Schools
Enroliment Attendance Rate Attendance Rate Change
2017-2018
2016—( 2017- | 2018- | 2019- | 2016—|2017- | 2018—| 2019—| 2016-2017 2017;)2018 2018;)2019 201;02020
2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 |to 2017-2018 20182019 | 2019-2020 | Tyo-vear
Change
v0.2 A0.9 AO07
AO04 A12 A16
Non-Achieve 180 Elementary Schools (n=31) 23,834|23,591|22,499 96.5 [ 96.3 | 97.1 v0.2 AQ0.8 A0.6
A180 Elementary Schools (n=4) 3,002 | 2,722 | 2,680 95.8 | 96.0 | 96.6 AQ.2 A0.6 A0.8
Codwell ES 501 [ 452 | 458 95.0 1 94.8 [ 96.1 v0.2 A13 A11
Marshall ES* 1,14311,008 | 961 95.5 | 96.3 | 96.6 A0.8 A03 A1
Shearn ES" 713 | 653 | 638 96.6 | 96.2 | 97.2 v0.4 A1.0 A0.6
Sherman ES” 645 [ 609 | 623 96.2 | 96.0 | 96.4 V0.2 A04 AQ.2
Non-Achieve 180 MiddleSchools (n=7) 5,552 | 5,448 | 4,926 94.4 | 93.8 | 95.7 v0.6 A19 A13
A180 MiddleSchools (n=5) 3,611 3,760 | 3,665 93.3 ] 93.8 | 95.6 A0S A18 A23
Deady MS 789 [ 755 | 771 94.6 1 93.5 [ 95.8 \AN A23 A12
Holland MS” 770 [ 769 | 795 94.1 ] 93.6 | 95.6 v¥0.5 A20 A15
Sugar Grove MS 784 | 798 | 867 92.7 1 95.6 | 95.9 A29 A03 A32
Thomas MS 645 [ 787 | 680 92.5]194.6 | 96.4 A21 A18 A3.9
Williams MS 623 | 651 | 552 92.1 ] 915 93.3 v0.6 A18 A12
High Schools (n=0) - - - — - —
Non-Achieve 180 Combined-Level Schools
(n=1) 1,234 | 1,287 | 1,250 97.1 ] 96.9 | 97.6 v0.2 A07 A05
A180 Combined-Level Schools (n=1) 1,176 {1,092 | 1,076 96.3 | 96.8 | 97.6 AQ0S5 A0.8 A13
Reagan Ed Ctr PK-8 1,176 {1,092 | 1,076 96.3 |1 96.8 | 97.6 A0S A0.8 A13
One-Year Schools
2016-2017 2018-2019
to to
2017-2018 2019-2020
One-year One-year
Achieve 180 Program (n=2) 186 | 263 [2,336] 2,255 [90.3 [ 91.6 | 91.5 | 93.9 | Change Change
Non-Achieve 180 (matched n=2) - — 4,738 4,753 | - - 92.5 [ 94.3 A1.8
Achieve 180 Program (n=2) A13 A24
Victory Prep South HS 186 | 263 90.3 | 91.6 A13
Wisdom HS* (pre 18-19/post 19-20) 2,336 | 2,255 91.5 [ 93.9 A24

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and

2019-2020

Notes: The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in membership for the respective
school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. ~Indicates Non-TSL Grant participant.
*New Achieve 180 Program school in 2018-2019. All Non-Achieve 180 schools are TEA comparison group
schools in HISD and Title I, Part A schools. No HISD TEA comparison group schools were listed for Victory

Preparatory South HS.

HISD Research and Accountability

129




2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Table D-3. Wilcoxon and Kruskal-Wallis Results for Pre- to Post-Program School-Level Change in Student Attendance and Chronic

Absence Rates for Achieve 180 Program Schools by Number Years in the Program and School Level (Aggregated), 2016—

2017 through 2019-2020

Number of | Number of
Student Attendance Rate Statistical Number of | Positive Negative Number
(pre- to post-program rate) Test Schools Ranks Ranks of Ties SE df |p (2-tailed)|Test Statistic Effect Size
Student Attendance_3-Year_all Wilcoxon 43 38 4 1 79.958| - 0.000* z=5.04 r = 0.54/large
Student Attendance_3-Year ES Wilcoxon 22 19 3 0 30.784| - 0.000* z=3.784 |r = 0.57/large
Student Attendance_3-Year_ MS Wilcoxon 8 7 1 0 7.141 | - 0.123 z=1.54 r = 0.39/moderate
Student Attendance_3-Year HS Wilcoxon 11 11 0 0 11.247| - 0.003* z=2.934 r = 0.63/large
Student Attendance_2-Year_all Wilcoxon 10 10 0 0 9.798 - 0.005* z=2.807 r = 0.63/large
Student Attendance_2-Year ES Wilcoxon 4 4 0 0 2.716 | - 0.066 z=-1.841 -
Student Attendance_2-Year MS Wilcoxon 5 5 0 0 3.691 | - 0.042* z=2.032 |[r = 0.64/large
Student Attendance_2-Year HS Wilcoxon - - - - - - - - -
Student Attendance_ES/MS/HS Kruskal-
(pre-to post-program rate change) Wallis 50 - - - - 2 0.000* 16.225 -
ES-MS PaifWi - - - 4949 | - 0.096 z=-2.145 -
ES-HS airvvise - - - 524 | - | 0.000* | z=-3.911 -
Comparisons
MS-HS - - - 5969 | — 0.293 z=—1.655 -
Student Chronic Absence Rate
(pre- to post-program rate)
Student Chronic Absence_3-Year_all Wilcoxon 43 3 39 1 79.972| - 0.000* z=-5.102 |[r = 0.55/large
Student Chronic Absence_3-Year_ES Wilcoxon 22 1 21 0 30.794| - 0.000* z=-4.059 |[r = 0.61/large
Student Chronic Absence_3-Year_MS Wilcoxon 8 2 6 0 7.141 - 0.161 z=-1.400 |r = 0.35/moderate
Student Chronic Absence_3-Year HS Wilcoxon 11 0 11 0 11.242| - 0.003* z=-2.936 |[r = 0.63/large
Student Chronic Absence_2-Year_all Wilcoxon 10 0 10 0 9.811 | — 0.005* z=-2.803 |r = 0.63/large
Student Chronic Absence_2-Year ES Wilcoxon 4 4 0 0 2.739 | - 0.068 z=-1.826 -
Student Chronic Absence_2-Year MS Wilcoxon 5 0 5 0 3.708 - 0.043* z=-2.023 |[r = 0.64/large
Student Chronic Absence_2-Year HS Wilcoxon - - - - - - - - -
Student Chronic Absence ES/MS/HS Kruskal-
(pre-to post-program rate change) Wallis 50 - - - - 2 0.000* 19.419 -
ES-MS Pairwi - - - 4951 | - 0.299 z=1.647 -
ES-HS arwise - - - 5242 | - | 0.000¢+ | z=4.398 -
Comparisons
MS-HS - - - 5971 | - 0.038* z=2.496 -

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data aggregated by school. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in membership for the respective school

year. The chronic absence rate is the total number of students absent 10 percent or more of school days they are enrolled in the campus divided by the total number of
students in membership in the campus 83% or more of the school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. Statistical significance (p<0.05) was not

assessed for groups smaller than five schools: two three-year combined-level, four two-year elementary, one two-year combined-level, and two one-year high schools.
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test effect size (r) commonly in published literature are: 0.10 — < 0.3 (small effect), 0.30 — < 0.5 (moderate effect) and >= 0.5 (large effect).
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Table D-4. Wilcoxon Results Summary of Pre- to Post-Program Attendance Rate Change Types for Students at Achieve

180 Program Schools by Student Group and Years of Program Participation, 2016—2017 to 2019-2020

Three-Year Schools
Type of Change Number More Gains More Losses More Ties
Schools (Than Losses or Ties) (Than Gains or Ties) (Than Gains or Losses)
Student Group # # % # % # %
All Students 43 24 56 18 42 1 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 7 4 57 2 29 1 14
Black/African American 42 25 60 16 38 1 2
Hispanic 43 26 60 16 37 1 2
Native American 1 - - - - - -
White 13 6 46 6 46 1 8
Two or More 5 1 20 3 60 1 20
Econ. Disadv. 43 30 70 12 28 1 2
English Learners 43 24 56 17 40 1 2
SWD 42 28 67 11 26 1 2
Two-Year Schools
Type of Change Number More Gains More Losses More Ties
Schools (Than Losses or Ties) (Than Gains or Ties) (Than Gains or Losses)

Student Group # # % # % # %
All Students 10 9 90 1 10 0 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - - - - - -
Black/African American 10 9 90 0 0 0 0
Hispanic 10 8 80 2 20 0 0
Native American 0 - - - - - -
White 8 6 75 2 25 0 0
Two or More 0 0 0 0
Econ. Disadv. 10 9 90 1 10 0 0
English Learners 10 7 70 2 20 0 0
SWD 10 9 90 1 10 0 0

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data aggregated by school. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in membership
for the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. — Indicates masked results for fewer than five students per group
which are not reported. More Gains and More Losses exclude schools with an equal number of gains and losses. “Ties” means no change in rates.
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Table D-5. Statistical Significance of Wilcoxon Results of Pre- to Post-Program Attendance Rate Changes for Students at Achieve

180 Program Schools by Student Group and Years of Program Participation, 2016—2017 through 2019-2020
Three-Year Schools

Type of Change [ Number |Schools with Statistically [ Schools with Statistically | Schools with Statistically [Schools with Small Effect| Schools with Medium |Schools with Large Effect

Schools Significant Results Significant Gains* Significant Losses* (Stat. Sig. Gains) Effect (Stat. Sig. Gains) (Stat. Sig. Gains)

Student Group # # % # % # % # % # % # %
All Students 43 31 72 12 39 18 58 17 94 0 0 0 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Black/African American 42 20 48 6 30 13 65 12 92 1 8 0 0
Hispanic 43 28 65 11 39 16 57 16 100 0 0 0 0

Native American 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -

White 13 3 23 1 33 1 33 0 0 0 0 1 100
Two or More Races/Ethn. 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ. Disadv. 43 30 70 10 33 20 67 19 95 1 5 0 0
English Learners 43 26 60 11 42 14 54 13 93 1 7 0 0
SWD 42 10 24 3 30 7 70 5 71 2 29 0 0

Two-Year Schools
Type of Change [ Number |Schools with Statistically [ Schools with Statistically | Schools with Statistically [Schools with Small Effect| Schools with Medium |Schools with Large Effect

Schools Significant Results Significant Gains Significant Losses (Stat. Sig. Gains) Effect (Stat. Sig. Gains) (Stat. Sig. Gains)

Student Group # # % # % # % # % # % # %
All Students 10 7 70 1 14 6 86 5 83 0 0 0 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 = - - = - - - - - - - -
Black/African American 10 4 40 0 0 4 100 4 100 0 0 0 0
Hispanic 10 6 60 2 33 4 67 4 100 0 0 0 0

Native American 0 - - = = - - - - - - - =
White 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Two or More Races/Ethn. 0 = - - = - - - - - - - -
Econ. Disadv. 10 7 70 0 0 7 100 5 71 0 0 0 0
English Learners 10 6 60 0 0 5 83 0 0 0 0 1 17
SWD 10 6 60 0 0 6 100 6 100 0 0 0 0

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—2017, 2017—-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data aggregated by school. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in membership for
the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. Results for schools with fewer than five students per group are not
reported (-). More Gains and More Losses exclude schools with an equal number of gains and losses. *Percentages represent the proportion of the
number of schools with statistically significant results. The number of statistically significant results includes More Ties (no change). Only effect sizes for
results associated with p<0.05 are reported. Very small effect sizes are not noted.
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CaNr;r[;L;s Demographics Count |Pre Mean |Post Mean Dif';/leerae:ce Nelg:::e PT;;::ZG Ties statzistic varl)ue Egii(:
Elementary Schools
All Students 269 954 96.2 0.8 85 162 22 | -4.538 .000* 0.20
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 * * *x * *x *k *k *x *k
Black or African American 61 92.3 94.1 1.8 17 42 2 -3.057 .002* 0.28
Hispanic 203 96.3 96.8 0.5 67 117 19 | -3.263 .001* 0.16
Bellfort ECC |Two or More 1 *k *k *x * *x *x *k *x *k
Wh|te 2 *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
Economically Disadvantaged 258 954 96.5 11 81 156 21 -4.577 .000* 0.20
English Learners 167 96.9 97.5 0.6 52 95 20 | -3.401 .001* 0.19
Students with Disabilities 24 92.8 945 1.7 6 17 1 -1.734 .083 0.25
All Students 421 94.3 95.3 1.0 166 234 21 | -3.037 .002* 0.10
Black or African American 350 94.3 94.9 0.6 147 186 17 -1.839 .066 0.07
Hispanic 64 95.6 97.2 1.6 19 41 4 -2.615 .009* 0.23
Nathe Arnerican 1 *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
BlaCkShear TWO or More 4 *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
ES Wh|te 2 *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
Economically Disadvantaged 382 94.4 95.5 11 154 209 19 -2.693 .007* 0.10
English Learners 53 96.4 97.1 0.7 14 34 5 -2.413 .016* 0.23
Students with Disabilities 94 92.8 93.6 0.8 42 49 3 -0.788 431 0.06
All Students 773 954 96.5 11 216 495 62 | -9.594 .000* 0.24
Asian or Pacific Islander 10 96.7 96.5 -0.2 3 7 0 -0.255 799 0.06
Black or African American 181 94.3 95.3 1.0 63 111 7 -3.432 .001*% 0.18
Hispanic 571 95.8 96.8 1.0 145 373 53 | -9.339 .000* 0.28
Bonham ES |Two or More 3 *k *k *k *x *k *k *k *k *k
White 8 98.1 97.4 -0.7 4 2 2 -0.734 463 0.18
Economically Disadvantaged 726 95.6 96.8 1.2 192 477 57 | -10.452 [ .000* 0.27
English Learners 457 96.0 97.0 1.0 122 292 43 | -7.817 .000* 0.26
Students with Disabilities 55 93.2 94.3 1.1 22 31 2 -1.363 173 0.13
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Elementary Schools (Continued)

