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ABSTRACT

Grade-level retention and social promotion are complex issues which have long-lasting
repercussions for children. Policy development and implementation for grade-level retentions
have been the subject of reform efforts at the international, national, and state levels. As a
response to national political trends in favor of halting social promotion, Texas responded by
instating strict guidelines for grade-level retention at Grades 5 and 8. The Student Success
Initiative (SSI) mandated the implementation of the Grade Placement Committee (GPC). The
GPC determines whether to advance a student to the next grade who had unsuccessfully
attempted the state assessment three times. The research on the GPC decision and its link to high
school graduation is limited. The purpose of the study was to determine the criterion-related
validity of GPC decisions in 5" and 8" grades in predicting high school graduation, controlling
for selected demographics and special programs. The following research questions guided this
study: (1) To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision in the 5™ grade
predict high school graduation?; and (2) To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee
(GPC) decision in the 8™ grade predict high school graduation? The study employed a
correlational design and was predictive in nature. Due to non-experimental nature of the study,
no causal inferences were drawn. A sample of Grade 5 (2009-2010) and Grade 8 (2012-2013)
students was obtained from the Texas Education Agency (TEA). Two Binary Logistic
Regression (BLR) (Field, 2018) analyses were performed to examine the unique contribution of
the GPC in predicting graduation after controlling the demographics and special programs
variables. After controlling for the confounding variables of gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic

status, special education status, and limited English proficiency status, the GPC decision was a



statistically significant predictor of the outcome measure, which was not surprising because of
the large sample sizes that enabled the detection of small effects; however, its practical
significance/explained variation was limited. The GPC promotion decision seemed to be a better
predictor of graduation at 8" grade compared to 5" grade. The implications of the study are
substantial for practitioners because the GPC policy continues to be implemented in Texas in
Grades 5 and 8 even though the majority of students are promoted. The theoretical framework
selected for the study was Critical Policy Analysis (CPA) (Young & Diem, 2017). The results
are discussed in the context of this framework. Immediate and sustained systemic changes are

needed, specifically an overhaul of the GPC process should be considered.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Background and Setting

Grade-level retention and social promotion have garnered considerable attention from
educators, researchers, and policymakers alike. These complex issues have long-lasting
repercussions for children in the United States. In order to thoroughly study the issues related to
grade-level retention and social promotion, it is imperative to explicitly define the terms.
Dombek and Connor (2012) defined grade-level retention as “requiring a student who has
completed a grade level to repeat that grade for an additional year” (p. 568). Other terms
commonly used to describe grade-level retention include flunking, being held back, non-
promotion, keeping back, and horizontal placement (Eide & Showalter, 2001; Light, 2015).

Social promotion is often described as the only alternative to grade-level retention. The
term implies that factors other than academics determine whether or not the student is moved to
the next grade level. Picklo and Christenson (2005) stated that social promotion is the placement
of a student in the next grade level in spite of the student not being sufficiently prepared
academically. The U.S. Department of Education (1999) defined social promotion as “the
practice of allowing students who have failed to meet performance standards and academic
requirements to pass on to the next grade with their peers instead of completing or satisfying the
requirements” (para. 8).

Researchers (e.g. Darling-Hammond, 1998; Karweit, 1991; Norton, 2011) have
consistently contended that neither retention nor social promotion are satisfactory responses, and
there are no positive outcomes for students when using either practice. Retention studies have
shown that students’ behavior, attitude, and attendance are negatively impacted (Lynch, 2013).

As a result, retention often leads to students’ failure to graduate from high school as a result of



social and emotional consequences (Light, 2015; Picklo & Cristenson, 2005). Whereas, students
who are socially promoted generally lag academically behind their peers, failing to develop
critical study and job-related skills, thus undermining their futures (Lynch, 2013; NASP, 2011).

Still, retention and social promotion decisions are determined by educators throughout
the United States and in other countries (e.g. Spain, Greece, and Belgium). When grade-level
retention is chosen as an intervention strategy, the student repeats an entire school year. From an
educator’s perspective, the logic of a grade-level retention intervention is to help the struggling
student learn the skills needed to be academically successful in school (Norton, 2011). Research
indicates that the antithesis is true. Grade-level retention, holding a student back for an additional
year of instruction in the same grade, causes the student to fall even further behind his peers and
significantly increases the risk of dropping out of school (Holmes, 2006; Jimerson et al., 2005;
Light, 2015; Xia & Glennie, 2005).

Social promotion is chosen by teachers, parents, and administrators for a variety of
reasons. Some of the reasons for social promotion include previous grade-level retentions,
parental opposition to grade-level retention, the student’s age, physical size, gender, attendance,
learning disabilities, language barriers, motivation, and behavior (Light, 2015). Some educators
base the decision about social promotion on the fear that students will lack self-esteem if retained
in the same grade for an additional school year. However, the results of placing a student in the
next grade level without being academically prepared also have dire consequences, such as
ongoing struggles with grade-level academic work, negative social and emotional outcomes, and
inability to focus (Lynch, 2013).

Researchers such as Carifio & Carey (2010) contended that emotional, social, and

behavioral repercussions were linked to grade-level retention. Students’ motivation and feelings



about school influences their level of engagement and academic achievement. When students are
retained, their social and emotional adjustment is likely to suffer. Jimerson et al. (2005) reported
that students had difficulty with peer relationships, self-esteem, problem behavior, and
attendance. During adolescence, retained students engage in risky behavior at a higher rate than
their peers. Some of these behaviors include smoking, alcohol abuse, sexual activity, and violent
behaviors (Jimerson et al., 2005).

The issues surrounding both grade-level retention and social promotion have been the
subject of legislation and reform efforts at the international, national, and state levels. Despite
research not supporting the practice of retention (Huddleston, 2014), there remains a “popular
belief in the efficacy of retention [which] creates a powerful mandate to hold both schools and
students accountable to ensure educational quality. The demand for high educational
accountability puts schools under considerable political pressure to hold back students” (Xia &
Glennie, 2005, p. 3).

While in many European countries, the practice of grade-level retention is seen as a last
provision of educational support (Eurydice, 2011), the number of students being retained differs
from country to country. For instance, in Norway, grade retention is not allowed. Rather,
students have a right to an automatic transfer to the next grade level. Whereas, in other countries
early elementary students cannot be retained. In Poland, children in the first three grades of
school cannot be retained. In Greece, the first two grades are exempt from retention. Other
countries (e.g. Belgium and France) cap the number of students who can be retained or how
often a student can be retained. Eurydice (2011) goes on to state that most European countries set
policy criteria for retention at the central level. Academic progress is often the decisive criterion;

however, behavior and absenteeism may also be used. Relatively few exceptions (e.g.



Netherlands, Denmark, and United Kingdom) permit this decision to be determined at the local
level.

On the national stage, education policies have undergone numerous reform efforts
influencing both retention and promotion policies. Retention and promotion policies are often set
against the larger backdrop of stringent accountability mandates stemming from the No Child
Left Behind (NCLB) with a focus on student proficiency and annual goals for school progress
(McCombs, Kirby, & Mariano, 2010). An abbreviated listing of national influences and reform
efforts include: A Nation at Risk report, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
the No Child Left Behind (NCLB), and the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (USDE, 2019;
USDE, 2004; USDE, 1999; USDE, 1983). All of the sitting presidents over the last three
decades, Ronald Reagan, George H. W. Bush, Bill Clinton, George W. Bush, Barack Obama,
and Donald Trump, have amended or modified policies introduced by their predecessors
(Peterson & Hughes, 2011; Stewart, 2012; USDE, 2019). The grade-level retention policies have
varied depending on each president’s education policy. Some presidents (e.g. George W. Bush)
have been in favor of strict requirements regarding state assessments and benchmarks at certain
grade levels while others (e.g. Donald Trump) have been in favor of leaving education issues to
the individual states to make decisions. At the state level, individual states have responded to the
national policies by implementing a variety of state criteria that vary from students being
required to pass assessments at benchmark grades to grade-level retention policies developed by
local education agencies (Diffey, 2018; Huddleston, 2014).

Texas, in particular, has taken an aggressive approach to dealing with grade-level
retention and social promotion. The inception of the accountability system was enacted in 1979

(TEA, 2009). Since that time, the demands placed on students and educators and the emphasis



placed on accountability has increased. The Student Success Initiative (SSI) pertains to grade
advancement requirements for students in Grades 5 and 8. Students are required to meet the
minimum assessment standards in reading and mathematics to be promoted to the next grade
level (TEA, 2019h). If they fail to meet the minimum requirements on their STAAR reading and
mathematics assessments, a Grade Placement Committee (GPC) is convened. The committee is
tasked with developing accelerated instruction plans for students, hearing parental appeals, and
determining if students are retained or promoted to the next grade level (TEA, 2019i). A more
thorough explanation of national, state, and Texas policies, including historical context, is

located in Chapter 2.

Methodological Concerns

Conducting research related to grade-level retention and social promotion is problematic
at best. Traditional methodological practices are difficult to employ when studying grade-level
retention and social promotion (Warren & Saliba, 2013). Empirical discussions about retention
and social promotion are wrought with challenges due to lack and scope of data. For instance,
randomized control trials cannot be utilized due to the fact that grade-level retention is a
nonreversible intervention. Furthermore, it is nearly impossible to place students in equivalent
groups because there are a multitude of other factors involved (Light, 2015).

Another barrier to gathering accurate data is the lack of a national system for tracking
grade-level retentions because several states do not report their data (NCES, 1995). Researchers
are forced to rely on proxy methods and national estimates (Warren & Saliba, 2013). The
calculation and reporting of retention rates are two examples. While the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) reported annual retention rates ranged from 1.70% to 2.70% for all

grades in 2016 (NCES, 2019), others estimated combined retention rates for Grades KG-12



varied between 10% and 30% depending on the age of the students, time period, and data source
(Bianchi, 2019; Corman, 2003). Studies estimated as many as 2 to 3 million children are held
back on an annual basis across the United States (The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2018;
Jimerson et al., 2005). This discrepancy in retention reporting has been attributed to ways in
which states (and districts) define and report retention (Frederick and Hauser, 2008). In fact,
Warren and Saliba (2013) reported that not only do “national estimates rely on imperfect
proxies” (p. 320) but most states do not report retention rates at all; those who do use different
methods of calculation. They go on to suggest that “grade retention is a malleable social policy”
and an “intentional practice that can be used or not used with more or less frequency” (p. 320).

