
August	  5,	  2013	   	  
	  

To:   Board of Trustees, Socorro Independent School District  
 

CC:  Superintendent Dr. José Espinosa 
 
From:   Pam Padilla, Ed. D. 
 
Date:  August 5, 2013 
 
Re:  Report on review of policies, administrative regulations, practices and processes in the Socorro 

ISD’s high schools and their impact on ratings in the federal and state accountability systems 
 
The Socorro Independent School District (SISD) Board of Trustees requested on March 26, 2013 that I 
conduct a review of policies, administrative regulations, practices and processes in SISD’s six 
comprehensive high schools as they have impacted ratings in both the federal and state accountability 
systems.  
 
The Board was not aware of any specific allegations of problems in these areas. However, due to reports 
from both the media and federal and state education agencies regarding area school districts, the board 
desired to proactively determine if there were issues that the district should address.  
 
The report is presented in two sections. One is a relatively shorter Report Summary (13 pages) and the 
other is a full Report (55 pages), divided into nine sections. These sections are: 
 

I. Introduction 
II. Methods and Purposes for the Review 

III. SISD Policies and Administrative Regulations Related to the Review 
IV. Personnel Changes During the Period Reviewed 
V. Data Gathered and Analyzed for the Review 

VI. Anomaly Group 1 Findings and Recommendations 
VII. Anomaly Group 2 Findings and Recommendations 

VIII. Findings and Recommendations for Transcript Anomalies 
IX. Additional Findings and Recommendations  
X. Conclusion 

 
There are also 11 Appendices to follow the full report, lettered from A to K. 
 
I appreciate the help district staff provided me in conducting this review. The district provided 
unrestricted access to every data source I requested. Many SISD employees provided assistance. I 
appreciate their time and attention to my requests. 

I hope that the review will inform the Board of district past practices and related issues and better enable 
the Board and Superintendent team to provide direction and support for improved practices. Many SISD 
students, parents, and staff will benefit from the Board’s determination to establish the facts and build on 
them to provide the best possible education for all SISD students. 
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Report Summary 

 
On March 26, 2013, the Board of Trustees of the Socorro Independent School District (SISD) requested a 
review of policies, administrative regulations, practices and processes in SISD’s six comprehensive high 
schools as they have impacted ratings in both the federal and state accountability systems for four years, 
2009-2012. The review included data from every high school in the SISD with the exception of Options 
High School and Keys Academy. The review focused on an examination of transcripts from the 
graduating classes of 2009 through 2012. It also included a cursory review of transcripts of students who 
left the six high schools (leavers) during this time period. Coursework in the transcripts, both for 
graduates and leavers, was primarily from the 2006 through 2012 school years. However, some was taken 
as early as 2002. 
 
Generally, students, their families, school staff and the public expect most students to spend one year in 
each of the high school grades, 9-12, and to graduate from high school at the end of their fourth year. 
During the years under review, the campuses participated in two accountability systems, federal and state, 
which utilized data from state assessments, the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), to 
determine campus and district ratings. In order for students to participate in the federal system, they had 
to take the grade 10 TAKS during the spring of a year in which they were classified in grade 10. In order 
for students to participate in the state system, they took TAKS tests in grades 9 and 10 and also took the 
Exit level TAKS, usually during the spring of a year in which they were classified in grade 11. In order 
for most of these students to graduate, they had to pass the Exit TAKS either the first time they took it in 
the spring (primary) administration or in later retest administrations. 
 
The review identified students who deviated from these expectations and, to the extent possible, 
determined what caused the deviations. There are many reasons why students deviate from these 
expectations; the most common is failure to earn in grade 9 the number of state credits needed for 
advancement to grade 10. The review concentrated on deviations which appeared to have been caused by 
the district failing to follow law, policy, or procedure. The review also compared the district’s 
administrative procedures with best practices. 
 
The SISD board policies and administrative regulations which are most relevant to the review are EIE 
(LEGAL) and (LOCAL) and EIE Regulation. SISD classifies students in high school grades according to 
the number of high school state credits they have earned. For at least ten years, since 2003, and perhaps 
longer, SISD has classified students with 0 to 5.5 credits in grade 9, 6 to 12 credits in grade 10, 12.5 to 18 
credits in grade 11, and 18.5  or more credits in grade 12. Thus, the cut-offs for being promoted to the 
next grade have been easy to communicate and remember: 6, 12, and 18 credits. 
 
The review identified anomalies in student records and utilized interviews and district documents, such as 
policies, administrative regulations, and handbooks, and determined probable causes for them. I have 
used the term “anomaly” because there are multiple possible reasons for them. Some result from 
campuses complying with administrative regulation, some reflect systemic issues, and some simply defy 
explanation and likely reflect errors on the part of campus staff.  
 
The review organized the anomalies into two groups according to their effects on the data used to 
determine federal and state accountability ratings during the years reviewed. Group 1 had some effect, 
and Group 2 had no or insignificant effect. Within each group, the anomalies were further classified into 
sub-groups according to probable causes and effects on students’ progress or lack of progress through 
high school. Exhibit 1 provides a summary of the anomalies identified in the graduate transcripts. It is 
important to note that, although some transcripts had more than one anomaly, these are unduplicated 
counts of the number that had at least one anomaly.   



Socorro	  ISD	  Report	  Summary	  –	  August	  5,	  2013	   Page	  2	  
	  

 
Exhibit 1 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES 
SHS, MHS, AHS, MECHS AND EDHS GRADUATES 2009-2012 & EHS CLASS OF 2014 
PERCENT OF DISTRICT TOTAL 
 2009 2010 2011 2012 TOTAL 
SISD Graduates 
Number of graduates in the database 3,160 3,349 3,311 3,415 13,235 
Total with at least one anomaly 456 395 366 413 1,630 
Percent of total with at least one anomaly 14% 12% 11% 12% 12% 

 

SHS 
Percent of district graduates 27% 24% 23% 24% 24% 
Percent of district anomalies 22% 26% 29% 25% 25% 
MHS 
Percent of district graduates 23% 22% 20% 21% 21% 
Percent of district anomalies 27% 18% 16% 17% 20% 
AHS 
Percent of district graduates 24% 24% 24% 23% 24% 
Percent of district anomalies 26% 31% 24% 29% 28% 
EDHS 
Percent of district graduates 26% 26% 30% 30% 28% 
Percent of district anomalies 25% 25% 30% 29% 27% 
MECHS 
Percent of district graduates  3% 3% 3% 3% 
Percent of district anomalies  0% 0% <1% <1% 
Eastlake High School (Class of 2014) 
Percent with at least one anomaly    3%  

 
MECHS had only one anomaly; in 2010 the campus advanced a student who had earned 4.5 state credits 
from grade 9 to grade 10. This was an error; the student should have had at least 6 state credits in order to 
advance to grade 10. In three of the four years, MHS accounted for the lowest percentage of the district’s 
total anomalies, and their percentages of anomalies in those years and overall for the four year period 
were less than their percentages of graduates. In 2011, SHS and EDHS accounted for the highest 
percentage of the district’s total anomalies. In 2011, SHS’s percentage share of anomalies was 6% greater 
than their percentage share of district graduates, while EDHS’s share was the same as its share of 
graduates. In two of the four years, 2010 and 2012, AHS accounted for the highest percentage of the total 
anomalies, 31% and 29%, despite having from 24% and 23%, respectively, of the district’s graduates. 
AHS also had the highest percentage of district anomalies over the four year period, 28%. This was 4 
percentage points higher than AHS’s percentage share of graduates, 24%. Eastlake High School will 
graduate its first class in 2014. The transcripts for the students in that class from 2011 through 2012 were 
examined, and 3% had an anomaly. A more detailed table with the information presented, by campuses, 
for the four largest campuses only, is in the full report, as Exhibit 9. 

 
ANOMALY GROUP 1 
 
Anomaly Group 1 impacted the data used to compute federal and state accountability ratings. During the 
years reviewed, students took TAKS tests in grades 9 and 10, and most took the Exit TAKS during the 
primary administration, the spring of grade 11. Federal accountability ratings utilized data from grade 10 
TAKS, while state accountability ratings utilized data from all three grades. Both systems utilized 
graduate data as well. 
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Specifically, some students with Group 1 anomalies were never classified in grade 10 and did not take the 
grade 10 TAKS. Some students with Group 1 anomalies were never in grade 11 during the primary 
administration of the Exit TAKS, which was in the spring of grade 11. Thus, students with Group 1 
anomalies either did not participate in federal accountability system and/or did not fully participate in the 
state system. 

 
There are four major sub-groups that further classify the anomalies in Group 1. These are: 

 
A. Not enough credits for grades 10, 11, or 12, “skipped” grade 10 and/or grade 11; 
B. Grade 11 for the first time in the fall, took and failed at least one part of the TAKS in the fall, 

reclassified to grade 12 in the spring; 
C. Not promoted or placed in grade 10, never was in grade 10; and 
D. Advanced in compliance with SISD grade classification criteria (6, 12, and 18 credits), but never 

was in grade 10 or never was in grade 11. 
 
Exhibit 2 provides the district totals of Group 1 anomalies in each of these Sub-groups. These are 
duplicated counts. One transcript could have had and often did have more than one anomaly. 
 
Exhibit 2 
SUB-GROUPS OF GROUP 1 TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES 
DISTRICT TOTALS 
 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
Number of graduates in the database 3,160 3,349 3,311 3,415 13,235 
Sub-group A: 
Not enough credits for grades 10, 11, or 
12, “skipped” grade 10 and/or grade 11 
Total  45 43 48 55 191 
Percent of Total Graduates 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 
Percent of Total Group 1 Anomalies 13% 15% 19% 20% 17% 
Sub-group B: 
Grade 11 for the first time in the fall, 
failed at least one Exit TAKS in the fall, 
reclassified to grade 12 in the spring  
Total 71 66 34 32 203 
Percent of Total Graduates 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 
Percent of Total Group 1 Anomalies 21% 23% 14% 11% 18% 
Sub-group C: 
Not promoted or placed in grade 10, 
never was in grade 10 

    
 

Total 40 48 65 75 228 
Percent of Total Graduates 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 
Percent of Total Group 1 Anomalies 12% 17% 26% 27% 20% 
Sub-group D: 
Advanced in compliance with grade 
classification criteria (6, 12, and 18 
credits), never was in grade 10 and/or 
grade 11 
Total  178 133 100 118 529 
Percent of Total Graduates 6% 4% 3% 3% 4% 
Percent of Total Group 1 Anomalies 53% 46% 40% 42% 46% 
 

District Total Group 1 Anomalies 334 290 247 280 1,151 
District Group 1 Anomalies Percent of 
Total Graduates 11% 9% 7% 8% 9% 
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About 9% of the graduates transcripts for 2009-2012 had one or more Group 1 Anomalies that affected 
the data used to determine either federal ratings or both federal and state ratings. The largest sub-group 
within Group 1, sub-group D, consists of students who were never in grade 10 or grade 11 but advanced 
according to district criteria.  
 
The small numbers of students, per year per campus, with Sub-group A anomalies did not have a 
significant effect on the data used to determine accountability ratings. However, a disproportionate 
number of students with disabilities served in the Special Education program had Sub-group A anomalies 
in their transcripts. These students are those with the most significant disabilities whose individual 
education programs focus on knowledge and skills that are the most removed from the grade level 
curriculum. These students are eligible to and generally do remain in high school until they reach the age 
of 22. The district did not provide written guidance to school staff in the grade placement and 
advancement of these students. They generally do not earn state credits for their courses; however, all 
versions of EIE Regulation have based grade placement and advancement on the number of state credits 
students earn. In the absence of guidance, schools most often placed these students in grade 9, then grade 
10, then grade 11, and multiple years in grade 12. However, sometimes these students “skipped” grade 10 
and therefore did not participate in the federal accountability system. Some “skipped” grade 11. Those 
who were not enrolled in grade 10 and/or grade 11 did not fully participate in the state accountability 
system. 
 
During the campus interviews, one staff member at SHS and one at AHS reported that a campus 
administrator had directed them to change the grade classification of one or more students from 10 to 11 
midyear during the 2010 and 2011 school years, in opposition to their understanding of district regulation 
or rule. These students would have appeared to be members of Sub-group A because transcripts show the 
grade level in the spring as the grade level for the entire year. Both staff members stated that they had 
complied.  
 
SISD should investigate further. The district should create a query or report, if it does not already exist, in 
its administrative software to determine if these midyear grade 10 to grade 11 reclassifications took place 
at other campuses. For all instances identified, SISD should determine who authorized or directed them 
and take personnel action, as appropriate. 
 
Students with the Sub-group B anomalies were in grade 11 only in the fall and then advanced to grade 12 
in the spring of the same school year. These students missed the primary administration of the Exit 
TAKS, which was always in the spring. They participated in the grade 11 portion of state accountability 
system only if they passed all four parts of the Exit TAKS when they took them that fall for the first time. 
If they did not pass one or more parts, the state did not include any of their scores in data used for state 
accountability ratings. Also, the data reported to the Board and district stakeholders did not include the 
performance of these students.  
 
Most of the students in the class of 2014 will be the last group to have had to pass the Exit TAKS in order 
to graduate. SISD will need to consider if a similar circumstance might arise in the STAAR/EOC 
assessment program. If so, the SISD administration can determine what steps the district should take to 
ensure that students fully participate in both accountability systems, that reports of student performance 
are complete, and that improvement planning appropriately addresses the needs of all students. 
 
Students with Sub-group C anomalies were never classified in grade 10 and never took the grade 10 
TAKS. These are of the greatest concern because students with Sub-group C anomalies did not participate 
in the federal accountability system and participated only partially in the state system. Examination of 
transcripts revealed three reasons that these students may have “skipped” grade 10. A very small number 
were transfer students from schools in the US who did not have all of their previous high school credits, 
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earned outside of SISD, included in the calculation, at the end of grade 9, of whether they should advance 
to grade 10. As a result, they were retained in grade 9 and had enough credits, at the end of their second 
year in grade 9, to advance to grade 11. A slightly larger group did not have credits earned for high school 
classes taken at middle school included in the determination, at the end of grade 9, of whether they should 
advance to grade 10. As a result, these students also were retained in grade 9 and had enough credits, at 
the end of their second year in grade 9, to advance to grade 11. 
 
The largest proportion of Sub-group C were transfer students from Mexico. From 2009 through 2012, 70 
transfer students from Mexico were in Sub-group C. They accounted for 31% of the total of Sub-group C. 
The district had a one-size-fits-all provision in EIE Regulation that resulted in the schools placing all of 
these students, regardless of age and previous schooling, in grade 9. The regulation directed staff to 
recognize and award credit for only a standard set of courses taken in Mexico, and it further directed the 
schools to hold these credits “in escrow” for one year. At the end of this first, grade 9 year, school staff 
added the credits they earned to the transfer credits held “in escrow.” As a result, these students then 
advanced to grade 11, skipping grade 10 entirely.  
 
Group 1, Sub-group D anomalies were due to SISD’s standard practice, detailed in EIE Regulation, of 
reclassifying students only during the period between the end of one school year and the beginning of the 
next. Thus, most students who earned enough credits during a fall semester to advance to the next grade 
level remained in the same grade all year and were advanced only at the end of the year. EIE Regulation 
provided one exception to this rule. Schools were allowed to reclassify students who began the school 
year in grade 11 but were expected to graduate at the end of the year from grade 11 in the fall to grade 12 
in spring. As result of the district’s decision to reclassify students in the manner described, some students 
“skipped” grade 10 and some “skipped” grade 11. Both groups of students were classified in full 
compliance with the EIE Regulation. Those who were never in grade 10 did not participate in the federal 
accountability system and did not fully participate in the state system. Those who were never in grade 11 
did not fully participate in the state system. 

  
ANOMALY GROUP 2 
 
Group 2 Anomalies are similar to, or in some cases nearly identical to anomalies in Group 1. However, 
they differ from those in Group 1 because they did not impact, or impacted insignificantly, the data used 
to compute federal and state accountability ratings. Students with Group 2 anomalies did not “skip” a 
grade level, and their TAKS scores were included in the data used in federal and state accountability 
systems. There are four major sub-groups that further classify the anomalies in Group 2. These are: 
 

E. Not enough credits for grades 10, 11, or 12, but was in both grade 10 and in grade 11 in later 
years; 

F. Was in grade 11 for the first time in the fall, took and passed all Exit TAKS, reclassified to grade 
12 in the spring; 

G. Not promoted or placed in grade 10, but was in grade 10 later; 
H. Not promoted or placed in grade 11 or 12, but was in grade 11 or 12 later; and 
I. No grade 9 entered on transcript. 

 
Exhibit 3 provides the district totals of Group 2 anomalies in each of these Sub-groups. These are 
duplicated counts. 
 
Exhibit 3 
SUB-GROUPS OF GROUP 2 TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES 
DISTRICT TOTALS 
 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
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Number of graduates in the database 3,160 3,349 3,311 3,415 13,235 
Sub-group E: 
Not enough credits for grades 10, 11, or 
12, but was at some time in grade 10 
and grade 11 
Total  82 57 60 67 266 
Percent of Total Graduates 2.6% 1.7% 1.8% 2.0% 2.0% 
Percent of Total Group 2 Anomalies 55% 47% 50% 41% 48% 
Sub-group F: 
Grade 11 for the first time in the fall, 
passed all Exit TAKS in the fall, 
reclassified to grade 12 in the spring 
Total  37 15 27 58 137 
Percent of Total Graduates 1.2% 0.4% 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 
Percent of Total Group 2 Anomalies 25% 12% 22% 35% 25% 
Sub-group G: 
Not promoted or placed in grade 10, but 
was in grade 10 later 

    
 

Total  5 21 26 32 84 
Percent of Total Graduates 0.2% 0.6% 0.8% 0.9% 0.6% 
Percent of Total Group 2 Anomalies 3% 17% 21% 19% 15% 
Sub-group H: 
Not promoted to grade 11 or 12 but was 
in grade 11 or 12 later 
Total  23 26 6 6 61 
Percent of Total Graduates 0.7% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 
Percent of Total Group 2 Anomalies 15% 21% 5% 4% 11% 
Sub-group I: 
No grade 9 entered on transcript 
Total  2 3 2 2 9 
Percent of Total Graduates 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 
Percent of Total Group 2 Anomalies 1% 2% 2% 1% 2% 

 

District Total Group 2 Anomalies 149 122 121 165 557 
District Group 2 Anomalies Percent of 
Total Graduates 5% 4% 4% 5% 4% 

 
Overall, only 4% of the graduate transcripts for the four years combined exhibited a Group 2 anomaly. 
The small numbers of students with Sub-group E anomalies did not have a significant effect on 
accountability ratings. However, as with Group 1, a disproportionate number of students with disabilities 
served in the Special Education program had Sub-group E anomalies in their transcripts, and the same 
recommendations apply. 

 
Students with the Sub-group F anomalies participated in the grade 11 portion of state accountability 
system because they either repeated grade 11 (and took the Exit TAKS during the primary administration 
the previous spring), or they were in grade 11 for the first time and passed all four parts of the Exit TAKS 
that fall. The performance data reported to the Board and district constituents included these students. 

 
A small number of students, in Sub-group G, had the same anomalies, and for the same reasons, as those 
in Group 1, Sub-group C but were in grade 10 later. As a result, they did participate in the federal 
accountability system (later than they should have) and they participated fully in the state system. A very 
small number had earned high school credits in middle school that were not included in the calculation of 
the total number of credits needed for grade advancement. A very small number of transfer students from 
schools in the US had earned high school credits that were not included in the calculation of the total 
number of credits needed for grade advancement. A small number were transfer students from Mexico. 
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The provisions in EIE Regulation described above (Sub-group C) were applied to them as well, but for 
various reasons, they were in grade 10 later. An exceedingly small number of students in Sub-group H (7 
total in the district over four years of graduates) had transcripts that began with grade 10 and were 
missing grade 9. These are likely to be due to staff errors or delays in getting transcripts from previous 
schools, and they are not significant.  
 
The review established the following findings and recommendations related to transcript anomalies. 
 
FINDINGS FROM TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES 
 
1. SISD has not provided written guidance for the high school grade classification and advancement of 

some students with disabilities who are served in the SPED program and do not generally earn state 
credits. Campuses were inconsistent in how they advanced these students through grades 9-12. This 
has resulted in some students with disabilities not participating appropriately in the federal and/or the 
state accountability systems. 

2. During the period under review, 2009-2012, SISD did not monitor whether campuses were 
reclassifying grade 10 students to grade 11 at midyear. SISD’s July 12, 2007 EIE Regulation that was 
in effect from that date until July 18, 2012 did not prohibit this; however, campus and district staff 
reported that the district did not allow it. The review established that this had happened at both SHS 
(four graduates) and AHS (five graduates) for a total of nine graduates. It also happened at AHS for 
seven additional students, all of whom were LEP. Because of this practice, the review documented 
that 16 students did not participate in the federal accountability system. 

3. SISD had a grade classification procedure that allowed campuses to reclassify students from grade 11 
to 12 at midyear. It also allowed schools to reclassify students from grade 10 to 11 only between the 
end of one year and the beginning of the next (not at midyear). Although this procedure was in only 
the 2006 and July 18, 2012 versions of EIE Regulation, it was in the Student Handbooks from 2006 
through 2013 and was enforced from 2006 until December 13, 2012. This procedure created Sub-
group B with anomaly code GR-1 above. TEA’s procedure for handling the Exit TAKS scores of 
students with anomaly GR-1 resulted in some students’ Exit TAKS performance being excluded from 
the data used to determine state accountability ratings and from various reports, such as Academic 
Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) reports. 

4. Some SISD high school students were never in grade 10 (Sub-group C above) due to one of the 
following: 
a. SISD has not consistently included credits earned for high school courses taken in middle school 

in calculations of state credits earned and determination of grade advancement in high school. 
b. SISD has not consistently included credits earned by student transfers into SISD at other high 

schools in calculations of state credits earned and determination of grade advancement. 
c. SISD implemented a one-size-fits all set of rules for the grade placement and grade advancement 

of high school age transfer students from Mexico. The rules were inappropriate for many 
students, and school staff reported that the rules discouraged some students from enrolling in or 
remaining enrolled in SISD high schools. 

These students who were never in grade 10 did not participate in the federal accountability system 
and did not fully participate in the state system. 

5. During the period under review, 2009-2012, SISD had a grade classification procedure that allowed 
schools to reclassify students from grade 9 to 10 and 10 to 11 only between the end of one year and 
the beginning of the next. Although this procedure was in only the 2006 and July 18, 2012 versions of 
EIE Regulation, it was in the Student Handbooks from 2006-2013 and was enforced from 2006 until 
December 13, 2012. This procedure created Sub-group D with anomaly codes L-1 and M-1 above and 
has resulted in some students “skipping” grade 10 or grade 11. These students either did not 
participate in the federal accountability system and/or did not fully participate in the state system. 

6. During the period under review, 2009-2012, SISD had insufficient regulations, processes and internal 
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controls to ensure that all students were in the proper grade level, that all students participated 
appropriately in the TAKS (state assessments) and that the participation and performance of all 
students was included in the data used to determine ratings in both the federal and state accountability 
systems. There were both SPED and LEP (limited English proficient, or ELLs) students who should 
have been in grade 10 or grade 11 but were not. Some were never in grade 10 or 11, some were in 
grade 10 or 11 later than they should have been, and some repeated grade 10 and/or grade 11 
inappropriately. Because of this, the data used to determine SISDs federal and state accountability 
ratings for 2010 through 2012 was incomplete and the ratings may not reliably have informed 
stakeholders of the district’s performance. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES 
 
1. Revise EIE Regulation to appropriately address the grade placement and grade advancement of 

students with disabilities served in the Special Education Program in the district’s high schools who 
do not generally earn state credits. Conduct training, provide support to staff and parents, and monitor 
implementation of the provisions in the revised regulation addressing these students. 

2. Investigate midyear grade 10 to grade 11 reclassifications from 2009 through 2013. Create a query or 
report in the administrative software to determine if these reclassifications took place for other 
students and at other campuses. For all instances identified, determine who authorized or directed the 
reclassifications and take personnel action as appropriate. Determine if the STAAR/EOC assessment 
program will be affected in any way by high school grade placement and grade advancement 
procedures. Determine if the current version of EIE Regulation, approved December 13, 2012, 
adequately communicates the district’s intent regarding midyear reclassifications. 

3. Consider if and confirm that SISD’s current grade reclassification procedures will ensure that all 
students appropriately participate in STAAR/EOC tests and that the data used to determine federal 
and state accountability ratings will communicate the district’s performance as completely and 
accurately as possible. 

4. Examine the records of all current high school students in the following categories: 
a. Students who earned high school credits in middle school: SISD should verify that they are in the 

correct grade, and conduct training and provide support to staff at K-8, middle and high schools 
and monitor to ensure that high school credits earned in middle school are included in grade 
placement and grade advancement determinations. 

b. Current high school transfer students who earned high school credits outside SISD: SISD should 
verify that the students are in the correct grade. 

c. Students who transferred from Mexico before 2013 and continue to attend SISD high schools: 
SISD should arrange for the district’s transcript analysis agency to evaluate the transcripts of 
these students, award credits accordingly, and ensure that these students are in the correct grade 
level classification. SISD should conduct training and provide support to staff and parents of 
these students, and monitor the grade advancement and progress toward graduation of these 
students, continuing to provide appropriate supports to those who need them. 