C?\Irgrzltjas Demographics Count | Pre Mean|Post Mean Difll\‘/(laeraerrllce Nelg:r?ll/e PCI)?S;E\I:Q Ties staﬁstic vaFI)ue Egiezzt
All Students 445 95.1 96.0 0.9 171 240 34 -3.512 .000*% 0.12
Asian or Pacific Islander 5 98.4 99.9 15 1 4 0 -1.786 .074 0.56
Black or African American 302 94.8 95.5 0.7 118 162 22 -2.744 .006* 0.11
Hispanic 134 96.1 96.8 0.7 50 72 12 -2.032 .042*% 0.12
Nat|ve Arnerican *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
Bruce ES
Two or More ok *k . *k . . *k . ok
White ok ok ok ok . . ok ok "ok
Economically Disadvantaged 403 95.3 96.4 1.1 150 220 33 -4.132 .000* 0.15
English Learners 81 96.9 97.7 0.8 36 39 6 -1.018 309 0.08
Students with Disabilities 53 95.0 95.6 0.6 21 28 4 -1.607 .108 0.16
All Students 495 94.8 94.8 0.0 187 260 48 | -2.536 .011+% 0.08
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 i *k i i i * ** i i
Black or African American 286 94.5 94.2 -0.3 116 151 19 -1.109 .268 0.05
Hispanic 200 95.2 95.7 0.5 66 105 29 -2.765 .006* 0.14
Cook ES Native American 1 *k *% *k ok *k *k *k *k *k
White 7 94.6 96.0 14 3 4 0 -1.185 .236 0.32
Economically Disadvantaged 460 94.9 95.3 0.4 167 248 45 -3.454 .001% 0.11
English Learners 115 96.2 96.7 0.5 35 62 18 -2.52 .012*% 0.17
Students with Disabilities 74 94.4 94.8 04 33 39 2 -0.71 A78 0.06
All Students 523 94.7 95.6 0.9 204 283 36 -4.712 .000*% 0.15
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 * *k * ** * * ** *k *
Black or African American 194 92.8 93.3 0.5 86 101 7 -1.838 .066 0.09
Hispanic 324 95.9 97.0 1.1 117 178 29 -4.549 .000*% 0.18
Native Arnerican *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
Dogan ES TWO or |V|Ol’e *% *k *% *k *% *% *k *% *%
White ok o ok *x ok ok ok ok "ok
Economically Disadvantaged 498 94.8 95.9 1.1 192 271 35 -5.089 .000* 0.16
English Learners 203 96.5 97.3 0.8 75 110 18 -3.499 .000*% 0.17
Students with Disabilities 72 93.0 94.3 1.3 32 36 4 -1.629 .103 0.14
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Elementary Schools (Continued)
“Neme emograptics | Count |Pre Mean| PostMean| et |MRTE| PN ITes | e [ vatue | size
All Students 491 93.6 95.3 1.7 179 288 24 | -6.423 .000* 0.20
Asian or Pacific Islander 15 96.4 96.2 -0.2 4 10 1 -0.283 a77 0.05
Black or African American 316 93.5 95.1 1.6 124 179 13 -4.876 .000* 0.19
Hispanic 152 93.9 95.8 1.9 49 93 10 | -4.125 .000* 0.24
Foerster ES |Native American 2 ok . ok ok *k *k *ok *% *ok
Two or More 2 ok . . ok *k ok *o *% *ok
White 4 ok ok ok . *k *k ok *% ok
Economically Disadvantaged 446 93.9 95.8 1.9 159 263 24 -6.637 .000* 0.22
English Learners 151 94.3 96.3 2.0 46 95 10 | -4.581 .000* 0.26
Students with Disabilities 70 90.7 93.7 3.0 22 46 2 -3.41 .001* 0.29
All Students 323 95.3 96.8 15 93 206 24 | -6.913 .000* 0.27
Asian or Pacific Islander 3 * * * * *k *k i *k **
Black or African American 95 93.0 96.0 3.0 25 67 3 -5.036 .000* 0.37
Hispanic 222 96.3 97.1 0.8 68 133 21 | -4595 .000* 0.22
Fondren ES |Two or More 1 ok *k ok *k *k *k *% *k *k
White 2 . . . . *k ok *x * o
Economically Disadvantaged 290 954 97.1 1.7 81 187 22 -7.156 .000* 0.30
English Learners 156 96.8 97.5 0.7 45 95 16 -4.163 .000* 0.24
Students with Disabilities 37 93.2 95.6 24 10 25 2 -2.662 .008* 0.31
All Students 319 96.8 96.6 -0.2 118 160 41 | -1.622 .105 0.06
Black or African American 5 95.4 97.0 1.6 4 1 0 -0.677 498 0.21
Hispanic 309 96.9 96.6 -0.3 111 157 41 | -1.736 .083 0.07
Gallegos ES |White 5 96.6 96.2 -0.4 3 2 0 -0.405 .686 0.13
Economically Disadvantaged 300 96.9 96.9 0.0 113 149 38 -1.564 118 0.06
English Learners 145 97.4 97.1 -0.3 46 76 23 -2.062 .039*% 0.12
Students with Disabilities 49 96.0 96.7 0.7 14 27 8 -1.16 .246 0.12
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Elementary Schools (Continued)
“Name Demograptics | Count |Pre mean Post Mean| e |MRRVE| "R [Tes | ofic | vane | size
All Students 425 94.1 95.5 1.4 147 258 20 | -5.442 .000 0.19
Black or African American 194 93.1 94.3 1.2 71 118 5 -2.813 .005*% 0.14
Hispanic 228 95.1 96.6 15 75 138 15 | -4.887 .000* 0.23
Highland Two or More 1 *k *k *k >k *k *k *k *k *k
Heights ES |white 2 Kk wok Kk *% *% wok sk sk Kk
Economically Disadvantaged 401 94.1 95.7 1.6 136 246 19 | -5.703 .000* 0.20
English Learners 161 95.1 96.7 1.6 51 100 10 | -4.508 .000* 0.25
Students with Disabilities 76 92.9 94.4 15 28 45 3 -1.768 .077 0.14
All Students 459 92.3 93.9 1.6 154 290 15 | -6.173 .000* 0.20
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 * * * ** * * * * *
Black or African American 342 91.6 93.2 1.6 120 214 8 -5.043 .000* 0.19
Hispanic 108 94.4 95.8 1.4 32 69 7 -3.334 .001% 0.23
Hilliard ES [Native American 2 *x ** rx ** ** *x *x ** rx
White 6 935 97.1 3.6 0 6 0 -2.201 .028* 0.64
Economically Disadvantaged 423 92.3 94.2 1.9 132 276 15 | -7.221 .000* 0.25
English Learners 49 95.2 96.9 1.7 10 36 3 -2.825 .005*% 0.29
Students with Disabilities 80 90.7 92.2 15 23 57 0 -2.705 .007% 0.21
All Students 325 94.1 95.0 0.9 108 195 22 | -5.137 .000* 0.20
Black or African American 261 93.8 94.4 0.6 89 159 13 -4.287 .000*% 0.19
Kashmere [Hispanic 64 95.6 97.2 1.6 19 36 9 -2.866 .004* 0.25
Gardens ES [Economically Disadvantaged | 302 94.2 95.4 1.2 99 181 22 | -5.211 | .000*% o0.21
English Learners 38 97.2 97.9 0.7 12 18 8 -1.792 .073 0.21
Students with Disabilities 52 92.3 92.4 0.1 17 34 1 -1.936 .053 0.19
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Elementary Schools (Continued)
Campus . Mean Negative | Positive . z p Effect
Name Demographics Count | Pre Mean| Post Mean Difference Rank Rank Ties statistic [ value Size
All Students 661 96.3 95.9 -0.4 304 282 75 | -1.204 .228 0.03
Black or African American 168 94.2 94.2 0.0 80 78 10 | -0.098 922 0.01
Hispanic 485 97.0 96.5 -0.5 222 199 64 | -1.686 .092 0.05
Natlve Arnerlcan 1 *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
Lew|s ES TWO Or More 3 *% ** *%* ** *%* *% ** ** *%
Wh|te 4 *% *% *% *%* *%* *% *% *% *%
Economically Disadvantaged | 625 96.4 96.0 -04 292 262 71| -1.372 170 0.04
English Learners 352 97.3 97.1 -0.2 155 149 48 | -0.515 .607 0.02
Students with Disabilities 83 935 93.3 -0.2 37 41 5 -0.289 773 0.02
All Students 365 95.2 96.0 0.8 112 226 27 | -5.797 .000% 0.21
Black or African American 22 94.0 934 -0.6 8 13 1 -0.052 .958 0.01
Hispanic 340 95.3 96.2 0.9 103 211 26 | -5.992 .000% 0.23
TWO or More 2 *% *% *% *%* *%* *% *% *% *%
Looscan ES
Whlte l ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **
Economically Disadvantaged 342 95.1 96.2 1.1 105 212 25 -5.92 .000* 0.23
English Learners 153 96.0 97.0 1.0 49 89 15 | -3.938 .000% 0.23
Students with Disabilities 51 94.0 95.3 1.3 20 28 3 -1.728 .084 0.17
All Students 386 94.7 95.7 1.0 126 242 18 | -6.033 .000% 0.22
Black or African American 287 94.7 95.8 1.1 97 178 12 | -5.047 .000* 0.21
Hispanic 96 94.9 95.5 0.6 28 62 6 -3.103 .002% 0.22
TWO or More 2 *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
Mading ES
Whlte l *% ** *% ** *%* *%* ** ** *%
Economically Disadvantaged | 363 94.8 96.1 13 116 231 16 | -6.312 .000% 0.23
English Learners 45 95.1 94.9 -0.2 12 30 3 -1.851 .064 0.20
Students with Disabilities 58 94.1 96.3 2.2 13 44 1 -4.251 .000% 0.39
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Elementary Schools (Continued)

CaNr;]gl:as Demographics Count (Pre Mean | Post Mean Dif'1\‘/|eer2?1ce Nelg::ll/e Pcl)?se:::\lie Ties statzistic vaFI)ue Efoiez(:
All Students 443 95.4 95.3 -0.1 184 230 29 | -1.319 .187 0.04
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 *x *x *x *x *x *x *x *x *x
Black or African American 159 945 94.3 -0.2 75 78 6 -0.221 .825 0.01
Martinez C ES Hispanic 279 95.9 95.9 0.0 109 148 22 | -1.726 .084 0.07
White 4 *x *x ok ok ok ok ok ok ok
Economically Disadvantaged 411 95.6 95.7 0.1 168 215 28 | -1.511 31 0.05
English Learners 139 96.9 97.1 0.2 56 68 15 | -0.821 411 0.05
Students with Disabilities 67 93.9 92.4 -15 30 33 4 -0.185 .853 0.02
All Students 542 94.7 96.3 1.6 152 348 42 | -8.778 .000* 0.27
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 *x *x *x *x *x *x *x *x *x
Black or African American 228 94.1 96.0 1.9 75 142 11 | -5.096 .000* 0.24
Hispanic 311 95.2 96.6 14 76 204 31 | -7.211 .000* 0.29
Montgomery o merican 1 x wox o o o o o x x
ES Wh|te 1 Kk Kk Kk Kk *%k *% *%k Kk Kk
Economically Disadvantaged 500 94.8 96.6 1.8 136 324 40 | -9.063 .000*% 0.29
English Learners 208 95.8 97.2 1.4 47 139 22 | -6.386 .000% 0.31
Students with Disabilities 74 93.9 95.3 14 24 46 4 -2.682 .007% 0.22
All Students 332 96.3 96.9 0.6 113 185 34 | -4.956 .000* 0.19
Black or African American 10 92.8 92.6 -0.2 4 6 0 -0.051 .959 0.01
Hispanic 319 96.5 97.0 0.5 108 177 34 | -5.021 .000% 0.20
Native American 2 *x *x ok *x ok ok ok ok .
Pugh ES Wh|te 1 Kk £ K%k Kk *% *% *%k Kk Kk
Economically Disadvantaged 315 96.3 96.9 0.6 107 175 33 | -4.906 .000*% 0.20
English Learners 153 96.7 97.5 0.8 48 86 19 | -4532 .000*% 0.26
Students with Disabilities 41 95.9 95.1 -0.8 14 23 4 -1.026 .305 0.11
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Elementary Schools (Continued)

“Name. Demographics Count | Pre Mean| Post Mean| i el o 1M e |7 |statistic | vae | Size
All Students 539 96.0 96.1 0.1 236 258 45 -1.268 .205 0.04
Black or African American 54 95.3 95.7 0.4 23 29 2 -0.287 774 0.03
Hispanic 456 96.1 96.2 0.1 198 215 43 -1.325 .185 0.04

Native American l *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%

Stevens ES |Two or More 3 *k ok *k *k *k *k *k *k *k
White 25 96.1 94.8 -1.3 14 11 0 -0.525 .600 0.07
Economically Disadvantaged 473 96.0 96.0 0.0 207 224 42 -1.15 .250 0.04
English Learners 239 96.8 96.0 -0.8 115 98 26 -1.57 116 0.07
Students with Disabilities 77 94.4 93.4 -1.0 36 38 3 -0.356 722 0.03
All Students 212 93.1 94.9 1.8 76 125 11 | -3.801 .000* 0.18
Black or African American 165 92.8 94 .4 1.6 59 99 7 -3.365 .001% 0.19
Hispanic 40 94.9 96.1 1.2 17 21 2 -0.993 .320 0.11

Native American 1 * ok ok *k *ok *ok ok *o *

WesleyES |Two or More 1 *k *k *k *k *ok *k *k *k *k
White 5 96.5 98.7 2.2 0 3 2 -1.604 .109 0.51
Economically Disadvantaged 193 93.0 95.0 2.0 69 113 11 -3.753 .000* 0.19
English Learners 22 95.0 96.2 1.2 9 12 1 -1.026 .305 0.15
Students with Disabilities 25 90.8 95.0 4.2 9 14 2 -1.521 128 0.22
All Students 617 94.2 92.8 -1.4 305 292 20 | -0.932 .352 0.03

Asian or Pacific Islander 3 ** *x *x ** *x *x xx *x *x
Black or African American 552 94.1 92.7 -14 275 260 17 -1.211 226 0.04
Hispanic 50 94.2 93.9 -0.3 25 22 3 -0.291 771 0.03
Woodson ES Two or More 5 94.7 96.3 1.6 3 2 0 -0.405 .686 0.13
White 6 94.9 89.3 -5.6 2 4 0 -0.105 917 0.03
Economically Disadvantaged 558 94.5 94.2 -0.3 264 275 19 -0.737 461 0.02
English Learners 32 94.6 94.0 -0.6 14 16 2 -0.566 572 0.07
Students with Disabilities 104 93.1 90.8 -2.3 46 54 4 -0.007 995 0.00

Unknown Ethinicity 1 *o ok . *k ok ok ok o *o
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Elementary Schools (Continued)