Studying social promotion data is also challenging. At the state level, Texas calculates
retention rates for students attending Texas public schools, i.e. “measuring the percentage of
students enrolled in the fall of a given school who were enrolled in the same grade the previous
school year” (TEA, 2019e, p. viii). What is not reported by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) or the TEA is the number of students who are placed in the next grade level
without meeting the academic criteria, otherwise known as social promotion (NCES, 2019).
There are some aspects which are reported, but that data is misleading as well. School districts
reported that they considered a number of relevant factors such as attendance, test results, teacher
recommendation, and grades when making grade-level retention and social promotion decisions;
however, there is not a standard protocol for making those decisions. When teacher surveys were
conducted by unions, teachers admitted to promoting students who were struggling with current
grade-level content (Doherty, 2004).

Despite the lack of national grade-level retention data and previously flawed empirical

designs, the need for research is critical. Current research practices often focus on propensity



matching or regression discontinuity designs (Light, 2015). With the exception of survey data,
other research about social promotion, especially in regard to specific students or cohorts of
students, is very limited. The majority of studies on the subject focused on grade-level retention
data analysis. Initial research about grade-level retention indicated that there was limited
evidence proving it had a long-term impact on student achievement (NASP, 2011). Xia and
Glennie (2005) pointed out gaps in the research including lack of a comparison group.
Huddleston (2014) summarized several meta-analyses and reported methodological errors:
sample size, lack of follow up with subjects, and statistical methods to control for selection bias.
Research done in the last decade, with more rigorous methodological practices, indicated that
there are short-term gains from grade-level retentions. However, those short-term gains

disappeared after two years (Wu et al., 2008).

Statement of the Problem

The Student Success Initiative (SSI) is an essential element of Texas’ accountability
system. While its stated goal is to ensure that all students meet or exceed reading and
mathematics standards in Grades 5 and 8 (TEA, 2019h), its fundamental premise is to block the
practice of social promotion by requiring students meet assessment requirements at benchmark
grade levels. As a result of not meeting minimum standards on the state assessments, the SSI
requires that a GPC meet to implement interventions and prepare for a recommended course of
action (grade-level retention or social promotion) after the third testing attempt by the student
(TEA, 2019i). Aside from a unanimous GPC decision to promote or a parental appeal to the GPC
(an appeal does not guarantee that a student will be promoted), the recourse is grade-level

retention. Hence, social promotion and grade-level retention are intertwined.



If a student is retained, he or she becomes at-risk of not graduating (Light, 2015). When
the opposite approach is taken, moving a student to the next grade level without being
academically prepared, the student has not demonstrated the skills needed to be promoted.
Therefore, these dichotomous choices are often presented together as the only alternative to
dealing with a struggling student (NASP, 2011). Researching retention and social promotion in
regard to their impact on high school graduation is critical to better understanding the
implications of the Texas SSI policy. Retention and promotion research, which took into
consideration student graduation cohort data impacted by GPC decisions, was limited.

The focus of the SSI is to ensure that students are academically successful in reading and
mathematics (TEA, 2019h). The question of how children, who are retained or promoted by a
GPC decision, perform in comparison with those who met the state standard remains relevant in
a policy environment that favors test-based accountability. Since the goal of the SSI is to ensure
academic success, it is imperative that a cohort be followed from the GPC decision through high
school to determine the predictive validity of a GPC decision on high school graduation. The

long-term impact of GPC decisions on graduation had not been studied.

Theoretical Framework
The study’s theoretical framework is grounded in Critical Policy Analysis (CPA) as
defined by Young and Diem (2017). The foundation of CPA considers how contextual and social
factors, including systematic institutional and individual-level oppression (i.e. racism, sexism,
xenophobia), influence policy development, implementation, and outcomes. Young and Diem
(2017) contended that education policy encompasses complex systems, environments, historical
context, and cultural background; however, it has traditionally been analyzed through a positivist

approach. They went on to argue that a positivist approach to policy analysis is traditional



(describes educational changes or reforms as a linear process). The traditional approach assumes
rational individuals will carefully consider all aspects of the advantages, disadvantages, and
consequences of a behavior; infers that policy solutions can be planned, implemented, and
evaluated as well as be conveyed to other people; and believes through policy evaluation, a
problem can be identified and remedied. In contrast, CPA research examines a broader lens,
incorporating a variety of perspectives and alternate strategies. Instead of focusing on the impact
of the policy itself, CPA explores the deeper infrastructure of the policy (Young & Diem, 2017).
Even though this study could be aligned with the positivist approach, CPA was chosen as
a theoretical framework because it is a comprehensive approach that offers a broader perspective
for studying this issue. Young and Diem (2017) outlined five critical concerns:
1. Concern regarding the difference between policy rhetoric and practiced reality
2. Concern regarding the policy, its roots, and its development (e.g., how it emerged,
what problems it was intended to solve, how it changed and developed over time, and
its role in reinforcing the dominant culture)
3. Concern with the distribution of power, resources, and knowledge as well as the
creation of policy “winners” and “losers”
4. Concern regarding social stratification and the broader effect a given policy has on
relationships of inequality and privilege
5. Concern regarding the nature of resistance to or engagement in policy by members of
nondominant groups (p. 4).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to determine the criterion-related validity of Grade

Placement Committee (GPC) decisions in 5" and 8" grades in predicting high school graduation,



controlling for selected demographics and special programs. The GPC has the authority to retain
or promote students in Grades 5 and 8 based on the student’s performance on the State of Texas
Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR) in reading and mathematics (TEA, 2019h).
Research suggests that the practice of grade-level retention is problematic at best (Huddleston,
2014). Social promotion also comes at a cost; there are consequences to moving students to the
next level when they are not performing on grade level (Lynch, 2013). Grade-level retention is a
predictor variable that a student will not complete high school (Light, 2015); however, it is not

known if GPC decisions have a similar impact.

Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:

1. To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision in the 5! grade
predict high school graduation?

2. To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision in the 8™ grade
predict high school graduation?

Grades 5 and 8 were chosen because the Student Success Initiative (SSI) requires that
students meet or exceed reading and mathematics standards in order to be promoted to the next
grade level (TEA, 2019h). Demographics and special programs were studied to determine if
these independent variables have any statistical significance in the study. The demographic data
included gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. The special programs indicators included
special education and limited English proficiency.

The student data analyzed for the purpose of this study was as follows: Grade 5 in 2009-

2010 (assessed with TAKS) and Grade 8 in 2012-2013 (assessed with STAAR). In order to
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gather a comprehensive data set, Grade 5 and Grade 8 students in Texas were selected. These
students met the criteria for a GPC.

The outcome variable was binary, which indicated whether or not a student graduated
from high school. The research included graduation data from two years after the student was
expected to finish high school.

Definition of Terms

Ethnicity: The construct definition of ethnicity in the Public Education Information
Management Systems (PEIMS) Data Standards is Non-Hispanic (0) or Hispanic (1) (TEA,
2019e). The operational definition is the formal designation of Non-Hispanic or Hispanic in each
student’s record according to the district.

Gender: The construct definition of gender in the Public Education Information
Management Systems (PEIMS) Data Standards is Male (0) or Female (1) (TEA, 2019¢). The
operational definition of male and female is the formal designation provided by the school
district as male or female according to each student’s record.

Grade Placement Committee (GPC) Decision: The construct definition of the GPC
decision is the task of determining whether a student is retained in the same grade (0) or
promoted to the next grade level (1) after a student fails three administrations of reading and
mathematics state assessments (TEA, 2019i). The operational definition is a committee decision
that allows a group of people (school administrator, teacher, and parent) to make a decision if a
student is retained in the same grade level or promoted to the next grade level in Grades 5 and 8.

Limited English Proficiency (LEP): The construct definition of a Limited English
Proficiency student is “a student whose primary language is other than English and whose

English language skills are such that the student has difficulty performing ordinary classwork in
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English. The terms LEP and English Learners (ELs) are used interchangeable” (TEA, 2019e,
para 2). Students who are English proficient are coded as (0), while students with limited English
proficiency are coded as (1). The operational definition of a LEP student is a student who
qualifies for services as a bilingual or ESL student through the Language Proficiency
Assessment Committee (LPAC).

Socioeconomic Status: The construct definition of economically disadvantaged is defined
as one who is eligible for free or reduced-priced meals under the National School Lunch and
Child Nutrition Program (TEA, 2019¢). Students are coded as (0) for not economically
disadvantaged or (1) for economically disadvantaged. The operational definition of economically
disadvantaged is the income eligibility criteria set by the federal poverty guidelines for a
household.

Special Education: The construct definition of special education in the Texas Education
Code (TEC) §89.1040 is “To be eligible to receive special education services, a student must be
a ‘child with a disability,” as defined in 34 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), §300.8(a),
subject to the provisions of 34 CFR, 8300.8(c), the Texas Education Code §29.003, and this
section. The provisions in this section specify criteria to be used in determining whether a
student’s condition meets one or more of the definitions in federal regulations or in state law”
(TEA, 2017, p. A-3). Students who are coded as (0) for not participating in the special education
program or (1) for participating in the special education program. The operational definition of
special education is a student who qualifies for special education services under one of the
eligible disabilities.

A complete Glossary of Terms and Glossary of Acronyms is located in Appendix A.
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Limitations and Delimitations

A limitation of this study was the time that it took to conduct a study of this magnitude.
The study was limited to the sample that was chosen for this particular study. The Texas
assessments have changed significantly over the course of four decades. The Texas Assessment
of Basic Skills (TABS) was the original assessment, which was implemented in 1980 (TEA,
2009). Another limitation was in regard to the instruments which were utilized for the study,
which include both the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) and the State of
Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR). These assessments are criterion
referenced tests, which have strengths as well as weaknesses. Readers should keep the
limitations of the study in mind when drawing conclusions.