5. Consider and confirm that allowing grade reclassifications from grade 9 to 10 and 10 to 11 only 
during the period between the end of one year and the start of the next is in the best interests of the 
students and the school district. It does not appear that this procedure has any effect on students’ 
participation in the STAAR/EOC tests and the federal and state accountability systems based on 
them. SISD should confirm this. 

6. Consider and confirm that district regulations, processes, and internal controls are sufficient to ensure 
that all students participate appropriately in the STAAR/EOC assessment program. Determine what 
steps the district should take to ensure that students fully participate in both accountability systems 
and that reports of student performance are complete. 

 
The review included information from other sources, in addition to transcripts. This resulted in additional 
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findings and recommendations. 
 
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS 
 
1. SISD has opportunities, while transitioning to a new administrative software package, to create 

reports and data fields that will significantly enhance its ability to monitor grade placement and 
advancement practices. Some reports and data fields in the former software would have helped staff 
identify and correct anomalies, but the staff had not utilized them.  

2. SISD is currently aligning the Compass Learning System with its district curriculum and is 
developing standard procedures for recovering credit due to excessive absences. The recommendation 
will be to complete these tasks as soon as possible and train staff.  

3. Some SISD staff members do not know how and to whom to communicate concerns about the 
educational program. None of those interviewed had considered reporting concerns regarding holding 
credits of transfer students from Mexico “in escrow” to the Internal Auditor, and most did not 
perceive the internal audit function as an appropriate avenue to communicate concerns about the 
educational program. No parent ever used either the Parent Complaint process or the 
Compliance/Fraud Hotline to report concerns about the “escrow” provision or related issues. The 
climate in SISD during the years reviewed (2009-2012) did not encourage staff to communicate 
concerns. 

4. SISD’s Information Services audits of campus transcripts have assisted the campuses to identify and 
avoid errors; however, the scope has been limited to grades 11 and 12.  

5. SISD does not provide students in grades 7 and 8 equitable opportunities to earn high school credits 
while in middle school grades. 

6. During the period reviewed (2009-2012), SISD lacked a consistent process for ensuring that 
administrative regulations were in alignment with Board policies and intent, were appropriate, and 
were in the best interests of all students. SISD also lacked a consistent process for informing the 
school board of administrative regulations and changes in administrative regulations. 

7. SISD has not provided consistent training and support to its staff in matters related to high school 
grade placement and advancement. The district has not collected all relevant policies, rules, and 
administrative procedures into a manual or handbook. 

8. SISD assigns high school counselors the task of evaluating the records of transfer students from US 
schools, both public and private. State of Texas standardization of curriculum frameworks, shared 
course codes, and the state’s student records exchange program allow counselors to evaluate records 
from Texas public schools quickly and efficiently. Evaluation of private school records and records 
from out of state is time consuming task. SISD currently contracts with a transcript analysis agency to 
evaluate the records of students from Mexico.  

9. The Grade Reclassification Committee (GRC), created in December 2012, has improved the 
processes and documentation used to ensure that high school students are in the correct grade level.  

10. In the state’s Performance-based Monitoring System (PBM), SISD currently has a performance level 
of 2 for the graduation rate of LEP students. This may be reflective of SISD’s one-size-fits-all 
approach to the educational program of English Language Learners in its high schools in effect from 
2009 through 2012. This approach awarded credit for a standard set of electives to transfer students 
from Mexico and held those credits “in escrow” while students in effect repeated grade 9. In addition 
practices and supports for these students differ among the high schools.  

11. SISD has a strong expectation that all students will graduate from the recommended or distinguished 
achievement graduation plans. This is an expectation that sets SISD apart from many other districts.  
The only exceptions to this expectation are a very low number of students with disabilities who are 
served in SPED and who rarely earn state credits because the courses would not meet their individual 
needs.  Student transcripts tell a story, and in reviewing so many one cannot fail to be impressed with 
the important roles that the Keys Academy and especially Options High School play in helping the 
district meet its high expectation. Options High School provides opportunities for students to earn 
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credit in an alternative environment, often outside of the regular school day. Students can remain 
enrolled at their home school while making the extra effort to attend Options as well. The Options 
High School Program has played a key role in helping students who struggle in high school and must 
repeat courses to eventually graduate. In particular, some English language learners have used 
Options to earn credits more rapidly than they would have been able to do by attending classes only at 
their home school. Other districts could learn from SISD’s example, which is to have high 
expectations but to support them with concrete opportunities and services that enable students to meet 
them. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS ADDITIONAL FINDINGS 
 
1. Make full use of the district’s administrative software to help in monitoring grade placement and 

advancement. Consider ways in which features currently available in the new administrative software 
system can assist both campuses and the district to ensure that grade placement and advancement of 
high school students is in compliance with SISD’s policies and administrative regulations. Create a 
standard set of procedures for high school campuses to collect data and produce and review reports 
which will help them identify and correct anomalies. Consider expanding this approach to involve 
parents and students in the process by providing parent access to transcripts and training parents how 
to read and interpret them. Consider producing midyear transcripts for middle school students in 
Algebra, Career Connections, Spanish and any other high school credit bearing middle school class, 
teaching them and their parents how to read and interpret them.  

2. Continue the alignment of Compass Learning with the district’s curriculum. Continue development of 
standard guidelines for the role of credit recovery programs, such as Compass Learning (and any 
other comparable systems in the district both now and in the future) in the district’s high schools. 
Complete these tasks and train appropriate campus staff as soon as possible.  

3. Continue planned enhancements to the district’s internal audit function and strengthen the 
understanding of all stakeholders to ensure that they understand the role of internal auditors and the 
intended use of the district’s compliance hotline. District staff, parents, and others should understand 
that they can report concerns about the educational program through the hotline and that such reports 
can be anonymous. Continue administering  annual climate surveys to help document desired  changes 
in the district’s climate. 

4. Continue to monitor transcripts through a collaborative effort of Information Systems and campus 
staff. As planned, expand the scope to students in grades 9 and 10. Continue to utilize the gray folders 
in students’ cumulative records to hold all documentation regarding grade placement, advancement, 
and reclassification. Create queries in the administrative software to identify students and resolve 
grade placement issues for students who have never been in grade 9 or are not in the correct grade 
level according to the criteria in EIE Regulation. As part of the process, examine transcripts of 
students in SPED who graduate from the minimum or a variation of the minimum graduation plan to 
ensure that they comply with TEA expectations. 

5. Continue to monitor the course identification numbers of high school courses taught in grades 7 and 
8. Monitor the administrative software to ensure that these credits are transcribed correctly. Plan to 
close these gaps in opportunity to earn high school credits in grades 7 and 8. 

6. Continue to use TASB policy codes to label administrative regulations in the district, as appropriate. 
Continue to post administrative regulations, including handbooks and forms, on the district’s website. 
Continue to implement the district’s standard operating procedure for the adoption of administrative 
regulations that provides for a review and formal approval by the superintendent or designee. Include 
an implementation plan for regulations that will require changes in district practice. Continue to 
implement the district’s standard operating procedure, begun in July 2013, of including all new and 
revised administrative regulations in the Board’s Friday packets.  Continue to provide opportunities 
for discussion of administrative regulations in district committee meetings that include board 
members. Include in annual staff development information about the differences and the relationships 
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among legal board policies (legal frameworks), local board policies, and administrative regulations, 
including handbooks, forms, memoranda and other documents. 

7. Provide training to all staff with responsibilities for ensuring that high school students are in the 
correct grade and advance according to district criteria. Create a manual to capture the district’s 
expectations, employees’ responsibilities, and detailed processes. 

8. Develop more detailed procedures and guidelines for the GRC and include these in the manual or 
handbook addressing grade placement and advancement of high school students. Develop more 
detailed procedures and guidance for the GRC to address considerations which arise in its 
implementation, such as the amount of time campus staff are away from their campuses while 
meeting with the GRC and the relative advantages and disadvantages of reclassifying at midyear 
versus at the end of the year. Include the procedures and guidance in a manual or handbook 
addressing grade placement and advancement of high school students. Examine the state assessment 
program and monitor changes in the federal and state accountability systems to determine if there is a 
continued need for the GRC. 

9. Gather information about how many high school transfer students SISD receives each year and the 
difficulties principals and counselors encounter in evaluating their records. Consider assigning 
responsibility for evaluation of records and coursework from out of state schools and private and 
home schools in Texas to a person or persons with curriculum knowledge in the District Support 
Center. 

10. Conduct a comprehensive needs assessment regarding current and former English language learners 
in SISD high schools and make recommendations for the district and campus improvement plans to 
improve the PBM rating as well as other educational outcomes for these students. Align the district’s 
philosophy and beliefs regarding content and English language acquisition for adolescent English 
learners with research, theory, best practice and the district’s own data secured in the needs 
assessment. Communicate this to all appropriate staff, especially counselors and administrators. 
Assign a district level employee the responsibility of monitoring the progress of secondary ELLs 
toward graduation. Expand the focus of the Language Proficiency Assessment Committees to monitor 
both English language acquisition and growth in the TEKS which together result in students actually 
graduating. Use these measures to monitor the effectiveness of the district’s transcript analysis service 
agency (since July 2012, LUCHA). 

11. Continue to nurture and support SISD’s expectation that all students meet the requirements of the 
recommended or distinguished plans when they graduate. The exceptions should continue to be the 
very small number of students in SPED whose individual education plans focus on knowledge and 
skills different from the knowledge and skills assessed by the STAAR/EOC program. Continue to 
provide strong support to students through alternative curriculum delivery methods, such as Compass 
Learning, Keys Academy and Options High School as well as other avenues the district may identify. 

 
REPORT SUMMARY CONCLUSION 
 
For various reasons, SISD transcripts for graduates from 2009 through 2012 exhibited 21 distinct 
anomalies. Anomalies noted in the data are not of equal significance. Some had little or no effect on the 
data used to determine ratings in the federal and state accountability systems. Others had a more 
significant effect. Some had little or no impact on students and their progress through high school while 
others had a significant effect. 
 
While it is not possible to determine the cause of each anomaly, there were some patterns. Some 
anomalies were caused by or allowed due to lack of administrative regulation, and others were caused 
by administrative regulation. Because of these conditions, some students, including some SPED 
students and some ELLs, were not placed in the appropriate grade levels and did not participate 
appropriately in either the federal and/or state accountability systems. Their inappropriate participation 
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indicates that the data used to determine federal and state ratings during this period was flawed. 
Therefore, the ratings may have been inaccurate or misleading. 
 
Before the review, SISD had already changed an administrative regulation, EIE Regulation dated July 12, 
2007, which had the effect of removing ELLs from grade 10 and therefore from the federal accountability 
system and part of the state system. The district also had a process in place for auditing high school 
transcripts. 
 
The review provided recommendations, in addition to changes the SISD had already made, that will assist 
the district to address additional findings and improve its grade placement and advancement practices for 
high school students. The district has already begun to address some of the recommendations and needs to 
continue these activities and initiatives. The district should review and act on the others as it deems 
appropriate. 
 
It is important to note that while I did not find evidence of any high school refusing to enroll a transfer 
student from Mexico, campus staff widely perceived that provisions in the July 12, 2007 EIE Regulation, 
in effect until July 18, 2012, had the effect of discouraging them from enrolling. Due to the inability or 
reluctance of district staff to provide a reasonable explanation for the creation and adoption of these 
provisions, it is not possible to judge conclusively who is primarily responsible for them.  
 
It is also important to note that the review did not find evidence of the following: 

• Refusal to enroll a student, 
• Falsification of grades or documents, 
• Credit granted with little or no mastery of content by students. 

 
No person interviewed nor any document reviewed suggested any of these practices occurred in the 
district. 
 
As school districts in Texas transition to the STAAR/EOC assessments, they will need to examine grade 
placement and grade advancement procedures to ensure that students participate appropriately in the tests. 
This will in turn assure that the data used for federal and state accountability ratings and other district 
reports is reliable. SISD will need to do the same. 
 
There are several factors that should encourage SISD stakeholders to have confidence in the district in the 
future. During his first year, Dr. Espinoza has consistently communicated the need for the district to 
examine its practices, especially in light of reports regarding other districts. Under his leadership, the 
district further revised EIE Regulation and created the Grade Reclassification Committee (GPC). Both 
district and campus level staff now continuously examine student data to detect anomalies, and the GPC 
is able to resolve them at any time during the school year instead of waiting for the period between the 
end of one school year and the beginning of the next. This illustrates the district’s commitment to meeting 
expectations for student participation in both the federal and state accountability systems.  
 
Dr. Espinoza also identified the need for the district to increase the staffing and expertise of the Internal 
Audit department to ensure that the department is prepared to address any concern in any area, including 
the educational program. In February 2013, he proposed this change to the school board, whose members 
unanimously approved it. At the same time, in the absence of a fully staffed internal audit department and 
in order to ensure that district practices were thoroughly reviewed, Dr. Espinoza recommended that SISD 
hire an external reviewer to conduct a comprehensive review of grade placement and advancement 
practices in the district. Trustees unanimously approved of this proposal as well, causing this review to be 
conducted. As a result of this review, together with other improvements such as the December 13, 2012 
EIE Regulation, the creation of the GRC, and the use of annual climate surveys, SISD knows what it 
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needs to do to support current students, especially those who transferred from Mexico. The district also 
knows how it might better support and extend two of its corrective actions already in place before the 
review: the implementation of LUCHA’s services and the district’s transcript audit process. 
 
Because the review relied on extensive data over several years and identified root causes of transcript 
anomalies, SISD will be able to make substantial improvements in a more timely and effective manner 
than it might otherwise have been able to do. As noted above, in interviews several campus staff members 
shared their perception that Superintendent Espinoza is approachable and student focused. Obviously, in 
commissioning this review, SISD trustees have firmly established their focus on students. Most 
encouragingly, the following objective is included in the district’s Strategic Plan, which was approved 
May 2013: 

“Students (ELL, Non-ELL, Special Education, Gifted and Talented) will be placed in proper  
learning environments and proper grade levels to ensure they reach their full potential.” 

 
As Dr. Espinoza leads the creation and implementation of the district’s corrective action plan to address 
the findings and recommendations in this report, both SISD staff and other stakeholders, including 
students, parents, and taxpayers, will have solid evidence of SISD’s focus on and care and concern for 
students.  
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I. Introduction 
 

On March 26, 2013, the Board of Trustees of the Socorro Independent School District (SISD) requested a 
review of policies, administrative regulations, practices and processes in SISD’s six comprehensive high 
schools as they have impacted ratings in both the federal and state accountability systems for four years 
(2009-2012). Exhibit 4 provides the campus names of the six comprehensive high schools included in the 
review as well as the initials used in the review and supporting documents to refer to the six campuses. 

 
Exhibit 4 
CAMPUS NAMES & INITIALS USED IN THE REVIEW 

Campus Name Campus Initials 
Socorro High School SHS 
Montwood High School MHS 
Americas High School AHS 
El Dorado High School EDHS 
Mission Early College High School MECHS 
Eastlake High School EHS 

 
Note that two of the schools are significantly different from the other four. MECHS is a special purpose 
school that selects students from applicants who reside anywhere in the district. It enjoys a low mobility 
rate, and its students are almost without exception successful in earning a standard number of credits each 
year. The school makes initial grade placements for students who have attended private and home 
schools. The school does not generally serve either English language learners (ELLs) or students served 
in the Special Education (SPED) program. Therefore, the school has little need to exercise discretion in 
initial grade placements and subsequent grade classifications. In addition, MECHS has graduated only 
four cohorts, from 2010 through 2013. The first three of these were included in the review.  
 
EHS also differs from the other high schools in that it opened in 2011 and has not yet produced a 
graduating class. Therefore, the review focused on initial grade placement and subsequent grade 
classifications and reclassifications of EHS students in what will be the school’s first cohort of graduates, 
the class of 2014. Most of these students started at EHS in grade 9 in the fall of 2010. The review 
addressed two years of data for these students; the review examined their progress from grade 9 in 2011, 
to grade 10, in 2012.  
 
To aid in comprehension, this report consistently labels school years according to the spring of the year. 
Thus, the report refers to the current year, 2012-2013, as 2013 and similarly to prior years, such as 2008-
09, as 2009. Exhibit 5 provides the years included in the review. 
 
Exhibit 5 
YEARS INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW & LABELS 

School Years Reviewed School Year Labels 
2008-2009 2009 
2009-2010 2010 
2010-2011 2011 
2011-2012 2012 

 
This report addresses issues which are complex and can be challenging to understand. Readers may need 
to access various supporting documents while reading each section. Supporting documents include 
policies and regulations from SISD and another district as well as additional information. These 
documents are in the appendices to the report. The appendices include: 
 

A. SISD EI Academic Achievement (LEGAL) and (LOCAL) Board Policies 
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B. SISD EIE Academic Achievement Retention and Promotion (LEGAL) and (LOCAL) Board 
Policies 

C. SISD EIE Regulation – July 12, 2006 
D. SISD EIE Regulation – July 12, 2007 
E. SISD EIE Regulation – July 18, 2012 
F. SISD EIE Regulation – December 13, 2012 
G. SISD EHDB Alternative Methods for Earning Credit, Credit by Examination With Prior 

Instruction (LEGAL) and (LOCAL) Board Policies 
H. SISD EHDC Alternative Methods for Earning Credit, Credit by Examination Without Prior 

Instruction (LEGAL) and (LOCAL) Board Policies  
I. McAllen ISD, Recent Immigrant Student Enrollment Process, High School Level - February, 

2012 
J. SISD Counseling Program Template for Transfer Students from Mexico 
K. List of Exhibits 

 
II. Context for the Review 

 
I laid the groundwork for the review by first reviewing state expectations and local district policy and 
regulation concerning initial grade placement and grade advancement of high school students. The Texas 
Legislature determines state expectations. These are codified in the Texas Education Code (TEC). While 
the TEC provides specific requirements, its specificity is not sufficient to guide implementation at the 
local level and ensure compliance. The State Board of Education (SBE) and the Texas Education Agency 
(TEA) provide more details about legislative intent by establishing specific requirements, or rules, in the 
Texas Administrative Code (TAC). In developing legislation for the TEC and in providing additional 
guidance to school districts via the TAC, state lawmakers and education professionals usually, but not 
always, rely on a foundation of best practices as established by theory, research, and expert opinions in 
the education field.  
 
In a state as large and diverse as Texas, no one set of rules can adequately guide over 1000 school 
districts. State law also recognizes that local school districts have an opportunity and an obligation to 
establish additional local policies, operating within the TEC and TAC legal framework, which will best 
serve the needs of their students. To that end, state law provides for local control of education through 
elected school boards. The Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) provides school districts which 
participate in its policy services both a legal framework, or legal policies, and technical assistance to 
trustees and administrators in developing local policies. Trustees are responsible for developing local 
policies which may repeat, reflect, or reference legal policies. Together, the legal frameworks and the 
Board’s local policies constitute the foundation for district administrative procedures, practices, and 
processes. 
 
Where together legal and local policies are still not specific enough to guide day to day administration of 
school districts, districts develop these administrative regulations, processes, and practices. State law 
charges the superintendent with development and implementation of administrative regulations. The 
regulations must reflect and be aligned with legal frameworks and local policies. Often, campus personnel 
may be unaware of legal frameworks and even local policies, but they are familiar with them, in a general 
sense, through documents containing administrative regulations, in so far as the regulations repeat, reflect, 
or reference legal and local policies. While school boards do not formally approve administrative 
regulations, they should be informed about them and aware of how they support the district’s compliance 
with legal frameworks and local policies as well as the intent of the board.  
 
Legal and local policies together constitute a policy series. There are several policy series that address 
grade placement and grade advancement. They include: 



Socorro	  ISD	  Report	  -‐	  August	  5,	  2013	   Page	  3	  
	  

• EI, Academic Achievement (Appendix A); 
• EIC, Academic Achievement, Class Ranking; 
• EIE, Academic Achievement Retention and Promotion (Appendix B); 
• EIF, Academic Achievement, Graduation; 
• EHDB, Alternative Methods for Earning Credit, Credit by Examination With Prior Instruction 

(Appendix G); 
• EHDC, Alternative Methods for Earning Credit, Credit by Examination Without Prior Instruction 

(Appendix H);  
• FD, Admissions; and 
• FDA, Admissions, Interdistrict Transfers. 

 
In addition, there are policy series for special programs that serve special populations. For this review, 
these series are relevant: 
 

• EHBAB, Special Education, ARD Committee and Individualized Education Program; 
• EHBC, Special Programs, Compensatory and Accelerated Services; 
• EHBE, Special Programs, Bilingual Education/ESL; and 
• EKBA, State Assessment, LEP Students. 

 
In some cases, after reviewing a policy series and related administrative regulations, I gathered additional 
information from other sources related to issues in the review. These sources include theory, research, and 
expert opinions. I also considered practices in other school districts. Some of these could be characterized 
as best practices, while others are practices best avoided because they are not supported by theory, 
research, and expert opinions.  
 
Thus, I determined what SISD should be doing in regard to grade placement and grade advancement of 
high school students. However, the bulk of the review consists of information gathered as a result of an 
extensive review of SISD student data, to determine what SISD has actually been doing. To address this, I 
primarily analyzed the educational records of four years of SISD high school graduates, constituting the 
graduating classes of 2009 through 2012. This necessarily involved a longer time period than 2009-2012. 
Most of the class of 2009 began their high school career in 2006; some began earlier and encountered 
difficulties which caused them to remain in high school more than four years. Federal and state laws 
require that some students served in the Special Education (SPED) Program be able to remain in school 
until they are 22 years old. This means that some SPED students spent five, six, or even seven years in 
high school until they were no longer eligible, having reached 22 years of age. Therefore, the review of 
the graduates from 2009-2012 included educational records from as early as 2002.  
 
In order to ensure an accurate and comprehensive understanding of what I found in the data, I interviewed 
staff at both the District Support Center and the high schools. I interviewed the following district level 
staff: 
 

1. Superintendent, Dr. José Espinoza 
2. Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services, Pat O’Neill 
3. Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education, Dr. Cynthia Lopez 
4. Assistant Superintendent for Twenty-first Century Learning, Dr. Holly Fields 
5. Director, Bilingual Education, Jennifer Davila 
6. Director, Research and Evaluation, Kelly Mendoza 
7. Director, State and Federal Programs, Dr. Maria Arias 
8. Director, Technology Services, Hector Reyna 
9. District Testing Coordinator, Sergio Maldonado 
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10. LPAC Coordinator, Jorge Altamirano 
11. School Improvement Officer, Dr. Magdalena Aguilar 
12. Team Leaders, Student Systems, Hilda Miranda (now PEIMS Coordinator) and Ivonne Munoz 

(now Student Systems Coordinator) 
 
At each of the six campuses, I interviewed the following: 
 

1. Registrar 
2. Transcript clerk 
3. Principal 
4. Assistant Principals (at least 2 from each campus, except for MECHS and EHS) 
5. English as a Second Language department teacher/leader (1 from each campus, except for 

MECHS) 
6. Counselors (all from each campus, with the exception of EHS and one SHS counselor who was 

not available) 
 
SISD Internal Auditor, Joe San Miguel was present at almost all of the interviews of the district level staff 
and also the interviews of campus registrars and transcript clerks. I also interviewed an English learner 
enrolled at the time in a district high school.  
 
I used the review of student data and the information from interviews and district documents to determine 
actual practices and processes in grade placement and advancement in the district’s high schools. I also 
utilized the information gathered to gauge the impact of SISD policies and regulations, as well as 
practices and processes, on data used to determine SISD’s state and federal accountability ratings. 
 
It is helpful to understand the broad context of any discussion about grade placement and grade 
advancement, as well as the state assessment program for high school students. Extensive research into 
both the effects of retention and the causes of dropouts has established that being overage, compared to 
one’s peers, is a source of deep concern for students and a reliable predictor of dropping out. There are 
two provisions in state law that clearly communicate the level of concern that districts should have about 
retaining students thereby ensuring they are overage for subsequent grades. The state provides additional 
funds to school districts to close the gaps in state assessments and graduation rates between students at-
risk and not at-risk of dropping out of school. Districts must use state criteria to identify students eligible 
to receive services from these State Compensatory Education (SCE) funds. One of the criteria for 
determining at-risk (of dropping out) status is “was not advanced from one grade level to the next for one 
or more school years.” Not advancing, or being retained, is such a powerful predictor of dropping out that 
students who meet this criterion are considered to be at-risk of dropping out for the remainder of their 
public school careers. Also, as detailed in board policy EHBC (LEGAL), one allowable use of SCE funds 
is the provision of an Optional Extended Year Program (OEYP). One condition of offering an OEYP is 
that districts adopt a policy “designed to lead to immediate reduction and ultimate elimination of student 
retention.” Because retention causes students to become overage, the state has expended and continues to 
expend millions of dollars in helping districts and students avoid it.  
 
Students who have never been retained and are not overage may also drop out of high school. Contrary to 
the beliefs of many adults, including some educators, students often report that they find their high school 
classes boring and irrelevant. Here too, the state has expended many resources to help districts make their 
high school programs more engaging and relevant. 
 
Students sometimes relieve the stress and perhaps the stigma of being overage with humor. Some students 
refer to their peers who repeat grade 9 as “froshmores,” and refer to students who should be graduating 
but got behind and are still in grade 11 as “super juniors.” During interviews, some district level staff 



Socorro	  ISD	  Report	  -‐	  August	  5,	  2013	   Page	  5	  
	  

members used the term “super juniors” to refer to students who begin their last year of high school in 
grade 11, earn enough credits for reclassification to grade 12 at midyear, and graduate at the end of the 
year.  
 