Campus . Mean Negative | Positive . z p Effect
Name Demographics Count | Pre Mean [ Post Mean Difference Rank Rank Ties statistic | value Size
All Students 214 94.7 95.0 0.3 81 125 8 -2.286 0224 0.11
Black or African American 173 94.5 94.7 0.2 64 101 8 -2.118 .034*% 0.11
Hispanic 35 95.9 96.6 0.7 14 21 0 -1.18 .238 0.14
TWO or More 4 *%* ** *%* ** ** ** ** ** **
Young ES
Whlte 2 *% *% *% ** *% ** ** *% **
Economically Disadvantaged 209 94.7 95.2 0.5 78 123 8 -2.435 .015*% 0.12
English Learners 12 97.3 97.3 0.0 5 7 -0.314 754 0.06
Students with Disabilities 36 92.7 91.7 -1.0 14 21 1 -0.721 471 0.08
Middle Schools
All Students 413 934 91.9 -15 199 194 20 | -0.940 .347 0.03
Black or African American 302 92.8 91.3 -15 149 139 14 -0.925 .355 0.04
Hispanic 103 95.0 93.7 -1.3 48 50 5 -0.518 .605 0.04
Natlve AmerICan 1 **% *% ** *% *% ** *% *% *%
TWO or More *%* ** *%* ** ** ** ** ** **
Attucks MS
Whlte 2 *% *% *% ** **x **k ** *% **
Economically Disadvantaged 353 93.7 93.6 -0.1 159 175 19 | -1.013 311 0.04
English Learners 45 95.7 95.1 -0.6 21 22 2 -0.411 .681 0.04
Students with Disabilities 76 90.3 90.5 0.2 31 41 -1.131 .258 0.09
Unknown E'[hlnlCIty 1 ** *% **% *% *% ** *% *% *%
All Students 383 95.1 89.3 -5.8 284 82 17 | -10.792 | .000% 0.39
Black or African American 326 94.9 88.9 -6.0 239 70 17 -9.782 .000* 0.38
Hispanic 53 96.9 91.0 -5.9 42 11 0 -4.52 .000% 0.44
TWO OI’ More 1 *%* ** *%* ** ** ** ** ** **
Cullen MS
Wh |te 3 *% ** *%* ** ** ** ** ** **
Economically Disadvantaged 339 96.0 91.0 -5.0 250 73 16 | -10.059 .000* 0.39
English Learners 26 95.7 90.9 -4.8 21 4 -2.893 .004*% 0.40
Students with Disabilities 90 955 87.4 -8.1 66 22 -5.823 .000* 0.43
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Middle Schools (Continued)
“Name Bemoaphics Count |Pre wean | Post mean| prter o "0 " |59 | statistio |vae | sive
All Students 607 95.1 92.7 -2.4 333 230 44 -5.877 .000 # 0.17
Black or African American 6 89.9 92.0 21 3 3 0 -0.314 .753 0.09
Hispanic 594 95.2 92.8 2.4 326 225 43 -5.902 .000 * 0.17
Native Arnerican 3 *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *%
Edison MS Wh|te 4 *% *% *% *% *% *% ** *% **
Economically Disadvantaged 557 95.1 93.6 -1.5 297 217 43 -4.883 .000* 0.15
English Learners 175 954 93.0 -2.4 97 65 13 -3.428 .001* 0.18
Students with Disabilities 84 94.3 93.2 -1.1 48 34 2 -1.764 .078 0.14
All Students 623 93.2 90.6 -2.6 371 233 19 -5.536 .000 * 0.16
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 ** ** ** ** ** * ** ** b
Black or African American 401 92.7 90.2 -25 236 156 9 -3.806 .000* 0.13
Hispanic 211 94.3 91.6 -2.7 129 72 10 -4.127 .000 # 0.20
Forest Brook |Native American 2 *ok ok *ok *o *ok *x * *ok *
MS Two or More 4 ok ok ok o ok *x o ok .
White 4 ok - ok . o o . - .
Economically Disadvantaged 558 934 91.8 -1.6 325 215 18 -4.143 .000* 0.12
English Learners 77 94.4 90.8 -3.6 51 22 4 -3.453 .001% 0.28
Students with Disabilities 90 92.1 87.3 -4.8 58 31 1 -3.232 .001* 0.24
All Students 541 94.7 95.9 1.2 166 322 53 -6.788 .000*% 0.21
Asian or Pacific Islander 3 * * * * * ** x * *
Black or African American 324 93.5 95.2 1.7 105 197 22 -5.468 .000 * 0.21
Hispanic 199 96.6 97.2 0.6 54 116 29 -4.123 .000 * 0.21
Gregory- Native American 5 91.6 92.4 0.8 3 2 0 -0.135 .893 0.04
Lincoln PK-8 |Two or More 5 95.1 97.2 21 2 2 1 -0.73 465 0.23
White 5 96.5 95.7 -0.8 2 3 0] -0.405 .686 0.13
Economically Disadvantaged 453 94.5 96.2 1.7 125 282 46 -7.719 .000* 0.26
English Learners 86 96.7 97.4 0.7 17 55 14 -3.662 .000 * 0.28
Students with Disabilities 51 92.4 94.6 2.2 15 29 7 -2.795 .005 * 0.28
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Middle Schools (Continued)
C?\lr;]rzues Demographics Count |Pre Mean | Post Mean Difil\‘/leerzzce NeF?::IZe P(I)?Sai::\lie Ties statzistic va?ue Efoii(;t
All Students 717 94.7 934 -1.3 343 318 56 -2.92 .003* 0.08
Black or African American 73 91.9 88.4 -35 42 29 2 -2.464 .014% 0.20
Hispanic 626 95.1 94.3 -0.8 288 284 54 | -1.634 102 0.05
Henry MS Two or More 5 94.2 88.6 -5.6 3 2 0 -1.214 225 0.38
White 13 92.8 78.7 -14.1 10 3 0 -2.062 .039*% 0.40
Economically Disadvantaged 641 94.9 94.5 -04 293 298 50 | -1.134 257 0.03
English Learners 186 95.6 95.7 0.1 82 85 19 0 1.000 0.00
Students with Disabilities 100 92.7 90.9 -1.8 45 45 10 | -0.549 583 0.04
All Students 84 89.7 82.9 -6.8 45 39 0 -2.174 .030*% 0.17
Black or African American 45 90.1 83.7 -6.4 25 20 0 -1.569 17 0.17
High School |Hispanic 37 90.2 82.1 -8.1 19 18 0 | -1629 | .103 | 0.9
Ahead Acad Whlte 2 *k *k ** ** ** *k ** ** *k
MS Economically Disadvantaged 71 90.5 86.9 -3.6 35 36 0 -0.928 .353 0.08
English Learners 19 89.7 76.3 -134 12 7 0 -1.992 .046*% 0.32
Students with Disabilities 10 92.0 88.2 -3.8 6 4 0 -1.478 139 0.33
All Students 539 92.1 89.2 -2.9 304 225 10 | -4.405 .000% 0.13
Black or African American 333 91.0 89.2 -1.8 182 145 6 -2.35 .019% 0.09
Hispanic 197 93.6 89.6 -4.0 117 76 4 -4.022 .000*% 0.20
Native American 1 ok ok ok *x ok ok ok *x ok
Key MS Two or More 4 *% *% *% *% *% *% *% *% sk
White 4 ok ok . ok ok ok ok o ok
Economically Disadvantaged | 490 92.1 90.6 -15 266 214 10 | -2.697 .007* 0.09
English Learners 88 94.5 90.4 -4.1 52 34 2 -3.346 .001*% 0.25
Students with Disabilities 97 91.0 86.4 -4.6 51 45 1 -1.076 .282 0.08
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Middle Schools (Continued)

Czli\lrgrzues Demographics Count | Pre Mean | Post Mean Difl:‘/leerz:ce Nes::ll/e P()Rse:i:\lie Ties statzistic varljue Efoiez(;t
All Students 894 93.8 91.6 -2.2 466 392 36 | -4.325 .000*% 0.10
Asian or Pacific Islander 6 99.2 99.8 0.6 1 4 1 -1.511 131 0.44
Black or African American 304 91.6 90.0 -1.6 137 154 13 -04 .689 0.02
Hispanic 573 94.9 92.4 -2.5 322 229 22 | -5.377 .000*% 0.16

Native American 1 *k *k *ok * *ok *ok *ok * **

Lawson MS
Two or More 5 92.6 89.3 -3.3 2 3 0 -0.405 .686 0.13
White 5 92.2 84.7 -7.5 4 1 0 -1.753 .080 0.55
Economically Disadvantaged 748 94.4 93.7 -0.7 371 345 32 -2.073 .038* 0.05
English Learners 223 95.1 91.8 -3.3 136 80 7 -4.749 .000*% 0.22
Students with Disabilities 142 92.8 89.8 -3.0 72 63 7 -1.572 116 0.09
High Schools

All Students 166 91.6 88.6 -3.0 84 78 4 -1.702 .089 0.09
Black or African American 106 91.6 90.0 -1.6 49 54 3 -0.456 .649 0.03
Hispanic 57 91.6 85.9 5.7 34 22 1 -2.28 .023% 0.21

Native American 1 *ok *ok ok *ok ok ok ok *ok *k

Kashmere HS|Two or More 1 *% *% *% % *% *% *% % *%

White 1 *ok *k *ok *ok ok *ok *ok *ok *x
Economically Disadvantaged 146 92.2 92.4 0.2 68 74 4 -0.049 961 0.00
English Learners 16 91.6 83.1 -8.5 10 6 0 -1.603 .109 0.28
Students with Disabilities 42 94.7 92.7 -2.0 22 17 3 -1.012 312 0.11
All Students 40 93.0 82.6 -104 30 9 1 -3.733 .000* 0.42

Black or African American 1 *k *k * i * * * * **
Liberty HS Hispanic 36 93.2 82.9 -10.3 27 8 1 -3.465 .001*% 041

White 3 *x *x ok ok *k ok *k ok *k
Economically Disadvantaged 38 93.0 84.4 -8.6 28 9 1 -3.455 .001* 0.40
English Learners 40 93.0 82.6 -10.4 30 9 1 -3.733 .000*% 042
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High Schools (Continued)

“Naime. Demograpics | Count | Pre Mean  Post wean| i eh o MERE| PRI | Tes | ot |vatue | sise
All Students 356 91.1 90.1 -1.0 180 172 4 -0.495 .621 0.02
Asian or Pacific Islander 3 *k *k * i * i * * *k
Black or African American 130 91.6 89.8 -1.8 74 55 -1.735 .083 0.11
Hispanic 221 90.8 90.3 -0.5 104 114 -0.818 413 0.04
Madison HS |Two or More 1 *% *% *k *k *k *k *k *k *k
White 1 *k *x ok ok *k ok *k ok .
Economically Disadvantaged 281 92.1 925 0.4 139 139 3 -0.633 .527 0.03
English Learners 63 925 87.7 -4.8 30 33 -0.096 .924 0.01
Students with Disabilities 62 91.0 92.2 1.2 31 31 0 -0.589 .556 0.05
All Students 284 93.2 93.3 0.1 135 134 15 -0.6 .548 0.03
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 *k *k o * * * * * *k
Black or African American 15 95.6 96.7 1.1 8 6 1 -1.101 271 0.20
Milby HS Hispanic 268 93.1 93.1 0.0 127 127 14 | -0.478 .632 0.02
Economically Disadvantaged 251 935 94.2 0.7 113 123 15 | -0.299 .765 0.01
English Learners 51 92.2 90.8 -1.4 26 23 2 -1.134 257 0.11
Students with Disabilities 38 94.2 935 -0.7 16 20 2 -0.134 .894 0.02
All Students 185 92.1 91.3 -0.8 81 98 6 -0.78 435 0.04
Black or African American 121 91.6 90.7 -0.9 53 65 3 -0.591 555 0.04
Hispanic 63 93.0 92.3 -0.7 27 33 3 -0.537 591 0.05
North Forest. i PR — - - - = = | =
Economically Disadvantaged 171 92.6 92.8 0.2 71 94 6 -1.767 077 0.10
English Learners 10 95.8 93.8 -2.0 6 4 -0.357 721 0.08
Students with Disabilities 25 91.3 904 -0.9 11 13 -0.257 797 0.04
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High Schools (Continued)

C?\grrr)lues Demographics Count [Pre Mean [Post Mean Dif':‘/leerae‘rr:ce Nelg::llll/e P(I)?S;::\I:e Ties statzistic varl)ue Efoiez(;t
All Students 372 95.1 90.1 -5.0 238 125 9 -7.566 .000*% 0.28
Asian or Pacific Islander 8 98.2 93.0 -5.2 5 3 0 -1.4 161 0.35
Black or African American 67 94.9 92.1 -2.8 45 19 3 -3.247 .001* 0.28
Hispanic 287 95.2 89.4 -5.8 184 97 6 -6.898 .000*% 0.29
Sharpstown [Native American *k *k * ** * ** * ** *k
HS Two or More "k o o . - o ok . ok
White 7 92.7 94.3 1.6 3 4 0 -0.845 .398 0.23
Economically Disadvantaged 328 95.3 91.5 -3.8 207 112 9 -6.446 .000* 0.25
English Learners 186 95.3 88.9 -6.4 127 56 3 -6.311 .000* 0.33
Students with Disabilities 41 93.0 91.6 -14 19 20 2 -0.098 922 0.01
All Students 953 100.0 99.4 -0.6 57 0 896 | -6.569 .000*% 0.15
Asian or Pacific Islander 45 100.0 99.8 -0.2 1 0 44 -1 317 0.11
Black or African American 117 100.0 99.3 -0.7 12 0 105| -3.062 .002* 0.20
Hispanic 307 100.0 98.9 -1.1 34 273]| -5.088 .000*% 0.21
Native American 3 *k *k *ok * *ok *ok *ok *x *k
TCAH
Two or More 58 100.0 99.9 -0.1 (0] 57 -1 317 0.09
White 423 100.0 99.8 -0.2 0 414| -2.666 .008*% 0.09
Economically Disadvantaged 379 100.0 99.1 -0.9 41 0 338| -5.581 .000* 0.20
English Learners 13 100.0 93.0 -7.0 6 0 7 -2.201 .028 0.43
Students with Disabilities 60 100.0 99.1 -0.9 (0] 56 -1.826 .068 0.17
All Students 154 93.6 90.8 -2.8 91 56 -3.14 .002*% 0.18
Black or African American 85 93.6 91.2 -24 49 31 -2.169 .030* 0.17
Hispanic 65 93.5 90.4 -3.1 40 23 2 -2.28 .023*% 0.20
Washington |[Two or More 2 ok o ok *or ok o ok *or *ok
HS White 2 *% *% wk wok *k % *x % *x
Economically Disadvantaged 138 94.1 92.9 -1.2 80 51 7 -2.678 .007*% 0.16
English Learners 18 96.0 90.7 -5.3 12 4 -2.12 .034*% 0.35
Students with Disabilities 30 94.5 90.5 -4.0 17 12 -1.796 .072 0.23
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High Schools (Continued)

“Naime. Demographics | Count |Pre Mean  Post wean| et [MERIE| PRI | Tes | ot |vatue | size
All Students 446 95.0 93.1 -1.9 257 171 18 | -4.837 .000* 0.16
Asian or Pacific Islander 10 96.3 97.7 14 6 4 -0.408 .683 0.09
Black or African American 141 945 934 -1.1 74 62 -1.384 .166 0.08
Hispanic 284 95.1 92.9 2.2 169 102 13 | -4.819 .000% 0.20

Westbury HS |Native American 1 *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *k Kk
White 10 954 90.8 -4.6 8 2 0 -1.886 .059 0.42
Economically Disadvantaged 388 95.0 93.7 -1.3 220 152 16 | -3.834 .000% 0.14
English Learners 76 94.1 90.6 -3.5 45 30 -2.815 .005*% 0.23

Students with Disabilities 62 95.2 92.9 -2.3 36 24 2 -2.069 .039% 0.19

All Students 192 91.3 88.1 -3.2 104 87 1 -2.391 .017% 0.12

Asian or Pacific Islander 1 *k *k * i * * * * **
Black or African American 96 89.9 88.5 -14 48 48 0 -0.373 .709 0.03