The study was delimited to Grade 5 and Grade 8 students in Texas (who met the criteria
for a GPC meeting) and the outcome measures of graduation. Due to the non-probability nature
of the sampling, external validity was limited to the study participants. Since the study was non-
experimental in nature, no causal inferences were drawn.

Assumptions

The study used existing data from the Texas Education Agency (TEA). Electronic student
data files were maintained in the Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS). It
was assumed that all of the PEIMS files were accurately collected and complete. Another
assumption was that the theoretical framework for the study, the Critical Policy Analysis (CPA),
was a sound foundation (Young & Diem, 2017). Finally, it was also assumed that the researcher

maintained objectivity while conducting the study.
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Significance of the Study

The Student Success Initiative (SSI) requires that students are retained in their current
grade level if they do not meet the state assessment standards in Grades 5 and 8. Therefore, its
main goal is to limit the practice of social promotion (TEA, 2011b). While local education
policies may utilize other practices to support students who are not successful on the state
assessments, they must defer to the SSI when addressing promotion and retention requirements.
A committee (the GPC) is convened at Grades 5 and 8 if a student fails to meet assessment
criteria on the reading or mathematics tests. The GPC decides if the student is expected to
perform at grade level the following school year (TEA, 2019i). The committee decides if the
student is retained in the same grade or promoted to the next grade level.

Research on grade-level retention indicates that it can be harmful to students both
academically and emotionally (Abbott, 2014; Carifio & Carey, 2010; Wu et al., 2008; Xia &
Glennie, 2005). Furthermore, conducting studies on grade-level retention and social promotion is
fraught with methodological challenges (Light, 2015), which are described in further detail in
Chapter 2. Although there are no data to support its outcomes, the SSI policy continues to be
implemented. This study explored the gap in the research regarding GPC decisions and their

predictive validity on high school graduation.

Summary
This chapter introduced the topic of the study, the Grade Placement Committee (GPC)
decision, in addition to providing an overview of the background and setting, statement of the
problem, theoretical framework, purpose of the study, research questions, definition of terms,

limitations and delimitations, assumptions, and significance of study.
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The Student Success Initiative (SSI) policy mandates student grade-level retentions at

Grades 5 and 8 if students fail to meet the standardized assessment passing criteria.

15



CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

To understand the influence Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decisions have in
predicting higher school graduation, it is critical to review the literature surrounding grade-level
retention and social promotion policies and practices. The review begins by addressing the
historical context of the education system in the United States as a means to provide insight as to
why grade-level retention or social promotion is favored depending on the sociopolitical climate
of the era. For instance, Miller (1990) reported that as the education system shifted from the one
room schoolhouse to the accountability system, social promotion became frowned upon.
Literature is then presented to show the consequences of grade-level retention and social
promotion are far reaching, including impacting a student’s trajectory towards high school
graduation.

Next, in order to understand the evolution of national policy as it relates to grade-level
retention and social promotion, policy literature is presented relative to the development of the
assessment system in Texas (USDE, 2019; USDE, 2004; USDE, 1999; USDE, 1983). The policy
framework at the national level has influenced Texas to develop legislation surrounding grade-
level retention and social promotion issues such as the Student Success Initiative (SSI). The SSI
requires the implementation of a Grade Placement Committees (GPC). The committees make
grade-level retention and social promotion decisions, which is the topic of this research (TEA,
2019i).

The review of literature is followed by the theoretical framework. Critical Policy
Analysis (CPA) as defined by Young and Diem (2017) was selected as a theoretical frame to

study GPC decisions relative to high school graduation. The policy development and
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implementation surrounding these issues is certainly not a linear progression. Although grade-
level retention and social promotion have traditionally been analyzed through a positivist
approach, CPA is a comprehensive approach to analyzing these issues. It provides a framework
for analyzing deeper issues that impact policy. Issues such as practiced reality, the policy process
and changes, power differentials between the dominant and non-dominant culture, and social

relationships are all considered (Young & Diem, 2017).
Grade-Level Retention and Social Promotion

Historical Context

Simplistically viewed, grade-level retention and social promotion are often regarded as
two dichotomous options (NASP, 2011). Reviewing the historical context of grade-level
retention and social promotion demonstrates that the education system seems to favor one or the
other depending on the current state of sociopolitical affairs. Initially, the one-room schoolhouse
reigned supreme in the mid-1800s. Students were grouped together in multi-grade and multi-age
classrooms. Even though Horace Mann introduced the concept of grades based on age in the
mid-1800s, roughly 70% of public schools were still organized as one-room schoolhouses in the
beginning of the 20" century (Miller, 1990). Instead of a system that favored grade-level
retention or social promotion, student coursework was individualized by design. Students were
educated together in a multi-age and multi-grade classroom.

Once the factory model of education became prevalent, it became common practice to
retain students (Rose et al., 1983). When researchers began highlighting the negative outcomes
of grade-level retention in the late 1950s through the 1970s, social promotion was widely
accepted (Reschly & Christenson, 2013). Following the Sputnik launch and the focus on

America’s failing schools, A Nation at Risk Report was published (USDE, 1983). As a result, the
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pendulum swung towards accountability and social promotion became frowned upon. The
current national sociopolitical context is based on the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), as well
as the state of Texas accountability system continue to politicize and demonize social promotion
(TEA, 2019h; TEA, 2019i; USDE, 2019; USDE, 2004). Instead of relying on schools and
educators to make decisions for students, national policies like Common Core (Conley, 2014)
and the NCLB emerged (McCombs, Kirby, & Mariano, 2010). Those policies led to changes in
the Texas accountability system including the implementation of the SSI (TEA, 2019h).
A Closer Look — International, National, and Texas Policy Approaches

Opposition to and liberal application of grade-level retention and social promotion
policies and practices are not unique to the United States. Different societies and cultures view
the effectiveness of retention in different ways (Cockx et al., 2018). Belgium, Luxembourg,
Portugal, and Spain liberally apply grade repetition policies. More than 30% of students in those
countries have repeated a grade prior to the age of 15 (OECD, 2016). Other countries such as
Japan and Norway do not retain students while Iceland, Finland, Sweden, Denmark, and the
United Kingdom are conservative about retaining students (Gonzalez-Betancor & Lopez-Puig,
2016; Holmes, 2006; OECD, 2016). Less than 4% of students have been retained prior to the age
of 15 in the latter two countries. The United States ranks near the middle at 11% of students
repeating a grade prior to the age of 15 (Choi et al., 2018; OECD, 2016). Over the last few years,
the French government has held schools accountable for the overuse of grade-level retention
while the United States appears to have revived grade-level retention policies and benchmarks in

a multitude of states (Cockx et al., 2018).
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One major contrast of education policy between the United States and European countries
is how students progress in school. Some school systems use a tracking model to group students
into academic or vocational preparation; whereas, the United States has a public-school system
for all students in Kindergarten through Grade 12 (Cockx et al., 2018; OECD, 2016). The
number of students served by public and private school in the United States is 56.6 million
(NCES, 2020). There is not a standardized national tracking system for grade-level retention in
the United States, so any statistics gathered from states must be matched as closely as possible to
patch together a comprehensive overview (NCES, 1995).

The estimated percentage of students who have experienced at least one grade-level
retention (Grades KG-12) in the United States is between 7% to 11% (The Annie E. Casey
Foundation, 2018; OECD, 2016). Some states had annual grade-level retention rates as low as
2% while others had rates as high as 15% (The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2018). Even if the
percentage seems miniscule, the actual number of students retained annually is between two and
three million across the United States (The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2018; Jimerson, 2005).
States such as Florida require students to pass assessments in benchmark grades; yet, there are a
number of exemptions that allow students to be socially promoted without meeting the standard
(Tavassolie & Winsler, 2019). In Georgia, 90% of students were moved to the next grade level
despite not meeting standard on the reading assessment and 96% were promoted without
demonstrating proficiency in mathematics (Caton et al., 2019). At the other end of the spectrum,
the annual grade-level retention rates exceeded 10% in Mississippi and Oklahoma while

Louisiana had a rate of 15% (The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2018).
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Grade-level retention decisions can be made at all grade levels for reasons which do not
pertain to the GPC. Before investigating the GPC decision implications, an overview of grade-
level retentions for the past decade is represented in the Tables 1 and 2 (TEA, 2019d).

Table 1
Grade-Level Retention, Grades K-6, Texas Public Schools, 2007-08 Through 2017-18

K 1 2 3

Year Retained  Rate Retained Rate  Retained Rate Retained Rate

(%) (%) (%) (%)
2007-08 11,457 3.3 21,852 5.9 12,132 3.4 8,918 2.6
2008-09 11,036 3.1 20,970 5.6 11,288 3.1 8,418 2.3
2009-10 10,490 2.9 19,138 5.1 10,830 2.9 7,307 2.0
2010-11 10.271 2.8 19,139 5.0 10,934 2.9 6,864 1.9
2011-12 9,828 2.6 18,314 4.8 11,139 3.0 7,480 2.0
2012-13 9,804 2.5 18,208 4.7 11,395 3.0 8,115 2.2
2013-14 9,610 2.5 18,378 4.6 11,471 3.0 8,150 2.1
2014-15 9,265 2.4 17,532 4.3 11,163 2.8 7,570 1.9
2015-16 8,609 2.3 16,329 4.1 9,837 2.4 6,153 1.5
2016-17 8,230 2.2 14,405 3.7 8,552 2.1 5,289 1.3
2017-18 7,752 2.1 12,852 3.4 7,270 1.9 4,183 1.0

4 5 6 Total K-6

Year Retained Rate Retained Rate  Retained Rate Retained Rate

(%) (%) (%) (%)
2007-08 4,505 1.3 6,746 2.0 3,182 1.0 68,792 2.8
2008-09 3,984 1.1 5,735 1.7 2,792 0.8 64,223 2.6
2009-10 3,988 1.1 4,713 1.3 2,692 0.8 59,158 2.3