State assessments and accountability ratings are other important features of the overall climate and 
context of high schools during the period reviewed. During the period reviewed, the state assessments 
used for both federal and state accountability ratings were the TAKS (Texas Assessment of Knowledge 
and Skills). Next year’s graduates, the class of 2014, will be the last to have had to pass all four parts of 
the Exit TAKS in order to graduate. The four parts are: English language arts (ELA), math, science and 
social studies. The class of 2014 and those who graduated during the period under review took a grade 9 
reading and math TAKS and a grade 10 ELA, math, science and social studies TAKS, in addition to the 
Exit TAKS, which is generally taken in the spring of students’ grade 11 year. The federal accountability 
system during this period used only the grade 10 ELA and math TAKS to compute performance ratings. 
It combined performance with the participation rate for these two grade 10 tests, as well as graduation 
rates, to determine whether campuses were making “adequate yearly progress,” or AYP. The NCLB 
federal legislation that created the federal accountability rating system also mandated the use of sub-
groups as well as overall “all students” to determine ratings. It incorporated grade 10 ELA and math 
participation and performance and graduation rates of the following subgroups, if they meet the size 
criteria of 50 students minimum and 10% of all students: 
 

• Economically disadvantaged; 
• Ethnicity: African American, Hispanic, White; 
• Special Education; and 
• Limited English Proficient (LEP). 

 
The state accountability system during this period incorporated all TAKS tests in grades 9 and 10 and the 
primary (first time, spring) administration of the Exit TAKS. It did not include Exit TAKS taken by grade 
11 students for the first time in the fall, unless they passed all parts, and it did not include Exit TAKS 
taken by any grade 12 students.  
  
Because almost all students need to pass all four parts of the Exit TAKS in order to graduate, students 
take the Exit TAKS more seriously than they take the grade 9 or grade 10 TAKS. This is a source of 
frustration to many educators, as they have to communicate what they hope to be compelling reasons for 
students to do their best on the grades 9 and 10 TAKS. It has been challenging for staff and parents to 
influence some students to do well because students know these tests do not “count” for graduation. 
 

III. SISD Policies and Administrative Regulations 
 
Policy EI (LEGAL), Academic Achievement, establishes “award of credit” as a basic legal requirement. 
It states, “The award of credit for a course affirms that a student has satisfactorily met state and local 
requirements.” The policy also establishes the following: 
 

1. Districts may offer and award high school credit for high school courses taken in earlier grades. 
2. Districts may award credit by semesters. 
3. Districts may not award credit for a class if a student has not been in attendance for at least 90% 

of the days the class was offered. 
4. Districts may award credit for graduation only for courses in which students earn at least a 70 on 

a scale of 100. 
5. Districts must accept credit earned by transfer students in previous schools, if the schools are 

accredited. 
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6. Districts must use the form supplied by the State Board for students’ transcripts, which the state 
refers to as Academic Achievement Records (AARs). 

 
SISD Policy EI (LOCAL) establishes that the district uses credit averaging (averaging the grades from 
each of two semesters) in awarding credit for year-long two semester courses. It also provides detailed 
guidance about credit averaging in various circumstances, such as regular and advanced and dual credit 
courses, regular and computer-based instruction, and high school and middle school credits. 
 
Policy EIE (LEGAL) establishes the foundation expectation, from the TEC (28.021(a), that “A student 
may be promoted only on the basis of academic achievement or demonstrated proficiency of the subject 
matter of the course or grade level.” SISD Policy EIE (LOCAL) states that “Promotion and course credit 
shall be based on mastery of the curriculum.” EIE (LOCAL) also states that “Grade-level advancement 
for student in grade 9-12 shall be earned by course credits.” Note that this local policy does not specify 
how many credits are needed for students to be placed in a specific grade, such as grade 10. 
 
This local policy has guided the formulation of various versions of SISD’s EIE Regulation regarding high 
school grade placement and grade advancement. SISD has had, since at least 2006, a consistent provision 
in EIE Regulation which states how many state credits are needed for classifying students in grades 9, 10, 
11, and 12. Exhibit 6 provides the number of state credits SISD requires for classification in each high 
school grade. The district annually shares these with students and parents via Student Handbooks, 
Freshmen Transition Guides, and other documents and presentations. These credit requirements have not 
changed since at least 2006, and some long term employees recalled them being in place 10 to 12 years. 
 
Exhibit 6 
SISD CRITERIA FOR HIGH SCHOOL GRADE PLACEMENTS 
In order to be classified in grade: Students must have earned (state credits): 

9 0 – 5.5 credits 
10 6 – 11.5 credits 
11 12 – 17.5 credits 
12 18 or more credits 

 
While the number of credits required for high school grade level placements have remained unchanged, 
other requirements have changed. There have been four versions of EIE Regulation from July 12, 2006 to 
the present. Appendix C provides the EIE Regulation dated July 12, 2006. Appendix D provides a 
revision dated July 12, 2007 which remained in effect until the district revised it July 18, 2012 and 
revised it again December 13, 2013. Appendices E and F provides these two most recent versions.  
 
On July 12, 2006, then Superintendent Dr. Robert Durón approved an EIE regulation that required that 
high school students pass certain courses and TAKS tests in addition to earning the required number of 
credits (as per Exhibit 6 above), in order to advance one grade level. Exhibit 7 provides the detailed 
requirements: 
 
Exhibit 7 
PROMOTION REQUIREMENTS FOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS 
SISD EIE ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATION, JULY 12, 2006 

Grade 
Level 

Required Credits Additional Requirements - 
Required Courses and TAKS Performance 

9 0– 5.5 credits Promotion/placement from 8th grade. Students who do not 
master the math and/or ELA [reading] TAKS will be 
encouraged to attend a summer tutorial program. 

10 6 – 11.5 credits Algebra I and English I and *mastery of 9th grade reading 
and math TAKS 

11 12 – 17.5 credits Algebra I, Geometry or Algebra II, English I and English II, 
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and *mastery of 10th grade ELA and math TAKS 
12 18 or more credits  

 
In the El Paso area, it appears that only the El Paso (EPISD) and San Elizario (SEISD) Independent 
School Districts have had a similar regulation during the period reviewed. EPISD’s was in effect in 2009, 
and SEISD’s was in effect in the fall of 2008.  EPISD’s EIE (LOCAL) board policy required grade 9 
students to earn 6 credits with a minimum of at least one-half credit of the 6 for Algebra I. EPISD 
removed this requirement in spring of 2013. SEISD never had the requirement in policy but did have 
requirements identical to SISD’s in their high school Student Handbooks from 2009 through 2011. They 
discontinued the practice during 2011. The provision in SISD’s EIE Regulation predates both. 
 
It may be that these requirements were modeled on the state’s Student Success Initiative (SSI), which 
began in 2005 and required first grade 3, then grade 5, and eventually grade 8 students to pass the reading 
and math portions of the TAKS in order to qualify for automatic promotion to the next grade level. If 
anyone in the district did consider these high school requirements to be in essence a high school version 
of the SSI, then additional features of the SSI would have been attractive as well. The state developed, in 
partnership with university researchers, and made available to all teachers in the affected grades detailed, 
scientifically research-based professional development. This focused on monitoring student progress in 
reading and math to identify struggling students at the earliest possible time. Teachers learned how to 
provide effective and timely assistance to struggling students through individual interventions and 
flexible grouping for students with shared instructional needs. 
 
The state also provided professional development for campus administrators that taught them what 
effective reading and math instruction should look like in classrooms. In addition, the state developed and 
provided monitoring tools so that teachers could identify struggling students as early as kindergarten and 
pinpoint their individual needs. Districts trained teachers in the use of these tools, and eventually, TEA 
required districts to report student performance on them. Many districts, when reviewing actual student 
performance using these tools, realized that there was a mismatch between the report card grades students 
earned in reading and math and their actual skills. Fortunately, the SSI also modeled and provided letters 
and other communicative avenues to inform parents of their children’s progress and involve them in their 
children’s development in reading and math. Using letters provided by the state, every district could be 
confident that parents had been notified of concerns and that if their children were eventually retained due 
to failing the TAKS, or promoted with conditions, there would be an accelerated instruction plan for each 
child to help them catch up to grade level as quickly as possible. 
 
No one interviewed could remember any of these SSI features accompanying the 2006 course and TAKS 
passing standards for high school grade advancement that the 2006 version of the EIE Regulation put into 
place. Also, no one knew if these requirements had resulted in improved student performance on the 
TAKS. It is often disappointing when a change in rule or policy, intended to improve student 
performance, does not meet expectations. However, unless the teaching and learning experiences students 
have in the classroom do not fundamentally change as well, then changes in rules are unlikely to result in 
substantive improvements. Dr. Durón left SISD in 2006. In January 2007, Superintendent Sylvia 
Atkinson began her tenure with the district. The district’s EIE Regulation changed on July 12, 2007. 
Other employees in key leadership positions left the district around this time, and persons I interviewed 
remembered almost nothing about the SSI-like requirements for grade placement and advancement in the 
2006 EIE Regulation. It may be that due to turnover in the district, the provisions in the 2006 Regulation 
were never actually implemented. I reviewed the transcripts of several students in SISD high schools at 
the time, and I could find no evidence of its implementation. 
 
SISD’s EIE Regulation and its Student Handbooks for the years 2006-2013 have also consistently 
communicated to students and their parents some additional related provisions, beyond the number of 
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state credits required for grade placement and advancement (presented above). Two of the most important 
of these additional provisions are: 
 

• “To receive credit for a course a student must maintain an average of 70 or above and meet 
attendance criteria. 

• The classification of students shall be done only at the end of the spring semester before the 
beginning of the next school year. Only juniors who will graduate in May will have their grade-
level classification adjusted at the end of the fall semester. (Reg. EIE)” 

 
The first of these complicates grade classification for high school students because many fail to meet the 
attendance criteria and therefore lose credit for classes which they may actually have passed. Students 
who lose credit because of excessive absences attend a hearing with an attendance committee and may 
regain credit by complying with the committee’s requirements. These requirements vary, but generally 
involve additional coursework or school/community service. Students meet these requirements according 
to various timelines, and counselors must use the documentation students provide to communicate to the 
transcript clerks that the students have recovered their credits.  
 
Information Systems (IS) staff members reported that the district has had the second provision limiting 
reclassifications to grade 11 students expected to graduate in the same year since at least 2002 and 
perhaps longer. They recall two reasons for the district to limit midyear classifications to students’ last 
year in high school.  One is to prevent the opportunities for mistakes that would accompany numerous 
grade changes during the year or at midyear. The second reason is to simplify attendance balancing which 
campuses do at the end of each year. When students change grade levels during the year, attendance 
balancing is made more complicated, and, again, there are more opportunities for errors. 
 
One reason that SISD regulation does allow reclassification in students’ last year in high school is to 
ensure that grade point averages (GPAs) for each graduating class are accurate. SISD calculates GPAs for 
each graduating class at midyear of what for most students is their grade 12 year. Reclassification from 
grade 11 to grade 12 at midyear, for those who have earned enough state credits for advancement and for 
spring graduation, ensures that they are properly included in GPA ranking. 
 
Even though the limit on midyear reclassifications was in every SISD Student Handbook from 2006 
through 2013, it was not in every version of the EIE Regulation that the Handbooks referenced. It was in 
a version dated July 12, 2006, but was not in the next version, dated July 12, 2007. This 2007 version was 
in effect until a new version was approved July 18, 2012. It was included in the July 18, 2012 version and 
in the most recent revision dated December 13, 2012. It is not clear whether the absence of this limit in 
the EIE Regulation in effect from July 12, 2007 until July 18, 2012 was deliberate or inadvertent. Without 
exception, both campus and district level staff interviewed reported their understanding that the limit was 
in effect during these years. 
 
Over the years, SISD has also used EIE Regulation to establish its procedures for the initial grade 
placement of students transferring into the district from Mexico. The Regulation directed district staff in 
the evaluation of credits these students have on their Mexican transcripts. The version of the EIE 
Regulation that Dr. Atkinson approved July 12, 2007 and remained in effect until July 18, 2012 
(Appendix D) established these procedures in effect during the years under review. These procedures are 
fully discussed in Section VI. Anomaly Group 1 Findings and Recommendations of this report.  
 

IV. Personnel Changes During the Period Reviewed 
 
Over the span of the years included in the review, as early as 2002 and up to 2013, SISD experienced 
multiple personnel changes. Some employees retired or otherwise left the district. Others changed 
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responsibilities. To the extent possible, I identified persons who likely had knowledge of the events under 
review, and I was able to speak to all of those still with the district. However, although I approached some 
counselors and teachers who had retired, none contacted me to schedule an interview.  
 
Thus, I interviewed only current SISD staff members for the review. During the years included in the 
review, the district had several superintendents. Exhibit 8 identifies the superintendents who have lead 
SISD during the period covered by the review. 
 
Exhibit 8 
SISD SUPERINTENDENTS 2006 - 2013 

School Year Superintendent 

2006 Dr. Robert Durón 
2007 Charles Hart /Dr. Sylvia Atkinson 
2008 Dr. Sylvia Atkinson 
2009 Mary Benham /Dr. Xavier De La Torre 
2010 Dr. Xavier De La Torre 
2011 Dr. Xavier De La Torre 
2012 Dr. Xavier De La Torre 
2013 Dr. José Espinoza 

 
During this period, there were also changes in high school campus personnel. However, both campus 
registrars and transcript clerks remained the same at all campuses during the years reviewed. Due to 
changes in other positions, I did not interview everyone who likely has knowledge of the issues reviewed, 
partly because my interviews were limited to current employees. 
 

V. Data Gathered and Analyzed for the Review 
 

The district provided me unrestricted access to several data sources. The Technology Department 
provided me with user names and passwords to access several systems holding student information. These 
included: 
 

• PEIMS Data+ 
• eSchool 
• Papervision – a repository of scanned documents from former students’ cumulative folders. 

 
I also had unrestricted access to student cumulative folders and other records at the campuses. At most 
campuses, these included records for current students and those from the last two years (2011 and 2012). 
During the time I was at the campuses to interview staff, I was able to examine the cumulative folders of 
a minimum of 40 students, all students enrolled either 2011 and/or 2012. I noted that beginning with 2012 
the campuses were complying with a district directive to place all documentation related to grade 
placement and grade advancement in a grey folder, within the cumulative folders. This greatly facilitated 
my review. I was able to substantiate what both district and campus level staff reported about how 
changes are documented. Campuses print a transcript for each student at the end of each year and, for 
students whose information changes during the year, at the time of each change. Staff date and initial 
changes. These folders also contain documentation of loss of credit due to absences and recovery of 
credit.  
 
I relied on computerized files of graduate and leaver transcripts, by campus, which the district provided as 
the basis for databases that I constructed for the review. Using the PEIMS and eSchool systems, I first 
selected and verified samples of the records in the graduate and leaver transcript files. For example, I 
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downloaded a list of graduates from the PEIMS system for each year of the review and compared the 
number of students with the number of students in the graduate transcript files. I was able to verify that 
each of the files was complete and accurate. One file, containing transcripts from EHS, was initially 
incomplete. District personnel created a complete file, and I was then able to proceed. 
 
I began by using transcripts to identify patterns in student grade placement and grade advancement 
through high school. I did not look at all of the transcripts over all of the years, as this would have meant 
that I reviewed transcripts of the same students multiple times. Because I was looking for patterns, I first 
reviewed transcripts of graduates for each year. TEA places each high school student in a graduation 
cohort according to the first year that students are enrolled in grade 9. Students enrolled in grade 9 are 
expected to graduate four years later. The transcript files included students in the TEA cohorts who did 
actually graduate in four years. Of course some do not graduate according to this expectation. Some 
graduate earlier; some graduate later. I checked the PEIMS application to be sure that the graduate 
transcript files also included all of the early and late graduates. I then conducted an in depth analysis of 
student graduate transcripts from each of the campuses from 2009 through 2012 [2010 through 2012 
graduates from MECHS and 2011 through 2012 students from Eastlake HS].   
 
Using the PEIMS Data+ system, I created and downloaded spreadsheets of graduate cohorts. I imported 
the spreadsheets into a database application to create four graduate databases, one for each of the years 
under review. The databases combined campuses. I added early and late graduates, who were not 
members of the cohorts and would initially have been in other databases, to the four databases. In this 
way, I was able to construct a complete database of actual graduates for each of the four years reviewed.  
 
I reviewed the graduate transcript files four times. Each time I was looking for anomalies and patterns of 
anomalies. For the purposes of the review, I considered that only students in the databases who 
progressed from grade 9 to grade 10 to grade 11 to grade 12 in a manner completely consistent with both 
federal and state expectations and/or the district’s rules could NOT be considered anomalies. In the same 
way, I did not consider students who repeated one or more grades, in strict adherence to SISD criteria for 
grade advancement, AND participated in the federal and state accountability systems in compliance with 
state rules (and apparent federal expectations) to be anomalies. All other students were anomalies because 
either their initial grade placement or their advancement through the grades was in some way a departure 
either from federal and state expectations and/or SISD rules/criteria. These departures created departures 
from participation in the state assessment program. Early graduates by definition are anomalies because 
they graduated in less than four years and would have “skipped” a grade. Late graduates are not 
anomalies if their grade classifications followed the district’s criteria and completely explained their 
failure to graduate in four years. In addition, early and late graduates had to have participated in grade 9, 
grade 10 and Exit level primary administration TAKS tests in order to not be considered anomalies.  
 
With each of the four reviews of the transcript files, I identified more and more transcripts with 
anomalies, and I was confident that I had captured all of them. However, in its report of its investigation 
into the EPISD, the United State Department of Education (USDE) took the position that all students 
should participate in the federal accountability system. In order for this to happen, all high school students 
would have to be classified at some point in grade 10 and be included in the AYP data tables.  
 
The USDE’s position caused me to reconsider “skipping” grade 10. Previously, I had not considered 
“skipping” grade 10 to be an anomaly if the sole reason for it was that a student one year had not earned 
enough credits to be in grade 10 and during that year earned enough to be in grade 11 the following year. 
The TEA’s comments in the USDE report indicates that the USDE position surprised state officials. It 
also surprised public school educators across the state because in all of the state assessments, from TABS 
(Texas Assessment of Basic Skills) to TAAS (Texas Assessment of Academic Skills) to TAKS (Texas 
Assessment of Knowledge and Skills), the TEA had told districts that rules for grade advancement were a 
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local decision. TEA told districts that they should have locally developed rules for grade placement and 
advancement and should apply those rules to all students in a uniform manner. TEA repeatedly told 
districts in conferences, video-conferencing events, and through education service center trainings that if 
a student “skipped” a grade (and a test or tests) due to a uniformly applied district rule, this circumstance 
was allowable and not considered a testing exception to be reported to TEA. For SISD, those rules have 
been the grade classification criteria and the prohibition on reclassifying students in grades 9 and 10 at 
midyear in SISD’s EIE Regulation.  
 
There are similar concerns in the state accountability system over students “skipping” a grade. For that 
system, student performance on two tests in grade 9 and four in grades 10 and 11 each, combine to 
determine ratings. If students “skip” a grade, their performance for the grade they “skipped” is simply not 
a concern in the same way that students who are absent on a day of testing are not a concern (unless there 
are too many students absent). If students “skip” grade 11, almost all still must pass the Exit TAKS in 
order to graduate. However, the scores of students taking the Exit level for the first time in grade 12 are 
never included in the data used to determine state ratings. This fact and the fact that I had noted in my 
first reviews of the transcripts that some students had earned state credits in ways that caused them to 
“skip” grade 10 and others to “skip” grade 11 yet be in compliance with the district’s credit criteria 
caused me to reconsider the district’s decision to not reclassify grade 9, 10, or 11 students midyear. There 
are advantages and disadvantages to this decision. Many districts do reclassify midyear because they 
believe it encourages students to persevere. Districts that do not reclassify midyear simplify the record 
keeping process and virtually cut in half the opportunities for errors to occur, but they also cause some 
student to “skip” a grade. It became important to identify and count these students to determine if their 
“skipping” had affected the data used to determine federal and state accountability ratings.   
 
These considerations necessitated a fifth review of the graduate transcript files to determine which 
students had “skipped” a grade but were in full compliance with district criteria for grade classification. 
After the fifth review, I had identified 21 different scenarios that had produced anomalies. Individually, or 
in combination with one or more other reasons, these accounted for all of the identified anomalies. From 
my interviews, especially with district level Information Services staff and campus based staff, I was able 
to understand how some of these scenarios happened. Others had no reasonable explanation. Some 
certainly are attributable to human error. However, it is not always possible to distinguish these from what 
might be considered deliberate errors that affected student participation in state assessments and, 
therefore, affected the data used to compute accountability ratings and perhaps affected the ratings 
themselves. 
 
I used the databases to capture which students had transcripts that exhibited some anomaly in grade 
placement or advancement, i.e. one or more changes in grade level that did not adhere to the apparent 
federal and state expectations and/or did not adhere to SISD criteria, or were a result of the district’s 
decisions regarding when to reclassify students. Exhibit 9 provides data regarding the students whose 
transcripts exhibited at least one anomaly in each of the graduate databases at each of the four largest high 
schools and in the 4 schools combined. MECHS is not included because it had only one anomaly in four 
years in its transcripts, one which occurred in 2012. Also MECHS’s graduates have constituted only 
about 3% of the districts’ total graduates. Exhibit 9 also provides data regarding the anomalies in the 
transcripts of students at EHS who advanced from grade 9 to grade 10 in the first two years that the 
campus was operating. 
 
The numbers in Exhibit 9 are unduplicated counts of the number that had at least one anomaly. Many 
transcripts had two anomalies, and some had as many as five. This is important to keep in mind when 
reading the exhibits that follow Exhibit 9. Exhibits 10-20 present duplicated counts. A student counted in 
one exhibit will often be counted in one or more other exhibits as well. 
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Exhibit 9 
ALL TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES 
SHS, MHS, AHS, AND EDHS GRADUATES 2009-2012 & EHS CLASS OF 2014 
CAMPUS TOTAL GRADUATES, NUMBER & PERCENT WITH ANOMALIES, 
& PERCENT OF DISTRICT LARGEST 4 CAMPUSES COMBINED TOTAL ANOMALIES 
 2009 2010 2011 2012 TOTAL 
SHS Graduates 
Number of graduates in the database 853 816 760 809 3,238 
Total with at least one anomaly 102 101 106 102 411 
Percent of campus with at least one anomaly 12% 12% 14% 13% 13% 
MHS Graduates 
Number of graduates in the database 724 742 665 707 2,838 
Total with at least one anomaly 121 72 60 70 323 
Percent of campus with at least one anomaly 17% 10% 9% 10% 11% 
AHS Graduates 
Number of graduates in the database 748 818 795 770 3,131 
Total with at least one anomaly 117 124 89 120 450 
Percent of campus with at least one anomaly 16% 15% 11% 16% 14% 
EDHS Graduates 
Number of graduates in the database 835 856 982 1011 3,684 
Total with at least one anomaly 116 98 111 120 445 
Percent of campus with at least one anomaly 14% 11% 11% 12% 12% 
SISD Graduates (4 largest high schools) 
Number of graduates in the database 3,160 3,232 3,202 3,297 12,891 
Total with at least one anomaly 456 395 366 412 1,629 
Percent of district with at least one anomaly 14% 12% 11% 12% 13% 
SHS 
Percent of district graduates 27% 25% 24% 25% 25% 
Percent of district anomalies 22% 26% 29% 25% 25% 
MHS 
Percent of district graduates 23% 23% 21% 21% 22% 
Percent of district anomalies 27% 18% 16% 17% 20% 
AHS 
Percent of district graduates 24% 25% 25% 23% 24% 
Percent of district anomalies 26% 31% 24% 29% 28% 
EDHS 
Percent of district graduates 26% 26% 31% 31% 29% 
Percent of district anomalies 25% 25% 30% 29% 27% 
Eastlake High School (Class of 2014) 
Number of students in the database 

 

989 

 
Total with at least one anomaly 26 
Percent of campus with at least one anomaly 3% 
	  Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.	  

During the period reviewed, SHS, MHS, and EDHS had a percentage of anomalies that were within 1% 
of their percentage of graduates. AHS had 3% more anomalies than its percentage of graduates. 
 
I then categorized the anomalies according to type and their effects on either the state or federal 
accountability system ratings. For discussion purposes, the anomalies are presented below in two groups, 
according to their effects on data used in the federal and/or state accountability systems and possibly the 
ratings in those systems. Because of the low number of anomalies at MECHS, it is not included in most of 
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the exhibits and discussions which follow. Because EHS data is for two years of only, it also is not 
included in the discussions which follow.  
 
Anomalies in Group 1 affected accountability ratings. Anomalies in Group 2 either had no effect on 
accountability ratings or had an insignificant effect and then only on state ratings. Some appear to be 
simply errors on the part of counselors or clerical staff, or they may indicate that staff used incomplete or 
inaccurate information to make retention and promotion decisions. Together, Groups 1 and 2 account for 
all of the anomalies evident in the transcripts from 2009 through 2012 from the six campuses included in 
the review. However, the discussion of each addresses anomalies at the four largest high schools only. 
 

VI. Anomaly Group 1 Findings and Recommendations 
 

Some Group 1 anomalies resulted in students never being classified in grade 10 and therefore never 
taking the grade 10 TAKS, while others resulted in students not being classified in grade 11 during the 
primary (spring) administration of the Exit level TAKS. Not taking the grade 10 TAKS affected both the 
state and federal systems. Effects of this anomaly on the federal system would have been evident in the 
data used to determine district and campus AYP ratings. Not taking either the grade 9 TAKS or the Exit 
level during the primary (spring) administration affected only the state system. There is one exception to 
the preceding statement. If students took the Exit TAKS for the first time in the fall, and if they passed all 
parts, their performance was included in the state system. Effects of these anomalies on the state system 
would have been evident in both the AEIS reports (with district and campus ratings or data reported) and 
possibly in the state’s Performance Based Monitoring (PBM) reports.  
 