Wheatley HS |Hispanic 95 92.7 87.5 -5.2 56 38 1 -3.075 .002% 0.22
Economically Disadvantaged 169 92.9 921 -0.8 87 82 0 -1.125 261 0.06

English Learners 39 93.6 86.1 -7.5 26 12 1 -2.56 .010% 0.29

Students with Disabilities 48 89.6 87.8 -1.8 24 24 0 -0.846 .397 0.09

All Students 176 91.4 88.6 -2.8 73 101 2 -1.12 .263 0.06

Black or African American 138 90.9 87.7 -3.2 60 76 2 -0.371 .710 0.02

Worthing HS Hispanic 38 93.1 92.2 -0.9 13 25 0 -1.661 .097 0.19
Economically Disadvantaged 151 92.2 91.9 -0.3 53 97 1 -3.334 .001% 0.19

English Learners 11 95.7 95.8 0.1 6 5 0 -0.267 .790 0.06

Students with Disabilities 43 91.6 90.2 -1.4 13 30 0 -2.331 .020* 0.25
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Table D-6. Wilcoxon Results for School-Level Pre- to Post-Program Change in Student Attendance Rates for Three-Year Achieve

180 Program Schools by School Level, School, and Student Group, 2016—2017 through 2019-2020 (Continued)

High Schools (Continued)
Campus . Mean Negative | Positive . z p Effect
Name Demographics Count | Pre Mean | Post Mean Difference Rank Rank Ties statistic | value Size
All Students 161 92.0 90.3 -1.7 68 91 2 -0.955 .340 0.05
Black or African American 140 92.0 89.9 2.1 59 80 1 -0.819 413 0.05
Hispanic 19 91.5 92.7 1.2 7 11 1 -0.61 542 0.10
TWO Or More 1 *%* ** ** ** ** ** ** ** *%*
Yates HS
Whlte 1 *% ** ** *% *% ** ** ** *%
Economically Disadvantaged 137 92.2 92.8 0.6 53 82 2 -2.082 .037*% 0.13
English Learners 10 96.8 94.6 -2.2 5 5 0 -0.357 721 0.08
Students with Disabilities 42 91.8 87.6 -4.2 22 20 0 -0.638 524 0.07

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data aggregated by school. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in membership for
the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. Results for schools with fewer than five students per group are not
reported (**). More Gains and More Losses exclude schools with an equal number of gains and losses. *Indicates statistically significant results (p<0.05).
Very small effect sizes are not noted. Gregory-Lincoln PK-8 is listed with middle schools. TCAH (grades 3-12) is listed with high schools.
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Elementary Schools

Campus Mean Negative | Positive z p | Effect
Name Demographics Counts | Pre Mean | Post Mean | Difference Rank Rank Ties statistic |value | size
All Students 374 94.9 96.4 1.5 137 213 24 -5.285 |.000 *| 0.19
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *k
Black or African American 346 95.0 96.4 1.4 125 198 23 -5.178 ].000 *| 0.20
Codwell ES |Hispanic 25 94.5 95.6 1.1 10 14 1 -1.2 .230 0.17
White 1 *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *ok
Economically Disadvantaged 336 94.7 96.3 1.6 123 193 20 -5.287 ].000 *| 0.20
English Learners 9 92.6 97.0 4.4 1 7 1 -2.38 .017 *| 0.56
Students with Disabilities 58 95.2 96.3 1.1 21 35 -2.158 |.031 *| 0.20
All Students 684 94.8 96.0 1.2 252 368 64 -5.76 |.000 *| 0.16
Asian or Pacific Islander 3 *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *k
Black or African American 253 93.3 95.2 1.9 85 151 17 -4.792 |.000 *| 0.21
Hispanic 415 95.8 96.6 0.8 159 209 47 -3.484 |.000 *| 0.12
Native American 1 *% *% *% *% *% *% K%k *% *%
Marshall ES
Two or More Ethnicities 1 *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *k *k
White 11 91.6 93.5 1.9 5 6 0 -0.8 424 0.17
Economically Disadvantaged 641 94.9 96.2 1.3 232 347 62 -6.073 |.000 *| 0.17
English Learners 328 96.6 96.9 0.3 121 164 43 -3.099 |.002 *| 0.12
Students with Disabilities 70 92.9 94.6 1.7 26 43 1 -1.734 ].083 0.15
All Students 577 96.5 96.9 0.4 199 306 72 -5.032 |.000 *| 0.15
Asian or Pacific Islander 15 96.7 97.4 0.7 5 8 2 -0.875 ].381 0.16
Black or African American 118 94.1 94.3 0.2 46 64 8 -1.706 |.088 0.11
Hispanic 426 97.2 97.8 0.6 139 225 62 -4.849 |.000 *| 0.17
Native American 1 *x *k *x *k *k *k *x *x *x
Shearn ES
Two or More Ethnicities 2 ** *k *k *k ** *k ** *k **
White 15 95.9 93.4 2.5 8 7 0 -0.057 |.955 0.01
Economically Disadvantaged 511 96.5 97.1 0.6 172 277 62 -5.356 |.000 *| 0.17
English Learners 349 97.4 97.9 0.5 115 178 56 -4.047 |.000 *| 0.15
Students with Disabilities 39 92.5 95.2 2.7 13 24 2 -2.527 ].011 *| 0.29
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Elementary Schools (Continued)

Campus Mean Negative |Positive z p Effect
Name Demographics Counts | Pre Mean | Post Mean | Difference Rank Rank Ties statistic |value | size
All Students 524 96.0 96.2 0.2 205 257 62 -2.312 |.021 *| 0.07
Black or African American 45 93.5 94.9 1.4 17 25 3 -1.501 |[.133 0.16
Hispanic 469 96.2 96.3 0.1 185 226 58 -1.843 |.065 0.06
Native American 1 ** il il il il il il il il
Sherman -

ES Two or More Ethnicities 1 ** *x il *x * ** il *x *x
White 8 96.9 97.6 0.7 2 5 1 -1.014 |.310 0.25
Economically Disadvantaged 481 95.9 96.3 0.4 187 238 56 -2.523 |.012 *| 0.08
English Learners 210 97.2 97.4 0.2 83 96 31 -1.036 [.300 0.05
Students with Disabilities 63 94.2 95.3 1.1 20 38 5 -2.435 |.015 *| 0.22

Middle Schools

All Students 668 94.2 93.2 -1.0 341 291 36 -2.87 .004 *| 0.08

Asian or Pacific Islander 2 el ol el *ox ikl *x el folel *x
Black or African American 9 91.0 89.5 -1.5 4 4 1 -0.56 575 0.13
Hispanic 650 94.2 93.3 -0.9 331 284 35 -2.596 |.009 *| 0.07

Native American 1 Kk *k *k Kk Kk Kk *k £ Kk

Deady MS

Two or More Ethnicities 1 el ol o *ox ol *x el il *x
White 5 96.2 88.1 -8.1 4 1 0 -1.753 |.080 0.55
Economically Disadvantaged 617 94.5 94.1 -0.4 310 274 33 -1.788 |.074 0.05
English Learners 219 94.6 92.6 -2.0 120 91 8 -2.481 [.013 *| 0.12
Students with Disabilities 68 90.5 88.4 -2.1 39 25 4 -1.498 |.134 0.13
All Students 537 94.0 93.1 -0.9 237 272 28 -0.121 |.903 0.00

Asian or Pacific Islander 2 *x ol kel *ok ok *x kel okl *x
Black or African American 116 92.6 92.3 -0.3 52 63 1 -0.914 |.361 0.06
Hispanic 406 94 .4 93.3 -1.1 181 199 26 -0.544 |.586 0.02

Holland MS Native American 3 ** *x il *x *x ** il *x *x

Two or More Ethnicities 2 xx il il o o *x el il o
White 8 95.1 95.1 0.0 2 6 0 -0.56 575 0.14
Economically Disadvantaged 510 94.2 93.7 -0.5 221 261 28 -0.67 .503 0.02
English Learners 174 93.6 92.0 -1.6 84 84 6 -0.823 |.411 0.04
Students with Disabilities 73 92.3 91.6 -0.7 34 39 0 -0.091 |.928 0.01
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Middle Schools (Continued)

Campus Mean Negative |Positive z p Effect
Name Demographics Counts | Pre Mean | Post Mean | Difference Rank Rank Ties statistic |value | size
All Students 884 96.2 96.8 0.6 284 531 69 -8.164 |.000 *| 0.19
Asian or Pacific Islander 3 ** o o *k ** *k ** ** o
Black or African American 275 95.0 95.8 0.8 96 169 10 -4.5 .000 *| 0.19
Reagan Hispanic 595 96.8 97.2 0.4 183 356 56 -6.693 |.000 *| 0.19
Ed. Ctr. PK- |[Native American 1 *k *k *k *% *k *% *k *k *k
8 White 10 97.7 98.3 0.6 3 5 2 -0.842 |[.400 0.19
Economically Disadvantaged 806 96.3 97.3 1.0 244 498 64 -9.548 |.000 *| 0.24
English Learners 341 97.1 97.7 0.6 106 203 32 -5.402 ].000 *| 0.21
Students with Disabilities 87 94.3 94.3 0.0 33 47 7 -2.067 [.039 *| 0.16
All Students 609 93.1 92.7 -0.4 265 320 24 -1.3 194 0.04
Asian or Pacific Islander 24 94.1 97.9 3.8 7 15 2 -2.242 ]1.025 *| 0.32
Black or African American 113 91.0 92.0 1.0 47 63 3 -1.359 |.174 0.09
Sugar Hispanic 459 93.6 92.7 -0.9 204 236 19 -0.427 ].669 0.01
Grove MS Two or More Ethnicities 2 ** ** ** * ** * * ** *
White 11 90.1 87.4 -2.7 5 6 0 -0.178 |.859 0.04
Economically Disadvantaged 559 93.6 94.0 0.4 233 303 23 -2.468 ].014 *| 0.07
English Learners 310 934 92.8 -0.6 135 161 14 -1.173 |.241 0.05
Students with Disabilities 76 91.5 92.6 1.1 30 45 1 -2.052 |.040 *| 0.17
All Students 430 92.6 93.0 0.4 157 266 -4.547 ]1.000 *| 0.16
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 ** ** ** ** ** * ** ** **
Black or African American 285 92.0 91.9 -0.1 105 177 3 -3.213 ].001 *| 0.13
Hispanic 135 94.4 95.3 0.9 48 83 -3.288 |.001 *| 0.20
Thomas MS [Two or More Ethnicities 2 ** bl bl *ok boied *k *k bod bl
White 7 85.3 94 .4 9.1 3 4 0 -1.183 |.237 0.32
Economically Disadvantaged 371 93.0 94.8 1.8 121 243 7 -6.557 |.000 *| 0.24
English Learners 65 94.1 95.0 0.9 24 39 2 -1.404 ].160 0.12
Students with Disabilities 71 90.9 90.4 -0.5 26 44 1 -1.033 [.302 0.09
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Table D-7. Wilcoxon Results for School-Level Pre- to Post-Program Change in Student Attendance Rates for Two-Year Achieve

180 Program Schools by School and Student Group, 2017—-2018 through 2019-2020 (Continued)

Middle Schools (Continued)

Campus Mean Negative |Positive z p Effect
Name Demographics Counts | Pre Mean | Post Mean | Difference | Rank Rank Ties | statistic |value [ size
All Students 434 92.7 914 -1.3 201 214 19 -0.928 |.353 0.03

Asian or Pacific Islander 1 *k * *k *x *k *x *k *x *x
Black or African American 201 91.2 90.0 -1.2 84 111 6 -0.833 |.405 0.04
Williams Hispanic 227 94.2 92.4 -1.8 117 98 12 -2.458 |.014 *| 0.12

Native American 1 ** ** *k *k ** *k ** *k **

MS White 4 *% *k *% **k *k *% *% *k *k
Economically Disadvantaged 395 93.3 92.9 -04 177 200 18 -0.069 |.945 0.00
English Learners 95 93.8 91.1 -2.7 53 38 4 -2.688 |.007 *| 0.20
Students with Disabilities 68 90.6 92.0 14 24 44 0 -2.072 |.038 *| 0.18

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2017—-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data aggregated by school. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in membership
for the respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. Results for schools with fewer than five students per group are not
reported (**). More Gains and More Losses exclude schools with an equal number of gains and losses. *Indicates statistically significant results (p<0.05).
Very small effect sizes are not noted. Reagan Ed. Center PK-8 is listed with middle schools.
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Table D-8. Wilcoxon Results Summary of Statistical Significance of Pre- to Post-Program Attendance Rate Changes for Students

at One-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools by Student Group and Year Schools, 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 and 2018—
2019 and 2019-2020

Campus 2016—-2017 |2017—2018 Mean Negative | Positive p
Name Demographics Counts Pre Mean | Post Mean |Difference| Rank Rank |Ties |Z statistic | value |Effect size
All Students 113 90.5 89.5 -1.0 70 40 3 -2.428 .015 * 0.16
Asian or Pacific
Islander 2 *% **% ** ** *x *% *x *% **
Black or African
American 39 88.0 87.2 -0.8 24 15 0 -1.103 .270 0.12
\,/alféory Hispanic 71 91.5 90.4 1.1 45 23 3 -2.347 |.019 * 0.20
SoutthS Whlte 1 *% *% *% *% *%x *% *%x *% *%
Economically
Disadvantaged 98 91.2 89.3 -1.9 64 32 2 -2.956 .003 * 0.21
English Learners 10 81.4 80.0 -1.4 7 3 0 -0.867 .386 0.19
Students with
Disabllltles 1 *% ** ** ** *x **% *% *% **%
Campus 2017-2018|2018—-2019 Mean Negative | Positive
Name Demographics Counts Pre Mean | Post Mean |Difference| Rank Rank |Ties |Z statistic |p value|Effect size
All Students 1,381 92.8 92.3 -0.5 618 712 51 -2.230 .260 * 0.04
Asian or Pacific
Islander 71 94.2 95.3 1.1 28 40 3 -2.646 .008 * 0.22
Black or African
American 169 93.7 94.7 1 63 98 8 -2.912 .004 * 0.16
Hispanic 1,057 92.5 91.5 -1 495 525 37 -0.390 .697 0.01
) Natl\/e Amerlcan 2 *% *% *% * % *%x *% *%x *% * %
Wisdom
HS Two or More
EthnICItles 3 *% **% ** ** *%x *% *%x *% **
White 79 93.2 94.2 1 30 47 2 -1.402 161 0.11
Economically
Disadvantaged 1,260 93.2 93.2 (0} 551 661 48 -3.531 .000 * 0.07
English Learners 821 93.3 92.0 -1.3 384 402 35 -0.337 736 0.01
Students with
Disabilities 110 91.8 94.1 2.3 47 58 5 -2.343 .019 * 0.16

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data aggregated by school. The attendance rate is the ratio of total students’ days present to total days in membership for the
respective school year. Students in all grades are included in the calculation. Results for schools with fewer than five students per group are not reported (**). More
Gains and More Losses exclude schools with an equal number of gains and losses. *Indicates statistically significant results (p<0.05). Very small effect sizes
are not noted.
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Table D-9. Chronic Absence Rates and Percentage Point Change by Non-Achieve 180 and
Achieve 180 Program Affiliation for Three-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools and