2010-11 3,609 1.0 4,230 1.2 2,594 0.7 57,641 2.2
2011-12 3,650 1.0 2,004 0.5 2,481 0.7 54,896 2.1
2012-13 4,585 1.2 5,548 1.5 2,951 0.8 60,606 2.3
2013-14 4,226 1.1 4,773 1.3 2,686 0.7 59,294 2.2
2014-15 3,884 1.0 3,486 0.9 2,409 0.6 55,339 2.0
2015-16 2,986 0.8 1,784 0.5 2,186 0.6 47,884 1.7
2016-17 2,561 0.6 2,572 0.7 2,082 0.5 43,691 1.6
2017-18 2,114 0.5 1,970 0.5 1,739 0.4 37,880 14
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Table 2
Grade-Level Retention, Grades 7-12, Texas Public Schools, 2007-08 Through 2017-18

7 8 9 10

Year Retained Rate  Retained Rate Retained Rate Retained Rate
(%) (%) (%) (%)

2007-08 5,052 1.5 6,323 1.9 54,831 14.7 22,214 7.2
2008-09 4,267 1.3 5,165 1.5 45,016 12.3 21,125 6.8
2009-10 3,712 1.1 4,503 1.3 40,200 10.8 18,436 5.9
2010-11 3,513 1.0 4,164 1.2 36,243 9.7 17,303 5.4
2011-12 3,618 1.0 2,900 0.8 37,250 10.0 18,720 5.7
2012-13 3,726 1.0 4,128 1.1 36,648 9.6 19,085 5.8
2013-14 3,854 1.0 3,718 1.0 34,498 8.9 19,959 5.8
2014-15 3,162 0.8 3,205 0.8 34,644 8.6 20,200 5.6
2015-16 2,784 0.7 2,111 0.6 37,091 9.0 21,851 5.9
2016-17 2,598 0.7 2,355 0.6 35,150 8.5 20,899 5.5
2017-18 2,240 0.6 1,846 0.5 31,968 7.7 20,411 5.4

11 12 Total 7-12
Year Retained Rate Retained Rate  Retained Rate

(%) (%) (%)

2007-08 15,530 5.7 21,524 8.0 125,474 6.6
200809 15,855 5.6 22,050 7.8 113,478 5.9
2009-10 15,916 5.4 20,155 6.8 102,922 5.2
2010-11 15,046 5.1 18,516 6.1 94,785 4.8
2011-12 15,830 5.2 16,709 55 95,027 4.7
2012-13 15,660 5.1 16,010 5.1 95,257 4.6
2013-14 13,462 4.3 16,188 5.1 91,679 4.3
2014-15 13,546 4.2 14,849 4.6 89,606 4.1
2015-16 13,755 4.2 14,975 45 92,567 4.2
2016-17 13,351 3.9 14,559 4.2 88,912 3.9
2017-18 13,517 3.9 14,837 4.1 84,819 3.7

For the purpose of this study, two cohorts from Texas were examined. The students
attended Grade 5 in 2009-2010 and Grade 8 in 2012-2013. If they remained with their cohort,
their expected graduation was in 2017. During 2017, there were 5,385,012 students in Texas
(TEA, 20202b). The percent of grade-level retentions in Grades KG—6" was 1.40%, Grades 7—12

was 3.70%, average across all grade levels was 2.60%. This number translates to 122,699
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students retained in the 2016-2017 school year (TEA, 2020b). The Annie E. Casey Foundation
(2018) reported that Texas retained between 7%-10% of students between Grades KG-12.

To gain a macro perspective, it is important to study international data on grade-level
retention. Just as the variance from country to country revealed inconsistent policies at the
international level, the identical phenomenon could be seen by reviewing the difference between
state policies in the United States. By honing in on the state of Texas, a micro perspective of the
issue of grade-level retention was studied. The statistical analyses are reported in Chapter 4.
Empirical Studies

A plethora of research concerned with grade-level retention, social promotion, and
academic achievement exists. However, the findings about the causal effect of grade retention
policies on academic achievement and school dropouts yielded mixed results (Choi et al., 2018;
Dong, 2009; Lorence, 2014). Early studies found positive effects, but they have been criticized
for their methodology (Cockx et al., 2018) (Eide & Showalter, 2001). A 14-year prospective
study found that retention in Grades 1-5 led to a significant likelihood (odds ratio = 2.61) of
dropping out of school (Hughes et al., 2018). Cockx et al. (2018) reported that the short-term
effects on academic achievement were neutral, and the long-term effects on schooling outcomes
were adverse. When short-term gains are achieved, they disappeared after two years
(Huddleston, 2014; Wu et al., 2008). The subsequent literature presented provides other
empirical studies connecting grade-level retention to elements such as the timing of the retention,
predictors, subpopulations, and repercussions.

Numerous factors influence retention decisions. The timing of the grade-level retention
has been debated. Silberglitt et al. (2006) asserted that the outcomes of early retentions were

comparable to those of later grades. The National Association of School Psychologists (NASP,
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2011) argued the opposite. They stated that the timing of the retention was linked to whether the
student decided to drop out of school. Their premise was that students retained in elementary
school were less likely to drop out than students who were retained in upper grades. Further
studies reported when students struggled with academics in their early years, they had a higher
probability of repeating a grade (Choi et al., 2018).

Another example of a timing issue was redshirting, defined as delaying a student’s entry
into kindergarten for reasons not related to academics (Bassok & Reardon, 2013). Non-academic
concerns such as peer relationships, age, previous retentions, self-esteem, and athletic eligibility
can influence decision making about grade-level retention and social promotion (Abbott, 2014).
For example, parental requests to retain a student in a grade level, despite the student’s academic
success, have been known to occur for athletic purposes. Redshirting, albeit a purposeful
decision by parents, also had implications for students.

Isolating predictors of grade-level retention is a challenge. Research studies are “unable
to determine whether grade retention is the direct cause of poor academic achievement/school
failure, or if it is the result of the students’ prior characteristics that increase their probability of
failure” (Choi et al., 2018, p. 25). Student ages and development play a role in determining the
need for grade-level retention (Gonzélez-Betancor & Lopez-Puig, 2016). Issues facing parents
such as maternal education (Tavassolie & Winsler, 2019), health issues, and incarceration
(Hinojosa et al., 2019) were correlated to grade-level retention rates in children. Yang et al.
(2018) examined maternal hardship and low school engagement. The study reported that these
characteristics were associated with dropping out of school. Furthermore, vulnerable groups

were marginalized as a result of high-stakes retention policies (Tavassolie & Winsler, 2019).
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Specifically, Hinojosa et al. (2019) researched adverse childhood experiences (ACE). Particular
ACEs equated to worse educational outcomes. Some of the most traumatic ACEs included
victims of child abuse, children and mothers with poor health, witnessing domestic violence, and
economic hardship. Structural disadvantages like those mentioned above, in conjunction with
trauma, created an accumulation of risk (Hinojosa et al., 2019).

The repercussions of grade-level retention and social promotion are far reaching.
Subpopulations are impacted in a multitude of ways. Males are retained at a rate twice that of
females (Davoudzadeh et al., 2015; TEA, 2014). Race/ethnicity and poverty are also risk factors
when it comes to repeating a grade (Aud et al., 2010; Locke & Sparks, 2019). Students with
special needs and limited English proficiency had a disproportionate number of retentions as
well (NASP, 2011). Huang (2014) contended that “young-for-grade” (students who enter school
earlier than their peers) impacted socioemotional skills, which was a factor leading to grade-level
retention. Choi et al. (2018) studied grade-level retention data in Spain, which has one of the
highest international retention rates. They concluded “not only is it [grade-level retention] an
ineffective policy, it is also unjust, as it has a discriminatory effect by SES” (p. 35). Other studies
also support these findings. Researchers in Florida found that maternal education and
socioeconomic status affected third grade retention. Mothers who were more educated
(bachelor’s degree) pushed for exemptions such as teacher portfolios, and their child was more
likely to be promoted (LiCalsi et al., 2019).

The cost of grade-level retention is staggering. In addition to repeating a grade level,
retention can lead to long-term financial burdens. Postponed entry into the workforce, reduction
in taxes, and decreased earning power of an individual are fiscal outcomes (Xia & Glennie,

2005). Long-term costs of crime, unemployment, public assistance, and prison expenses are also
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a factor albeit difficult to calculate (Jimerson et al., 2005; Xia & Glennie, 2005). Another
concern is the impact of a grade-level retention in delaying access to postsecondary education
(Eide & Showalter, 2001). The increase in costs on an already under resourced and constrained
institution further weakens the education system (Caton et al., 2019).

The resolute belief, that grade-level retention is an effective practice to ensure
educational outcomes and hold schools accountable, places political pressure on schools to retain
students who are not performing (Xia & Glennie, 2005). Research about long-term academic
gains did not support the practice of retention (Huddleston, 2014). Additionally, gaps exist in the
literature about how retention and social promotion are implemented (NASP, 2011).
Collectively, these dynamics continue to give cause to question the practice of grade-level

retention.

Assessment Policies: The Decline of Social Promotion

Educational issues have long been at the forefront of legislative and regulatory
policymaking at the state and national levels. A Nation at Risk was released in 1983 by the
National Commission on Excellence in Education under Ronald Reagan’s administration. The
report documented the lack of student progress using international assessment scores and College
Board data as indicators of American students’ inability to compete with their peers in other
nations. The first paragraph of A Nation at Risk (1983) concluded that “the educational
foundations of our society are presently being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity” (p. 1). The
report called for “constructive reform” to halt what was perceived as “a period of long-term
decline in educational achievement” (USDE, 1983, p. 8).

The subsequent administrations of George H. W. Bush, Bill Clinton, George W. Bush,

Barack Obama, and Donald Trump also focused on education issues, albeit from different
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perspectives. The first national education goals in U.S. history were passed in 1989 during the
George H. W. Bush era. In 1994 Congress passed two additional education goals, which were
added to the original six National Education Goals (Stewart, 2012). In his State of the Union
addresses in 1997, 1998, and 1999, President Bill Clinton emphasized academic accountability
for students through achievement testing in addition to advocating that social promotion
practices cease (Peterson & Hughes, 2011).