A. Anomalies E-1, F-1, and G-1 – Not enough credits for grades 10, 11, or 12 and “skipped” a 

grade 
 

Students with the E-1 anomaly were in grade 9 one year and advanced to grade 10 the following year 
without having earned at least 6 state credits as SISD EIE Regulation has required since at least 2006. 
Because they were in grade 10 early, they were able to move from grade 10 directly to grade 12. 
When they “skipped” grade 11 in this manner, they failed to participate in the primary (spring) 
administration of the Exit level TAKS for their cohort. If they passed all of the Exit TAKS in the fall 
of a year in which they started grade 11 and ended that year in grade 12, their scores were included in 
the data used to calculate state accountability ratings. However, if they did not pass one or more, their 
scores were excluded. The E-1 anomaly could have occurred due to errors on the part of counselors or 
transcript clerks. It is unlikely the district’s software caused this or any other anomaly.  

 
The same analysis applies to anomaly F-1 – Not enough credits for grade 11. Because they were in 
grade 11 early, students with this anomaly were able to “skip” grade 10. When they “skipped” grade 
10 in this manner, they failed to participate in the grade 10 TAKS for their cohort. This affected the 
data used to calculate both federal and state accountability ratings. These students were never in grade 
10, so they never participated in the federal system at the high school level. 

 
Similarly, students with the G-1 anomaly were in grade 12 early and “skipped” grade 11. As with the 
E-1 anomaly, G-1 students failed to participate in the Exit level TAKS with their cohorts during the 
primary administration. Thus, students with the G-1 anomaly began school in the fall in grade 12, 
even though they did not have enough state credits (at least 18) to be classified in grade 12. In 
addition, these students had not been and never would be in grade 11. The state accountability system 
under TAKS has never incorporated the scores of grade 12 students, even those taking the Exit level 
TAKS for the first time, in any of its computations. Therefore students with the G-1 anomaly did not 
participate in the state accountability system in regard to the Exit level TAKS. This lack of 
participation was due to errors or failure to follow criteria for grade 12 in the EIE Regulation.  
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Exhibit 10 provides the numbers of students, at each campus and for each year, with E-1, F-1, and G-
1 anomalies. The effects of these anomalies on the data used for accountability ratings is 
proportionate to the numbers of students. Generally, these anomalies appear to have been the result of 
errors and not deliberate manipulation. Students with the G-1 anomaly may have resulted from a 
deliberate attempt to manipulate data. However, none of the staff interviewed for this report shared a 
suspicion that this had happened, and the numbers are so small that they would have little effects. 

 
One clearly identifiable cause of about 16% of the E1, F-1, and G-1 anomalies appears to be the 
failure of EIE Regulation to address the needs and circumstances of SPED students served in the 
district’s most restrictive environments. These students are the farthest from the grade level, course 
level curriculum. Their individual education plans as they advance through high school focus on their 
eventual transition from school to the adult environment. Because of changes in the Texas 
Administrative Code (TAC) 89.1070, there have been different rules for labeling coursework for 
students who entered grade 9 before 2012 and those who entered after. SISD should examine how it 
is coding course work taken by these SPED students and make adjustments as appropriate. 

 
Exhibit 10 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES E-1, F-1, and G-1 
NOT ENOUGH CREDITS FOR GRADES 10, 11, or 12 

Code Number & Percent of District Total by Campus 

E-1 
 
Not enough credits for 
grade 10, never enrolled in 
grade 11 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 2 2 2 1 7 
MHS 0 0 2 1 3 
AHS 5 1 0 5 11 
EDHS 6 3 1 7 17 
DISTRICT 13 6 5 14 38 

 

SHS 15% 33% 40% 7%  
MHS 0% 0% 40% 7% 
AHS 38% 17% 0% 36% 
EDHS 40% 50% 20% 50% 

 

F-1 
 
Not enough credits for 
grade 11, never enrolled in 
grade 10 

SHS 5 2 12 12 31 
MHS 6 2 2 5 15 
AHS 2 10 2 6 20 
EDHS 4 5 8 0 17 
DISTRICT 17 19 24 23 83 

 

SHS 29% 11% 50% 52%  
MHS 35% 11% 8% 22% 
AHS 12% 53% 8% 26% 
EDHS 24% 26% 33% 0% 

 

G-1 
 
Not enough credits for 
grade 12, never enrolled in 
grade 11 

SHS 1 3 4 1 9 
MHS 3 2 3 2 10 
AHS 3 5 4 1 13 
EDHS 8 8 8 14 38 
DISTRICT 25 29 36 31 70 

 

SHS 7% 17% 21% 6%  
MHS 20% 11% 16% 11% 
AHS 20% 28% 21% 6% 
EDHS 53% 44% 42% 78% 

 Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 

Because of the small numbers of students with the E-1, F-1, and G-1 anomalies, they are not a large 
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concern. However, because of the disproportionate numbers of SPED students with these anomalies, 
the district should determine how it wishes to place and advance SPED students whose special 
circumstances the current EIE Regulation fails to address. Although SPED staff at both the district 
and campus levels indicated that the district expected these SPED students to be placed in grades 9, 
10, 11 (the grades used for the accountability systems) and 12 at least once, it does not appear that 
this standard operating procedure was ever put in writing and communicated formally to campuses 
and parents. SISD should incorporate rules for placing and advancing these SPED students into the 
district’s EIE Regulation, should train appropriate staff, and monitor to ensure that campuses follow 
the regulation. The regulation should also express the expectation that all students participate 
appropriately in both the federal and state accountability systems. SISD should further tailor the 
regulation for students in the class of 2015 and later to ensure it meets this expectation for the 
STAAR/EOC assessment program. 
 
During the campus interviews, one staff member at SHS and one at AHS reported that an 
administrator had directed them to change the grade classification of some students from 10 to 11 
midyear, in opposition to their understanding of district regulation or rule. These students would have 
had the F-1 anomaly. Both staff members stated that they had complied. While identifying graduates 
with the F-1 anomaly, I became aware of nine from these two campuses who had been reclassified 
from grade 10 to grade 11 midyear and therefore “skipped” the second half of grade 10 and did not 
participate in the federal accountability system. Thus, I was able to verify these reports to some extent 
in the graduate databases. 
 
At AHS the reason given for the reclassification was that the students had earned enough credits to be 
classified in grade 11 (and this was true in all F-1 cases identified) and that reclassifying them to 
grade 11 would provide them additional opportunities to retake parts of the Exit TAKS, as needed. 
Since most students must pass the Exit TAKS in order to graduate, taking the four Exit TAKS a year 
early would help students, their parents, and campus staff identify what content the students had not 
mastered and would provide more time for the students to master the identified content. 
 
These nine graduates were part of Sub-group A, and as indicated above. They did not participate in 
federal accountability system and did not fully participate in the state system because they were not 
enrolled in grade 10 in the spring of a school year, when the grade 10 TAKS is administered. At SHS, 
there were a total of four students (three who graduated in 2011 and one who graduated in 2012) who 
had an F-1 anomaly and had been reclassified from grade 10 to grade 11 in the middle of the year. 
When the reclassifications occurred, one of the four was a former LEP (limited English proficient) 
student, one was a former LEP and SPED student, one was a current LEP and SPED student, and one 
was neither LEP nor SPED. 
 
At AHS, there were a total of five students (who all graduated in 2012) who had an F-1 anomaly and 
had been reclassified from grade 10 to grade 11 in the middle of the year. When the reclassifications 
occurred, four were LEP (limited English proficient) students but not SPED, and one was neither LEP 
nor SPED. 
 
These four students at SHS and five students at AHS were graduates. I attempted to find out if there 
were other students, such as leavers, whom the campuses had also reclassified from grade 10 to grade 
11 at midyear. I used Snapshot files identify LEP students who were reclassified from grade 10 to 
grade 11 midyear. I did not find any such students in SHS Snapshot files. I found in the 2010 
Snapshot file seven more LEP students, in addition to the four noted above, whom AHS had 
reclassified from grade 10 to grade 11 midyear. Thus, AHS had reclassified in 2010 from grade 10 to 
grade 11 midyear a total of eleven LEP students. In the 2010 Snapshot file, AHS had a total of 65 
current LEP students. The eleven identified constitutes 17% of the 65. 
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SISD did not monitor grade 10 to grade 11 midyear reclassifications, and it appears that no one at the 
district level knew about them. The July 12, 2007 version of the EIE Regulation in effect when these 
reclassifications occurred did not specifically prohibit grade 10 to 11 midyear reclassifications, as the 
2006 version before and the July 18, 2012 version after did. Thus, whoever was responsible for them 
did not violate the EIE Regulation in effect at the time. However, staff at both the campus and district 
levels clearly communicated that the district had consistently, since at least 2006, allowed campuses 
to reclassify at midyear only from grade 11 to grade 12 and only for students expected to graduate in 
that same year. SISD did not have a manual or handbook for grade placement and advancement that 
communicated this expectation, but the district did include it in the Student Handbooks from 2006 
through 2013. Nonetheless, it appears that staff who authorized or directed these reclassifications 
were acting in opposition to district intent. 
 
I could not determine if this provision had been inadvertently or purposefully left out of the July 12, 
2007 EIE Regulation. SISD should conduct an investigation into this question. SISD should also 
investigate the 16 students identified at SHS and AHS to determine who authorized or directed grade 
10 to grade 11 midyear reclassifications. SISD should create a query or report, if it does not already 
exist, in its administrative software to determine if these reclassifications took place at other 
campuses and in other years and should likewise determine who authorized or directed them. From its 
findings, SISD should take personnel action as appropriate. 

 
B. Anomaly GR-1 – Grade 11 first time in fall, reclassified to grade 12 in spring 
 

In contrast to G-1 above, in which the district’s criterion (12 state credits) for advancing a student to 
grade 11 was not applied, with the GR-1 anomaly, the EIE Regulation was followed. The student’s 
transcript shows grade 12, but the entry/withdrawal information in eSchool and credit information 
establishes that the student spent the fall semester in grade 11, earned enough credits the fall semester 
to be in grade 12, and was promoted midyear, as the regulation allows. Some were promoted later in 
the year, even as late as the day before graduation. This is unavoidable because the district has an 
obligation to graduate students who have met the requirements and does not always know who will 
meet them and when. Most of the students with this code did graduate in the spring of the same year. 

 
This practice had an effect on the data used for state accountability ratings. This is an effect of which 
both district and campus staff appeared to unaware. When school began that fall, students with the 
GR-1 anomaly were in grade 11 for the first time. They had not yet taken the Exit level TAKS. The 
state accountability system counts their fall Exit level TAKS scores only if they pass all four tests. If 
they fail one or more, then their performance is not included in determining campus and district state 
ratings. Thus, even though this anomaly is not of concern because it was in compliance with EIE 
Regulation, it creates a circumstance where students may unexpectedly and unintentionally fail to 
fully participate in the state accountability system.  Exhibit 11 provides the data regarding the GR-1 
anomaly. 

 
To have a more complete picture of the performance of the district’s first time takers of the Exit level 
TAKS, the school board or the administration could have asked the Research and Evaluation 
Department to combine the performance of GR-1 students who do not pass all parts of the Exit level 
TAKS the first time they take it with the performance of grade 11 students who take the Exit level 
during the primary administration (spring of grade 11). Alternatively, the performance of GR-1 
students could have been reported separately. Because the TAKS is phasing out and is being replaced 
at the high school level with EOC tests, these considerations are no longer timely, and it is 
unnecessary to make a recommendation. 
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Exhibit 11 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALY GR-1 
GRADE 11 FIRST TIME FALL, THEN GRADE 12 
FAILED AT LEAST ONE EXIT TAKS TAKEN IN THE FALL  

Code Number & Percent of District Total by Campus 

GR-1 
 
Not enough credits for 
grade 12 – was 
reclassified midyear, and 
failed at least one part of 
the Exit TAKS  

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 12 13 9 0 34 
MHS 15 15 7 4 41 
AHS 23 21 11 16 71 
EDHS 21 17 7 12 57 
DISTRICT 71 66 34 32 203 

 

SHS 17% 20% 26% 0% 

 MHS 21% 23% 21% 13% 
AHS 32% 32% 32% 50% 
EDHS 30% 26% 21% 38% 

  Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 

In a July 18, 2012 revision of EIE Regulation, the district changed its practice of allowing students 
who enroll in the fall in grade 11, for the first time, to be reclassified in the spring to grade 12, if they 
are expected to graduate in the spring. The Regulation allowed only grade 11 students who have 
already passed all parts of the Exit TAKS to be reclassified midyear. This change, if it had happened 
earlier, would have solved the problem of GR-1 students not being included in data used to determine 
state accountability ratings because there would be no GR-1 students among the graduates for 2013 or 
2014.  

 
A second EIE Regulation revision dated December 13, 2013 provides for students to be promoted 
before the end of a school year, but only with the approval of a district-level Grade Reclassification 
Committee (GRC). The GRC can now advance students who begin the school year repeating grade 11 
but have not yet passed all Exit TAKS tests and are expected to pass all and graduate by the end of 
the same year. The district should monitor its data to ensure that GRC reclassifications are 
appropriate and that reclassified grade 11 students do actually graduate at the end of the year.  

 
To the extent possible, the GRC should approve of grade reclassifications only at midyear or closer to 
the end of the year for students who have met all graduation requirements. This would help campuses 
to avoid the problems that the earlier prohibition on midyear classifications was intended to avoid – 
paperwork errors and end of year attendance balancing issues. SISD should develop more detailed 
guidance for the GRC to address this and any other considerations which arise in its implementation.  

  
C. Anomalies H-1, H7/8-1, HT-1, & HT-MEX-1 – Not promoted or placed in grade 10, never in 

grade 10 
 

Some students in grade 9 earned enough credits (at least 6) to advance to grade 10 but, for various 
reasons, did not advance to grade 10 and instead repeated grade 9.  These students have an H code 
with an additional designation explaining why they were not placed in grade 10. All of the students 
with an H code ending in 1 are part of Anomaly Group 1; they repeated grade 9 for a second year and 
advanced to grade 11 the following year, “skipping” grade 10. They never took the grade 10 TAKS 
because they were never classified in grade 10, and they therefore did not participate in either the 
federal accountability system (at all) or the full state accountability system. The extent to which a 
campus had students with Group 1 H anomalies is also the extent to which data used to compute the 
campus’s federal accountability rating was inaccurate. State accountability ratings for high schools 
combined student performance from grades 9, 10, and the Exit TAKS, so the absence of students 
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from grade 10 had less of an effect on state ratings. However, there was an effect, and the data used to 
determine campus state ratings was also inaccurate. 

 
Students with code H-1 repeated grade 9 for no apparent reason. The most reasonable explanation is 
that a counselor or clerk made an error, or failed to use the most updated information to accurately 
assess how many state credits a student had and which grade the student should be in. For students 
with an H7/8-1 code, it appears that counselors did not include high school state credits earned in 
middle school when they calculated total state credits and made a decision about retention or 
promotion to grade 10.  Students with an HT-1 code earned some high school credits in other schools 
and districts and subsequently transferred to SISD. Similarly to the H7/8-1 code, it appears that 
counselors did not have complete information about credits earned before coming to SISD and 
retained students due to this incomplete information. Despite repeated efforts of counselors and clerks 
to secure transfer students’ records from their previous schools, sometimes those schools simply do 
not send them. The reason for students having the HT-MEX-1 anomaly differs markedly from the 
others. These students were transfer students from Mexico and the district deliberately and arbitrarily 
placed all of them in grade 9, in accordance with its own EIE Regulation.  

 
Group 1 H anomalies are potentially serious because these students were deprived of participating in 
the federal accountability system and deprived of participating fully in the state system. Some 
additional information about each one is helpful in understanding them and what the district and 
campuses could have done, has done, or should do to avoid them. Exhibit 12 provides information 
about the Group 1 H anomalies identified in the review. 

 
Exhibit 12 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES H-1, H7/8-1, HT-1, & HT-MEX-1 
NOT PROMOTED TO OR PLACED IN GRADE 10, NEVER WAS IN GRADE 10 
CAMPUS AND DISTRICT NUMBERS AND CAMPUS PERCENT OF DISTRICT TOTAL 

Code Number & Percent of District Total by Campus 

 
 
 
H-1  
 
Not promoted to grade 10, 
reason unknown, never 
was in grade 10 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 9 6 10 6 31 
MHS 6 3 5 0 14 
AHS 5 6 1 3 15 
EDHS 9 12 8 8 37 
DISTRICT 29 27 24 17 97 

 

SHS 31% 22% 42% 35%  
MHS 21% 11% 21% 0% 
AHS 17% 22% 4% 18% 
EDHS 31% 44% 33% 47% 

 

H7/8-1  
 
Not promoted to grade 10 
due to high school credit 
earned in middle school 
not recognized, never was 
in grade 10 

SHS 1 2 11 3 17 
MHS 0 0 2 6 8 
AHS 2 3 9 1 15 
EDHS 1 1 12 4 18 
DISTRICT 4 6 34 14 58 

 

SHS 25% 33% 32% 21% 

 MHS 0% 0% 6% 43% 
AHS 50% 50% 26% 7% 
EDHS 25% 17% 35% 29% 

 

HT-1  
 
Not promoted to grade 10 
due to transfer credits 
from US not recognized, 

SHS 1 2 0 1 4 
MHS 0 1 1 2 4 
AHS 1 1 1 1 4 
EDHS 1 1 0 1 3 
DISTRICT 3 5 2 5 15 
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never was in grade 10 SHS 33% 40% 0% 20% 

 MHS 0% 20% 50% 40% 
AHS 33% 20% 50% 20% 
EDHS 33% 20% 0% 20% 

 

HT-MEX-1 
 
Not promoted to grade 10 
due to credits from Mexico 
being held “in escrow” for 
one year, never was in 
grade 10 

SHS 0 2 6 6 14 
MHS 1 0 2 4 7 
AHS 3 3 9 15 31 
EDHS 1 1 2 14 18 
DISTRICT 6 7 19 39 70 

 

SHS 0% 29% 32% 15% 

 MHS 20% 0% 11% 10% 
AHS 60% 57% 47% 38% 
EDHS 20% 14% 11% 36% 

 Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 

H-1 - Not promoted to grade 10, reason unknown, never in grade 10 
 
While initially, retention and promotion appear to be straightforward decisions based on easily 
obtainable data and standard criteria, there are several factors which complicate the process in high 
school. Some students attend non-traditional classes outside of the regular school day, either at their 
home campus or at the district’s Options Program HS, in order to earn credit for classes they 
previously failed. SISD has made one avenue for this type of credit recovery, the Compass Learning 
System, available to students at home via the Internet. Some students lose credit because of excessive 
absences, attend a hearing with the attendance committee and then regain credit by complying with 
the committee’s requirements. Some students experience illness or other personal circumstances 
which interfere with their ability to do all of the required coursework. State law provides campus 
principals with discretion in determining what assignments students must do and how long they have 
to complete them.  
 
Somehow, the information from these and other processes has to make its way to counselors who 
maintain student audit cards to monitor credits earned, requirements fulfilled, and overall progress 
towards graduation. In turn, counselors must forward information about credits earned to campus 
clerks to post in the administrative software. During the period under review, the district assisted 
campus staff in making data driven retention and promotion decisions by providing a deadline, the 
last Friday in September, by which all changes must be posted in the system. After that date, the 
district did not allow any changes to be made. For students with an H-1 anomaly code (not promoted 
to grade 10 for no apparent reason), this process might not have worked, and they were retained when 
they should have been promoted. SISD’s EIE Regulation also did not allow students to be reclassified 
during the school year (with the grade 11 to grade 12 exception noted above), so even if staff became 
aware of an error, they could not correct it until the following year. This then could have resulted in 
students participating inappropriately in the state assessment program.  

 
It is important to note that, with the exception of transfer students from Mexico, transcripts showed 
that students were taking appropriate coursework regardless of the grade they had been placed in. 
Thus, the negative effects of the H-1 anomaly were likely two-fold. Students did not appropriately 
participate in state assessments, and students may have been discouraged by their apparent lack of 
progress. Counselors and other school staff emphasized that staff members encouraged students to 
monitor their own progress towards graduation by counting their state credits earned and 
requirements fulfilled, not by focusing solely on their grade level. 

 
Students who had enough state credits to be in grade 10, and who were likely taking courses generally 
taken by grade 10 students and assessed via the grade 10 TAKS were instead in grade 9, taking the 
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grade 9 TAKS for the second time. This deprived the student, his/her family, and campus staff from 
getting feedback on their progress through a large proportion of the student’s current curriculum. 
Because students took a high school Science and Social Studies TAKS for the first time in grade 10, 
those who “skipped” 10 and went from 9 to 11 missed an opportunity to begin to understand how 
they might need to prepare for the Exit TAKS (which also includes science and social studies), 
required for most students to be able to graduate. 

 
Both district and campus staff could have used the eSchool administrative software to produce reports 
which would have shown total number of state credits earned at various points in time. Staff could 
have made a more focused effort to secure information about credit recovery for those lacking credits. 
Some counselors reported doing this on their own. However, practices varied among counselors and 
across campuses. 

 
Effective with the class of 2015, the state has transitioned from TAKS and especially from Exit 
TAKS, to the STAAR assessment system. Under STAAR, high school students will take End of 
Course (EOC) assessments to meet graduation requirements, and districts will use the EOCs to gauge 
campus and district progress. Regardless of their grade levels, students who take specific courses will 
take the EOCs for those courses. Thus, grade level placement and advancement will no longer 
directly affect participation in state assessments. These concerns will be replaced by course level and 
course advancement concerns. 

 
H7-8-1 - Not promoted to grade 10 due to inaccurate or incomplete information about high 
school credits earned in middle school, never in grade 10 

 
During the period under review, and as late as July 2012, SISD had a systemic issue regarding high 
school credits earned in middle school. Information Services staff reported that before SISD used 
eSchool as part of its administrative software, counselors could not see high school credits earned in 
middle school in the administrative system. Staff at some middle schools did not appear to understand 
which course identification numbers they needed to use to ensure that the administrative software 
accurately picked up and transcribed high school credits. For Spanish language courses, there was an 
issue with the middle school course titles versus the course content. Both counselors and clerks 
described having to call and/or email middle school Spanish teachers to determine if and how many 
credits students should be awarded for middle school Spanish courses. Until 2010, these courses were 
differentiated according to students’ prior knowledge of Spanish. Native speakers could earn a 
maximum of two (Spanish I and Spanish II) high school credits, while non-native speakers, also 
enrolled in two years of Spanish (but for non-native speakers) could have earned a maximum of one 
credit.  

 
In June 2006, Information Systems staff members worked to change the labels for Spanish courses so 
that they would clearly indicate courses that should be awarded high school credit and how much 
credit should be awarded. In 2010, the district simplified the situation by discontinuing the separate 
courses and labels for native and non-native speakers. 

 
Counselors at the high schools reported that for most students, by 2010 there was no longer confusion 
about what Spanish course they had taken and how many credits they had earned before entering high 
school. Counselors mentioned that they could go to the Counseling Program Coordinator help with 
specific situations. However, in July 2012, MHS counselors had to resort to using the district’s credit 
validation process for foreign languages to ensure that grade 10 students who had taken Spanish II in 
grade 9 did not have to enroll in Spanish I in grade 10. These students should have had coursework 
equivalent to Spanish I during middle school on their transcripts, but did not. The district’s credit 
validation policy was designed for transfer students. It addresses a situation where the records of a 
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student transferring into SISD from an accredited school outside of SISD have a credit for the second 
or third year of a foreign language but do not show credit for the first year. The policy allows the 
district to award credit for the first year, on a pass/fail basis, to avoid requiring these transfer students 
to take the first year at the SISD. At MHS, counselors working with students who had successfully 
completed Spanish II in grade 9, noted that Spanish I, which they students presumably took in middle 
school, was not transcribing. The Counseling Coordinator and Assistant Superintendent for 21st 
Century Learning allowed MHS to validate Spanish I, on a pass/fail basis, for these students. The 
district should continue to monitor the course identification numbers of high school courses taught at 
the middle schools, and Information Systems staff members should monitor the administrative 
software to ensure that the credits are transcribing correctly. 

 
One other avenue is available to the district, and the district is pursuing it. During their interviews, 
campus staff responded to the question of what percentage of their students advocate for themselves, 
if they believe they are in the wrong grade level, for example. Estimates ranged from 3% to 10%. 
While this is discouraging, it is perhaps understandable when one considers that most students do not 
know what a transcript is, or see their own, until they are close to graduating or even have already 
graduated. The EHAC system that the district uses to provide both parents and students with student 
information states on its start-up screen that EHAC produces transcripts. However, this feature of 
system has been turned off, partly due to low demand and to increase speed for the features that are in 
demand. 

 
One of the best methods to catch errors in student records is to have the records easily accessible to 
the students themselves and their parents. The district is working on an initiative to give high school 
students their transcripts and teach them how to read and interpret them. The district should consider 
expanding this approach to provide parent access to transcripts and should train parents in how to 
access and read and interpret them. In addition, the district should consider producing midyear 
transcripts for middle school students in Algebra, Career Connections, Spanish and any other high 
school credit bearing middle school class, teaching them also how to read and interpret them. District 
staff did not know at the time of the review if the new administrative software, Tyler Munis, will 
provide access to transcripts to students and parents. The district should determine this and consider 
what next steps would ensure that students and parents can access and use transcripts to monitor both 
student progress toward graduation and possible campus errors in transcripts. 