Their Non-Achieve 180 Comparison Schools (Aggregated), 2016—2017 through
2019-2020

Three-Year Schools
Enrollment Membership (=>83%) | Chronic Absence Rate Chronic Absence Rate Change
2016-2017 to
2016- | 2017- | 2018- | 2019- |2016-|2017-|2018-|2019— 2016;)2017 2017;) 2018 2018-2019 to | 2019-2020
2017 | 2018 2019 2020 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 20172018 | 2018-2019 2019-2020 | Three-Year
Change
Non-Achieve 180
(Three-year Matched n=72) 47,748 147,432 45,705 |44,934( 10.1 [115(11.9] 6.7 A14 AO04 V5.2 V34
Three-Year Achieve 180
Program (n=43) 29,148 [29,797] 29,309 |30,373] 15.7 | 16.4]| 159 9.2 AQ.7 v0.5 V6.7 V6.5
Non-Achieve 180 Elementary
Schools (n=54) 27,269 [27,134] 25,930 |25,172] 53 | 65| 6.9 [ 4.0 A12 AO04 v29 V1.3
A180 Elementary Schools
(n=22) 10,033[9,612| 8,642 |8,695] 9.1 |110.0|115( 6.2 A0.9 A15 ¥5.3 v29
Bellfort ECC 164 181 160 179 85 |88 |144( 6.7 A0.3 A5.6 v7.7 V1.8
Blackshear ES 397 348 300 300 | 12889 |11.0f 7.3 v3.9 A21 v3.7 Vv5.5
Bonham ES 852 784 763 763 6.5 | 6.1 |125( 5.6 v0.4 AG4 V6.9 v0.9
Bruce ES 452 455 404 349 80 | 55| 47 ] 3.2 v25 v0.8 V1.5 V4.8
Cook ES 547 555 519 526 |10.1]123]156] 95 A22 A33 V6.1 ¥0.6
Dogan ES 505 486 462 461 1101 68| 58|78 V3.3 V1.0 A20 v23
Foerster ES 523 575 562 605 |105(12.2|169]| 7.6 A17 A47 ¥9.3 Y29
Fondren ES? 317 302 257 218 76 | 63| 58|28 V1.3 v0.5 v3.0 V4.8
Gallegos ES 356 315 289 284 22 | 5466 ] 28 A3.2 A1.2 v3.8 A0.6
Highland Heights ES 427 439 395 353 |1 11.9]159)18.0f 8.2 A4.0 A2.1 v9.8 V3.7
Hilliard ES 550 476 463 470 | 14.7125.0] 16.8[10.0 A10.3 V8.2 V6.8 V4.7
Kashmere Gardens ES 363 329 302 369 [14.0[13.7]19.2( 9.8 v0.3 A55 v9.4 V4.2
Lewis ES 749 745 724 713 65 |54]|70(52 V1.1 A16 V1.8 V1.3
Looscan ES” 352 301 277 269 82 | 96| 9.0 | 6.3 A14 V0.6 v2.7 V1.9
Mading ES 451 408 338 296 82 | 54 (41 ] 27 v2.38 V1.3 v1.4 Vv55
Martinez C ES 405 398 333 309 57 19.0] 93| 4.2 A33 A0.3 v5.1 V1.5
Montgomery ES? 615 521 442 427 98 | 75 ]12.7[ 6.8 V23 A52 v¥5.9 v3.0
Pugh ES 367 331 320 323 351423822 AQ.7 v0.4 V1.6 V13
Stevens ES” 587 597 527 561 65 | 74121 43 A0.9 A47 v7.8 V22
Wesley ES 224 259 260 271 |12.9(17.4]158]| 5.2 A4.5 v1.6 v10.6 v7.7
Woodson 592 592 335 394 | 12.7 1189|149/ 84 AG.2 V4.0 V6.5 V4.3
Young ES 238 215 210 255 9.7 | 70157 3.1 V2.7 A8.7 v12.6 V6.6
Non-Achieve 180 Middle
Schools (n=10) 7,921 | 7,588| 7,357 | 7,128 [ 10.3 [12.6[14.2]| 7.2 A23 A1.6 v7.0 V3.1
A180 Middle Schools (n=8) 4,627 [ 4,617 | 4,546 | 4,563 | 14.4119.3| 17.7]10.0 A4.9 V1.6 v7.7 V4.4
Attucks MS 409 408 383 308 |16.9|31.1)|28.2[13.3 A14.2 V29 v14.9 v3.6
Cullen MS 383 359 290 297 3.4 125.9]38.3[21.9 A225 A124 v16.4 A18.5
Edison MS 614 601 596 607 86 | 80| 79|58 V0.6 v0.1 v2.1 V238
Forest Brook MS 757 746 718 706 |15.9(19.3]|17.1]|136 A34 V22 V3.5 V23
Henry MS 787 777 735 732 89 |1194]14.1( 9.2 A10.5 V5.3 v4.9 A0.3
High School Ahead Acad MS* 147 162 106 128 | 40.8 |50.6|46.2|11.7 A9.8 V4.4 V345 v29.1
Key MS 592 553 586 551 |20.1]|24.1)222(11.1 A4.0 v1.9 Y111 v9.0
Lawson MS 938 [1,011) 1,132 | 1,234 (17.1(11.3|11.7| 6.3 v5.8 AQ4 V5.4 v10.8
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Table D-9. Chronic Absence Rates and Percentage Point Change by Non-Achieve 180 and
Achieve 180 Program Affiliation for Three-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools and

Their Non-Achieve 180 Comparison Schools (Aggregated), 2016—2017 through
2019-2020 (Continued)

Three-Year Schools
Enroliment Membership (=>83%) Chronic Absence Rate Chronic Absence Rate Change
2016-2017
2016— |2017- | 2018- 2019- |2016-|2017—-|2018-(2019— 2016;)2017 2017'[;2018 2018-2019 201;—02020
2017 | 2018 2019 2020 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 2017-2018 | 2018-2019 to 2019-2020 Three-Year
Chanae
Non-Achieve 180 High 12,558 |12,710| 12,418 |12,634| 202 | 21.7 | 212|116 | 415 Y05 v9.6 V856
Schools (n=8)
A180 High Schools (n=11) 10,189 (10,949( 11,069 [11,762| 28.8 | 27.5 | 25.5| 15.3 V13 v2.0 v10.2 v13.5
Kashmere HS 494 | 601 | 629 | 693 | 336368294 [253] 482 V74 V4.1 V83
Liberty HS 170 250 214 260 [ 40.0]49.6 |40.2)28.8 A9.6 v9.4 vi1.4 v11.2
Madison HS 1,507 | 1,407 | 1,501 | 1,570 | 34.4| 30.7 | 24.6 | 17.0 V3.7 ¥6.1 Y7.6 V174
Milby HS 1,250 11,529 | 1,753 | 1,945]26.2 | 22.0[16.7] 8.0 V4.2 ¥5.3 v38.7 v18.2
North Forest HS 803 836 839 850 | 32.1(27.2]34.3[18.0 V4.9 A7 v16.3 V141
Sharpstown HS 1,355 |1,455| 1,425 | 1,559 | 23.5| 25.8 [ 29.9| 19.6 A23 A4 v10.3 v3.9
Washington HS 639 638 637 694 | 23.2 [ 33.1]26.2[15.9 A9.9 ¥6.9 v10.3 V7.3
Westbury HS 1,931 [ 2,093 | 2,042 | 2,155 | 22.5] 19.2 [18.8[10.9 v3.3 v0.4 v7.9 Y11.6
Wheatley HS 683 770 687 657 |[34.8]38.8|41.6)23.6 A4.0 A28 v18.0 Y11.2
Worthing HS 651 683 629 691 | 37.5( 258|254 7.8 Y11.7 v0.4 v17.6 v29.7
Yates HS 706 687 713 688 [ 30.5]30.1|25.5]16.3 v0.4 V4.6 V9.2 v14.2
Non-Achieve 180 Combined-
Level Schools (n=0) _ _ _ _ ~ ~ | ~ _ _ B
APV 4299 4619 | 5052 [5353| 1.9 | 0.7 | 06| 01| w12 V0.1 V05 V138
Schools (n=2)
Gregory-Lincoln PK-8 601 628 650 623 [135] 54 | 46 | 1.1 v38.1 ¥0.8 ¥3.5 V124
TCAHA 3,698 [ 3,991 | 4,402 [ 4,730 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and

2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data. The chronic absence rate is the total number of students absent 10
percent or more of school days they are enrolled in the campus divided by the total number of students in
membership in the campus 83% or more of the school year. Students in all grades are included in the
calculation. Statistical significance was not assessed for groups smaller than five schools: two three-year
combined-level schools. "ndicates Non-TSL Grant participant. All Non-Achieve 180 schools are TEA
comparison group schools in HISD and Title I, Part A schools. No appropriate HISD TEA comparison group
schools were listed for Bellfort ECC, Gregory-Lincoln PK-8, High School Ahead Academy MS, Liberty HS,
Montgomery ES, TCAH, and Yates HS.
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Two-Year Schools

Enrollment Membership (=>83%)

Chronic Absence Rate

Chronic Absence Rate Change

2017-2018
2016— | 2017- | 2018- | 2019- | 2016— |2017- | 2018- | 2019- 2016;)2017 2017;32018 2018;)2019 to
2017 2018 2019 2020 2017 2018 | 2019 | 2020 2017-2018 | 2018-2019 | 2019-2020 2019-2020
Two-Year
Non-Achieve 180 (Two-
year Matched n=39) 24,032(22,971| 22,133 6.7 7.1 4.0 A04 v3.1 v27
Two-YearAchieve 180
Program (n=10) 6,217 | 5,796 | 5,756 11.6 9.8 6.0 V1.8 v3.8 Vv5.6
Non-Achieve 180
Elementary Schools 18,563[17,715] 17,103 5.4 5.4 3.3 0.0 v21 v21
A180 Elementary
Schools (n=4) 2,397 | 2,181 | 2,085 8.8 8.3 5.3 v¥0.5 v3.0 Vv3.5
Codwell ES 377 338 324 10.1 | 133 | 7.7 A32 V5.6 V24
Marshall ES" 969 878 849 103 | 7.3 5.7 ¥3.0 V1.6 V4.6
Shearn ES? 530 472 436 6.0 5.5 2.8 Y¥0.5 v2.7 v3.2
Sherman ES” 521 493 476 8.1 9.5 5.5 Al14 v4.0 V2.6
Non-Achieve 180 2467 | 4278 | 3968
MiddleSchools (n=7) ! ! ! 12.4 | 15.0 7.4 A2.6 V7.6 v5.0
A180 MiddleSchools
(n=5) 2T | e8| BiSE 163 | 133 | 78 v3.0 v55 v85
Deady MS 660 600 631 12.0 | 16.0 5.9 A4.0 v10.1 V6.1
Holland MS? 590 588 611 13.2 | 15.6 6.1 A2.4 v9.5 v7.1
Sugar Grove MS 605 590 663 18.8 7.1 8.0 vi11.7 A09 v10.8
Thomas MS 478 478 464 21.5 8.8 6.0 v12.7 v238 v15.5
Williams MS 445 413 384 17.5 | 20.1 | 15.6 A26 V4.5 V19
High Schools (h=0) = = = = = = — — —
Non-Achieve 180 1,002 | 978 1,062 4.1 4.2 2.5 A0.1 V1.7 V1.6
A180 Combined-Level
Schools (n=1) 1,042 | 946 918 5.8 3.3 2.2 v25 Vi1 v3.6
Reagan Ed Ctr PK-8 1,042 | 946 918 5.8 3.3 2.2 V25 Vi1 V3.6
One-Year Schools
2016-2017 2018-2019
to to
2017-2018 2019-2020
One-year One-year
Change Change
(matched n=2) - - 3,860 | 4,014 - - 19.8 | 12.1 V7.7
Achieve 180 Program 127 210 [ 1,749 | 1,643 24.4 | 243 | 23.7 | 14.2 v0.1 v9.5
Victory Prep South HS 127 210 24.4 | 243 v0.1
Wisdom HS* (pre 18-19/post 19-20) 1,749 | 1,643 23.7 | 14.2 v9.5

Sources: PEIMS Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 400 databases for 2016—-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and

2019-2020

Notes: This is based on student-level data. The chronic absence rate is the total number of students absent 10
percent or more of school days they are enrolled in the campus divided by the total number of students in
membership in the campus 83% or more of the school year. Students in all grades are included in the
calculation. Statistical significance was not assessed for groups smaller than five schools: four two-year
elementary, one two-year combined-level, and two one-year high schools (one school from 2016-2017 to
2017-2018, the other from 2018-2019 to 2019-2020). ~Indicates Non-TSL Grant participant. *New Achieve
180 Program school in 2018-2019. All Non-Achieve 180 schools are TEA comparison group schools in
HISD and Title I, Part A schools. No HISD TEA comparison group schools were listed for Victory
Preparatory South HS.
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Appendix E: Four-Year and Five-Year Graduation Rates
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Three-Year Schools
Class Enrollment Graduation Rate Graduation Rate Change
2017-2018 | 2016—2017
Class of |Class of | Class of [Class of| Class of |[Class of| 2016—2017 to to to
2017 2018 2019 2017 2018 2019 2017-2018 2018—-2019 | 2018-2019
Non-Achieve 180
(Three-year Matched n=8) 3,158 3,382 3,327 82.8 81.8 82.7 v1.0 A0.9 v 0.1
Three-Year Achieve 180 Program
(n=12) 3,788 3,897 4,120 66.3 66.4 67.8 AO0.1 A1l14 A15
A180 High Schools (n=11) 2,930 2,999 3,219 71.6 70.1 70.2 v1.5 AO.1 vi.4
Kashmere HS 124 137 180 67.7 67.2 67.2 v 0.5 0.0 v 0.5
Liberty HS 158 126 171 1.9 1.6 1.8 v0.3 A0.2 v0.1
Madison HS 412 399 486 71.8 71.4 69.1 v0.4 v23 v27
Milby HS 445 304 390 82.5 77.3 76.9 v5.2 v 0.4 v5.6
North Forest HS 216 239 211 76.9 77.8 77.7 A0.9 v0.1 A0.8
Sharpstown HS 295 386 368 75.9 73.3 69.6 V26 v3.7 v6.3
Washington HS 189 175 216 74.6 64.6 74.5 ¥ 10.0 A9.9 v 0.1
Westbury HS 474 545 539 84.8 83.1 83.9 vi1.7 A0.8 v0.9
Wheatley HS 174 228 232 70.1 66.2 69.4 v3.9 A3.2 v0.7
Worthing HS 217 240 213 59.0 65.8 69.0 AG.8 A3.2 A 10.0
Yates HS 226 220 213 73.0 65.9 75.1 V71 A9.2 A21
Non-Achieve 180 Combined- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Level Schools (n=0)
A180 Combined-Level Schools
(n=1) 858 898 901 48.4 53.8 59.0 A5.4 A5.2 A10.6
TCAH" 858 898 901 48.4 53.8 59.0 A5.4 A52 A10.6
One-Year Schools
2016-2017
to 2017-2018
One-year
Non-Achieve 180 (matched n=2) = = 1,089 — = 87.0 Change
Achieve 180 Program (n=2) 43 75 461 67.4 93.3 62.3 A25.9
Victory Prep South HS 43 75 67.4 93.3 A25.9
Wisdom HS* (pre 18-19/post 19-20) 461 62.3

Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 8/6/2018; TEA, Confidential Class of 2018 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/6/2019;
TEA, Confidential Class of 2019 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020

Notes: For state accountability four-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,310 was used for the HISD Class of 2017, a class size of 12,889 was used for
the HISD Class of 2018, and a class size of 12,997 was used for the HISD Class of 2019. “Non-TSL Grant participant. *New Achieve 180 Program school in 2018-2019.
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Table E-2. Four-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 through Class of 2019

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year) Class of 2019 (Year 2) Class of 2017
N = 3,788 N = 4,120 to
Continuer, Continuer, Class of 2019
Class TxCHSE Class TXCHSE Mean Difference
of recipient, or of recipient, or (Percentage
2017 Graduates Dropout 2019 Graduates Dropout Points) Chi-Square Results
Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % %-ppts. X2 Pr Exact |Effect Size
All Students 3,788 | 2,513 | 66.3 [1,275| 33.7 | 4,120 | 2,793 [ 67.8| 1,327 | 32.2 15 1.88 | 0.170 | 0.172 0.150
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 1,333 992 74.4 | 341 | 256 | 1,402 | 1,029 [ 73.4| 373 26.6 -1.0 0.37 | 0.542 | 0.571 -0.012
Native American 16 7 43.8 9 | 56.3 19 15 | 789 4 21.1 35.1 4.61 |0.032%| 0.043 0.363
/I::svzigro Asian/Pacific Islander 64 40 | 625 | 24 [ 375 | s0 32 |640] 18 [ 36.0 15 0.03 [ 0.869 | 1.000 | 0.015
Program Hispanic __ 1,821 | 1,166 | 64.0 | 655 | 36.0 | 2,076 | 1,358 | 65.4| 718 34.6 1.4 0.81 | 0.367 | 0.382 0.003
(12 Schools) Two or More Races/Ethnicities 40 25 625 | 15 | 375 43 27 |628]| 16 37.2 0.3 0.00 | 0.978 | 1.000 0.077
White 514 283 55.1 [ 231 | 44.9 | 530 332 [62.6]| 198 37.4 75 6.20 [0.013*| 0.014 0.013
Economically Disadvantaged 2,629 | 1,793 | 68.2 | 836 | 31.8 | 3,178 | 2,205 | 69.4| 973 30.6 1.2 0.94 | 0.333 | 0.333 0.016
English Learners 652 313 48.0 [ 339 | 52.0 [ 869 431 [49.6| 438 50.4 1.6 0.38 | 0.539 | 0.569 0.008
Students with Disabilities 358 229 64.0 | 129 | 36.0 | 400 259 | 64.8( 141 35.3 0.8 0.05 | 0.822 | 0.879 0.005
All Students 124 84 67.7 | 40 [ 32.3 180 121 | 67.2| 59 32.8 0.5 0.01 | 0.924 | 1.000 | -0.006
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 80 57 71.3 | 23 | 28.8 113 82 |[726] 31 27.4 1.3 0.04 | 0.841 | 0.872 | 0.0144
Native American 0 - — — — 0 — — — — — _ — — _
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - _
Kashmere HS Hispanic 39 22 56.4 | 17 | 43.6 63 37 |587| 26 41.3 2.3 0.05 | 0.818 | 0.839 0.023
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 2 - - - - 0 - - - - - _ — - _
White 2 - - - - 4 - - - - - 1.50 | 0.221 | 0.467 -0.500
Economically Disadvantaged 110 78 70.9 | 32 | 29.1 169 118 |69.8| 51 30.2 -1.1 0.04 | 0.846 | 0.894 [ -0.012
English Learners 14 6 42.9 8 | 571 32 17 |531| 15 46.9 10.2 0.41 | 0.522 | 0.749 0.095
Students with Disabilities 30 18 60.0 | 12 [ 40.0 21 10 |476] 11 52.4 -12.4 0.76 | 0.382 | 0.408 [ -0.123
All Students 158 3 1.9 | 155 98.1 171 3 1.8 | 168 98.2 0.1 0.01 [ 0.922 | 1.000 [ -0.005
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 7 0 0.0 7 [1000| 12 0 0.0 12 100.0 0.0 - - - -
Native American 1 - - - - 0 - - - - — — - - _
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 0 0.0 5 100.0 4 - - - - - — - — _
Liberty HS Hispanic 139 2 1.4 | 137 | 98.6 | 155 3 1.9 | 152 98.1 0.5 0.11 | 0.742 | 1.000 0.019
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 0 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - —
White 6 1 16.7 5 | 833 0 - - - - - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 140 3 2.1 | 137 ] 97.9 150 2 1.3 | 148 98.7 0.8 0.28 | 0.597 | 0.675 | -0.031
English Learners 153 3 2.0 [ 150 ] 98.0 168 3 1.8 | 165 98.2 0.2 0.01 [ 0.908 | 1.000 [ -0.007
Students with Disabilities 2 — — — — 1 — — — — — — — — —
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Table E-2. Four-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 through Class of 2019 (Continued)

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year) Class of 2019 (Year 2) Class of 2017
N = 3,788 N = 4,120 to
Continuer, Continuer, Class of 2019
Class TXCHSE Class TXCHSE Mean Difference
of recipient, or of recipient, or (Percentage
2017 Graduates Dropout 2019 Graduates Dropout Points) Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Point(s) X2 Pr Exact |Effect Size
All Students 412 296 71.8 116 28.2 486 336 69.1 150 30.9 -2.7 0.78 | 0.376 | 0.380 -0.030
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 167 132 79.0 | 35 | 21.0 190 138 | 72.6 52 27.4 -6.4 1.98 | 0.159 [ 0.175 -0.075
Native American 3 — — — — 2 — — — — — — — — —
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - -
Madison HS Hispanic 238 162 68.1 | 76 | 31.9 286 191 | 66.8 95 33.2 -1.3 0.10 | 0.755 | 0.779 -0.014
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 — — — - 1 - — — - — — - — -
White 2 - — - - 5 3 60.0 2 40.0 - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 298 220 73.8 78 26.2 378 269 71.2 109 28.8 -2.6 0.59 | 0.442 [ 0.489 -0.030
English Learners 75 44 58.7 31 41.3 115 57 49.6 58 50.4 -9.1 1.51 [ 0.219 | 0.237 -0.089
Students with Disabilities 63 35 55.6 28 44.4 55 30 54.5 25 45.5 -1.1 0.01 | 0.912 [ 1.000 -0.010
All Students 445 367 82.5 78 17.5 390 300 76.9 90 23.1 -5.6 3.98 | 0.046* | 0.047 -0.069
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 30 29 96.7 1 3.3 27 25 92.6 2 7.4 4.1 0.47 | 0.492 | 0.599 -0.091
Native American 0 — — — — 1 — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 — — — — 0 — — — — — — — — —
Milby HS Hispanic 411 334 81.3 | 77 | 18.7 360 274 | 76.1 86 23.9 5.2 3.06 | 0.080 | 0.093 -0.063
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 0 — — — — 0 — — — _ _ — _ — _
White 3 — — — — 2 — — — — — — — — —
Economically Disadvantaged 384 323 84.1 61 15.9 353 280 79.3 73 20.7 -4.8 2.84 |1 0.092 [ 0.104 -0.062
English Learners 98 67 68.4 31 31.6 105 66 62.9 39 37.1 -5.5 0.68 | 0.409 [ 0.461 -0.058
Students with Disabilities 38 25 65.8 13 34.2 50 36 72.0 14 28.0 6.2 0.39 | 0.531 | 0.642 0.067
All Students 216 166 76.9 50 23.1 211 164 77.7 47 22.3 0.8 0.05 | 0.830 | 0.908 0.010
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 135 102 75.6 33 24.4 128 100 78.1 28 21.9 2.5 0.24 | 0.622 | 0.663 0.030
Native American 0 — — — — 0 — — — — — — — — —
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 — — — — 0 — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
North Forest HS Hispanic 75 59 78.7 16 21.3 82 64 78.0 18 22.0 -0.7 0.01 | 0.925 | 1.000 0.008
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 — — — — 0 — — — _ _ _ _ — _
White 4 — — — — 1 — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Economically Disadvantaged 157 123 78.3 34 21.7 197 156 79.2 41 20.8 0.9 0.04 | 0.847 [ 0.896 0.010
English Learners 29 21 72.4 8 27.6 28 21 75.0 7 25.0 2.6 0.05 | 0.825 | 1.000 0.029
Students with Disabilities 22 18 81.8 4 18.2 20 14 70.0 6 30.0 -11.8 0.81 | 0.369 | 0.477 -0.139
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Table E-2. Four-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 through Class of 2019 (Continued)

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year) Class of 2019 (Year 2) Class of 2017
N = 3,788 N = 4,120 to
Continuer, Continuer, Class of 2019
Class TXCHSE Class TXCHSE Mean Difference
of recipient, or of recipient, or (Percentage
2017 Graduates Dropout 2019 Graduates Dropout Points) Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Point(s) X2 Pr Exact | Effect Size
All Students 295 224 75.9 71 24.1 368 256 69.6 112 30.4 -6.3 3.32 | 0.068 [ 0.080 -0.071
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 73 58 79.5 | 15 | 20.5 78 48 61.5 30 38.5 -18.0 5.78 [0.016*| 0.021 -0.196
Native American 0 - - - - 1 — — — — — — — — —
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 3 60.0 2 40.0 10 7 70.0 3 30.0 10.0 0.15 | 0.699 [ 1.000 0.100
Sharpstown HS Hispanic 210 159 75.7 | 51 | 24.3 268 194 | 72.4 74 27.6 -3.3 0.67 | 0.411 | 0.463 -0.038
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 2 — — — — 2 — — — _ _ _ _ — _
White 5 4 80.0 1 20.0 9 5 55.6 4 44.4 -24.4 0.84 | 0.360 [ 0.580 -0.244
Economically Disadvantaged 272 208 76.5 64 23.5 343 245 71.4 98 28.6 -5.1 1.99 [ 0.159 | 0.168 -0.057
English Learners 114 76 66.7 38 33.3 148 90 60.8 58 39.2 -5.9 0.95 | 0.329 [ 0.366 -0.060
Students with Disabilities 25 16 64.0 9 36.0 41 23 56.1 18 43.9 -7.9 0.40 | 0.526 [ 0.610 -0.078
All Students 858 415 48.4 443 | 51.6 901 532 59.0 369 41.0 10.6 20.16 | 0.000*| 0.000 0.107
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 65 25 38.5 40 61.5 92 50 54.3 42 45.7 15.8 3.85 | 0.050 [ 0.054 0.157
Native American 8 3 37.5 5 62.5 10 6 60.0 4 40.0 22.5 0.90 | 0.343 [ 0.637 0.224
Asian/Pacific Islander 25 16 64.0 9 36.0 19 13 68.4 6 31.6 4.4 0.09 | 0.759 | 1.000 0.046
TCAH" Hispanic 255 94 36.9 161 [ 63.1 254 132 52.0 122 48.0 15.1 11.76 | 0.001*| 0.001 0.152
Two or More Races/Ethnicities | 28 16 57.1 | 12 | 42.9 31 18 58.1 13 41.9 1.0 0.01 | 0.943 | 1.000 0.009
White 477 261 54.7 216 | 45.3 495 313 63.2 182 36.8 8.5 7.28 | 0.007*| 0.007 0.087
Economically Disadvantaged 321 116 36.1 | 205 | 63.9 368 167 45.4 201 54.6 9.3 6.05 | 0.014*| 0.016 0.094
English Learners 14 4 28.6 10 71.4 16 7 43.8 9 56.3 15.2 0.74 | 0.389 | 0.466 0.157
Students with Disabilities 19 6 31.6 13 68.4 38 23 60.5 15 39.5 28.9 4.25 [0.039*| 0.052 0.273
All Students 189 141 74.6 48 25.4 216 161 74.5 55 25.5 -0.1 0.00 | 0.988 [ 1.000 -0.001
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 109 91 83.5 | 18 | 16.5 106 81 76.4 25 23.6 7.1 1.68 | 0.195 | 0.233 -0.088
Native American 1 — — — — 2 — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 — — — — 0 — — — _ _ — _ — _
Washington HS Hispanic 75 45 60.0 | 30 | 40.0 101 74 | 733 27 26.7 13.3 3.46 | 0.063 | 0.074 0.140
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 2 — — — — 4 — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
White 1 — — — — 3 — — — — — — — — —
Economically Disadvantaged 137 109 79.6 | 28 | 204 192 150 | 78.1 42 21.9 -1.5 0.10 [ 0.754 | 0.786 -0.017
English Learners 17 9 52.9 8 47.1 43 29 67.4 14 32.6 14.5 1.10 | 0.294 | 0.376 0.136
Students with Disabilities 23 14 60.9 9 39.1 23 17 73.9 6 26.1 13.0 0.89 | 0.345 | 0.530 0.139
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Table E-2. Four-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 through Class of 2019 (Continued)