George W. Bush championed for strong accountability focused on core academics with
the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, a reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The United States Department of Education (USDE) (2004)
emphasized that “The purpose of this title is to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and
significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency
on challenging state academic achievement standards and state academic assessments” (para. 2).
The NCLB legislation insisted that all students achieve minimum standards on standardized
testing. Sanctions were established for schools that failed to close the gaps for economically
disadvantaged and minority student populations (USDE, 2004). In spite of the NCLB’s charge to
close the gaps for disadvantaged students, this policy contradicts research findings on grade-level
retention. “The highest retention rates are found among poor, minority, and inner-city youth”
(NASP, 2011, p. 1).

Another revision of the ESEA was scheduled for 2007 under the George W. Bush
administration. However, tensions remained high over accountability and college readiness
standards. As a result of the education reform movement and a report released in 2008 entitled
Benchmarking for Success: Ensuring U.S. Students Receive a World-Class Education, the

governors and chief state school officers developed national standards. A draft of the Common
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Core State Standards was released in June 2009. Public comments and feedback were accepted.
The final version was given to states in June 2010 (Conley, 2014). Texas was one of four states
that did not adopted the Common Core Standards (ASCD, 2014). In 2010 the Obama
administration publicly supported the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which emphasized
preparing students for college and careers. Eight years after the re-authorization was predicted,
President Obama signed the ESSA on December 10, 2015 (USDE, 2019).

According to the current administration’s official policy, the goal of Trump’s education
policy is to ensure that students can compete in a global economy (The White House, 2020). The
reform policies aim to hold higher education institutions accountable to taxpayers and students in
addition to passing reform measures in the student aid sector. The White House (2020) also
unabashedly supports school choice for parents. Another change from the previous
administration is the policy perspective that states should control educational policy instead of
the federal government (USDE, 2020).

Individual states have responded to federal legislation and reform efforts by developing
policies concerning grade-level retention and social promotion. For instance, twenty-nine states
and the District of Columbia have retention policies in place designed to ensure students are on
grade level by the end of third grade (Diffey, 2018). Some states (e.g. Maine and Oklahoma)
allow local education agencies to determine retention criteria while other states such as Florida
and Georgia utilize state assessment standards, in addition to local policies, to determine if
students pass or fail pre-determined grade levels. Overall, seventeen states have established
grade promotion standards that include assessment criteria (Jacob, 2017).

The accountability system in Texas mirrors the theoretical principles set forth by national

legislation. The Texas state assessment program was enacted in 1979 by the 66™ Texas
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Legislature requiring students to demonstrate basic skills in reading, mathematics, and writing at
grades 3, 5, and 9 (TEA, 2009). Over the years, the assessment and accountability system has
become a fundamental component of the education system in Texas. The goal of the assessment
and accountability system is to track student achievement and progress towards mastery of the
state curriculum. The accountability systems are the cornerstone of the model utilized to
determine if students are making progress on an annual basis (TEA, n.d.).

Since the inception of state testing, tremendous changes have occurred. The first
statewide assessment, the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS), was introduced in 1980.
Beginning in 1986, students were assessed using the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum
Skills (TEAMS). For the first time, students were required to receive a passing score to be
eligible for a high school diploma. When the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) test
was introduced in 1990, students in grades 3, 5, 7, 9 and 11 participated in fall assessments.
Later, the assessments were moved to the spring. During the TAAS era, End of Course (EOC)
examinations appeared, Spanish tests were offered, and special education students could take the
State-Developed Alternate Assessment (SDAA). By the time that the Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) appeared on the horizon in 2003, the structure of the assessment
changed dramatically. The state reported that the test was designed to measure the Texas
Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) curriculum more extensively than the previous tests.
Under the TAKS system, the Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System
(TELPAS), and the Linguistically Accommodated Testing (LAT), and the TAKS-Alternate
(TAKS-AIt) emerged (TEA, 2009).

Initially, the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) test, which

was introduced in 2011, mandated new tests for grades 3-8 as well as 12 EOC exams. Prior to
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releasing the STAAR exams, the state released detailed information about changes in the rigor
and scope of the testing requirements. Students were expected to solve problems that were at a
higher level of complexity. Furthermore, the emphasis shifted to college and career readiness,
increased writing expectations, progress indicators, and a tiered accommodation chart (TEA,
n.d.). The allowable tests under the STAAR generation included STAAR, STAAR Spanish,
STAAR L, TELPAS, STAAR-AIt 2, and a specific test for students with disabilities, STAAR-
Accommodated (STAAR-A) (TEA, 2019g). Since the lineup was introduced, STAAR-A has
been eliminated and the high school assessments (TEA, n.d.).

Groups across the state including Texans Advocating for Meaningful Student Assessment
(TAMSA) (also called Moms Against Drunk Testing), a grass roots parent group, successfully
lobbied the legislation for changes in the amount of assessments administered, especially to high
school students (Stanford, 2013). In addition to changing credit requirements for graduation in
2013, House Bill 5 (HB 5) limited the number of EOC tests required for high school graduation

to five: English 1, English 2, Algebra 1, Biology, and U.S. History (TEA, n.d.).

Student Success Initiative

A cornerstone of Texas’ accountability is the Student Success Initiative (SSI). While its
aim is to ensure that all students meet or exceed reading and mathematics standards (TEA,
2019h), its intent was to stop the practice of social promotion by requiring students to meet
assessment requirements at benchmark grade levels. Originally introduced in 1993 during the
76" Texas Legislative Session under Senate Bill 4, the SSI was not signed by the Governor until
1999 (Texas Legislature Online, n.d.).

The requirements of the SSI are outlined in the Texas Education Code (TEC) §28.0211,

Satisfactory Performance on Assessment Instruments Required; Accelerated Instruction.
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The TEC §28.0211(a) mandates that a student may not be promoted to (1) the sixth

grade program to which the student would otherwise be assigned if the student

does not perform satisfactorily on the fifth grade mathematics and reading

assessment instruments under Section 39.023; or (2) the ninth grade program to

which the student would otherwise be assigned if the student does not perform

satisfactorily on the eighth grade mathematics and reading assessment instruments

under Section 39.023 (TEA, 2019i, p. 4).
Consequently, passing the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) tests in
Grades 5 and 8 is mandatory in order to meet promotion requirements. In theory, the Student

Success Initiative (SSI) policy was supposed to end the practice of social promotion.

Grade Placement Committee

According to the SSI policy, each school district must establish a Grade Placement
Committee (GPC). The committee is tasked with developing accelerated instruction plans for
students, hearing parental appeals, and determining if students are retained or promoted to the
next grade level (TEA, 2019i).

If a student fails to meet the assessment standards on the first administration of the
reading and mathematics STAAR tests in Grades 5 and 8, the school is required to provide
accelerated instruction for the student (Grade 3 students were initially included, but later
exempted from the requirements). If a student fails to perform satisfactorily on the assessments
after two attempts, then a GPC is convened to implement interventions and review the student’s
accelerated instruction plan prior to the next testing opportunity (TEA, 2019i). A student can
attempt the reading and mathematics assessments a third time in the summer. If a student fails all

three attempts of reading and mathematics, the student is automatically retained.
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However, the parent can appeal the decision and request a GPC meeting. The GPC’s role
is to review the student’s progress, assessment results, grades, other relevant information, and
teacher input to determine if student is likely to perform satisfactorily at the next grade level. In
order for the student to advance to the next grade level, the GPC decision must be unanimous.
Otherwise, the student remains in the same grade level for a second time (TEA, 2019i).

One serious concern is that interventions are not consistently applied throughout the state
of Texas. They can be defined as programs, strategies, or services given to students. Each
campus determines the intervention and specified period of time that the interventions should
occur. After interventions occur for the specified time frame, they should be monitored. If the
interventions are not successful, adjustments are required. Unfortunately, there is no consistency
across the state and often from campus to campus within one school district in regard to
academic interventions.

Even though the policy requiring a grade-level retention at Grades 5 and 8 might appear
to be straightforward, there are numerous mitigating factors that can also impact student
performance. Some of those issues include attendance, at-risk status, discipline history, an
identified disability, number of previous retentions, and socioeconomic status (Light, 2015). The
policy does not allow the committee to review these factors and determine if they affect student
performance.

The sole responsibility for the decision of grade-level retention lies with the GPC.
“According to the TEC §28.0211(e), a student may be promoted only if the GPC decision is
unanimous and if the student has completed all required accelerated instruction” (TEA, 2019i, p.

21). The loophole that allows the GPC to promote students despite their performance on the state
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reading and mathematics assessments circumvents the purpose of the policy to end social

promotion.

Impact on High School Graduation

The Student Success Initiative (SSI) policy continues to be implemented across the state
of Texas despite the lack of research on the effectiveness of grade-level retention as a
consequence of failing to meet minimum standards on the Grades 5 and 8 reading and
mathematics assessments. Even though the SSI has evolved over time, grade-level retention is
the foundation of the policy. Individual students are undoubtedly affected by assessment policies
enacted by the Texas Legislature, especially in regard to grade-level retention and social
promotion policies addressed by the SSI (TEA, 2011b). If a student is retained for any reason,
the student then becomes at-risk for dropping out of school.

Before studying the impact of the GPC decision on graduation, it is important to review a
synopsis of longitudinal graduation data in Texas (TEA, 2019f). When reviewing the results of
this study, this overview serves as a reference point for looking at trends based on gender,
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status.