 
HT-1 - Not promoted to grade 10 due to lack of or incomplete information from previous schools 
attended, never in grade 10 

 
Students with this anomaly are in a position similar to those with the H7/8-1 anomaly, and many of 
the same remedies should be considered. Accurate and timely determination of which of the credits 
that transfers bring with them SISD will recognize as equivalent to state or local credits is important, 
especially in considering which courses students should take while in the SISD. Currently, counselors 
have the responsibility of evaluating transfer students’ educational records. In general the process 
starts with transcript clerks requesting official transcripts from the sending campuses. Then 
counselors interview the transfer students and sometimes their parents and communicate via email 
with counselors or others at the sending campuses. If the counselors determine that the content of a 
course matches the TEKS of a course in SISD, the counselor will designate the corresponding Texas 
course identification number to use to award credit and will send that information to the transcript 
clerk who then enters the course on the student’s record for SISD. For courses that do not have a 
Texas equivalent, such as New Mexico history, counselors will call IS staff to issue a course id for a 
local course credit. 
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Counselors ensure that there is a paper or electronic trail which supports their decisions. The trail 
includes emails, faxes, and notations of phone calls, which include the name of the person contacted, 
the date of the contact, and the counselor’s signature. The district intends for all of this information to 
be filed in students’ gray folders so that it is easily accessible and auditable. The district should 
continue the use of the gray folders for this and other information and IS or other appropriate staff 
should monitor the folders periodically to ensure campus compliance. 

 
Counselors reported spending anywhere from 3 hours to 3 weeks working on the evaluation of 
transfer students’ prior coursework. The lower amount of time applies mostly to students coming 
from other public school districts in Texas. The Public Education Information Management System 
(PEIMS) provides course codes that all Texas districts share. Although districts also use local codes 
for locally developed courses, the bulk of courses on records of high school students transferring from 
Texas public schools will be immediately understandable and transferrable. In addition, Texas has 
created an online system, TREX, for campuses to provide and request records of transfer students. 
Counselors reported that TREX has significantly decreased the amount of time and effort used to 
evaluate records of Texas students.  

 
Campuses reported placing all transfer students without records in grade 9. Campus staff reported that 
this encourages students and parents to help the campus secure official transcripts from the sending 
school. This did not mean that they placed students in grade 9 courses. To the extent possible they 
placed them in courses which they had not previously taken. Counselors used unofficial records 
brought by students and parents, previous report cards and information from interviewing students 
and parents in order to provide students with the most appropriate schedule. At EDHS, counselors 
benefit from the presence of the campus military liaison, who assists with this process for students 
from military families. 

 
The district allowed campuses to reclassify students to the correct grade level, if they make the 
determination of the correct level before the last working day in September. After that date, under 
versions of EIE Regulation in effect up to June 2012, students could not be reclassified unless they 
were classified in grade 11 and were on track to graduate that same year. In this case, campuses could 
reclassify in midyear. 

 
Receiving and understanding records for students from other states outside of Texas, or from private 
schools, is more time consuming. It requires both counselors and clerks to make telephone calls and 
send and receive faxes and emails. Once records are received, counselors must determine congruence 
between coursework in previous schools and Texas curricula. This process, again, can require 
numerous telephone calls, faxes, and emails. Counselors all are former teachers, but their experience 
is limited to one or a few curricular areas. Counselors sometimes have to consult with teachers at their 
campuses to help interpret information so they can make a determination of whether to award credit. 

 
Placing students from non-public schools is often even more challenging. Some non-public schools 
are accredited through the several accreditation associations in the United States. The Counseling 
Program Coordinator and several counselors reported that courses from accredited parochial schools 
often match Texas course content. Charter schools in the El Paso area are public schools, and their 
courses also generally align with Texas course content. However, students also transfer from non-
accredited non-public schools, both in and out of the US, and home schools, Under state law and 
board policy, principals have discretion in placing students transferring from non-accredited, non-
public schools. State law allows the district to validate credits of students from non-accredited schools 
via testing. However, campus staff reported that students rarely validate credits by testing. In the past, 
the campuses used tests from their own departments and teachers to validate credit. The district 
realized that these could vary greatly from campus to campus. This caused the district to use tests 
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from Texas Tech University and the University of Texas both to validate previous coursework and to 
challenge courses. These tests are rigorous, and counselors reported that often students do not pass. 
SISD should verify this annually by collecting and analyzing information of student performance on 
these tests. Also, the district now utilizes the CSCOPE curriculum and therefore has a uniform 
curriculum and locally developed assessments that are the same across campuses. Under these 
circumstances, the district might wish to consider again using its own assessments to validate credit. 
This might more accurately determine a student’s mastery of previous coursework and the likelihood 
of success in future SISD coursework. 

 
Counselors reported receiving little or no formal training in this area of their responsibilities. While 
some training, such as which Internet sites have state standards and curricular documents, would be 
helpful, it would be difficult to provide much more, due to the variety of schools sending students to 
SISD. Also, as more and more states adopt the Common Core State Standards, evaluation of transfer 
students’ previous coursework may become less difficult and time consuming. Currently, forty-five 
states, the District of Columbia, four territories, and the Department of Defense Education Activity 
have adopted the Common Core State Standards. However, adopting the Standards does not mean 
that states and school districts use a common set of courses. Therefore, this task may continue to be 
time-consuming for counselors. 

 
The district should gather information about how many high school transfer students it receives each 
year and consider creating or assigning responsibility for evaluation of out of state and private school 
courses to a person or persons in the District Support Center. Curriculum Specialists are usually 
expected to be familiar with other state and national standards, including the Common Core State 
Standards. Centralizing this function would help to establish both accuracy and consistency across the 
district. Principals should continue to exercise final authority over credit validation but indicated they 
would welcome help for their campuses in this area. Principals also indicated the need for counselors 
to have time to address their responsibilities in the areas of academic, career, personal, and crisis 
counseling. Helping them with what can be the long and time-consuming process of credit validation 
for transfer students would provide more time for these other areas.  

 
HT-MEX-1 – Transfer students from Mexico not promoted to grade 10 and never in grade 10 
due to EIE Regulation provisions 

 
SISD has included a section titled “Evaluation of Transcripts from Mexico” in various versions of its 
EIE Regulation. While the specific requirements in this section have changed from version to version, 
the basic approach had remained the same until July 18, 2012. This approach first delineated the 
school grade spans and student classifications used in Mexico by providing a side-by-side comparison 
with grade spans and grade classifications used in the SISD. Exhibit 13 provides the side-by-side in 
the EIE Regulation dated July 12, 2007. 

 
Exhibit 13 
GRADE LEVEL CLASSIFICATION SIDE-BY-SIDE: MEXICO AND SISD 
SISD EIE ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATION, JULY 12, 2007 

Mexico  United States Grade Equivalent 
Primaria 6 years Elementary 6 years 
Secundaria 3 years   
1st year, Primero  Grade 7 

Grade level classification will follow 
SISD Retention and Promotion 
Policy. 

2nd year, Segundo  Grade 8 
3rd year, Tercero  Grade 9 
Preparatoria 3 years  
1st year, Primero  Grade 10 
2nd year, Segundo  Grade 11 
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3rd year, Tercero  Grade 12 
 

Both the 2006 and 2007 versions of EIE regulation contained a detailed description of exactly which 
courses from Mexican schools SISD would automatically accept as equivalent to state credits without 
any additional validation, and regardless of which schools in Mexico the students had attended. These 
courses are detailed in Exhibit 14. The Counseling Program developed a template (Appendix J) to 
guide counselors in counting such credits. Overall, the template resulted in students with complete 
records from grades 7 to 10 earning a maximum of 9 credits, all electives. 

 
EXHIBIT 14 
ELECTIVE CREDITS AUTOMATICALLY ACCEPTED ACCORDING TO SISD EIE REGULATION, 
VERSIONS JULY 12, 2006 AND JULY 12, 2007 UNTIL JULY 18, 2012 
Mexican School Level SISD 

Equivalent 
Grade 

Content Area & SISD Course 
Equivalent 

Credit 
Awarded 

Primero Secundaria Grade 7 Spanish I 1 
Segundo Secundaria Grade 8 Spanish II* 1 
Tercero de Secundaria Grade 9 Spanish III* 1 

Physical Education 1 
Technology (Touch System Data 

Entry) 
1 

Fine Arts (either Art I or Theater 
Arts I) 

1 

Preparatoria or Bachiller Grade 10 Physical Education 1 
Technology (BIM) 1 

Fine Arts (either Art I or Theater 
Arts I, not awarded above) 

1 

Total Maximum Possible 9 
Note 1: In order to be awarded credit, students had to have had on their records at least a 7 on 
the 1 to 10 grading scale used in Mexican schools. 
*Note 2: The regulation stated that SISD would award credit only for “Espanol-Primero de 
Secundaria.” However, SISD consistently also automatically awarded credit for “Espanol-Segundo 
de Secundaria” and “Espanol-Tercero de Secundaria.” 

 
It was clear from the transcript files and other student records reviewed that by far the most common 
time for students to transfer from Mexico to SISD was upon completion of Secundaria. Thus, for 
most students, enrolling in SISD schools after the equivalent of grade 9 resulted in them being 
awarded a maximum of 6 elective credits, and SISD did award almost all of these students with 6. 
Most counselors, registrars, and transcript clerks had memorized these 6 credits, and, over time, 
campus staff became so accustomed to them that they no longer transcribed the three years of 
Secundaria separately, in grades 7, 8, and 9. Instead, they recorded them together under grade 9. They 
also often neglected to specify the school(s) in Mexico that students had attended. Sometimes, they 
did not even specify that the credits were coming from out of the country. Often, the last school 
attended was identified only as “Transfer Building.” So, over time, SISD transcripts for students from 
Mexico became almost indistinguishable from those of other transfer students. Only the standard 6 
credits awarded and enrollment in SISD English as a Second Language (SOL) courses would indicate 
indirectly that a student had transferred from Mexico. 

 
Note that this portion of the regulation did not automatically award credit for any of what would be 
considered core curriculum courses in areas such as math, science, and social studies; it awarded 
credit automatically for only electives. State rules in the Texas Administrative Code (19 TAC 
74.26(a)(2) state: 
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“A school district must ensure that the records or transcripts of an out-of-state or out-of-country 
transfer student (including foreign exchange students) or a transfer student from a Texas 
nonpublic school are evaluated and that the student is placed in appropriate classes promptly. The 
district may use a variety of methods to verify the content of courses for which a transfer student 
has earned credit.” 

 
It is not clear if or how SISD verified the content of the 6 to 9 elective classes listed in Mexican 
transcripts that it routinely awarded credit for. SISD did not have any records of who or how it 
determined the content of these courses and compared them to the state standards for content, in the 
Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). During the latter half of the 1990’s, there were 
regional initiatives, coordinated by the Region 19 ESC in collaboration with the Bilingual Education 
(directors) Network to secure information from Mexico, via the Mexican consulate, about the content 
of courses in Mexican schools. It may be that SISD’s decision to automatically grant credit for 6 to 9 
elective courses dates back to those efforts. Regardless, it does not appear that SISD reviewed this 
decision periodically or determined if it was appropriate to apply the decision to all Mexican schools, 
public and private. 

 
It is clear from the SISD EIE Regulation in force during the years from 2006 until July 18, 2012 that 
for core curriculum courses and foreign languages (other than Spanish), the district required students 
to “validate” course content for courses taken in Mexico through credit by exam. SISD policies 
specify that any students (not just transfers from Mexico) who wish to earn credit by exam must score 
at least 90 if they have had no prior instruction in the course and 70 if they have had prior instruction.  
This was the expectation in the 2007 version of the Regulation. However, in an earlier version, 
students had to score a 90 on exams in English language content and math; in contrast, they had to 
score only a 70 on exams in science and social studies.	  Although the regulation does not state it, one 
hundred percent of both district and campus staff, when asked to clarify if the exams would be in 
English or Spanish, responded that they would be in English. When asked which exams would be 
used, staff either did not know or assumed that they would be the same ones used for the general 
school population when students wish to earn credit by exam, either with or without prior instruction, 
those from Texas Tech and/or the University of Texas. Thus, it would have been very unlikely that 
beginning and intermediate level English learners would have been able to validate credit through this 
process. 
 
There is no explanation in the 2006 Regulation of why English learners would have to score a 90 on 
English language arts and math exams and a 70 on others, such as science and social studies, in order 
to validate their courses. The 90 required for language arts exams might be understandable since that 
is the standard students have to reach for any course for which they have not had prior instruction. 
However, even though the majority of staff interviewed routinely characterized all transfer students 
from Mexico as having had no English instruction, some staff disagreed with this and shared that 
students from private schools quite often come with an intermediate and sometimes advanced 
proficiency in English.  

 
The requirement for a 90 in math in the 2006 version of the Regulation is harder to understand, since 
virtually all students come with math courses on their records. A requirement of 70 in math would 
have been in alignment with SISD (LEGAL) and (LOCAL) board policy EHDB, Alternative Methods 
for Earning Credit, Credit by Examination with Prior Instruction. During interviews with both district 
and campus level staff, there was broad agreement among teachers, counselors, and administrators 
that students from Mexico generally come with a better mastery of math than students in US schools.  
These same people readily acknowledged that previously the district did not make a good faith effort 
to attempt to verify student’s knowledge of math because the validation opportunities were all in 
English and, until the 2007 version of the Regulation, the standard for math was 90. Some of those 
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interviewed expressed dismay with the recommendations of an independent transcript analysis service 
agency SISD is now using to grant credits in math and science because students were not fully 
English proficient when they earned the credits in Mexican schools. Some of those interviewed were 
uncomfortable awarding any foundation, or core curriculum credits if the instruction had been in 
Spanish.  

 
In interviews, it was apparent that some SISD staff interviewed also felt uncomfortable with any 
credit validation process in a language other than English. Some volunteered that they understood it is 
somewhat irrational to refuse to allow students to validate credit in Spanish because, “math is math;” 
however, they felt that the district may do students a disservice by allowing students to validate 
credits using Spanish language assessments. They appeared to be afraid that students would then not 
feel motivated or recognize the need to learn English. This fear ignores the fact that students must 
pass the Exit level TAKS, which is only available in English, in order to graduate. Also, research on 
second language learning has established that the higher the level of content knowledge in a student’s 
native language, the easier and faster the student will learn more content in a second language. It is 
perhaps because district staff appear somewhat conflicted about the role of native language in content 
and English language acquisition that the district has not instituted formal means to assess the content 
knowledge of students from Mexico in Spanish. Only one principal mentioned using some Spanish 
materials in math and science informally in order to gauge student’s content knowledge. Two of the 
ESL teachers mentioned using some similar informal measures. Various sources offer diagnostic tests 
in both math and science, in Spanish, designed to assist in evaluating students’ content knowledge in 
order to place them in appropriate courses. SISD should address these issues related to assessing 
content knowledge and placing students in appropriate coursework.  

 
In the version of the EIE Regulation dated July 12, 2007, the passing score for all courses validated 
by exam was revised to be a minimum of 70. This version also required students to have passed their 
courses in Mexico with a grade at least 7 (on a 0 to 10 scale). It also specified that credit by exam 
would apply only to students who had completed the second or third year of secundaria.  
 
While the EIE Regulation detailed the process for students to validate credit, no campus 
administrator, counselor, or teacher could name a current transfer student from Mexico who had 
earned credit through the credit by exam procedure. The Regulation does not appear to have been 
translated into Spanish and shared with students and parents. As a consequence, they appear to have 
been largely unaware of the credit by exam provisions in it. Counselors reported sharing the credit by 
exam provisions only when students and parents complained about credits in core curriculum areas, 
such as math and science, not being recognized. No campus could produce any exams taken by 
English learners to validate content and some were unsure which exams would have been used to 
validate content. In time, during the years under review, as the district used computer based systems, 
such as A+ and Compass Learning, for credit recovery and acceleration, ELLs began to use these 
systems as well. Although not described or permitted in any version of the EIE Regulations in effect 
during this time, these systems became the default system for ELLs to earn additional credits, 
sometimes for course content they had studied in Mexico. This in part accounts for staff members’ 
lack of knowledge and experience in ELLs validating credit by exam. 

  
Thus, there are several reasons why a regulation limiting the transfer credits only of English learners 
from Mexico in the way that SISD did is questionable. These reasons include: 

 
1. The practice of awarding the same credits to all, regardless of the schools they attended 

does not establish or comply with the principle of course content needing to be aligned 
between the courses in Mexico and the ones in SISD in order to grant credit. 
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2. This portion of the EIE Regulation addressed only courses from Mexican schools and did 
not address courses from schools in other countries, such as Germany, Korea, Russia, and 
Saudi Arabia. SISD staff reported that SISD has enrolled students from each of these 
countries. 

3. The regulation stated that some courses would be validated by the student taking an 
exam, while others would be automatically validated by appearing on a transcript, with 
no exam required. 

4. The regulation did not specify if the exams are in English or Spanish or what was the 
source of the exams. 

5. Even though students would have had prior instruction in math courses they attempted to 
validate with an exam and should have earned credit if they scored a 70, math courses 
were given credit only if the student scored at least a 90. 

6. None of the credits awarded were core curriculum credits; none helped students meet the 
4x4 graduation requirements for the recommended high school graduation plan (4 credits 
of English, math, science, and social studies), required for almost all students. 

 
To further exacerbate the situation, beginning with the July 12, 2007 version of the EIE Regulation, 
instead of beginning high school in the grade indicated by the credits earned in Mexico and 
recognized according to the SISD EIE regulation (which would most often have been grade 10), these 
students were uniformly placed in grade 9 and had their credits held “in escrow” until they completed 
grade 9 in SISD. The regulation stated,  

 
“High school credits earned outside the United States from non-accredited non-U.S. Schools 
will be held in escrow for one full academic school year pending successful completion of 
grade level assessments and current assigned coursework.” 

 
This had the effect of placing all high school age transfers from Mexico, regardless of age and 
academic history and without exception, in grade 9. 
 
Because of the procedure that automatically awarded a standard set of elective credits to students 
from Mexico and because hardly any students took exams to validate additional credits in the core 
curriculum, this practice of holding credits “in escrow” greatly simplified the placement of these 
students. Every campus staff member interviewed told me that during the years under review all 
students from Mexico began in SISD high schools at grade 9. This was true even though most were 
transferring in having completed secundaria tercero in Mexico and even though the standard set of 
elective credits awarded would have placed them in grade 10. 

 
This practice was in direct conflict with another provision in SISD’s EIE Regulation at the time, 
which stated, in the section detailing grade placement in Mexican schools, “Grade level classification 
will follow above SISD Retention and Promotion Policy.” The policy referenced is a table containing 
the number of credits required for classification at each high school grade level. 

 
This provision in the regulation of holding credits “in escrow” which resulted in placing all transfer 
students from Mexico in grade 9 is also in direct conflict with board policies FD (LEGAL) and FD 
(LOCAL) regarding admissions and placement of students from non-accredited schools. Schools 
outside of the US, unless they are accredited by a US accreditation association, are considered to be 
non-accredited. FD (LEGAL) states: 

 
“Records and transcripts of students from Texas nonpublic schools or from 
out of state or out of the country (including foreign ex-change students) shall 
be evaluated, and students shall be placed promptly in appropriate classes. 
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The District may use a wide variety of methods to verify the content of 
courses for which a transfer student has earned credit. 19 TAC 74.26(a)(2).” 

 
Policy FD (LOCAL) states that students from nonpublic schools “shall be placed initially at the 
discretion of the principal,” and further specifies: 

 
“Criteria for placement may include: 
1. Scores on achievement tests, which may be administered by appropriate District 

personnel. 
2. Recommendation of the sending school. 
3. Prior academic record. 
4. Chronological age and social and emotional development of the student. 
5. Other criteria deemed appropriate by the principal. 

 
Placing all ELs in grade 9 removes discretion from the principal. One principal reported using 
students’ records, local curriculum tests, and released TAKS tests, to help determine placement, 
especially for students with some English proficiency. 

One administrator and a few counselors attempted to defend this practice by stating that it gave 
students more time to learn English. This is again a one-size-fits-all approach that ignores the fact that 
transfer students from Mexico come with different levels of English proficiency. Theory, research and 
best practice in the education of ELLs support placing students in grade level, course level content 
and providing both native and English language support, such as: 

a. English/Spanish dictionaries (paper or electronic),  
b. Access to native language materials,  
c. Classroom approaches such as Sheltered English and Structured Intervention Observation 

Protocol (SIOP), 
d. Bilingual teachers and peers, and 
e. Academic tutors. 

 
The more content knowledge students have, the more capable they will be of building on that content 
knowledge, even if it is presented in English. Conversely, students with incomplete or low level 
content knowledge will experience greater difficulty. It is just as important for SISD to establish 
content knowledge in Spanish as it is to test for English language proficiency. Together, consideration 
of these factors can inform principals and counselors to help them make the best possible course 
schedules, aligned with students’ individual needs and characteristics. Although counterintuitive, 
building on low level content knowledge in students’ native language has been shown to be effective 
in preparing them to pass content tests in English. This illustrates how important consideration of 
content knowledge is in placing ELLs in high school courses. 

 
Learning English does not have to come before learning content. On the contrary, with access to 
resources such as those listed above, students can successfully learn English while continuing to learn 
content at the same time. This is efficient and economical for both students and the district. The 
practice of holding credits “in escrow” was accompanied by the practice of placing many ELLs in 
grade 9 classes when they were ready for more advanced content, especially in math and science. 
Thus, schools provided and students enrolled in courses they may not have needed, resulting in 
additional time and expense. 

 
Ironically, Board policy FD (LOCAL) also includes the following statement: 
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“The District shall establish procedures designed to reduce retaining students 
at a grade level, with the ultimate goal being elimination of the practice of 
retaining students.” 

 
SISD’s EIE Regulation in effect from July 12, 2007 until July 18, 2012 that included the provision for 
holding credits of transfer students from Mexico “in escrow” in effect prospectively retained these 
students from the beginning of their tenure in SISD.  

 
Because students were not awarded transfer credits for any core curriculum courses, they did not 
validate any by credit by exam, and they had to learn English, several staff members interviewed 
stated that it was obvious that they would need to spend four years in SISD in order to graduate. No 
one seemed concerned that arbitrarily placing these students in grade 9 increased costs for the district 
and time for the students. Examination of the transcripts of transfer students from Mexico established 
that many utilized Compass Learning and Options High School extended day or year classes to 
accelerate and graduated in three years, and sometimes two years, even though they started in grade 9.  

 
There was broad consensus among campus level staff interviewed that placing all transfer students 
from Mexico, regardless of age, in grade 9 classes was almost always uncomfortable, especially for 
older students. Staff also reported that it was not appropriate for these students who were generally 16 
to 18 years old, to attend classes with other grade 9 students, who would generally be 14-15 years old.  

 
The use of the word pending in the regulation implied that credit might be withheld at the  
end of the year, possibly because of a student’s failure to progress in English or to generally do well 
in SISD. When asked how progress in English language proficiency or coursework in English in one 
year could influence the award of credit for courses taken in Spanish in previous years, staff members 
did not attempt to explain or support the use of the word pending in the regulation. No staff member 
could name a student who did not have the standard 6 or sometimes 9 credits awarded at the end of 
grade 9, and I could find no evidence in the records reviewed that this had ever happened. 
 
The practice of holding credits “in escrow” and simultaneously placing all immigrant ELs in grade 9 
is a "one size fits all" that does not account for variations among either students or Mexican schools. 
To illustrate this concern, SISD should consider the student interviewed for the review. This student 
came to SISD with one and one-half years in a private Preparatoria school in Juarez. This school 
taught English, so he had enough English proficiency to be placed in level 3 (out of 5 levels) in SISD. 
The student also had interest in and knowledge of advanced mathematics, having taken a half year of 
Differential Calculus in Juarez. Despite his prior coursework, the student was placed in grade 9. The 
student took Algebra I in grade 9, Geometry in grade 10, Algebra II in grade 11, and Senior Math in 
grade 12. Thus, this student took three mathematics courses which were probably too easy and spent 
at least one to one and a half years extra in high school, at district expense. The student will graduate 
in 2013 and plans to attend UTEP. His graduation from high school is due more to his own 
persistence than to the district’s educational program. With the same experience, some students 
without such a persistent nature would have simply quit. 
 
Students vary in many ways, and English learners exhibit many variations in level of schooling, 
knowledge of English, ease in learning a second language, motivation, persistence, etc. The 
circumstances and experience of the student interviewed are certainly not typical. However, his 
presence in SISD schools illustrates the need for SISD to carefully consider each transfer student as 
an individual and also to challenge a stereotypical view of immigrant students from Mexico. One 
teacher and one district level administrator expressed this stereotypical view when they described 
these students as generally being poor, knowing no or almost no English, and having limited 
schooling. Another common perception about transfer students from Mexico is that they do not bring 
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their educational records with them when they enroll in SISD; however, this is not as widespread as 
some SISD staff believe.  

 
Such a one-size-fits-all view of immigrant students from Mexico is a significant barrier to providing 
the best program and support for these students.  