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year) Class of 2019 (Year 2) Class of 2017
N = 3,788 N = 4,120 to
Continuer, Continuer, Class of 2019
Class TXCHSE Class TXCHSE Mean Difference
of recipient, or of recipient, or (Percentage
2017 Graduates Dropout 2019 Graduates Dropout Points) Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Point(s) X2 Pr Exact | Effect Size
All Students 474 402 84.8 72 15.2 539 452 83.9 87 16.1 -0.9 0.17 | 0.678 | 0.729 -0.013
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 185 163 88.1 | 22 | 11.9 182 151 | 83.0 31 17.0 5.1 1.96 [ 0.161 | 0.183 -0.073
Native American 2 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - — -
Asian/Pacific Islander 21 15 71.4 6 28.6 12 8 66.7 4 33.3 -4.7 0.08 | 0.775 | 1.000 -0.050
Westbury HS Hispanic 254 215 84.6 | 39 | 154 334 282 | 84.4| 52 15.6 0.2 0.01 | 0.943 | 1.000 -0.003
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 — — — — 3 — — — — — — — — —
White 11 6 54.5 5 45.5 7 7 100.0 0 0.0 45.5 4.41 [0.036*| 0.101 0.495
Economically Disadvantaged 387 334 86.3 53 13.7 469 403 85.9 66 14.1 -0.4 0.03 | 0.874 | 0.921 -0.005
English Learners 94 61 64.9 33 35.1 147 100 68.0 47 32.0 3.1 0.25 | 0.614 [ 0.674 0.033
Students with Disabilities 46 36 78.3 10 21.7 53 43 81.1 10 18.9 2.8 0.13 [ 0.723 | 0.804 0.036
All Students 174 122 70.1 52 29.9 232 161 69.4 71 30.6 -0.7 0.02 | 0.876 | 0.913 -0.008
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 94 76 80.9 | 18 | 19.1 119 88 73.9 31 26.1 -7.0 1.41 | 0.235 | 0.255 -0.081
Native American 1 — — — — 0 — — — — — — — — _
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 — — — — 1 — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Wheatley HS Hispanic 78 46 59.0 | 32 | 41.0 110 70 63.6 40 36.4 4.6 0.42 | 0.517 | 0.545 0.047
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 0 — — — — 1 — — — - — — — — —_
White 0 — — — — 1 — — — _ — _ _ _ _
Economically Disadvantaged 125 88 70.4 37 29.6 202 149 73.8 53 26.2 3.4 0.44 | 0.508 [ 0.526 0.037
English Learners 29 15 51.7 14 48.3 40 24 60.0 16 40.0 8.3 0.47 | 0.494 | 0.624 0.082
Students with Disabilities 24 19 79.2 5 20.8 33 20 60.6 13 39.4 -18.6 2.22 1 0.137 | 0.161 -0.197
All Students 217 128 59.0 89 41.0 213 147 69.0 66 31.0 10.0 4.69 | 0.03* | 0.035 0.104
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 183 110 60.1 | 73 | 39.9 169 121 [ 71.6 48 28.4 11.5 5.14 |0.023*| 0.025 0.121
Native American 0 - - — - 0 - - - - - - - — —
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 — — — — 2 — — — — — — — — —
Worthing HS Hispanic 28 14 50.0 | 14 | 50.0 42 25 59.5 17 40.5 9.5 0.62 | 0.432 | 0.470 0.094
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 2 — — — — 0 — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
White 2 — — — — 0 — — — — — — — — —
Economically Disadvantaged 162 95 58.6 67 41.4 199 145 72.9 54 27.1 14.3 8.11 | 0.004*| 0.005 0.150
English Learners 6 3 50.0 3 50.0 21 12 57.1 9 42.9 7.1 0.10 | 0.756 | 1.000 0.060
Students with Disabilities 25 13 52.0 12 48.0 36 26 72.2 10 27.8 20.2 2.62 | 0.106 | 0.175 0.207
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Table E-2. Four-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 through Class of 2019 (Continued)

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year) Class of 2019 (Year 2) Class of 2017
N = 3,788 N = 4,120 to
Continuer, Continuer, Class of 2019
Class TXCHSE Class TXCHSE Mean Difference
of recipient, or of recipient, or (Percentage
2017 Graduates Dropout 2019 Graduates Dropout Points) Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Poaint(s) X Pr Exact |Effect Size
All Students 226 165 73.0 61 27.0 213 160 75.1 53 24.9 2.1 0.25 | 0.615 [ 0.664 0.024
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 205 149 72.7 | 56 | 27.3 | 186 145 | 78.0| 41 22.0 5.3 1.45 | 0.228 | 0.243 0.061
Native American 0 - - - - 2 - - - — — _ — - _
Asian/Pacific Islander 0 _ _ _ _ 0 — _ _ — — _ — — _
Yates HS Hispanic 19 14 73.7 5 | 263 21 12 | 57.1 9 42.9 -16.6 1.20 | 0.273 | 0.333 | -0.173
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 - - - - 1 - - - — — — — — _
White 1 - - - - 3 - - — - - - - - —
Economically Disadvantaged 136 96 70.6 40 29.4 158 121 76.6 37 23.4 6.0 1.36 | 0.244 | 0.287 0.068
English Learners 9 4 44.4 5 55.6 6 5 83.3 1 16.7 38.9 2.27 | 0.132 [ 0.287 0.389
Students with Disabilities 41 29 70.7 12 29.3 29 17 58.6 12 41.4 -12.1 1.11 | 0.293 | 0.318 -0.126

Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 8/6/2018 and TEA, Confidential Class of 2019 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020
Notes: For state accountability four-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,310 was used for the HISD Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,997 was used for the
HISD Class of 2019. * p<0.05; — results not reported for fewer than five students.
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Table E-3. Four-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program One-Year

School by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 and Class of 2018

Class of 2017
Class of 2017 (Baseline) Class of 2018 (Post-Program) to Class of 2018
N = 43 N=75 Mean Difference
Continuer, Continuer,
TxCHSE TxCHSE
Class of recipient, or [Class of recipient, or
2017 Graduates Dropout 2018 Graduates Dropout Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Point(s) X Pr Exact |Effect Size
All Students 43 29 67.4 14 32.6 75 70 93.3 5 6.7 25.9 13.56 | 0.000* [ 0.000 0.339
Race/Ethnicity -

Black/African American 14 10 71.4 4 28.6 31 29 93.5 2 6.5 22.1 4.08 | 0.043*| 0.065 0.301

Native American 0 - — — 0 — — — - — — — —

Asian/Pacific Islander 0 — — — — 3 — — — — — — — — —
Victory Prep Hispanic 28 19 679 | 9 | 321 41 38 [927 3 7.3 24.8 7.14 | 0.008*| 0.011 0.322

South HS Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 _ _ _ _ 0 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

White 0 _ _ _ _ 0 _ _ _ — — _ — _ _
Economically Disadvantaged 35 25 71.4 10 | 28.6 62 59 95.2 3 4.8 23.8 10.86 [ 0.001*| 0.002 0.335
English Learners® 5 1 20.0 4 80.0 7 5 71.4 2 28.6 51.4 3.09 [ 0.079 | 0.242 0.507

Students with Disabilities 0 - — — - 4 - — — - — — - — —

Sources: TEA, Confidential Class of 2017 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 8/6/2018; TEA, Confidential Class of 2018 Four-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/6/2019
Notes: For the other one-year Achieve 180 Program school, Wisdom HS, results are pending. For state accountability four-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,310
was used for the HISD Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,889 was used for the HISD Class of 2018. * p<0.05; — results not reported for fewer than five students.
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Table E-4. Five-Year Graduation Rates and Percentage Point Change by Non-Achieve 180 and
Achieve 180 Program Affiliation for Three-Year Achieve 180 Program Schools and

Their Non-Achieve 180 Comparison Schools (Aggregated), Class of 2017 and Class
of 2018

Three-Year Schools

Class Enrollment

Graduation Rate

Graduation Rate

Change
Class of | Class of | Class of | Class of Classt%f 2017
2017 2018 2017 2018 Class of 2018
Non-Achieve 180
(Three-year Matched n=8) 3,132 3,342 85.6 85.9 A0.3
Three-Year Achieve 180
Program (n=12) 3,705 3,836 73.0 72.1 v0.9
A180 High Schools (n=11) 2,876 2,951 76.6 75.0 V1.6
Kashmere HS 120 136 73.3 69.9 V3.4
Liberty HS 138 114 10.9 6.1 V4.8
Madison HS 407 393 76.9 77.9 A1.0
Milby HS 438 296 85.6 83.4 V22
North Forest HS 214 240 79.0 79.6 A0.6
Sharpstown HS 286 382 82.2 79.3 v2.9
Washington HS 188 169 81.4 70.4 v¥11.0
Westbury HS 475 541 88.0 85.6 V24
Wheatley HS 176 222 72.7 72.5 v0.2
Worthing HS 214 239 63.6 69.5 AS5.9
Yates HS 220 219 78.2 70.8 V7.4
Non-Achieve 180 Combined- _ _ _ _ _
Level Schools (n=0)
A180 Combined-Level Schools
(n=1) 829 885 60.8 62.4 A16
TCAHN 829 885 60.8 62.4 A1.6
One-Year Schools

Achieve 180 Program (n=2) Clggf70f CI;glssof ClasstchJf 2017
rl:lgg)—Achleve 180 (Matched _ _ _ _ Class of 2018
Achieve 180 Program (n=2) 302 387 86.0 93.3
Victory Preparatory South HS 302 387 86.0 93.3 A73

Wisdom HS*
(pre 2018-19; post 2019-20)

Sources: TEA Confidential Class of 2017 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, updated on 6/6/2019; TEA
Confidential Class of 2018 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, 6/4/2020
Notes: For state accountability five-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,204 was used for HISD
Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,789 was used for HISD Class of 2018. Wisdom HS results are pending.
No comparison HISD, Title | school was listed for Victory Preparatory South HS. ~Non-TSL Grant
participant. *New Achieve 180 Program school in 2018-2019.
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Table E-5. Five-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 and Class of 2018

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year)

Class of 2018 (Year 2)

N = 3,705 N = 3,836
Continuer, Continuer,
TXCHSE TXCHSE Class of 2017 to
Class of recipient, or [Class of recipient, or | Class of 2018
2017 Graduates Dropout 2018 Graduates Dropout Mean Difference Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Point(s) X Pr exact | Effect Size
All Students 3,705 | 2,706 73.0 [ 999 [ 27.0 3,836 | 2,765 72,1 [1,071) 27.9 -0.9 0.87 [0.352 | 0.353 -0.011
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 1,313 1,040 79.2 273 20.8 1,397 1,081 77.4 316 | 22.6 -1.8 1.33 [0.249 | 0.263 -0.022
Three-Year Na_tive Am(_-zrican 15 9 60.0 6 40.0 17 9 52.9 8 47.1 -7.1 0.16 ]0.688| 0.735 -0.071
Achieve 180 A;lan/?amﬁc Islander 63 47 74.6 16 25.4 64 51 79.7 13 [ 20.3 5.1 0.47 10.495| 0.532 0.061
Program Hispanic _ 1,772 1,254 70.8 518 29.2 1,820 1,269 69.7 551 | 30.3 -1.1 0.47 10.495]| 0.511 -0.011
(12 Schools) Two or More Races/Ethnicities 37 30 81.1 7 18.9 41 29 70.7 12 [ 29.3 -10.4 1.13 |0.288 | 0.307 -0.120
White 505 326 64.6 179 35.4 497 326 65.6 171 | 34.4 1.0 0.12 ]10.730| 0.741 0.011
Economically Disadvantaged 2,589 [ 1,909 73.7 | 680 | 263 2,791 [ 2,060 73.8 731 | 26.2 0.1 0.00 |0.951| 0.975 0.001
English Learners 620 348 56.1 272 43.9 701 384 54.8 317 [ 45.2 -1.3 0.24 ]10.622| 0.657 -0.014
Students with Disabilities 356 252 70.8 | 104 | 29.2 349 241 69.1 108 | 30.9 -1.7 0.25 [0.616 | 0.623 -0.019
All Students 120 88 73.3 32 26.7 136 95 69.9 41 |30.1 -3.4 0.38 [ 0.538 | 0.580 -0.039
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 78 61 78.2 17 21.8 93 69 74.2 24 [ 258 -4.0 0.37 [0.541| 0.592 -0.047
Native American 0 - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
Kashmere HS Hispanic 37 22 59.5 15 40.5 41 25 61.0 16 | 39.0 15 0.02 | 0.891| 1.000 0.016
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 2 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
White 2 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 108 82 75.9 26 24.1 128 93 72.7 35 [27.3 -3.2 0.33 [ 0.568 | 0.655 -0.037
English Learners 13 6 46.2 7 53.8 15 9 60.0 6 40.0 13.8 0.54 |0.464| 0.705 0.139
Students with Disabilities 30 19 63.3 11 36.7 20 10 50.0 10 50.0 -13.3 0.88 10.349| 0.393 -0.132
All Students 138 15 10.9 123 89.1 114 7 6.1 107 | 93.9 -4.8 1.75 [0.186] 0.262 -0.083
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 7 4 57.1 3 42.9 7 2 28.6 5 71.4 -28.5 1.17 ] 0.280 | 0.592 -0.289
Native American 0 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 - - - - 1 - - - - - 0.31 0.6 1.0 -0.3
Liberty HS Hispanic 121 8 6.6 113 93.4 103 4 3.9 99 96.1 -2.7 0.82 ]10.366 | 0.553 -0.060
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 0 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
White 6 2 33.3 4 66.7 3 - - - - - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 122 15 12.3 | 107 | 87.7 102 6 5.9 96 [ 94.1 -6.4 2.69 [0.101] 0.113 -0.110
English Learners 132 13 9.8 119 | 90.2 112 7 6.3 105 | 93.8 -3.5 1.04 ]0.307 | 0.355 -0.065
Students with Disabilities 1 - - - - 0 - - — - - - - - -
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Table E-5. Five-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 and Class of 2018 (Continued)

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year) Class of 2018 (Year 2)
N = 3,705 N = 3,836
Continuer, Continuer,
TXCHSE TXCHSE Class of 2017 to
Class of recipient, or |[Class of recipient, or Class of 2018
2017 Graduates Dropout 2018 Graduates Dropout Mean Difference Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Point(s) X Pr exact | Effect Size
All Students 407 313 76.9 94 23.1 393 306 77.9 87 [22.1 1.0 0.10 [0.746 | 0.800 0.012
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 165 135 81.8 30 18.2 167 137 82.0 30 | 18.0 0.2 0.00 | 0.959 | 1.000 0.003
Native American 3 - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - 3 - - - - - - - - -
Madison HS Hispanic 235 176 74.9 59 25.1 217 163 75.1 54 [24.9 0.2 0.00 [0.957 | 1.000 0.003
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
White 2 - - - - 3 - - - - - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 295 232 78.6 63 21.4 296 236 79.7 60 [ 20.3 1.1 0.11 [0.745] 0.762 0.013
English Learners 74 49 66.2 25 33.8 71 46 64.8 25 352 -1.4 0.03 | 0.857 | 0.863 -0.015
Students with Disabilities 61 38 62.3 23 37.7 33 21 63.6 12 | 36.4 1.3 0.02 ] 0.898 [ 1.000 0.013
All Students 438 375 85.6 63 14.4 296 247 83.4 49 16.6 -2.2 0.64 ]0.422| 0.464 -0.030
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 30 29 96.7 1 3.3 20 19 95.0 1 5.0 -1.7 0.09 [0.768 | 1.000 -0.042
Native American 0 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - 3 - - - - - - - - -
Milby HS Hispanic 404 342 84.7 62 15.3 270 225 83.3 45 |16.7 -1.4 0.21 [0.646 | 0.668 -0.0177
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 0 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
White 3 = = = — 2 = — — = = = = = -
Economically Disadvantaged 381 329 86.4 52 13.6 253 215 85.0 38 15.0 -1.4 0.23 10.628 | 0.643 -0.019
English Learners 95 69 72.6 26 27.4 66 48 72.7 18 | 27.3 0.1 0.00 | 0.989| 1.000 0.001
Students with Disabilities 36 29 80.6 7 19.4 38 33 86.8 5 13.2 6.2 0.54 [0.463| 0.538 0.085
All Students 214 169 79.0 45 21.0 240 191 79.6 49 1204 0.6 0.03 [ 0.873 | 0.908 0.008
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 133 104 78.2 29 21.8 160 124 77.5 36 [ 225 -0.7 0.02 [0.887 | 1.000 -0.008
Native American 0 - - - = 0 - — — - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - — - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
North Forest HS Hispanic 75 60 80.0 15 20.0 80 67 83.8 13 16.3 3.8 0.37 10.544| 0.677 0.049
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
White 4 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 156 126 80.8 30 19.2 211 179 84.8 32 [15.2 4.0 1.06 | 0.304 | 0.326 0.054
English Learners 29 22 75.9 7 24.1 22 15 68.2 7 31.8 -7.7 0.37 [0.543 | 0.752 -0.085
Students with Disabilities 21 18 85.7 3 14.3 28 18 64.3 10 35.7 -21.4 2.83 10.093]| 0.114 -0.240
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Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 and Class of 2018 (Continued)