Table 3

Grade 9 Four-Year Longitudinal Graduation and Dropout Rates, Excluding Individual
Graduation Committee Graduates, by Race/Ethnicity, Economic Status, and Gender, Texas
Public Schools, Class of 2018

Graduated,
continued, or
Received received

Graduated Continued TXCHSE® Dropped out TXCHSE

Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate

Group Class (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

African American 46,075 39,544 85.8 2,330 5.1 196 0.4 4,005 8.7 42,070 91.3
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Graduated,
continued, or
Received received
Graduated Continued TXxCHSE® Dropped out TxCHSE

Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate

Group Class (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
American Indian 1,309 1,103 84.3 74 5.7 5 0.4 127 9.7 1,182 90.3
Asian 15,531 14,964 96.3 322 2.1 15 0.1 230 15 15301 985
Hispanic 179,500 157,254 87.6 8,562 4.8 710 04 12974 7.2 166,526 92.8
Pacific Islander 547 469 857 27 4.9 3 0.5 48 8.8 499 912
White 110,294 103,114 935 2,787 25 690 0.6 3,703 34 106,591 96.6
Multicultural 6,957 6,348 91.2 248 3.6 38 0.5 323 4.6 6,634 954
Econ. disad.b 189,018 163,680 86.6 9,225 4.9 967 0.5 15,146 8.0 173,872 920
Not econ. disad. 171,195 159,116 929 5,125 3.0 690 0.4 6,264 3.7 164,931 96.3
Female 178,143 163,658 91.9 5,573 3.1 578 0.3 8,334 4.7 169,809 95.3
Male 182,070 159,138 87.4 8,777 4.8 1,079 0.6 13,076 7.2 168,994 9238
State 360,213 322,796 89.6 14,350 4.0 1,657 0.5 21,410 5.9 338,803 94.1

Note. Parts may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
aTexas Certificate of High School Equivalency. PEconomically Disadvantaged.

When students are retained multiple times, the likelihood of them leaving school before
graduation is significantly higher (Light, 2015). The SSI policy requires students be retained if
they fail to meet minimum standards on their state assessments in reading and mathematics.
When the SSI policy is implemented and students face the GPC, they can be retained multiple
times prior to entering high school (TEA, 2019i). Retentions, especially multiple grade-level
retentions, jeopardize a student’s prospect of graduation from high school. While the research on

the impact of grade-level retention and social promotion is extensive, “there are several
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unresolved empirical questions about the effects of retention on academic achievement,
developmental outcomes, high school completion, and post-secondary outcomes” (Warren &

Saliba, 2013, p. 321).

Texas Education Code and Texas Administrative Code

The Texas Education Code (TEC) is comprised of enacted legislation, while the Texas
Administrative Code (TAC) encompasses agency rules promulgated by the Texas Education
Agency. The TAC expounds upon the TEC legislation. The Student Success Initiative (SSI)
policy is addressed in both the Texas Education Code (TEC) (Education Service Center (ESC)
Region 18, 2019) and the Texas Administrative Code (TAC) (TEA, 2002a). The regulations on
the SSI policy are comprehensive, detailed, and warrant further explanation. Texas Education
Code §28.0211 specifies the requirements for the SSI in regard to promotion requirements,
accelerated instruction, number of additional assessment opportunities, parent notification,
authority of the grade placement committee, student-teacher ratio for accelerated instruction
groups, special education program guidelines, funding for accelerated instruction, and teacher
qualifications (ESC Region 18, 2019, p. 1-3). Several key points are defined in the TEC
§28.0211. The commissioner is responsible to “provide guidelines to districts on research-based
best practices and effective strategies that a district may use in developing an accelerated
instruction program” (ESC Region 18, 2019, para. a—3). Grade Placement Committee (GPC)
decisions are also addressed. If a student fails to meet proficiency standards on the reading and
mathematics assessments, the committee’s decision must be unanimous. Furthermore, the GPC
may only decide in favor of a student’s promotion if the committee determines “the student is
likely to perform at grade level” in the future (ESC Region 18, 2019, para. e). Finally, the code

does not prohibit grade-level retention for students who meet the assessment standards. Students
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may still be retained “in accordance with state law or school district policy” (ESC Region 18,
2019, para. g).

Texas Administrative Code Chapter 101. Assessment, Subchapter BB also expounds
upon the SSI policy, grade advancement testing requirements, test administration and schedule,
accelerated instruction, role of the grade placement committee, communication to parents,
alternative assessment, parental waivers, scoring and reporting, and credit for high school
graduation (TEA, 2002a, p. 1-8). Unlike the TEC §28.0211, the TAC Chapter 101 explains test
administration and schedule information including specifics regarding students with one or more
absences. “Each eligible student who is absent or does not receive a test score for all three test
opportunities and is consequently retained shall receive other appropriate means of evaluation”
(TEA, 2002a, para. 8101.2005 c (1)). School districts are given the option for alternative
assessments, which “shall include national recognized instruments for obtaining valid and
reliable data” (TEA, 2002a, para. §101.2011 a). In addition to mentioning special education
students, the TAC Chapter 101 also summarizes the mandatory procedures for English Learners
(ELs). “The student's language proficiency assessment committee (LPAC) shall determine the
appropriate assessment and accelerated instruction for each eligible student” (TEA, 2002a, para.
§101.2003 e). In closing, the TAC Chapter 101 gives school districts the flexibility to place
students in age-appropriate environments. “This policy may specify the age by which a retained
student should be placed on the next level campus though not yet promoted to the grade of that
campus” (TEA, 2002a, para. §101.2019 b).

Both the TEC 828.0211 and the TAC Chapter 101 outline the minutiae of the SSI policy.
Although some policy issues are mentioned in both regulations, they differ in a few areas

(already mentioned in the latter two paragraphs). One commonality is their adherence to the
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grade advancement criteria requiring students in Grades 5 and 8 to meet the assessment standards
on the reading and mathematics exams. Despite the extensive provisions that outline the grade-
level retention requirements in the SSI policy, the research does not support grade-level retention
as the best option for students (Light, 2015). A copy of the TEC 828.0211 and the TAC Chapter
101 in their entirety is located in Appendices B and C.

The procedures for the SSI policy have been refined since it became effective on
September 1, 1999. If a student performs satisfactorily on the Grade 5 or 8 standardized
assessments, the local school district policy is applied to determine grade-level advancement. If a
student does not perform satisfactorily, the Student Success Initiative Manual contains a
flowchart outlining the process that should be followed in regard to the SSI policy. The flowchart
outlines the specific procedures and steps that are required for grade advancement. It was
developed to clarify the process, and the chart evolved as the process changed over time (TEA,
2019i). For example, the requirement for Grade 3 students to meet the standard for promotion
was eliminated when the policy was changed to exclude third grade students from the grade
advancement criteria (TEA, 2009). The chart provides guidance for administrators and teachers.
In addition to the flowchart, the manual also includes several forms for use at the campus level
(TEA, 2019i). A copy of the flowchart is located in Appendix D.

Theoretical Framework: Critical Policy Analysis

The theoretical framework for this study is Critical Policy Analysis as defined by Young
and Diem (2017). Traditionally, education policy has been analyzed through a positivist
approach. The Stage Model explains the policy process as six stages: (a) issue definition; (b)
agenda setting; (c) policy formulation; (d) policy adoption; (e) implementation; and (f)

evaluation (Fowler, 2013). Critics argued that the focus of the policy-making process from the
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positivistic viewpoint is the implementation and impact of the policy (Ball, 1994). In contrast,
the value of CPA is attempting to understand “the complex connections between education and
the relations of dominance and subordination in the larger society — and the movements that are
trying to interrupt these relations” (Apple, 2019, p. 276). Critical Policy Analysis considers how
contextual and social factors, including systematic institutional and individual-level oppression
(i.e. racism, sexism, xenophobia), influence policy development, implementation, and outcomes
(Young & Diem, 2017). Young and Diem (2017) contended that education policy encompasses
complex systems, environments, historical context, and cultural background.

The positivist approach assumes rational individuals will carefully consider all aspects of
the advantages, disadvantages, and consequences of a behavior; infer that policy solutions can be
planned, implemented, and evaluated as well as be conveyed to other people; and believe
through policy evaluation, a problem can be identified and remedied. In contrast, CPA research
examines a broader perspective incorporating a variety of perspectives and alternate strategies
(Young & Diem, 2017). Apple (2019) described the process as “employ[ing] critical approaches
to document the interruptions, actions, and movements that continually challenge the dominant
forms of policy and practice that generate and reproduce inequalities” (p. 285).

Young and Diem (2017) outline five critical concerns:

1. Concern regarding the difference between policy rhetoric and practiced reality

2. Concern regarding the policy, its roots, and its development (e.g., how it emerged,

what problems it was intended to solve, how it changed and developed over time, and
its role in reinforcing the dominant culture)

3. Concern with the distribution of power, resources, and knowledge as well as the

creation of policy “winners” and “losers”
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4. Concern regarding social stratification and the broader effect a given policy has on

relationships of inequality and privilege

5. Concern regarding the nature of resistance to or engagement in policy by members of

nondominant groups (p. 4).

Even though this study aligns with the positivist approach, CPA was chosen as a
theoretical framework because it is a comprehensive approach that offers a broader perspective
for studying this issue. The historical context of grade-level retention and social promotion
presented in this chapter along with the history of national and Texas assessment policies provide
a context for how the policy has changed and developed over time. Whereas, the background
information on the Student Success Initiative (SSI) and the Grade Placement Committee (GPC)
highlight the stark contrast between policy and practiced reality. Meanwhile, the literature review
brings to the forefront that substantial inequalities exist between the policies governing grade-
level retentions and social promotions. Undoubtedly, specific populations and subgroups are
adversely impacted by the inextricable link marrying policy and practice.

Summary

Grade-level retention and social promotion are issues of grave concern and not just in the.
United States. The political agendas at the national and state level have dictated changes in
policies over the past four decades (TEA, 2009; TEA, n.d.; USDE, 2019; USDE, 2004; USDE,
1999; USDE, 1983). In particular, Texas legislation stemming from the Student Success
Initiative (SSI) and Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decisions attempt to halt social
promotion (TEA, 2011b). The research indicates that the repercussions of decisions about grade-

level retention and social promotion are severe, which can affect a student’s high school
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graduation (Light, 2015). In order to conduct a thorough study befitting of these issues, the

theoretical framework of Critical Policy Analysis (CPA) was chosen (Young & Diem, 2017).
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CHAPTER Ill: METHOD
Introduction

The purpose of the study was to determine the criterion-related validity of Grade
Placement Committee (GPC) decisions in 51 and 8" grades in predicting high school graduation,
controlling for selected demographics and special programs. The following research questions
guided the study:

1. To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision in the 5! grade
predict high school graduation?

2. To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision in the 8™ grade

predict high school graduation?