 
In fact, one or more staff members at each campus reported that some transfer students from Mexico 
either did not enroll or quit after they enrolled and found they would be placed in grade 9. Almost all 
of the staff members interviewed reported that placing students in grade 9 and holding their credits 
“in escrow” was discouraging for most students. Campus staff members reported that being 
automatically awarded a standard set of credits and placed in grade 9 angered and frustrated some 
students and parents who felt that it was evidence of discrimination based on national origin. This 
would have been contrary to the district’s non-discrimination statement which is included in most 
district documents and on district websites. 
 
Other parents suspected that this one-size-fits-all practice was designed to discourage ELs from 
enrolling. Two campus staff members reported that administrators suggested to parents who objected 
to their students being placed in grade 9 and/or being awarded only elective credits that perhaps they 
should return to Mexico and have their students finish their education there. Some staff perceived that 
this is what some students did. This constitutes the only circumstance where anyone interviewed for 
the review reported that SISD discouraged students from enrolling in the district.  

Most campus staff interviewed did recognize the variability among this population and expressed 
frustration with the grade placement process. Counselors and teachers reported that more immigrant 
students from Mexico now more often have some knowledge of English. In addition, they reported 
that more students have been in private schools, almost all of which teach English and most of which 
provide a rigorous curriculum. Some counselors knew that one school in Juarez, affiliated with 
Technologico de Monterrey, was accredited by the Southern Association of Schools and Colleges, 
and they knew that as directed in both the previous and current versions of EIE Regulation, the 
district evaluated transcripts from that school as they would those of any student transferring from 
accredited public schools in the US. However, a few counselors were unaware of this, and they could 
not be certain that their campuses had differentiated between students from Mexican schools in 
general and students from Mexican schools accredited by US associations. 

Placing all transfer students from Mexico in grade 9 and holding their transfer credits “in escrow” 
also calls into question whether the district was manipulating the grade placement of students 
transferring from Mexico in order ensure that they did not participate in the federal accountability 
system. Some staff members reported that when students and parents complained about being placed 
in grade 9, sometimes campus staff could mollify them by explaining that at the end of grade 9, their 
credits held “in escrow” would be added to the credits they earned that year, and the students would 
almost certainly “skip” to grade 11. When asked what the benefit to students was for withholding 
credits for a year, only two staff members interviewed, one teacher and one district level 
administrator, stated that it encouraged students to learn English, which they would need in order to 
do well in future classes. All those who were asked if the district had ever actually withheld any 
transfer credits at the end of the first year in SISD stated that the district had never done this. All in 
all, it is difficult to view these practices as providing real, or even potential benefits to students. In 
fact, they added unnecessary costs to the education of some students while also delaying their 
progress toward graduation. With these factors in mind, it is reasonable to ask if these practices 
provided other benefits to the district. One benefit for adults at the schools was that the practice 
greatly simplified placement and programming options for the students. Obviously, removing these 
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students from the federal accountability system by “skipping” grade 10 is an additional benefit that 
must be considered.  

 
I visited the websites of several districts similar to SISD in size to determine if other districts also 
held credits of immigrant, or any other transfer students. I did not find any. However, reports of TEA 
investigations in Canutillo ISD, EPISD, and San Elizario ISD established that these districts for a 
time held credits of students from Mexico, and that they have all discontinued the practice. This 
prompted me to again ask several staff members at the District Support Center where the idea of 
holding credits “in escrow” came from. No one offered an answer, and some seemed to genuinely be 
perplexed. The question prompted the Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Schools to do some 
research, and she identified one district with the same practice, the McAllen ISD. Although that 
district uses different terminology, referring to the practice as holding credits “in reserve,” and 
restricts it to “state electives,” the district essentially engages in the same process that SISD engaged 
in until July 18, 2012. Appendix I provides an excerpt of the relevant McAllen ISD document. 

 
There certainly may be other districts that engage in this practice. Clearly, from the TEA reports of its 
investigations of the El Paso, Canutillo, and San Elizario ISDs, and the USDE report of its 
investigation of EPISD, neither federal nor state officials approve of it. 

 
In a revised EIE Regulation dated July 18, 2012, SISD significantly changed its practices in regard to 
transfer students from Mexico. The district slightly revised this regulation in December of 2012. EIE 
regulation now states: 

 
“First year immigrant students transferring from a school in Mexico will have their 
transcripts evaluated and analyzed by an independent transcript analysis service 
agency.  
 
The transcript analysis service agency will obtain (if necessary), review and evaluate 
Mexican transcripts and forward the transcript analysis to the appropriate high 
school. High school counselors will be responsible for coordinating with the campus 
registrar to ensure the out-of-district courses are accurately placed on the student's 
official high school transcript.  
 
Socorro ISD will accept credits validated through the transcript analysis service 
agency as valid state graduation credits.  
 
The academic skills level of English Language Learners whose primary language is 
Spanish may be assessed through independent online diagnostic assessments to 
determine the level of mastery in mathematics, biology and geography.”  

 
The “independent transcript analysis service agency” SISD has chosen to use is LUCHA. LUCHA is 
part of the K-16 Education Center at the University of Texas. The mission of LUCHA is to increase 
graduation rates of English language learners. To accomplish this: 
 

“In conjunction with the Ministry of Public Education in Mexico, the LUCHA (Language 
Learners at the UT Center for Hispanic Achievement) program has aligned the curriculum 
that students receive in their home country to the curriculum taught in Texas. By properly 
interpreting the students’ transcripts from Mexico, educators have the necessary information 
to place students in the appropriate grade and course.” 
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The revised EIE Regulation, dated July 18, 2012, and the district’s use of LUCHA resolves many of 
the issues related to the district’s previous practices used to evaluate the records of and place transfer 
students from Mexico. SISD would no longer hold credits from Mexico “in escrow,” nor would it 
arbitrarily place all students from Mexico in grade 9. The district would make an effort to understand, 
via LUCHA’s analysis of students’ records, what content students had already studied and in which 
SISD courses they would be prepared to be successful. The district would award credits from Mexico 
in the core curriculum in addition to electives. LUCHA would verify all content, including elective 
courses, and would award credit based on congruence with TEKS. 
 
There was a general consensus among the campus staff interviewed regarding LUCHA; over 98% of 
those interviewed felt that using LUCHA and has resulted in placing students more accurately in 
grades and courses and is a significant improvement over the district’s previous practice. However, a 
few shared some concerns. The most prevalent was the amount of time it takes for LUCHA to 
provide its analysis. LUCHA staff provided information for this review. They indicated that the 
average time for them to analyze a transcript is from 2 to 3 weeks, if the transcript is received at the 
same time the district makes its request.  For this to happen, students must bring their records with 
them. If the transcript is received later, either from the student or from the school, after LUCHA has 
requested it, the analysis may take as many as 5 weeks. Another factor which may delay the analysis 
is whether or not a student’s school is in the LUCHA database. If it is not, then LUCHA staff must 
align each course from the school with the TEKS. LUCHA indicated that this may take as many as 8 
weeks. As LUCHA gains more experience and becomes more familiar with Mexican schools in the 
Juarez and Chihuahua region, they will enter them into LUCHA’s database. This will reduce response 
time as well. 
 
While waiting for the LUCHA analysis, counselors reported using the same process they have used 
for US transfers from out-of-state. That is, they examine the student’s records to get a general sense 
of the courses taken, both level and content. They also interview the student (and sometimes parents) 
to get a general sense of what content the student has most recently been studying. From this 
information, they make the best determination possible regarding appropriate initial placement. In 
regard to core content classes, the campuses work to ensure that students have access to bilingual 
dictionaries and other supports, such as bilingual teachers. After a few days or weeks, teachers are in 
a position to inform counselors if students appear to have been placed in the correct courses. 
Sometimes, students are ready for higher level coursework, and sometimes they either need a lower 
level course or more supports in the form of peer and after school tutoring, etc. ESL teachers at both 
MHS and EDHS reported closely monitoring the grades and general progress of their students. They 
regularly correspond with their English learners’ teachers and take responsibility for helping their 
students pass not only the English as a Second Language classes they teach, but all of their classes. 
These teachers are also actually present during registration to assist the counselors in interviewing 
students in order to make the best possible initials placements, especially in the core curriculum. Such 
care and concern should be a part of the enrollment experience for every ELL transferring into SISD. 
SISD should inventory campus best practices for ELLs such as these and standardize them across the 
high schools in the district.  

 
There is a second important set of changes regarding grade reclassification in the July 18, 2012 
revision of EIE Regulation. The Regulation allows for grade 11 students expected to graduate in the 
same year to be reclassified into grade 12 midyear. However, these students must now have already 
passed all parts of the Exit TAKS. 
 
As indicated above, the December 2012 version of the Regulation created the Grade Reclassification 
Committee (GRC), to consider and possibly approve the reclassification of other students in other 
grades. The GRC is composed of both district and campus level staff: 
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• Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services; 
• Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education; 
• Assistant Superintendent for 21st Century Learning; 
• Counseling Program Coordinator 
• Information Systems Team Leaders 
• Technology Services Director 
• Campus principals and counselors 

 
The GRC had met 3 times at the time of the interviews. At the first meeting, in the fall of 2012, 
district level staff had identified students that perhaps should be reclassified. Many appeared to be 
errors. The GRC consulted with campus principals and counselors to determine if in fact these 
students should be reclassified. It appears that the first meeting provided the opportunity for valuable 
dialogue between campus and district level staff members. In that first meeting and in the two that 
followed, campus staff proposed that some students should be reclassified, and the district level staff 
considered whether to approve the proposed reclassifications. The GRC approved all of the proposed 
reclassifications the campuses presented. 

 
Board policy FDA (LEGAL) states: 

 
“Records and transcripts of students from Texas nonpublic schools or from out of state or 
out of the country (including foreign ex-change students) shall be evaluated, and students 
shall be placed promptly in appropriate classes. The District may use a wide variety of 
methods to verify the content of courses for which a transfer student has earned credit. 19 
TAC 74.26(a)(2)”   

 
Campus staff, when asked what they would interpret “promptly” in this context to mean responded in 
various ways. There was general agreement that the maximum of 20 days the state allows campuses 
to evaluate English language proficiency and provide proper English language instruction would also 
be a reasonable maximum for evaluating educational records. Most campus staff members felt that 20 
days was appropriate for all transfer students, not only those from Mexico. Twenty days is about the 
time counselors have before the last Friday in September, what SISD staff refer to as the “school start 
window.” The “school start window” is also the time period the district provides to campuses to 
locate leavers. After this window closes, campuses cannot reclassify students (unless they are grade 
11 students expected to graduate in the same year). LUCHA’s average time to evaluate records and 
make recommendations is 2-3 weeks, well within the 20 days suggested by staff. When one considers 
that with the district’s previous process, one-size-fits-all placements were made with almost no 
customization based on individual students’ academic records and that all students were placed in 
grade 9, potentially delaying their progress through high school by as much as an entire academic 
year, LUCHA’s response times of from 2 to 8 weeks seem reasonable. 
 
Some campus staff members reported additional concerns, in addition to the time taken, about the 
LUCHA process. Some have had difficulty feeling comfortable with LUCHA recommending credit in 
math and science courses, even though they know that LUCHA has examined the content of the 
Mexican courses. This may reflect an underlying philosophical objection to recognizing courses that 
have not been taught in English. Some mentioned surprise that LUCHA generally does not 
recommend awarding students credit for Spanish III.  

 
As of April 30, 2013, in its first year serving the SISD, LUCHA had evaluated the records of and 
made recommendations for 71 students. Another 5 students were pending in May. As they have 
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received the recommendations, a few campus staff members have been concerned that LUCHA has 
provided different credit recommendations for courses with the same titles. The LUCHA staff 
responded to this concern by stating that they evaluate actual content, not just course titles. Just as 
“Algebra” courses in the US may differ greatly in regard to content and rigor, the same variation 
occurs in Mexico. LUCHA staff stated in response to this concern that counselors “should be made 
aware that each student studied in a different school with a different curriculum. Titles of courses 
cannot be translated without a thorough analysis of the school’s curriculum.” 

 
Despite the fact that LUCHA provides online “diagnostic assessments in Spanish that measure math 
and science content knowledge,” SISD has not used these assessments. In fact, administrators, 
counselors, and teachers did not appear to be aware of this service. 

 
SISD should consider several recommendations related to the provisions in EIE Regulation, past and 
present, in regard to immigrant students.  
 

1. SISD should consider having LUCHA evaluate the Mexican transcripts of current 
students in grades 10-12 during the 2013 school year. Most of those in grade 12 will have 
graduated, but for students who have not, this may help some to meet graduation 
requirements. For students in grades 10 and 11 in 2013, it may help them to accelerate 
their progress through high school.  

2. SISD should support the implementation of LUCHA’s online diagnostic assessments in 
Spanish so that students do in fact take them. This should increase the percentage of 
students accurately placed in mathematics and science courses, including PreAP and 
perhaps AP courses, depending on the students’ levels of English proficiency. 

3. SISD should translate EIE Regulation into Spanish and ensure that it is distributed to all 
students transferring or who have transferred from Mexico and to their parents.  

 
D. Anomalies L-1 & M-1 – Advanced in compliance with criteria for grade classification in EIE 

Regulation but was never in grade 10 or never in grade 11 
 

In contrast to the Group 1 H codes above, in which students were erroneously or inadvisably retained 
in grade 9 instead of advancing to grade 10, students with L-1 and M-1 codes advanced in compliance 
with the number of credits required by EIE Regulation. Because of the timing of their credits, these 
students “legitimately skipped” either grade 10 or grade 11. Some students with an L-1 anomaly 
brought several credits into high school from middle school. These students also did well in grade 9, 
earning 7 or 8 credits that year. These combined with middle school credits to total 12 or more and 
meet the criteria for placement in grade 11. Others encountered difficulty in grade 9, earned few 
credits, and had to repeat grade 9. During their second year in grade 9, they did much better, earning 
at least 7-8 credits. At the end of their second year in grade 9, they too had earned at least 12 state 
credits, and met the criteria for advancement to grade 11. 

 
Similarly, students with an anomaly code of M-1 had earned, by the end of grade 10, at least 18 state 
credits, enough to be advanced to grade 12. Both L-1 and M-1 students, when they “skipped” grade 
10 and grade 11, respectively, did not participate in the TAKS test for that grade. Thus, students with 
the L-1 anomaly did not participate in the federal accountability system, and students with the M-1 
anomaly did not participate fully in the state system. Exhibit 15 provides information about the 
frequency of these anomalies.  

 
Exhibit 15 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES L-1 AND M-1 
NEVER IN GRADE 10, NEVER TOOK GRADE 10 TAKS OR 
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NEVER IN GRADE 11, TOOK EXIT LEVEL TAKS IN GRADE 12  
CAMPUS AND DISTRICT NUMBERS & CAMPUS PERCENT OF DISTRICT TOTAL 

Code Number & Percent of District Total by Campus 

L-1  
 
“Legitimately skipped” 
grade 10 in compliance 
with SISD grade 
classification criteria 
 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 14 15 21 17 67 
MHS 37 10 8 13 68 
AHS 30 26 18 9 83 
EDHS 20 11 10 7 48 
DISTRICT 101 62 57 46 266 

 

SHS 14% 24% 37% 37% 

 MHS 37% 16% 14% 28% 
AHS 30% 42% 32% 20% 
EDHS 20% 18% 18% 15% 

 

M-1 
 
“Legitimately skipped” 
grade 11 in compliance 
with SISD grade 
classification criteria 
 

SHS 10 9 14 18 51 
MHS 20 23 8 9 60 
AHS 29 20 10 30 89 
EDHS 18 21 16 15 70 
DISTRICT 77 73 48 72 270 

 

SHS 13% 12% 29% 25% 

 MHS 26% 32% 17% 13% 
AHS 38% 27% 21% 42% 
EDHS 23% 29% 33% 21% 

      Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 

Depending on the sub-groups that these students belonged in, their absence from the state testing 
program in grade 10 or 11 may have had an effect on both federal and state accountability systems.  
 
Many districts reclassify, at midyear, all high school students who have earned, by midyear, enough 
credits to meet the criteria for the next grade level classification. Thus, they reclassify grade 9 
students to grade 10, grade 10 students to grade 11, and grade 11 students to grade 12. The main 
advantage of this practice is to expand the number of TAKS testing opportunities, especially for the 
Exit level. Secondarily, some counselors and others believe it may provide valuable confirmation to 
students of their progress toward graduation and encourage them to persevere. It appears from the 
report of the investigation that the USDE conducted into allegations of wrong doing in the El Paso 
ISD that it is USDE’s position that all students must participate in the federal accountability system. 
In order to meet this expectation during the years of the TAKS, districts would have had to either 
reclassify all grade 9 students with enough credits at midyear to be in grade 10, or make some other 
provision. Districts could have, for example, made taking the grade 10 TAKS a requirement for 
advancement to grade 11. There has been only one primary administration of the grade 10 TAKS, so 
such a requirement would have held students in grade 10 until they had taken the TAKS, even though 
they might have earned enough state credits to be in grade 11. These considerations illustrate how far 
accountability systems can take districts away from their primary mission and focus.  
 
Although SPED staff at the district level and campus staff interviewed indicated that the district 
expected SPED students to be placed in grades 9, 10, and 11 (the grades used for the accountability 
systems) at least once, it does not appear that this standard operating procedure was ever put in 
writing and communicated formally to campuses. Consequently, some SPED students were in the L-1 
and M-1 groups. 

 
Because of the transition to the STAAR assessment program, L-1 and M-1 students will no longer be 
a concern after the class of 2014 graduates. In the meantime, SISD should examine all of the features 
of the STAAR/EOC tests that high school students will take and should request clarification or 
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guidance from TEA and/or the USDE, as appropriate to ensure that its testing program meets the 
intent of both federal and state law. 

 
VII. Anomaly Group 2 Findings and Recommendations 

 
Anomalies in Group 2 had no effects on accountability ratings, or had limited effects on federal ratings, or 
had an insignificant effect on state ratings. In contrast with students with Group 1 anomalies, students 
with Group 2 anomalies were all at least one time classified in grades 9, 10, and 11, and they all 
participated in the primary (spring) grade 9, grade 10, and Exit level TAKS test administrations. 
However, the progress of these students through high school was not in compliance with one or more 
provisions of SISD’s EIE Regulation. In most cases, students repeated a grade level even though they had 
enough state credits to advance to the next level. In needlessly repeating a grade level, they also 
needlessly repeated their participation in the state assessment for that grade level. 

 
Some Group 2 anomalies appear to have been caused by errors on the part of counselors or clerical staff. 
Others may be the result of the campus not receiving transcripts or acting on credit recovery records on a 
timely basis. The separate discussions by anomaly which follow provide information about known or 
probable causes. These discussions for each Group 2 anomaly also include exhibits which provide counts 
of the number and percentage of the anomalies by campus (four largest high schools only) and district for 
2009 through 2012. MECHS had only one Group 2 anomaly (E-2) in its graduate transcripts. Therefore, 
MECHS has been removed from the following discussions. 
 
E. Anomalies E-2, F-2, & G-2 – Not enough credits for grade 10, 11, or 12 

 
Some students in grade 9 advanced to grade 10 the following year without having earned at least 6 
state credits as SISD EIE Regulation required. This anomaly could have occurred due to errors on the 
part of counselors or transcript clerks. It is unlikely the district’s software caused this anomaly. In 
contrast to students whose transcripts exhibited the E-1 anomaly discussed above, students whose 
transcripts had an E-2 anomaly did not “skip” grade 11 but instead went to grade 11 after grade they 
were erroneously placed in grade 10. Similar to the E-1 anomaly, many, in fact the majority, of the 
students with the E-2 anomaly were students with disabilities served in the SPED program. Of the 78 
instances of anomaly E2, 44, or 56% were in transcripts of SPED students.  
 
Students with F-2 advanced to grade 11 even though they had not earned enough state credits for that 
classification. However, they had already been in grade10 and so had not “skipped” grade 10. Of the 
77 instances of anomaly F-2, 42, or 55% were in the transcripts of students served in the SPED 
program.  
 
Students with G-2 advanced to grade 12 even though they had not earned enough state credits for that 
classification. However, they had already been in grade11 and so had not “skipped” grade 11. Of the 
112 instances of anomaly G-2, 70, or 62% were in the transcripts of students served in the SPED 
program. Exhibit 16 provides data about these anomalies. 

 
Exhibit 16 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES E-2, F-2, & G-2 
NOT ENOUGH CREDITS FOR GRADE 10, OR 11, OR 12 
CAMPUS AND DISTRICT NUMBERS & CAMPUS PERCENT OF DISTRICT TOTAL 

Code Number & Percent of District Total by Campus 
E-2  
 
Not enough credits for 
grade 10 but did not 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 16 6 4 6 32 
MHS 4 1 3 2 10 
AHS 2 5 5 6 18 
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“skip” grade 11 
 

EDHS 6 4 3 4 17 
DISTRICT 26 14 13 11 77 

 

SHS 57% 38% 27% 33% 

 MHS 14% 6% 20% 11% 
AHS 7% 31% 33% 33% 
EDHS 21% 25% 20% 22% 

 

F-2  
 
Not enough credits for 
grade 11 but did not 
“skip” grade 10 

SHS 16 5 4 7 32 
MHS 1 2 3 2 8 
AHS 3 3 7 9 22 
EDHS 4 6 1 4 15 
DISTRICT 24 16 15 22 77 

 

SHS 67% 31% 27% 32% 

 MHS 4% 13% 20% 9% 
AHS 13% 19% 47% 41% 
EDHS 17% 38% 7% 18% 

 

G-2  
 
Not enough credits for 
grade 12 but did not 
“skip” grade 11 

SHS 16 8 12 11 47 
MHS 6 3 4 7 20 
AHS 3 9 6 5 23 
EDHS 5 5 8 4 22 
DISTRICT 30 25 30 27 112 

 

SHS 53% 32% 40% 41% 

 MHS 20% 12% 13% 26% 
AHS 10% 36% 20% 19% 
EDHS 17% 20% 27% 15% 

      Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 

Overall, 59% of the students with E-2, F-2, or G-2 anomalies, combined, were served in the SPED 
program. Because of the high proportion of SPED students with the E-2, F-2, and G-2 anomalies, 
even though these students did not “skip” a grade, the recommendation made earlier in the report for 
E-1, F-1, and G-1 applies to these students as well. SISD should develop appropriate criteria and 
guidance for placing and advancing high school SPED students for whom the criteria of numbers of 
state credits earned is inappropriate. This should be added to the EIE Regulation. Depending on the 
year, SHS and AHS accounted for relatively higher proportions of these anomalies. Individual student 
data for these campuses indicate that often more than half of the students with these anomalies at SHS 
and AHS were SPED students. SISD should provide technical assistance with the administration, 
SPED teachers, and diagnosticians to ensure that the campuses follow the revised EIE Regulation. 
SISD should monitor the grade level placement and advancement of SPED students at all campuses. 

  
F. Anomaly GR-2 – Not Enough Credits for Grade 12 
 

With the GR-2 anomaly, campuses followed the EIE Regulation. The student’s transcript shows grade 
12, but the entry/withdrawal information in eSchool establishes that the student spent the fall semester 
in grade 11, earned enough credits the fall semester to be in grade 12, and was advanced midyear, as 
the regulation specifically allows, or later in the spring semester. Many of the students with this code 
did graduate in the spring of the same year. 

 
When school began that fall, students with the GR-2 anomaly were in grade 11 for the first and only 
time. When they took the Exit level TAKS that fall, also for the first time, they passed all four parts 
and, according to the state’s rule, participated in state accountability system. Thus, this anomaly was 
in compliance with EIE Regulation and did not remove students from participation in the state 
accountability system. 
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The provision in EIE Regulation that allowed campuses to reclassify students with the GR-1 and GR-
2 anomalies at midyear from grade 11 to grade 12 made the performance of these students a no-fault 
situation for state ratings. They all took the Exit TAKS for the first time in the fall. If they passed all 
parts (GR-2), they were included in the data used to determine campus and district state ratings. If 
they failed any part (GR-1), they were excluded. Testing them in the fall could only positively affect 
ratings. Exhibit 17 provides information about the GR-2 anomaly. 

 
Exhibit 17 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALY GR-2 
BEGAN FALL SEMESTER IN GRADE 11 FOR THE FIRST TIME & PASSED ALL EXIT TAKS   
CAMPUS AND DISTRICT NUMBERS & CAMPUS PERCENT OF DISTRICT TOTAL 

Code Number & Percent of District Total by Campus 

GR-2 
 
Entered in grade 11 & and 
advanced to grade 12 
midyear – was in grade 11 
for the first time & passed 
all Exit TAKS in the fall 
  

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 6 4 7 9 26 
MHS 13 5 4 11 33 
AHS 4 2 5 18 29 
EDHS 14 4 11 20 49 
DISTRICT 37 26 27 65 137 

 

SHS 16% 27% 26% 16% 

 MHS 35% 33% 15% 19% 
AHS 11% 13% 19% 31% 
EDHS 38% 27% 41% 34% 

      Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 
G. Anomalies H-2, H7/8-2, HT-2, HT-MEX-2, or H10-2 – Not promoted or placed in grade 10 but 

was in grade 10 later 
 

Students with anomalies beginning with H and ending in 2 earned enough credits in grade 9 to 
advance to grade 10 (at least 6) but did not advance to grade 10. They repeated grade 9 instead and 
then were classified in grade 10 in a subsequent year.  In contrast to students in Group 1 with an H 
code, when these students were classified in grade 10 in a subsequent year, they were included in the 
grade 10 TAKS testing group in that year, and they did participate in both the federal accountability 
system and the grade 10 portion of the state system. During the year that they repeated grade 9, their 
participation in the grade 9 portion of the state system was repeated and they did not appropriately 
participate in the state system. The overall effects of the Group 2 H anomalies on the federal system 
are limited (reflecting a delay in participation), and effects on the state system were not significant. 
However, these effects did result in slight differences in the data used to compute the ratings in both 
systems. Exhibit 18 provides information about Group 2 H anomalies. The shaded cells indicate no 
percentages to report. 

