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Meeting Objective 

The objective for the second meeting of the 2016 Accountability Policy Advisory C
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measure of year-over-year performance would be possible because these assessments were 
excluded in 2015.  

APAC members considered the ATAC proposal to include STAAR A and STAAR Alt 2 in Index 
3. There were 10 votes in favor of exclusion and eight votes in favor of inclusion. 
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APAC unanimously agreed with the ATAC recommendations for the TSI portion of the 
postsecondary component of Index 4.  

The TSI portion of the postsecondary component will include the results of the Texas Success 
Initiative (TSI) assessment and give credit for every student who 
 
• meets the TSI requirement in reading on the TSI assessment, SAT, or ACT  

and 

• meets the TSI requirement in mathematics on the TSI assessment, SAT, or ACT. 
  

A student needs to meet the TSI requirement for both reading and mathematics, but does not 
need to meet them all on the same assessment. Meeting the TSI requirement in writing on the 
TSI assessment or ACT will not be used for accountability in 2016 but will be reported. 
 
With the inclusion of the TSI results, the postsecondary component of Index 4 
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HB 2804 Accountability Domain Methodology and Determining A–F Ratings 

Staff reviewed the domains of indicators and their weights in determining the overall rating and 
also presented the timeline for implementation of the new accountability system. After 
reviewing modeling data provided by agency staff, APAC members discussed weighting the two 
components of Domain I: performance at the satisfactory standard and performance at the 
college-readiness standard. Eight members voted to weight the satisfactory standard 90% and 
the college-readiness standard 10%. Twelve members voted to weight the satisfactory standard 
75% and the college-readiness standard 25%. 

Discussion turned to assigning A–F ratings. TEA staff presented a matrix model discussed at the 
previous ATAC meeting. This model has cut scores that determine an initial letter grade and a 
resolved letter grade based on performance among a comparison group. APAC members 
agreed that this model is worthy of continued exploration. 

TEA staff turned the discussion to Domain IV. APAC reviewed ATAC’s responses to the list of 
possible indicators for this domain. Members recommended exploring indicators for high 
school credit before grade 9 as well as participation in language instruction, including computer 
languages. All members noted the challenge of making this domain work for elementary 
schools. The concern that some of these indicators will be harder on schools and districts of 
limited resources was also voiced. APAC members considered a few other indicators including 
attendance rate, class size averages, availability of tutorials, and class size waivers. There were 
no definitive recommendations for additional indicators for Domain IV. TEA staff agreed to 
provide a report showing the correlation of class size waivers and accountability ratings at a 
future meeting. 

The last topic considered was the individual weights among Domains I, II and III. By law 
Domains I, II, and III must sum to 55 percent of the overall accountability rating. TEA staff 
prepared an example where Domain II is worth 25 percentage points and Domains I and III are 
worth 15 percentage points each. APAC reviewed the example. No decisions were made. 

Next Steps 

By a vote of 11 to 9, the members set the next APAC meeting date for Tuesday, April 26, 
2016. The next meeting will focus on the implementation of HB 2804. 