Research Design

The study employed a correlational design. Correlational research is often conducted in
applied behavioral sciences when the manipulation of variables is difficult or impossible. The
purpose of correlational research is to determine if relationships exist between or among
variables (Vogt et al., 2012). There are two types of correlational inquiries, namely, relationship
studies and prediction studies. Relationship studies explore/explain associations between/among
the variables, utilizing correlational techniques. Prediction studies are conducted to predict future
behavior(s) based on predictor variables, which should be measured before the behavior occurs
(Gall et al., 2015). This study was predictive in nature. Due to non-experimental nature of the
study, no causal inferences were drawn.

The data included the GPC decision, which was the predictor variable, three student
demographic characteristics (gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status), and two special

program variables (special education and limited English proficiency) as potential confounding

40



variables. The study was conducted to examine the link(s) between the predictor variable and the
binary outcome measure of graduation, controlling for the selected demographic characteristics

and special programs. Unique contributions of all variables were examined.

Independent/Predictor and Confounding Variables
There was one major predictor variable, the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision,
which was coded as (0) retained in the same grade level, or (1) promoted to the next grade level.
The confounding variables of demographic characteristics and special programs were also binary
in nature. Specifically, gender was coded as (0) for male and (1) for female. Ethnicity was
categorized as Non-Hispanic (0) or Hispanic (1). Socioeconomic status was operationalized as
not economically disadvantaged (0) or economically disadvantaged (1). Special education and

limited English proficiency were all coded as either 0 = No or 1 = Yes.

Dependent Variables/Outcome Measures

There was one dependent variable: graduation. Graduation was coded as (1) earned a

high school diploma, or (0) did not earn a high school diploma.
Instrumentation

The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) assessment was utilized when
the Student Success Initiative (SSI) policy was initially put into effect. In 2011, the assessment
changed to the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR). For the purpose of
the study, the students” TAKS (5" graders) and STAAR (8" graders) scores in mathematics and
reading were used to determine if the GPC committee must convene. If a student failed to meet
standard on all three administrations of the reading and mathematics assessments, the committee

was required to make a GPC decision. The GPC decision (0 = retained in the same grade level,
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or 1 = promoted to next grade level) was derived from student performance on the state

assessment in reading and mathematics.

Subject Selection

The subjects were Texas students in Grade 5 (2009-2010, n = 17,451) and Grade 8
(20122013, n = 25,199) who met the criteria for a GPC. During the 2009-2010 school year,
there were 361,103 students in the 5" grade (TEA, 2020a). Of those students, 4,713 students or
1.30% were retained (TEA, 2011a). During the 2012-2013 school year, there were 376,252
students in the 8" grade (TAPR, 2020c). Of those students, 2,900 or 0.80% were retained (TEA,
2015). Due to masking of data provided by the TEA, the cases in the study were a sample of the
total number of students in Texas during those school years.

These groups were chosen because they represented the cohorts of students who were
required to meet minimum standards for reading and mathematics in 5" and 8™ grades in order to
be promoted to the next grade level. Due to the non-probability nature of the sampling, external
validity/generalizability of the results was limited to the study’s participants (Gall et al., 2015).
Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi (Appendix E).

Data Collection
The study used existing data that were obtained from the TEA. The researcher contacted
the TEA Public Information Office to request the abovementioned raw data. The TEA sent the
researcher two Excel spreadsheet files, which were imported into the IBM Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS). The IRB granted permission to use the data for the purpose of the study

(Appendix F).
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Data Analysis

The SPSS (IBM Corp, 2017) was used to manipulate and analyze the data. The dependent
and independent variables, as described earlier, were binary in nature. Descriptive statistics were
used to summarize and organize the data (Field, 2018). Univariate and multivariate inferential
statistics were used to answer the research questions. The level of significance was set at 0.01, a
priori.

A series of Chi-Square Test of Independence (Field, 2018) was performed to examine the
associations between the outcome measure and the predictor and confounding variables. The test
involves inferences about the independence of the modes of classification in a contingency table (a
two-way table showing the contingency between two variables where the variables have been
classified into mutually exclusive categories and the cell entries are frequencies). The null
hypothesis is that the two modes of classification on which the contingency table is based are
independent of each other.

To answer the research questions, two Binary Logistic Regression (BLR) (Field, 2018)
analyses were performed to examine the unique contribution of the GPC in predicting graduation
after controlling the demographics and special programs variables. The purpose of the BLR is to
regress a dichotomous dependent (criterion) variable on a set of independent (predictor) variables
in order to estimate the probability of an event occurring, using a non-linear model. The BLR
assesses the likelihood of each of the independent variables contributing to the prediction of the
criterion variable while controlling for all other variables in the model. The dichotomous
dependent variable is transformed, using a logistic transformation, which allows it to range from
minus infinity to plus infinity (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2013). The Likelihood-ratio Chi-square

test was used to test the statistical significance of the prediction model (Field, 2018). The
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statistical significance of the individual predictor variables was examined, using the Wald
statistic. The Nagelkerke R? and classification tables were employed to examine the practical
significance and the power of the model. The predictor variables of gender, ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, special education indicator, and limited English proficiency program were
entered into the prediction equation first, followed by the GPC decision in the second step. The
Hosmer-Lemeshow Chi-square was performed to determine the goodness-of-fit of the model
(Field, 2018; Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2013).

The probability (p) of the event (graduation) occurring was estimated by p (event) =1/ (1
+ e7?), where z = Constant + B1 (gender) + B2 (ethnicity) + B3 (socioeconomic status) + B4
(special education indicator) + B5 (limited English proficiency program) + B6 (GPC decision),
and e = the base of the natural logarithms, 2.718 (Field, 2018; Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2013). If p
is greater than 0.50, the event will occur. The odds of the event can be computed by the odds = p
/ (1-p); if it is greater than one, then the odds are in favor of the event.

The odds ratios (OR) for two by two contingency tables were computed to better
understand the contributions of the confounding and predictor variables. An example of OR is
the probability that a child with eczema will also have hay fever. Out of 561 with eczema, 141
had hay fever and 420 did not, resulting in the odds of 141/420 = 0.34. Among the 14,453 that
did not have eczema, 928 had hay fever and 13,525 did not have hay fever, resulting in the odds
of 928/13,525 = 0.07. Both odds are low, but their ratio is 0.34/0.07 = 4.86, meaning that a
person with eczema is 4.86 times as likely to have a hay fever as is a person without it (Bland &

Altman, 2000).
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Summary
This study employed existing data. No causal inferences were drawn due to the non-
experimental nature of the study. The non-probability sample was not representative of all grade
5 or grade 8 students. Descriptive, univariate, and multivariate statistical techniques were utilized

to analyze the data. The practical significance of the findings was investigated.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of the study was to determine the criterion-related validity of Grade
Placement Committee (GPC) decisions in 51 and 8" grades in predicting high school graduation,
controlling for selected demographics and special programs. The study used existing data for
Grade 5 (2009-2010) and Grade 8 (2012-2013) cohorts. The GPC decision (promotion to the
next grade or retention in the same grade) was the main predictor variable. Gender, ethnicity,
socioeconomic status (SES), special education (SPED) indicator, and limited English proficiency
(LEP) program were the confounding variables. Graduation was the outcome measure.
Descriptive statistics were used to summarize and organize the data. Binary Logistic Regression
(BLR) analysis was performed to formulate the prediction equation. The odds ratios were
computed to examine the practical significance of the findings. The level of significance was set,
a priori, at 0.01.

Grade Five

A Profile of Subjects

In 2009-2012 the total number of 5" grade students who participated in a GPC was
30,242, however, the 5" grade sample used in this study consisted of 17,451 students. The
majority of the students were male (53.40%), Hispanic (71.70%), economically disadvantaged
(88.60%), not in special education (88.00%), and English proficient (59.20%). These
demographic and special program characteristics were the confounding variables. The
overwhelming majority of the students (90.80%) had been promoted to the next grade, which
was the operational definition for the GPC for the purpose of this study. All were treated as

binary variables; specifically, the GPC decision (0 = retained, 1 = promoted), gender (0 = male,
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1= female), ethnicity (0 = Non-Hispanic, 1 = Hispanic), socioeconomic status (0 = not
economically disadvantaged, 1 = economically disadvantaged), special education (0 =no, 1 =
yes), and limited English proficiency (0 = no, 1 = yes). Results are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4

Demographic and Special Program Characteristics of the Subjects, 5" Grade, n = 17,451

Variable F %
Gender

Male 9,327 53.40

Female 8,124 46.60
Ethnicity

Hispanic 12,505 71.70

Non-Hispanic 4,946 28.30
Socioeconomic Status

Disadvantaged 15,455 88.60

Not Disadvantaged 1,996 11.40
Special Education

Not in Special Education 15,351 88.00

Special Education 2,100 12.00
Limited English Proficiency

English Proficient 10,334 59.20

Limited English Proficient 7,117 40.80
GPC Decision

Promoted 15,846 90.80

Retained 1,605 9.20

Dependent Variable

The outcome variable was graduation, which was coded as either 0 = no or 1 = yes.
More than half of the 5" grade students (54.40%) had graduated.
Prediction of Graduation

A BLR was performed. The confounding variables of gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic

status, special education program, and limited English proficiency program were entered into the

47



model first and accounted for 2.70% of the variation, which was statistically significant, »? (5, N
= 17,451) = 350.35, p < 0.01 and correctly classified 57.20% of the cases. The GPC decision was
entered next. The six variables together accounted for 2.80% of the variation, which was
statistically significant, % (6, N = 17,451) = 373.23, p < 0.01. The unique contribution of the
GPC decision (0.10%) was trivial. The model with the six variables correctly classified 57.20%
of the cases. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test showed that the model fit the data,
2% (8, N =17,451) = 11.30, p = 0.18. The prediction equation was: Graduation = -0.03 + 0.37
(GENDER) + 0.16 (ETHN) — 0.41 (SES) — 0.29 (SPED) + 0.23 (LEP) + 0.26 (GPC). Results are
summarized in Table 5.