 
With the exception of the HT-MEX-2 anomaly, these anomalies likely resulted from incomplete 
information being used to place students, or from staff members’ errors. Students with the HT-MEX-
2 anomaly repeated grade 9 due to the provision in EIE Regulation (July 2007 until July 18, 2012) 
that directed campuses to hold them in grade 9 for the first year in SISD high schools but differed 
from their classmates with an HT-MEX-1 code because after being in grade 9 for one year and having 
their credits that had been held “in escrow” released, they did not “skip” grade 10 to go to grade 11 
but instead were in grade 10. This was often due to them having earned a limited number of credits in 
grade 9 in SISD. However, sometimes it appeared that counselors did not include the credits held “in 
escrow” in their calculations to determine the total number of state credits earned. Thus, these 
students advanced to grade 10 when they should have advanced to grade 11. As a result of having 
their credits held “in escrow” but not recognized these HT-MEX-2 students experienced delays in 
graduation and were overage for all or nearly all of their high school careers. 
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Exhibit 18 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES H10-2, H7/8-2, HT-2, OR HT-MEX-2 
NOT PROMOTED TO GRADE 10, BUT WAS IN GRADE 10 LATER 
CAMPUS AND DISTRICT NUMBERS AND CAMPUS PERCENT OF DISTRICT TOTAL 

Code Number & Percent of District Total by Campus 

H10-2  
 
Not promoted to grade 10 
for unknown reasons but 
was in grade 10 later 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 2 6 2 0 10 
MHS 0 0 0 0 0 
AHS 0 0 0 0 0 
EDHS 0 0 0 0 0 
DISTRICT 2 6 2 0 10 

 

SHS 100% 100% 100%  

 MHS     
AHS     
EDHS     

 

H7/8-2 
 
Not promoted to grade 10 
due to high school credit 
earned in middle school 
not recognized but was in 
grade 10 later 

SHS 0 1 3 2 6 
MHS 0 0 1 1 2 
AHS 0 4 5 6 15 
EDHS 0 2 5 2 9 
DISTRICT 0 7 14 11 32 

 

SHS  14% 21% 18% 

 MHS   7% 9% 
AHS  57% 36% 55% 
EDHS  29% 36% 18% 

 

HT-2 
 
Not promoted to grade 10 
due to transfer credits 
from US not recognized 

SHS 0 0 1 0 1 
MHS 1 0 1 0 2 
AHS 0 0 0 0 0 
EDHS 0 0 1 0 1 
DISTRICT 1 0 3 0 4 

 

SHS   33%  

 MHS 100%  33%  
AHS     
EDHS   33%  

 

HT-MEX-2 
 
Not promoted to grade 10 
due to credits from Mexico 
being held “in escrow” for 
one year but was in grade 
10 later 

SHS 0 2 0 0 2 
MHS 0 2 0 7 9 
AHS 1 2 4 7 14 
EDHS 1 2 3 7 13 
DISTRICT 2 8 7 21 38 

 

SHS  25%   

 MHS  25%  33% 
AHS 50% 25% 57% 33% 
EDHS 50% 25% 43% 33% 

       Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 
H. Anomalies I-2 & J-2 – Not promoted to grade 11 or 12 but was in grade 11 or 12 later 
 

Students with the I-2 code earned enough credits to advance to grade 11 in compliance with the 
number of credits required by EIE Regulation. However, they did not advance but instead repeated 
grade 10. They were in grade 11 later. Those with code I-2 participated twice in the grade 10 TAKS 
administration and both the federal and state accountability systems inappropriately. This anomaly 
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resulted in delaying their participation in Exit level TAKS and in the Exit level portion of the state 
system. 
  
Students with the J-2 code earned enough credits to advance to grade 12 in compliance with the 
number of credits required by EIE Regulation. However, they did not advance but instead repeated 
grade 11. They were in grade 12 later. Those with code J-2 had already participated in the primary 
Exit level TAKS administration. They continued to participate only in the parts they had not passed 
the first time. This is the same consequence they would have experienced if they had been correctly 
placed in grade 12. The J-2 anomaly had no effect on either federal or state accountability ratings. 
Exhibit 19 provides information on students with the I-2 and J-2 anomalies. 
 
Exhibit 19 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALIES I-2 & J-2 
NOT PROMOTED TO GRADE 11 OR 12 BUT WAS IN GRADE 11 OR 12 LATER 
CAMPUS AND DISTRICT NUMBERS AND CAMPUS PERCENT OF DISTRICT TOTAL 

Code Number & Percent of District Total by Campus 

I-2  
 
Not promoted or placed in 
grade 11, repeated grade 
10 instead, was in grade 
11 later 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 4 10 0 1 15 
MHS 4 0 0 0 4 
AHS 6 5 4 2 17 
EDHS 7 5 1 0 13 
DISTRICT 21 20 5 3 49 

 

SHS 19% 50%  33% 

 MHS 19%    
AHS 29% 25% 80% 67% 
EDHS 33% 25% 20%  

 

J-2 
 
Not promoted or placed in 
grade 12, repeated grade 
11 instead, was in grade 
12 later 

SHS 0 3 0 1 4 
MHS 0 0 0 0 0 
AHS 0 3 1 1 5 
EDHS 2 0 0 1 3 
DISTRICT 2 6 1 3 12 

 

SHS  50%  33% 

 MHS     
AHS  50% 100% 33% 
EDHS 100%   33% 

        Note: Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 
I. Anomaly A2 – No grade 9 Entered - No Effects on Federal Ratings and/or No or Probable 

Insignificant Effects State Ratings 
 

A very small number of students did not have a grade 9 entered on their transcripts. The probable 
cause for this is error on the part of campus personnel who had requested and were waiting for grade 
9 records from other schools. Either the records never arrived, or campus staff failed to enter them 
after they arrived. With the A2 anomaly, it is unclear whether campuses followed the EIE Regulation. 
It is also unclear if the A2 anomaly had any effects on the accountability systems. These students may 
have inappropriately failed to participate in the grade 9 TAKS, or they may have inappropriately 
participated in grade 10 TAKS (thus inappropriately participating in both federal and state systems). 
However, as Exhibit 20 indicates, their numbers are so small (18 combined at four campuses over 
four years) that they had no significant effect on the data used to compute the ratings. 
Exhibit 20 
TRANSCRIPT ANOMALY A-2 
NO GRADE 9 ENTERED ON TRANSCRIPT 
CAMPUS AND DISTRICT TOTALS 
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Code Totals by Campus 

A-2 
 
No grade 9 on transcript 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 
SHS 0 0 1 0 1 
MHS 0 0 0 0 0 
AHS 0 0 1 1 2 
EDHS 2 3 0 1 6 
DISTRICT 2 3 2 2 9 

 
VIII. Findings and Recommendations for Transcript Anomalies 

 
1. Finding and Recommendation: Grade Placement of SPED students 

 
SISD has not provided written guidance for the high school grade classification and advancement of 
some students with disabilities who are served in the SPED program and do not generally earn state 
credits. Campuses were inconsistent in how they advanced these students through grades 9-12. This 
has resulted in some students with disabilities not participating appropriately in the federal and/or the 
state accountability systems. 
 
The district should revise EIE Regulation to appropriately address the grade placement and grade 
advancement of all students with disabilities served in the SPED Program and enrolled in the 
district’s high schools. SISD should also conduct training, provide support to staff and parents, and 
monitor implementation of the provisions in the revised regulation addressing these students. 
 

2. Finding and Recommendation: Midyear Grade Reclassification of Grade 10 Students to Grade 
11 
 
During the period under review, 2009-2012, SISD did not monitor whether campuses were 
reclassifying grade 10 students to grade 11 at midyear. SISD’s July 12, 2007 EIE Regulation that was 
in effect from that date until July 18, 2012 did not prohibit this; however, campus and district staff 
reported that the district did not allow it. The review established that this had happened at both SHS 
(four graduates) and AHS (five graduates) for a total of nine graduates. It also happened at AHS for 
seven additional students, all of whom were LEP. Because of this practice, the review documented 
that 16 students did not participate in the federal accountability system. 
 
SISD should investigate midyear grade 10 to grade 11 reclassifications from 2009 through 2013. The 
district should create a query or report in the administrative software to determine if these 
reclassifications took place for more students than those identified in the review and at other 
campuses. For all instances identified, the investigation should determine who authorized or directed 
the reclassifications, and SISD should take personnel action as appropriate. The district should also 
determine if the STAAR/EOC assessment program will be affected in any way by high school grade 
placement and grade advancement procedures, and determine if the current version of EIE 
Regulation, approved December 13, 2012, adequately communicates the district’s intent regarding 
midyear reclassifications. 

 
3. Finding and Recommendation: Midyear Grade Reclassification of Grade 11 Students to Grade 

12 
 
SISD had a grade classification procedure that allowed campuses to reclassify students from grade 11 
to 12 at midyear. It also allowed schools to reclassify students from grade 10 to grade 11 only 
between the end of one year and the beginning of the next year (not at midyear). Although this 
procedure was in only the 2006 and July 18, 2012 versions of EIE Regulation, it was in the Student 
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Handbooks from 2006 through 2013 and was enforced from 2006 until December 13, 2012. This 
procedure created Sub-group B with anomaly code GR-1 above. TEA’s procedure for handling the 
Exit TAKS scores of students with anomaly GR-1 resulted in some students’ Exit TAKS performance 
being excluded from the data used to determine state accountability ratings and from various reports, 
such as Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) reports. 
 
SISD should consider and confirm that its current grade reclassification procedures will ensure that 
all students appropriately participate in STAAR/EOC tests and that the data used to determine federal 
and state accountability ratings will communicate the district’s performance as completely and 
accurately as possible. 
 

4. Finding and recommendation: “Skipping” Grade 10 Inappropriately and Failing to Participate 
in the Federal Accountability System 
 
Some SISD high school students were never in grade 10 (Sub-group C above) due to one of the 
following: 
a. SISD has not consistently included credits earned for high school courses taken in middle school 

in the calculations of state credits earned and determination of grade advancement in high school. 
b. SISD has not consistently included credits earned by student transfers into SISD at other high 

schools in calculations of state credits earned and determination of grade advancement. 
c. SISD implemented a one-size-fits all set of rules for the grade placement and grade advancement 

of high school age transfer students from Mexico. The rules were inappropriate for many 
students, and school staff reported that the rules discouraged some students from enrolling in or 
remaining enrolled in SISD high schools. 

 
SISD should examine the records of all current high school students in the following categories and 
take the recommended actions: 
a. Students who earned high school credits in middle school: SISD should verify that they are in the 

correct grade, and conduct training and provide support to staff at K-8, middle and high schools 
and monitor to ensure that students are placed in the correct grades in high school. 

b. Current high school transfer students who earned high school credits outside SISD: SISD should 
verify that the students are in the correct grade. 

c. Students who transferred from Mexico before 2013: SISD should arrange for the district’s 
transcript analysis agency to evaluate the transcripts of these students, award credits accordingly, 
and ensure that these students are in the correct grade level classification. SISD should conduct 
training and provide support to staff and parents of these students, and monitor the grade 
advancement and progress toward graduation of these students, continuing to provide appropriate 
supports to those who need them. 

 
5. Finding and Recommendation: “Skipping” Grade 10 or Grade 11 Due to SISD Regulation 

 
During the period under review, 2009-2012, SISD had a grade classification procedure that allowed 
schools to reclassify students from grade 9 to 10 and 10 to 11 only between the end of one year and 
the beginning of the next. Although this procedure was in only the 2006 and July 18, 2012 versions of 
EIE Regulation, it was in the Student Handbooks from 2006 through 2013 and was enforced from 
2006 until December 13, 2012. This procedure created Sub-group D with anomaly codes L-1 and M-1 
above and has resulted in some students “skipping” grade 10 or grade 11. These students either did 
not participate in the federal accountability system and/or did not fully participate in the state system. 
 
SISD should consider and confirm that allowing grade reclassifications from grade 9 to 10 and 10 to 
11 only during the period between the end of one year and the start of the next is in the best interests 
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of the students and the school district. It does not appear that this procedure has any effect on 
students’ participation in the STAAR/EOC tests and the federal and state accountability systems 
based on them. SISD should confirm this. 

 
6. Finding and Recommendation: Grade Placement and Advancement Regulations, Processes and 

Internal Controls and Data Used to Determine Accountability System Ratings 
 
During the period under review, 2009-2012, SISD had insufficient regulations, processes and internal 
controls to ensure that all students were in the proper grade level, that all students participated 
appropriately in the TAKS (state assessments) and that the participation and performance of all 
students was included in the data used to determine ratings in both the federal and state accountability 
systems. There were both SPED and LEP (limited English proficient, or ELLs) students who should 
have been in grade 10 or grade 11 but were not. Some were never in grade 10 or 11, some were in 
grade 10 or 11 later than they should have been, and some repeated grade 10 and/or grade 11 
inappropriately. Because of this, the data used to determine SISDs federal and state accountability 
ratings for 2010 through 2012 was incomplete and the ratings may not reliably have informed 
stakeholders of the district’s performance. 

 
When Superintendent Espinoza joined the district in September 2012, he developed a Superitendent’s 
Transition Plan which set the tone for his administration. The plan stated the intent to “Review Board 
Policies and State/Federal Regulations.” This led Dr. Espinoza to revise the July 18, 2012 EIE 
Regulation. The December 13, 2012 EIE Regulation created a Grade Reclassification Committee 
(GRC). Illustrating the superintendent’s intent to “work with all stakeholders to achieve success as a 
team,” the GRC consists of representatives from Administrative Services, Curriculum and Instruction, 
Technology Services, and the Guidance and Counseling Program. Illustrating his intent to use “data 
to drive decisions” the GRC prepared for its first meeting by securing and reviewing grade placement, 
promotion, and retention reports for the five largest high schools. The GRC then met with campus 
representatives to consider anomalies in the reports and decide how to resolve them. The GRC 
provided Dr. Espinoza with a written report of findings and decisions for individual students. Thus, in 
2013, the district improved its EIE Regulation, its processes, and its controls by conducting its own in 
house review of anomalies of current high school students and by creating a process for district and 
campus staff to collaboratively make timely decisions regarding reclassifications.  
 
SISD should consider if and confirm that these revised district regulation, processes, and internal 
controls are sufficient to ensure that all students participate appropriately in the STAAR/EOC 
assessment program. The administration should determine if there are steps the district should take to 
ensure that students fully participate in both accountability systems and ensure that reports of student 
performance are accurate and complete. The district should provide written guidance and training to 
ensure this. (See 7. Finding and Recommendation: Training of Campus Staff below.) 
 

IX. Additional Findings and Recommendations 
 
1. Finding and Recommendation: Administrative Software & Campus Audits 

 
SISD has opportunities, while transitioning to a new administrative software package, to create 
reports and data fields that will significantly enhance its ability to monitor grade placement and 
advancement practices. Some reports and data fields in the former software would have helped staff 
identify and correct anomalies, but staff had not utilized them.  

 
 During the time that SISD used eSchool, one high school requested the creation of an Academic 

History screen that included what could have been two useful fields, one for the date when campus 
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staff requested records of transfer students and one for the date the records were received. 
Unfortunately, for the years and campuses under review, these fields had been left blank for most of 
the transfer students. If all schools had been using these fields, administrators both at the campuses 
and District Support Center could have monitored this process and perhaps assisted with it. 
Counselors reported that it is not unusual for a campus out of state to refuse to send records until 
students have paid outstanding fines or taken care of other unfinished business with the campus. Both 
registrars and counselors reported that sometimes out of state campuses will ignore requests from 
them but are more likely to send the records if a SISD administrator contacts them. 

 
At each of the 4 largest high schools, an assistant principal oversees the work of registrars, transcript 
clerks, and counselors. SISD should consult with these people and others to determine if these fields 
regarding records requests for transfer students should be created in the Tyler Munis system and if 
there are any other fields and reports that might assist campuses to self-audit the registration, grade 
placement, and transcript processes for transfer students. This will complement the separate audit 
process that counselors use. To some extent, high school counselors are engaged in a continuous 
auditing process. Each counselor maintains a notebook of audit cards, one for each student, and 
updates students’ status on a regular basis. Campuses should also conduct their own audits of what 
has been entered into the district’s administrative software, using reports available in the software or 
created by the vendor at SISD’s request. 

 
The former administrative software package, eSchool, also had a standard report that campuses could 
run that would list students lacking the number of credits they should have had for their grade 
classification. If campuses had run this report regularly, perhaps the problem with the advancement of 
some SPED students would have been recognized as a problem and attended to earlier. The district 
should determine if the Tyler Munis software has or could have a similar report. Due to their large 
client base, the Tyler Munis system may already have other reports, such as various credit history 
reports, that could help campuses self-audit and district-level staff review students’ grade placements.  
 
SISD should also consider how it might involve parents and students in the monitoring of credits 
earned and grade classification by providing parent access to transcripts and training parents how to 
read and interpret them. SISD should consider producing midyear transcripts for middle school 
students in Algebra, Career Connections, Spanish and any other high school credit bearing middle 
school class, teaching them and their parents how to read and interpret them. SISD should restore the 
ability of students and parents to see transcripts on demand. 

 
2. Finding and Recommendation: Credit Recovery and Loss of Credit Due to Excessive Absences 

 
SISD is currently aligning the Compass Learning System with its district curriculum and is 
developing standard procedures for recovering credit due to excessive absences. 
 
SISD should continue activities designed to establish administrative regulations that standardize how 
high school campuses utilize online systems, such as Compass Learning, for credit recovery and 
acceleration. During the campus interviews, it became clear that the district lacks specific procedures 
and uniform documentation regarding the Compass Learning System, and had also lacked procedures 
for a system the district previously used, A+. All of the campuses reported differentiating between 
students who have had prior instruction and those who have not, as required by Board policy. 
However, procedures appear to vary among the high schools; the process and forms used to document 
credits earned using the system also varies. Of the four largest high schools, only AHS has 
comprehensive written procedures to guide teachers and students in using the system. EDHS has 
procedures that detail how to use the system and specify generally that “Students need a 70 or better 
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for recovery,” and “a 90 or better for advancement.” These appeared to differ from the practices at 
some other campuses. 
 
Lack of guidance from the district level and lack of consistency can make it more likely that such 
systems are abused or used in ways that the board and administration would not have approved. For 
example, at EDHS, an assistant principal reported that the school will award credit to students who 
pass the pretest for a course in Compass. The principal at SHS reported that students who are taking a 
Compass course for credit recovery due to absences may take the pretest and get credit if they had at 
least a 70% in their prior coursework. Students who previously failed a course do not take the 
Compass pretest and are expected to complete the Compass course with at least a 70% grade. 
Students who are taking a Compass course for acceleration, having had no prior instruction, do not 
take the pretest and must pass the Compass course with at least a 90% grade. Other campuses 
indicated that they require all students to do a minimum amount of work in the system before they 
earn credit.  
 
Taking a Compass exam might actually be allowable for credit recovery under board policies FEC 
(LOCAL) and EHDB (LOCAL) which address alternative methods for earning credit by examination 
when a student has had prior instruction in the course. Policy EHDB (LOCAL) specifies that “an 
appropriate District employee shall review the student’s educational records to determine whether the 
student has had prior instruction in the subject or course” and that such exams be “administered 
according to established District procedures.” Currently, the District has not identified in writing who 
should review the records and has not developed written procedures. The Assistant Superintendent for 
Secondary Education is working with curriculum specialists and campus staff to align the folders, or 
modules, of the Compass system with the district’s CSCOPE curriculum. This will enable campuses 
to determine which Compass folders should be mandatory and what level of proficiency students 
should reach in order to earn credit. 
 
These and other decisions (such as who evaluates records and how Compass exams should be 
administered) should be captured in an administrative regulation or manual (which would be a 
collection of administrative regulations). The district should train campus administrators, counselors, 
and appropriate teachers in the regulations and should monitor to ensure they are enforced. The 
administrative software will almost certainly have the capability of producing reports of students 
earning credit in this alternative manner. Either the Secondary Education office or Information 
Systems should use the reports to select a random sample of students whose records will be reviewed. 
This will help to instill confidence in the use of the system and ensure consistency across campuses 
and equity for all students. 
 
A related issue is the process used to determine and document requirements for regaining credit due 
to excessive absences. Many students who lose credit due to absences actually meet the academic 
requirements of their courses and pass them. A campus attendance committee must approve of a plan 
for each student. These plans often require community service. Campuses have used different forms 
for documenting this process. The School Improvement Officer has developed some written guidance 
for the process, which includes a formula for computing the number of service hours that should be 
required (based on the number of absences) and a timeline. SISD should continue with this effort and 
standardize the rules, forms, and reporting requirements.  
 
SISD should complete the curriculum alignment with Compass and the development of standard 
guidelines for credit recovery and train appropriate campus staff as soon as possible. 
 

3. Finding and Recommendation: Internal Audit Function and District Climate 
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Some SISD staff members do not know how and to whom to communicate concerns about the 
educational program. None of those interviewed had considered reporting concerns regarding holding 
credits of transfer students from Mexico “in escrow” to the Internal Auditor, and most did not 
perceive the internal audit function as an appropriate avenue to communicate concerns about the 
educational program. No parent ever used either the Parent Complaint process or the 
Compliance/Fraud Hotline to report concerns about the “escrow” provision or related issues. The 
climate in SISD during the period reviewed (2009-2012) did not encourage staff to communicate 
concerns. 

 
All districts experience and must continually seek to lessen an alienation or disconnection between 
central administration and the campuses. In the part of the review which address the provisions in 
former EIE Regulation for transfer students from Mexico, two concerns became apparent. District 
staff apparently had not alerted either Superintendent Espinoza or trustees of these provisions, and no 
one alerted me to them at the beginning of the review. After I became aware of them, I asked campus 
staff, in particular those who were clearly troubled by them, why they had not voiced their concerns 
to district leaders. Several replied that they felt that since the provisions in the regulation applied to 
all high schools and they perceived that the provisions had been initiated by district leadership, they 
concluded that not only would their concerns not be taken seriously but that they also might suffer 
negative consequences. One district level employee explained that when these provisions appeared in 
the EIE Regulation in 2007, an atmosphere of fear and intimidation permeated the district to some 
degree, and that, at that time, there might have been retaliation or negative consequences if they had 
voiced their concerns. 

 
I asked those who had had serious concerns and failed to share them if they had considered reporting 
them to the district’s Internal Auditor. Universally, staff appeared to believe that both the Internal 
Auditor and the district’s Compliance Hotline (recently renamed on the district website as the Fraud 
Hotline) were not appropriate avenues to make a report. The consensus appeared to be that the 
internal audit function in the district is, as one staff member expressed it, for reporting theft, “like 
missing rolls of toilet paper.” 
 
Superintendent Espinoza recognized the need for improvements and expansion of the district’s 
Internal Audit Department. In February 2013, he recommended to the Board that the district hire a 
second auditor and focus the efforts of one of the auditors on issues related to the educational 
program while the other focuses on issues related to operations. The school board unanimously 
approved of his recommendation. The findings of this review support this plan. The district should 
proceed with it and conduct training for all staff so that they understand that they can report, 
anonymously if they wish, to the internal audit department any concern over any aspect of the school 
district. If campus staff had known this, the version of the EIE Regulation in effect from July 12, 
2007 until July 18, 2012 might have been changed earlier, and fewer students would have been 
negatively impacted. 
 
During interviews, several campus staff members shared that they had had a chance to observe the 
current superintendent in meetings with both staff and the public, and they had concluded that he was 
approachable and would listen to and act on concerns such as these. They also perceive that he is 
clearly focused on meeting the needs of students and would consider all suggestions to improve 
students’ experiences while in SISD. This is encouraging and is a good beginning to diminish the 
disconnection, whether real or perceived, between district and campus leaders.  
 
These perceptions reflect the tone that Superintendent Espinoza has worked to establish in the SISD. 
Through anonymous Principal Satisfaction Surveys and a Principal Ad-hoc Committee, he has 
provided principals with opportunities to provide input. He conducted “Listen and Learn” sessions 
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throughout the district to hear directly from staff, parents, students, and others about improvements 
needed. In addition, SISD’s website provides links on several pages that invite district staff, parents, 
students, and community members to contact him directly. These reinforce the superintendent’s 
statement in his “Welcome Back” message on the first day of school: “Make no mistake about it, your 
voice counts.” 
 
Dr. Espinoza also instituted annual campus climate surveys this year. Faculty, parents and students 
participated. SISD has posted the results of the surveys on its website along with strategies and 
timelines for areas of growth identified in the surveys, for each campus. These will provide valuable 
benchmark data for the district and campus to monitor growth in all areas, especially effective 
communication. The district should continue conducting these annual climate surveys to help 
document desired changes in the district’s climate. 
 

4. Finding and Recommendation: IS Transcript Reviews 
 
SISD’s Information Services audits of campus transcripts have assisted the campuses to identify and 
avoid errors; however, the scope has been limited to grades 11 and 12.  