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year)

Class of 2018 (Year 2)

N = 3,705 N = 3,836
Continuer, Continuer,
TXCHSE TXCHSE Class of 2017 to
Class of recipient, or [Class of recipient, or | Class of 2018
2017 Graduates Dropout 2018 Graduates Dropout Mean Difference Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Point(s) X2 Pr exact | Effect Size
All Students 286 235 82.2 51 17.8 382 303 79.3 79 | 20.7 -2.9 0.85 |0.358| 0.375 -0.036
Race/Ethnicity 0.0
Black/African American 70 60 85.7 10 14.3 73 58 79.5 15 | 20.5 -6.2 0.97 |0.324| 0.382 -0.082
Native American 0 - - - - 2 - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 3 60.0 2 40.0 11 9 81.8 2 18.2 21.8 0.87 ]10.350| 0.547 0.234
Sharpstown HS Hispanic 205 168 82.0 37 18.0 282 225 79.8 57 20.2 -2.2 0.36 | 0.550| 0.563 -0.027
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
White 5 4 80.0 1 20.0 13 8 61.5 5 38.5 -18.5 0.55 | 0.457| 0.615 -0.175
Economically Disadvantaged 264 219 83.0 45 17.0 354 287 81.1 67 | 18.9 -1.9 0.36 | 0.548 | 0.598 0.263
English Learners 110 80 72.7 30 27.3 157 108 68.8 49 [31.2 -3.9 0.48 |0.488 [ 0.500 0.009
Students with Disabilities 26 17 65.4 9 34.6 29 26 89.7 3 10.3 24.3 4.73 10.030*| 0.048 0.293
All Students 829 504 60.8 | 325 | 39.2 885 552 62.4 333 | 37.6 1.6 0.45 [0.502 | 0.518 0.016
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 60 34 56.7 26 43.3 91 55 60.4 36 | 39.6 3.7 0.21 | 0.645| 0.736 0.038
Native American 8 5 62.5 3 375 8 3 37.5 5 62.5 -25.0 1.00 |0.317| 0.619 -0.250
Asian/Pacific Islander 25 20 80.0 5 20.0 27 23 85.2 4 14.8 5.2 0.24 |0.621| 0.722 0.069
TCAH? Hispanic 243 123 50.6 | 120 | 49.4 272 149 54.8 123 | 45.2 4.2 0.89 |0.345( 0.377 0.042
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 26 21 80.8 5 19.2 31 20 64.5 11 35.5 -16.3 1.85 [0.174] 0.240 -0.180
White 467 301 64.5 166 35.5 456 302 66.2 154 | 33.8 1.7 0.32 10571 | 0.581 0.019
Economically Disadvantaged 314 150 47.8 164 52.2 339 172 50.7 167 | 49.3 2.9 0.57 10.449| 0.481 0.030
English Learners 13 6 46.2 7 53.8 28 10 35.7 18 | 64.3 -10.5 0.41 | 0.524| 0.732 -0.100
Students with Disabilities 17 10 58.8 7 41.2 29 24 82.8 5 17.2 24.0 3.18 | 0.074| 0.093 0.263
All Students 188 153 81.4 35 18.6 169 119 70.4 50 | 29.6 -11.0 5.90 |0.015*[ 0.018 -0.129
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 108 95 88.0 13 12.0 96 73 76.0 23 24.0 -12.0 4.97 10.026*( 0.028 -0.156
Native American 1 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Washington HS Hispanic 74 52 70.3 22 29.7 68 44 64.7 24 | 35.3 -5.6 0.50 ]0.479| 0.591 -0.059
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 2 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
White 2 - - - - 3 - - - - - 2,22 |0.136 | 0.400 -0.667
Economically Disadvantaged 141 117 83.0 24 17.0 135 99 73.3 36 26.7 -9.7 3.77 10.052| 0.058 -0.117
English Learners 17 10 58.8 7 41.2 17 7 41.2 10 58.8 -17.6 1.06 [0.303] 0.494 -0.177
Students with Disabilities 23 16 69.6 7 30.4 25 16 64.0 9 36.0 5.6 0.17 ]10.683| 0.765 -0.059
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Table E-5. Five-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 and Class of 2018 (Continued)

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year)

Class of 2018 (Year 2)

N = 3,705 N = 3,836
Continuer, Continuer,
TXCHSE TXCHSE Class of 2017 to
Class of recipient, or |Class of recipient, or Class of 2018
2017 Graduates Dropout 2018 Graduates Dropout Mean Difference Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Poaint(s) X Pr exact | Effect Size
All Students 475 418 88.0 57 12.0 541 463 85.6 78 | 144 -2.4 1.28 |0.257| 0.268 -0.036
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 185 167 90.3 18 9.7 182 165 90.7 17 9.3 0.4 0.02 ]0.899| 1.000 0.007
Native American 2 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 21 17 81.0 4 19.0 17 13 76.5 4 23.5 -4.5 0.11 | 0.736| 1.000 -0.055
Westbury HS Hispanic 255 224 87.8 31 12.2 323 268 83.0 55 | 17.0 -4.8 2.67 |0.102| 0.126 -0.068
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 - - - - 4 - - - - - - - - -
White 11 7 63.6 4 36.4 14 12 85.7 2 14.3 22.1 1.65 [0.199] 0.350 0.257
Economically Disadvantaged 387 344 88.9 43 11.1 421 362 86.0 59 14.0 -2.9 1.54 [0.215] 0.244 -0.044
English Learners 94 69 73.4 25 26.6 149 101 67.8 48 32.2 -5.6 0.87 10.352| 0.390 -0.060
Students with Disabilities 47 38 80.9 9 19.1 43 35 81.4 8 18.6 0.5 0.00 | 0.947( 1.000 0.007
All Students 176 128 72.7 48 27.3 222 161 72.5 61 | 275 -0.2 0.00 | 0.964 [ 1.000 -0.002
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 95 80 84.2 15 15.8 109 95 87.2 14 128 3.0 0.36_ | 0.548 | 0.555 0.042
Native American 1 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - -
Wheatley HS Hispanic 79 48 60.8 31 39.2 109 64 58.7 45 [41.3 -2.1 0.08 | 0.778 | 0.880 -0.021
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 0 - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - -
White 0 - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 128 92 71.9 36 28.1 167 129 77.2 38 22.8 5.3 1.11 [0.292 | 0.343 0.061
English Learners 30 15 50.0 15 50.0 42 22 52.4 20 47.6 2.4 0.04 ]10.842| 1.000 0.024
Students with Disabilities 26 20 76.9 6 23.1 36 26 72.2 10 27.8 -4.7 0.17 10.676| 0.773 -0.053
All Students 214 136 63.6 78 36.4 239 166 69.5 73 | 305 5.9 1.77 10.183| 0.195 0.063
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 182 115 63.2 67 36.8 205 145 70.7 60 | 29.3 7.5 249 |0.115( 0.129 0.080
Native American 0 - - - — 0 - — — - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Worthing HS Hispanic 26 17 65.4 9 34.6 32 19 59.4 13 40.6 -6.0 0.22 ]10.639| 0.787 -0.062
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 2 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
White 2 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 163 102 62.6 61 37.4 207 151 72.9 56 | 27.1 10.3 4.54 [0.033*] 0.042 0.1107
English Learners 5 5 100.0 0 0.0 15 6 40.0 9 60.0 -60.0 5.46 |0.020*( 0.038 -0.522
Students with Disabilities 27 15 55.6 12 44.4 35 18 51.4 17 48.6 -4.2 0.10 ]0.747] 0.801 -0.041
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Table E-5. Five-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program Three-Year

Schools by School and Student Group, Class of 2017 and Class of 2018 (Continued)

2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year) Class of 2018 (Year 2)
N = 3,705 N = 3,836
Continuer, Continuer, | Class of 2017 to
Class of TXCHSE Class of TXCHSE Class of 2018
2017 Graduates recipient, or 2018 Graduates recipient, or | Mean Difference Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's | Cramér's V
Campus Name Student Group N n % n % N n % n % Point(s) X Pr exact | Effect Size
All Students 220 172 78.2 48 21.8 219 155 70.8 64 |[29.2 -7.4 3.17 [0.075] 0.081 -0.085
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African American 200 156 78.0 44 22.0 194 139 71.6 55 | 28.4 -6.4 2.11 ]0.146| 0.164 -0.073
Native American 0 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 0 = - - - 0 - - - - - - - = -
Yates HS Hispanic 18 14 77.8 4 22.2 23 16 69.6 7 30.4 -8.2 0.35 [0.556 | 0.726 -0.092
Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 - - - — 0 - — — - - - - - -
White 1 — — — — 1 — — — — — — — — —
Economically Disadvantaged 130 101 77.7 29 22.3 178 131 73.6 47 | 26.4 -4.1 0.68 |0.410| 0.426 -0.047
English Learners 8 4 50.0 4 50.0 7 5 71.4 2 28.6 21.4 0.71 | 0.398| 0.608 0.218
Students with Disabilities 41 32 78.0 9 22.0 33 14 42.4 19 | 57.6 -35.6 9.87** 10.002*[ 0.003 -0.365

Sources: TEA Confidential Class of 2017 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, updated on 6/6/2019; TEA Confidential Class of 2018 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report,
6/4/2020
Notes: For state accountability five-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,204 was used for HISD Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,789 was used for HISD Class

of 2018. *p<0.05; —no results reported for less than five students.
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Table E-6. Five-Year Graduation Rates, Percentage Point Change, and Chi-Square Results for Achieve 180 Program One-Year School

by Student Group, Class of 2017 and Class of 2018

Class of 2017 (Baseline Year) Class of 2018 (Year 2)
N =43 N =75
Continuer, Continuer,
TXCHSE TxCHSE Class of 2017 to
Class of recipient, or |[Class of recipient, or Class of 2018
Campus Name Student Group 2017 Graduates Dropout 2018 Graduates Dropout Mean Difference Chi-Square Results
Percentage Fisher's [ Cramér's V
N n % n % N n n % Point(s) X Pr exact | Effect Size
All Students 43 37 86.0 6 14.0 75 70 93.3 5 6.7 7.3 1.72 0.19 0.21 0.121
Race/Ethnicity

African American 14 13 92.9 1 7.1 31 29 93.5 2 6.5 0.6 0.01 [ 0.93 1.00 0.013

Native American 0 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -

Victory Prep A§ian/l'3aciﬁc Islander 0 - - - - 3 - - - - - - - - -
South HS Hispanic 28 24 85.7 4 14.3 41 38 92.7 3 7.3 7.0 0.89 0.35 0.43 0.113

Two or More Races/Ethnicities 1 - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -

White 0 - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - -
Economically Disadvantaged 35 29 82.9 6 17.1 62 59 95.2 3 4.8 12.3 4.02 [0.045*] 0.07 0.204
English Learners 5 3 60.0 2 40.0 7 5 71.4 2 28.6 11.4 0.17 | 0.68 1.00 0.120

Students with Disabilities 0 - — - — 4 - — — - - - - - -

Sources: TEA Confidential Class of 2017 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report, updated on 6/6/2019; TEA Confidential Class of 2018 Five-Year Longitudinal Summary Report,

6/4/2020

Notes: For state accountability five-year graduation rates with exclusions, a class size of 12,204 was used for HISD Class of 2017 and a class size of 12,789 was used for HISD Class
of 2018. Wisdom HS results are pending. *p<0.05; —no results reported for less than five students.
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Appendix F: Program Impacts on Student Achievement

2019-2020 ACHIEVE 180 PROGRAM EVALUATION, PART B

Table F-1. Background Characteristics of 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program Participants and
Non-Achieve 180 Program Students in Comparison Schools, Before and After

Student-Level Propensity Score Matching for 2019-2020 District-Level Assessments
(DLA) Performance Analyses, English Language Arts and Mathematics

Before Matching After Matching
District Learning Assessment (DLA), English Language Arts
Percentage Percentage
-Point -Point
N % Difference N % Difference
Achieve 180 Program 19,215 52.7 7,676 | 52.6
- Male 1.1 -0.1
Non-Achieve 180 72,820 51.6 7,681 | 52.7
Achieve 180 Program Gifted/ 2,067 5.7 18 1,251 | 8.6 20
Non-Achieve 180 Talented 10,569 | 7.5 ' 1,549 | 10.6 '
Achieve 180 Program 3,889 10.7 1,444 9.9
- SWD 1.4 0.6
Non-Achieve 180 13,123 9.3 1,351 9.3
Achieve 180 Program Eco. 34,669 | 95.1 02 14,006 | 96.0 0.7
Non-Achieve 180 Disadv. 134,008 | 94.9 ' 13,900 | 95.3 '
Achieve 180 Program ) 30,250 82.9 11,925 | 81.8
- At Risk 0.7 -0.3
Non-Achieve 180 116,077 | 82.2 11,973 | 82.1
Achieve 180 Program STAAR 19,657 | 2286 14,584 124
Mean Score 129 104 1.0
Non-Achieve 180 (English) 61,590 | 2157 14,584 0
District Learning Assessment (DLA), Mathematics
Achieve 180 Program 19,162 52.6 6,004 | 52.9
- Male 1.0 0.0
Non-Achieve 180 72,672 51.6 6,007 | 52.9
Achieve 180 Program Gifted/ 2,066 5.7 18 883 7.8 10
Non-Achieve 180 Talented 10,565 | 7.5 ' 1,005 | 8.8 '
Achieve 180 Program 3,879 10.7 1,175 | 10.3
- SWD 1.4 1.1
Non-Achieve 180 13,097 9.3 1,048 9.2
Achieve 180 Program Eco. 34,603 | 95.1 02 10,971 | 96.6 10
Non-Achieve 180 Disadv. 133,783 | 94.9 ' 10,860 | 95.6 '
Achieve 180 Program ) 30,179 82.9 9,268 | 81.6
- At Risk 0.7 -0.5
Non-Achieve 180 115,844 | 82.2 9,328 | 82.1
Achieve 180 Program STAAR 11,360 | 1587 2,091 158
7
Mean Score -7.0 158 7.0
Non-Achieve 180 (English) 39,292 | 1594 2,091 0

Source: Fall PEIMS 2019, ADA>0; TEA-ETS summary report, January 2021, TEA-ETS 2020 Student Data Files

Notes: Propensity score matching with replacement was used to match students on the identified background
characteristics (covariates), including their prior State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness
(STAAR) performance in the related subject area for students in grades 3—8 and STAAR EOC exams for high
school students (excludes STAAR Alt. 2 Tests). Green highlight shows after-match favorable results for
Achieve 180 Program participants. SWD means Students with Disabilities. Eco. Disadv. means Economically

Disadvantaged.
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Table F-2. T-Test Results for for Treatment Effects on 2019-2020 District-Level Assessments (DLA)
Performance on English Language Arts and Mathematics Using Student Propensity Score

Matching for 2019-2020 Achieve 180 Program and Comparison Non-Achieve 180 School

Students
English Language Arts
% Dif