 
 Personnel from Information Services (IS) have been conducting annual transcript reviews at the 

campuses since 2010. The IS staff selects 30 seniors, including transfer students and check for 
anomalies in their files at the campus. They create a report for the principals, who then share the 
report with appropriate campus staff. Campus staff are expected to make the corrections needed. The 
IS staff uses results of the review to illustrate points in the next training conducted for campus staff. 
Both IS and campus staff described the reviews as occasionally having an adversarial tone. Despite 
this, most campus staff welcomed them and stated that their error rates had been and were expected to 
continue to be lessened as a result of the reviews.  

 
 However, when asked how the reviews could be improved, there was nearly 100% unanimity in 

campus responses. They feel that instead of focusing on twelfth graders, soon to be graduates, the 
reviews should focus on tenth and eleventh graders. If the IS reviews had focused on tenth and 
eleventh graders, perhaps the anomalies found during the course of this review would have been 
identified earlier, and the district could have instituted appropriate improvement strategies earlier. 
Counselors reported providing nearly continuous scrutiny to the audit cards for twelfth grade 
students, beginning in the summer before they start grade 12. However, they may not always compare 
what is on the audit cards to what is in the administrative software and printed on students’ 
transcripts. At each of the campuses with the exception of MECHS, where there is only one 
counselor, counselors have been assigned students whose last names end in a specific part of the 
alphabet. For the most part, counselors review only the students assigned to them. Because they have 
been working with the same students and their audit cards for sometimes three to four years, 
counselors may not readily observe anomalies.   

 
 As planned, SISD should focus on or expand the focus of IS reviews to grades 9 and 10 to ensure that 

campuses are applying district criteria for grade advancement for all students. Campuses should 
consider instituting an in-house or cross campus review of the records for grade 12 students. 
Counselors or administrators should review audit cards and printed transcripts in order to discover 
any discrepancies.  

 
 There is one other circumstance related to this finding that provide SISD should address. Currently, 

almost without exception, only some SPED students for whom it is appropriate graduate under some 
form of the minimum plan. Because of this, internally, all staff would be able to immediately 
recognize a SPED student by noting students who graduate under a minimum plan. TEA annually 
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publishes Minimum Standards for the Academic Achievement Record (transcripts), which provides 
requirements and guidelines for entering information on transcripts. In some cases, SISD transcripts 
do not appear to adhere to the standards. Specifically, the 2012 Minimum Standards state: 

 
 “The AAR conveys information about a student’s academic credentials and achievements and is 

available to persons other than the student and the student’s parents. Information related to a 
student’s disability, including whether that student received special education or related services 
due to having a disability, is not information about a student’s academic credentials and 
achievements. Therefore, the AAR may not provide information on a student’s disability.” 

 
 I was able to easily and accurately identify many students who had received special education 

services from reviewing transcripts. This is because, first, as reported by both campus and district 
staff, almost all of the students who graduate from the minimum instead of the recommended or 
distinguished achievement plans are students served in the SPED program. Second, SPED students 
are easily identified because of the ways their transcripts identified their minimum graduations plans. 
Examples include: 

  “Cmp Iep & Demonst Employability & Slf-Help Skl-Tac89.1070c2” 
  “Comp Min Ac Cred Req & Exmpt Ex Asmt-Rec Hs Pr-Tac89.1070b2.”  
 
 SISD should review the state standards and determine if the district needs to make changes to how it 

enters the graduation plans of SPED students. 
 
5. Finding and Recommendation: Middle School Opportunities to Earn High School Credits 

 
SISD does not provide students in grades 7 and 8 equitable opportunities to earn high school credits 
while in middle school grades. 
 
Equity of opportunity for middle school students to earn high school credits, while not a focus of the 
review, is an additional issue which the SISD Board of Trustees and administration may wish to 
monitor more closely. While the district has made progress in this area, over the course of the period 
under review, it is clear that there have been and continue to be inequities among middle schools in 
the number and type of high school credit bearing courses offered and taken by students in grades 7 
and 8. During the 2013 school year, overall, district schools serving grades 7-8 offered a total of 13 
courses for high school credit. The lowest number offered at any one school was 1.5 at John Drugan. 
The highest number offered was 8 at Clarke Middle School. The number at Clarke is slightly 
misleading because 3 of the credits are for Spanish, and 2 are for French. An individual student would 
not study both of these languages. However, if a Clark MS student enrolled in the 3 credits of 
Spanish, along with the high school courses offered in other areas, s/he could earn a maximum of 6 
high school credits (enough to enter high school in grade 10); a student enrolling in French could earn 
5 credits. Bill Sybert and Paso Del Norte Schools offered no high school courses. It is important that 
all students have the opportunity to participate in advanced, high school level courses before entering 
high school. A particular student’s opportunities should not be determined by the area of the district 
they live in or by the school they attend, as is currently the case. Every school with grade 7 and 8 
students has some students who are more aware of and excited about high school and postsecondary 
education. SISD should capitalize on this by providing equity of opportunity for students to earn high 
school credit before enrolling in high school. Also, earning high school credits in middle school can 
be an especially valuable tool to instill confidence in students as they negotiate the transition to high 
school. The district should consider including objectives in the District Improvement Plan to close 
these gaps so that there is equity of opportunity for all students to take high school credits in middle 
school, and to succeed. 
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In considering the role of high school credits earned in middle school, several counselors shared the 
fact that some students request to repeat a high school course they took in middle school. Counselors 
reported that students most often wish to repeat Algebra I. It is certainly possible that repeating the 
course may have a benefit for some students, especially those who passed with relatively lower 
grades. Currently, there is no district approved process for handling such requests. The district may 
wish to examine this issue and develop guidance for high school students, their parents, and campuses 
in handling such requests. 

 
6. Finding and Recommendation: Policies and Procedures 

 
During the period reviewed, SISD lacked a consistent process for ensuring that administrative 
regulations were in alignment with Board policies and intent, were appropriate, and were in the best 
interests of all students. SISD also lacked a consistent process for informing the school board of 
administrative regulations and changes in administrative regulations. 
 
At each campus, some but not all of the counselors appeared to know how to access board policies. A 
slightly smaller group knew that administrative regulations supporting the policies existed, but most 
relied on meetings to receive copies. Only 3 of 9 counselors knew how to access administrative 
regulations on the district website. Several campus administrators did not know how to access 
administrative regulations. This is a potentially serious concern. Both administrators and counselors 
encounter many unpredictable situations and need to know how to quickly access current regulations. 
Other employees, including the registrars and transcript clerks should also have this knowledge. If 
they had been able to look up the 2007 version of EIE Regulation themselves, they might have 
detected the problems with it. SISD should include in annual staff development information about the 
differences and the relationships among legal board policies (legal frameworks), local board policies, 
and administrative regulations, including handbooks, forms, memoranda and other documents. 
 
SISD should develop implementation plans for new or revised regulations that indicate how the 
district will communicate and enforce the regulations. Before final approval, the district should, when 
possible and practical, provide campus leaders with the opportunity to review draft administrative 
regulations that will significantly impact campuses. SISD should continue to implement the district’s 
standard operating procedure for the adoption of administrative regulations that provides for a review 
and formal approval by the superintendent or designee. The review should establish that a proposed 
regulation is in alignment with the legal frameworks and local policies in the Board Policy Manual. 
School boards do not approve administrative regulations; however, it is helpful for them to review 
them in order to be well informed and assure alignment with policies and board intent. SISD should 
continue to implement the district’s standard operating procedure, begun in July 2013, of including all 
new and revised administrative regulations in the Board’s Friday packets, and should continue to 
provide opportunities for discussion of administrative regulations in district committee meetings that 
include board members.  
 
SISD should also continue to use the TASB policy codes to label administrative regulations in the 
district. Because handbooks and manuals are compilations of administrative regulations, the district 
should cross reference as many provisions in its handbooks as possible with district legal and local 
policies by using the TASB codes. When regulations are coded, employees and others can more 
easily understand their context, especially how they ensure compliance with Board policies. The 
district should also continue to post administrative regulations, including handbooks and forms, on 
the district’s website and should ensure that every employee is notified of them and trained, as 
appropriate, in how to access them. The district should train staff members regularly involved in 
implementing policies and regulations, including administrators and counselors. In the future, the 
district should provide this training to staff members new to the district. 
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7. Finding and Recommendation: Training for District and Campus Staff 

 
SISD has not provided consistent training and support to its staff in matters related to high school 
grade placement and advancement. The district has not collected all relevant policies, rules, and 
administrative procedures into a manual or handbook. 

 
 District staff, notably the Counseling Program Coordinator and Information Services (IS) Team 

Leaders, and campus staff, notably counselors, registrars and transcript clerks, described the training 
that the district provides campus staff regarding grade placement and grade advancement processes. 
Both district and campus level staff reported that the training is effective and contributes to their 
professed confidence in the accuracy and appropriateness of these processes. The Counseling 
Program Coordinator and IS Team Leaders coordinate to provide annual training to the counselors 
and clerks regarding state and district expectations transcripts. The district provides quarterly updates 
to high school counselors. IS Team Leaders have a standing agenda item at these meetings. 

 
 SISD has enjoyed a low turnover rate in the positions of registrar and transcript clerk. After my initial 

review of the data, I conducted interviews with persons in these positions at each of the six campuses. 
Two of the 11 had memorized the published criteria for grade placement incorrectly. In addition, 3 of 
the 9 counselors and 2 of the 8 assistant principals interviewed initially provided incorrect numbers 
when asked to provide the criteria. This may have accounted for some of the otherwise unexplainable 
anomalies. The counselors and assistant principals were able to self-correct. District staff should 
continue to provide annual training updates to all staff who have a role to play in grade placement and 
advancement.  

 
 SISD has not consistently provided a formal manual or handbook to guide registrars and transcript 

clerks after the training concludes. The Texas State Comptroller’s office summarized lessons learned 
from 9 years of conducting school performance reviews in a document titled “Top 10 Ways to 
Improve Public Schools.” One of these was “Adopt policies and procedures – who knows who will be 
doing this job tomorrow.” SISD needs a formal manual regarding high school grade placement and 
advancement, including state assessment expectations and considerations. Such a manual would 
achieve purposes of procedures that the Comptroller’s office identified: 

 
• “implement and assure compliance with board policies as well as documenting the intent of 

those policies; 
• protect the institutional knowledge of the an organization, so that as experienced employees 

leave, new employees have the benefit of the others; years of experience; 
• provide the basis for training new employees; and 
• offer a tool for evaluating employees based on their adherence to procedures.” 

 
The district should commit to producing and annually updating a formal manual that would be used in 
annual training and available on the district’s intranet. SISD should consider including the process 
that it would follow if students and parents of transfer students want to appeal the evaluations of 
previous courses and award of transfer credits that either counselors or LUCHA recommends. 

 
 The district should also develop and include in the manual administrative rules/regulations for 

entering prior coursework of transfer students, especially those from Mexico, on SISD transcripts. As 
noted above, over time, the transcripts of students from Mexico failed to distinguish in which grades 
students had earned transfer credit and failed to identify the school(s) they had attended in Mexico. 
Similarly, transcripts for students transferring from US schools outside of the El Paso area often 
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failed to identify the names and locations, including the states, of schools students had previously 
attended. It may also be that counselors have missed high school credits that transfer students earned 
in middle schools, as no transcripts included any of these types of credits. These topics should be 
included in the manual. 

 
8. Finding and Recommendation: Evaluation of Transfer Students’ Records and Placement 

 
SISD assigns high school counselors the task of evaluating the records of transfer students from US 
schools, both public and private. State of Texas standardization of curriculum frameworks, shared 
course codes, and the state’s student records exchange program allow counselors to evaluate records 
from Texas public schools quickly and efficiently. Evaluation of private school records and records 
from out of state is time consuming task. SISD currently contracts with a transcript analysis agency to 
evaluate the records of students from Mexico.  
 
SISD should study the process and time counselors use to evaluate records of transfer students from 
private and home schools and public schools outside of Texas. Depending on the results, the district 
should consider centralizing the task of the evaluation of records of students transferring from private 
and home schools in Texas and public, private and home schools in states other than Texas.  
 
The district may wish to also provide written guidance to principals in placing students, especially 
those whose records are incomplete. Principals reported a wide range of methods used to determine 
placement. With the alignment of the CSCOPE curriculum with the Compass Learning or other 
computerized system, and with tools such as LUCHA’s online diagnostic tests for math and science 
in Spanish, the district would be able to more accurately, fairly and consistently place transfer 
students according to their documented readiness for specific courses.  
 

9. Finding and Recommendation: Grade Reclassification Committee (GRC) 
 
The Grade Reclassification Committee (GRC), created in December 2012, has improved the 
processes and documentation used to ensure that high school students are in the correct grade level.  
 
In the first year of its operation, the GRC has had to find its way and create processes “on the fly.” 
Moving into the future, SISD should more clearly define its roles and procedures and document them 
in the manual recommended above. Campus staff reported that having to attend an almost day long 
GRC meeting when only a portion applied to them and their students was frustrating. As these and 
other procedural aspects of the GRC improve, the district should record them in the manual to ensure 
consistency and assist future administrators and counselors.  
 
The GRC is now approving some midyear reclassifications. As this review has established, there are 
advantages and disadvantages to reclassifying at midyear. The GRC should keep in mind concerns 
which led the district to previously not allow midyear reclassifications for students in grades 9 and 
10: increased opportunities for errors and problems with attendance balancing at the end of the year. 
 
The STAAR/EOC program removes grade classification of high school students as a gatekeeper for 
participation in state assessments and, therefore, in the federal and state accountability systems. 
Therefore, for the class of 2015 and later, there may not be a need for the GRC, or there may be a 
diminished role for it, managing only errors that staff have made. If the latter happens, the district 
may decide to rely on IS and campus audits to manage errors and achieve the aims of the GRC.  
 

10. Finding and Recommendation: Secondary English Language Learners 
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In the state’s Performance-based Monitoring System (PBM), SISD currently has a performance level 
of 2 for the graduation rate of LEP students. This may be reflective of SISD’s one-size-fits-all 
approach to the educational program of English Language Learners in its high schools in effect from 
2009 through 2012. This approach awarded credit for standard set of electives to transfer students 
from Mexico and held those credits “in escrow” while students in effect repeated grade 9. In addition 
practices and supports for these students differ among the high schools. At some campuses, an ESL 
teacher assists the counselors to determine the best schedule for students transferring to SISD from 
another country. Some ESL teachers also take a very proactive approach to monitoring how their 
students are doing in all of their classes, consulting with other teachers about how they can support 
the students’ learning of core curriculum content. At EDHS, content glossaries have been developed 
and made available to ELLs. These best practices should be standardized across the district. 
 
SISD should conduct a thorough needs assessment regarding secondary ELLs, especially recent 
transfers. This is a responsibility the district has to both Federal NCLB programs, including Title III, 
and the state bilingual and compensatory programs. As indicated in board policy EHBC (LEGAL), 
students who are not English proficient are considered at-risk of dropping out of school. This sub-
population of at-risk students should have the same focused attention as students at-risk for other 
reasons. A thorough needs assessment of secondary EL transfer students will help the district improve 
in this area. It will also challenge the stereotypical view of and assumptions about these students that 
some staff members communicated in interviews. Specifically, staff seemed to feel that EL transfer 
students generally knew no or very little English and therefore, regardless of age or previous 
schooling, would need to attend an SISD high school for at least four years. In reviewing the 
transcripts of HT-MEX students, I noted that many of them were able to graduate in three and 
sometimes even two years. Some staff members consistently characterized this student group as being 
limited or low schooled and economically disadvantaged, and a majority stated that these students did 
not bring educational records when they enrolled in SISD. Counselors and registrars, as well as 
student records did not support these broad characterizations.  

 
As a result of the needs assessment, the district should align its philosophy and beliefs regarding 
content and English language acquisition for adolescent English learners with research, theory, best 
practice and the district’s own data secured in the needs assessment. The district should communicate 
its philosophy and beliefs to all appropriate staff, especially counselors and administrators. SISD 
should assign a district level employee the responsibility of monitoring the progress of secondary 
ELLs toward graduation. SISD should also expand the focus of the Language Proficiency Assessment 
Committees to monitor both English language acquisition and growth in the TEKS which together 
result in students actually graduating. These measures will help the district monitor the effectiveness 
of the district’s transcript analysis service agency (since July 2012, LUCHA). 
 

 When the district revised EIE Regulation in July 2012 and abandoned the practice of holding credits 
of immigrant students “in escrow” until they had completed their first (grade 9) year in the district, it 
made this change prospective, not retroactive. There are two cohorts of students, those who entered in 
2011 and in 2012 who likely remain enrolled in the district. The district should consider utilizing 
LUCHA to evaluate their educational records from Mexico and provide online diagnostic information 
about their mastery of math and science content. This information would assist students, parents, and 
counselors to ensure that students’ schedules are both challenging and appropriate in their final one or 
two years of high school. 

 
11. Finding and Recommendation: High Expectations for Graduation Plans and Supports to Help 

Students Meet the Expectations 
 
SISD has a strong expectation that all students will graduate from the recommended or distinguished 
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achievement graduation plans. This is an expectation that sets SISD apart from many other districts.  
The only exceptions to this expectation are a very low number of students with disabilities who are 
served in SPED and who rarely earn state credits because those courses would not meet their 
individual needs. 
 
Student transcripts tell a story, and in reviewing so many one cannot fail to be impressed with the 
important roles that the Keys Academy and especially Options High School play in helping the 
district meet its high expectation. Options High School provides opportunities for students to earn 
credit in an alternative environment, often outside of the regular school day. Students can remain 
enrolled at their home school while making the extra effort to attend Options as well. The Options 
High School Program has played a key role in helping students who struggle in high school and must 
repeat courses to eventually graduate. In particular, some English language learners have used 
Options to earn credits more rapidly than they would have been able to do by attending classes only at 
their home school. Other districts could learn from SISD’s example, which is to have high 
expectations but to support them with concrete opportunities and services that enable students to meet 
them. 
 
SISD should continue to nurture and support SISD’s expectation that all students meet the 
requirements of the recommended or distinguished plans when they graduate. The exceptions should 
continue to be the very small portion of students in SPED whose individual education plans focus on 
knowledge and skills different from the knowledge and skills assessed by the STAAR/EOC program. 
The district should continue to provide strong support to students through alternative curriculum 
delivery methods, such as Compass Learning, Keys Academy and Options High School as well as 
other avenues the district may identify. 

 
IX. Conclusion 

 
This review detected a total of 21 anomalies in the transcripts of SISD graduates from 2009-2012. 
Anomalies noted in the data are not of equal significance. Some had little or no effect on the data used to 
determine ratings in the federal and state accountability systems. Others had a more significant effect. 
Some had little or no impact on students and their progress through high school while others had a 
significant effect. 
 
SISD board members, staff and other stakeholders might wish to know how much transcript anomalies 
impacted campus and district federal and state accountability ratings. This is an understandable wish but it 
is not possible to fulfill it. Three kinds of anomalies had the greatest potential to affect the data used to 
determine ratings. These are: 
 

• E-1, F-1, and G-1 for SPED students, 
• HT-MEX-1 for transfer students from Mexico, and 
• L-1 and M-1 for students who advanced according to district criteria but “skipped” a grade. 

 
The first of these resulted in fewer SPED students participating in the grade 10 TAKS and being included 
in the SPED sub-group portion of the federal accountability system, and/or they resulted in fewer SPED 
students participating in the appropriate year in the Exit TAKS.  
 
The second resulted in fewer ELLs participating in the grade 10 TAKS and being included in the LEP 
sub-group portion of the federal accountability system. The review identified 70 ELLs who transferred 
from Mexico and should have been placed in grade 10 and participated in at least the participation portion 
of the federal accountability system.  



Socorro	  ISD	  Report	  -‐	  August	  5,	  2013	   Page	  54	  
	  

 
The L-1 anomaly in the third item above resulted in fewer students overall and possibly in any of the sub-
groups participating in the grade 10 TAKS and being included in the federal accountability system. The 
M-1 anomaly resulted in fewer students overall and possibly any of the subgroups participating in the 
state system.  
 
While it is not responsible to offer a conjecture of how these students might have affected the 
performance portion of the federal accountability system, one can conclude that federal accountability 
ratings may not be accurate for school years dependent on the data reviewed for the 2009-2012 school 
year. Therefore, the ratings in the federal system may be inaccurate and may have misinformed district 
stakeholders. The state ratings determined using 2009-2012 data may also have misinformed 
stakeholders. 
 
The most serious finding of the review is the practice of applying a one-size-fits-all method of evaluating 
the educational records of students transferring from Mexico, placing them all in grade 9 while holding 
their credits “in escrow,” and thereby denying them the opportunity to participate in the federal 
accountability system and to participate fully in the state system. Some district level staff members appear 
to truly have been unaware of what the district was doing in this regard. Two reported in interviews that 
as disturbing media reports of practices in other districts increased, they asked about how the district was 
handling transfer students from Mexico and understood that the district was evaluating their records and 
awarding credits in a manner similar to how LUCHA operates. Others at both the district and campus 
levels did know what the district was doing in this regard and either were not concerned or chose not to 
communicate their concern.  
 
During the years reviewed, 2009-2012, SISD did take some measures to improve its grade placement and 
grade advancement practices. It created a transcript audit process. Prior to the beginning of the 2013 
school year, the district discontinued the practice of holding transfer credits of high school students from 
Mexico “in escrow” by deleting it from the July 18, 2012 version of EIE Regulation. At the same time, 
the district significantly improved its evaluation of the records of these students by using a transcript 
analysis service agency. Dr. Espinoza further improved district practices in the December 13, 2012 
version by creating the Grade Reclassification Committee. 
 
It is understandable for the Board and administration to wish to hold the appropriate person or persons 
accountable for the findings in the review, especially those that interfered with the education of transfer 
students from Mexico. Because the interviews were limited to current SISD employees, it was not 
possible to establish conclusively who was responsible for the July 12, 2007 EIE Regulation. It will be 
valuable in both the short and long term for the district to focus on continuing to improve the 
organizational climate which allowed the same practices reported in the media at other school districts to 
continue at SISD while campus level staff and some district level staff knew about them. Some of these 
staff members knew some of these practices were not just inappropriate and out of compliance with state 
and federal expectations but also actually damaging to some students. Others were not well enough 
informed of how these practices did not align with research, theory, and best practices in other school 
districts. 
 
It is important to note that while I did not find evidence of any high school refusing to enroll transfer 
students from Mexico, campus staff widely perceived that provisions in the July 12, 2007 EIE Regulation, 
in effect until July 18, 2012, had the effect of discouraging them from enrolling. Due to the inability or 
reluctance of district staff to provide a reasonable explanation for the creation and adoption of these 
provisions, it is not possible to judge conclusively who is primarily responsible for them.  
 
It is also important to note that the review did not find evidence of the following: 
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• Refusal to enroll a student, 
• Falsification of grades or documents, 
• Credit granted with little or no mastery of content by students. 

 
No person interviewed nor any document reviewed suggested any of these practices occurred in the 
district. 
 
The district can now focus on regaining the trust, where it has been lost or damaged, of its stakeholders. 
Especially for parents, a minimum level of trust is required to build a relationship with a campus and 
district. Without this, parents are less likely to work with and support campus staff. Students are the ones 
who suffer the consequences of distrust between schools and families because they are caught in the 
middle.  
 
There are several factors that should encourage SISD stakeholders to have confidence in the district in the 
future. During his first year, Dr. Espinoza has consistently communicated the need for the district to 
examine its practices, especially in light of reports regarding other districts. Under his leadership, the 
district further revised EIE Regulation and created the Grade Reclassification Committee (GPC). Both 
district and campus level staff now continuously examine student data to detect anomalies, and the GPC 
is able to resolve them at any time during the school year instead of waiting for the period between the 
end of one school year and the beginning of the next. This illustrates the district’s commitment to meeting 
expectations for student participation in both the federal and state accountability systems.  
 
Dr. Espinoza also identified the need for the district to increase the staffing and expertise of the Internal 
Audit department to ensure that the department is prepared to address any concern in any area, including 
the educational program. In February 2013, he proposed this change to the school board, whose members 
unanimously approved it. At the same time, in the absence of a fully staffed internal audit department and 
in order to ensure that district practices were thoroughly reviewed, Dr. Espinoza recommended that SISD 
hire an external reviewer to conduct a comprehensive review of grade placement and advancement 
practices in the district. Trustees unanimously approved of this proposal as well, causing this review to be 
conducted. As a result of this review, together with other improvements such as the December 13, 2012 
EIE Regulation, the creation of the GRC, and the use of annual climate surveys, SISD knows what it 
needs to do to support current students, especially those who transferred from Mexico. The district also 
knows how it might better support and extend two of its corrective actions already in place before the 
review: the implementation of LUCHA’s services and the district’s transcript audit process. 
 
Because the review relied on extensive data over several years and identified root causes of transcript 
anomalies, SISD will be able to make substantial improvements in a more timely and effective manner 
than it might otherwise have been able to do. As noted above, in interviews several campus staff members 
shared their perception that Superintendent Espinoza is approachable and student focused. Obviously, in 
commissioning this review, SISD trustees have firmly established their focus on students. Most 
encouragingly, the following objective is included in the district’s Strategic Plan, which was approved 
May 2013: 

“Students (ELL, Non-ELL, Special Education, Gifted and Talented) will be placed in proper  
learning environments and proper grade levels to ensure they reach their full potential.” 

 
As Dr. Espinoza leads the creation and implementation of the district’s corrective action plan to address 
the findings and recommendations in this report, both SISD staff and other stakeholders, including 
students, parents, and taxpayers, will have solid evidence of SISD’s focus on and care and concern for 
students.  






































































