Table 5

Logistic Regression Model for Graduation, 5" Grade, n = 17,451

Predictor B Wald p
Gender 0.37 138.01 <.01
Ethnicity 0.16 17.40 <.01
Socioeconomic Status (SES) -0.41 67.68 <.01
Special Education (SPED) -0.29 37.41 <.01
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 0.23 40.68 <.01
GPC Decision 0.26 22.92 <.01
Constant -0.03

Coding: Gender (0 = Male, 1= Female), Ethnicity (0 = Non-Hispanic, 1 = Hispanic), SES (0 =
Not Economically Disadvantaged, 1 = Economically Disadvantaged ), Special Education (0 =
No, 1 = Yes), Limited English Proficiency (0 = No, 1 = Yes), GPC Decision (0 = retained, 1 =
promoted)

A series of corrected-for-continuity Chi-Square Test of Independence was performed to
better understand the contributions of the predictor and confounding variables in explaining
graduation. It was followed by the computation and interpretation of the odd ratios for the two by
two contingency tables. As can be seen in Table 6, the associations were statistically significant.

With respect to the confounding variables, the odds ratios showed that females, Hispanics, not

economically disadvantaged, not in special education programs, and those with limited English
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proficiency were respectively 1.45, 1.30, 1.38, 1.48, and 1.32, times more likely to graduate than
were the students in the comparison groups. Regarding the major predictor variable, the GPC
decision, students who had been promoted in 5" grade were 1.21 times more likely to graduate
than did the students who had been retained.

Table 6
Predictors of Graduation, 5" Grade, n = 17,451

Graduation
Yes No
F % F % e

Gender

Female 4,823 50.80 3,301 41.50

Male 4,678 49.20 4,649 58.50 148.18*
Ethnicity

Hispanic 7,038 74.10 5,467 68.80

Non-Hispanic 2,463 25.90 2,483 31.20 59.81*
Socioeconomic Status

Disadvantaged 8,276 87.10 7,179 90.30

Not Disadvantaged 1,225 12.90 771 9.70 43.31*
Special Education

No 8,537 89.90 6,814 85.70

Yes 964 10.10 1,136 14.30 69.79*
Limited English Proficiency

No 5,339 56.20 4,995 62.80

Yes 4,162 43.80 2,955 37.20 78.65*
GPC Decision

Promoted 8,695 91.50 7,151 89.90

Retained 806 8.50 799 10.10 12.54*
*p<0.01
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Grade Eight

A Profile of Subjects

In 2012-2013 the total number of 8" grade students who participated in a GPC was
47,060, however, the 8™ grade sample used in this study consisted of 25,199 students. The
majority of the students were male (53.90%), Hispanic (71.40%), economically disadvantaged
(79.20%), not in special education (87.60%), and English proficient (80.20%). The
overwhelming majority of the students (97.90%) had been promoted to the next grade. All
variables were binary in nature. Results are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7

Demographic and Special Program Characteristics of the Subjects, 8" Grade, n = 25,199

Variable F %
Gender

Male 13,575 53.90

Female 11,624 46.10
Ethnicity

Hispanic 17,992 71.40

Non-Hispanic 7,207 28.60
Economically Disadvantaged

Economically Disadvantaged 19,967 79.20

Not Economically Disadvantaged 5,232 20.80
Special Education

Not in Special Education 22,073 87.60

Special Education 3,126 12.40
Limited English Proficiency

English Proficient 20,214 80.20

Limited English Proficient 4,985 19.80
GPC Decision

Promoted 24,661 97.90

Retained 538 2.10

50



Dependent Variable
Graduation was the outcome variable, which was coded as either 0 = no or 1 = yes. The

majority of the 8" graders (63.20%) had graduated.

Prediction of Graduation

Another BLR was performed. Gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, special education
program, and limited English proficiency program (the confounding variables) were entered into
the model first and accounted for 3.20% of the variation, which was statistically significant, 5 (5,
N = 25,199) = 587.96, p < 0.01. The prediction power of the model was 62.80%. Next, the GPC
decision was entered into the prediction equation. The six variables together accounted for
5.50% of the variation, which was statistically significant, ? (6, N = 25,199) = 1,034.77, p <
0.01. The GPC decision had a unique contribution of 2.30%. The model with the six variables
correctly classified 64.10% of the cases. The goodness-of-fit test was statistically significant;
thus, the model did not fit the data, x* (8, N = 25,199) = 54.05, p < 0.01. The prediction equation
was: Graduation = -1.38 + 0.28 (GENDER) + 0.36 (ETHN) — 0.41 (SES) — 0.31 (SPED) — 0.44
(LEP) + 2.04 (GPC). Results are summarized in Table 8.

Table 8

Logistic Regression Model for Graduation, 8" Grade, n = 25,199

Predictor B Wald p
Gender 0.28 107.37 <.01
Ethnicity 0.36 136.49 <.01
Socioeconomic Status (SES) -0.41 135.03 <.01
Special Education (SPED) -0.31 61.21 <.01
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) -0.44 159.01 <.01
GPC Decision 2.04 337.63 <.01
Constant -1.38

Coding: Gender (0 = Male, 1= Female), Ethnicity (0 = Non-Hispanic, 1 = Hispanic), SES (0 =
Not Economically Disadvantaged, 1 = Economically Disadvantaged ), Special Education (0 =
No, 1 = Yes), Limited English Proficiency (0 = No, 1 = Yes), GPC Decision (0 = retained, 1 =
promoted)
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The practical significance of the findings was investigated. As can be seen from Table 9,

the simple associations were statistically significant. The odds ratios (OR) for the confounding

variables showed that females (OR = 1.39), Hispanics (OR = 1.21), not economically

disadvantaged (OR = 1.56), not in special education programs (OR = 1.37), and being English

proficient (OR = 1.43) were more likely to graduate than did the students in comparison groups.

Students who were promoted in 8" grade were 7.47 times more likely to graduate, compared to

students who had been retained.

Table 9

Predictors of Graduation, 8" Grade, n = 25,199

Graduation
Yes No
F % F % e

Gender

Female 7,828 67.30 3,796 32.70

Male 8,100 59.70 5,475 40.30 158.28*
Ethnicity

Hispanic 11,600 72.80 6,392 68.90

Non-Hispanic 4,328 27.20 2,879 31.10 43.05*
Socioeconomic Status

Disadvantaged 12,212 76.70 7,755 83.60

Not Disadvantaged 3,716 23.30 1,516 16.40 173.01*
Special Education

No 14,160 88.90 7,913 85.40

Yes 1,768 11.10 1,358 14.60 67.56*
Limited English Proficiency

No 13,118 82.40 7,096 76.50

Yes 2,810 17.60 2,175 23.50 124.65*
GPC Decision

Promoted 15,824 99.30 8,837 95.30

Retained 104 0.70 434 4.70 453.20*
*p<0.01
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Summary

This chapter presented the analysis of data, which was conducted to answer the study’s
research questions: (1) To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision in
the 5" grade predict high school graduation? (2) To what extent does the Grade Placement
Committee (GPC) decision in the 8" grade predict high school graduation? After controlling for
the confounding variables of gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, special education status,
and limited English proficiency status, the GPC decision was a statistically significant predictor
of the outcome measure, which was not surprising because of the large sample sizes that enabled
the detection of small effects; however, its practical significance/explained variation was limited.
The GPC promotion decision seemed to be a better predictor of graduation at 8" grade compared
to 51 grade. The odds ratios showed that students who had been promoted by the 5" grade GPC
decision were 1.21 times more likely to graduate than did the students who had been retained,
while 8™ graders who had been promoted were 7.47 more likely to graduate, compared to the

comparison group.
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION,
IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction

This study examined the link between 5" and 8" Grade Placement Committee (GPC)
decisions and high school graduation. The predictor variables included demographic data
(gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status), special programs (special education and limited
English proficiency, and the GPC decision. The research analyzed 17,451 cases from 5™ grade
and 25,199 cases from 8" grade who met the criteria for a GPC.

This chapter contains a summary of the results and conclusions in order to help answer
the research questions:

1. To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision in the 5™ grade
predict high school graduation?

2. To what extent does the Grade Placement Committee (GPC) decision in the 8" grade
predict high school graduation?

The significance of the study investigates whether the Student Success Initiative (SSI)
requirement of grade-level retention for Grade 5 and 8 students, who are unable to pass the state
of Texas assessments in reading and mathematics, is effective. If a student fails to meet the
criteria after three attempts, a Grade Placement Committee (GPC) convenes to make a decision
about student promotion or grade-level retention (TEA, 2019h).

Conducting grade-level retention research is challenging because of methodological
concerns (Cockx et al., 2018; Eide & Showalter, 2001; Light, 2015). Researching the alternative
option, social promotion, is nearly impossible. Not only are there no national tracking systems of

social promotions (NCES, 1995), states do not require schools to report which students are
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promoted at every grade-level after they fail to meet standards on assessments and do not master
the curriculum. Even though the findings about the effect of grade retention policies report
mixed results (Choi et al, 2018; Dong, 2010; Huddleston, 2014; Lorence, 2014; Wu et al., 2008),
it is clear that grade-level retention can be harmful to students both academically and
emotionally (Abbott, 2014; Carifio & Carey, 2010; Wu et al., 2008; Xia & Glennie, 2005).
Long-term studies have found that grade-level retentions lead to a significant likelihood of
dropping out of school (Hughes et al., 2018).

Although there are no data to support its efficacy, the SSI policy continues to be
implemented in Texas. As a result, students must attempt the state assessment as many as three
times for the reading and mathematics assessments in Grades 5 and 8. If the student fails to meet
standard, a GPC decides whether the student will be retained in the same grade or promoted to
the next grade (TEA, 2019i). Ultimately, grade-level retention automatically impacts high school
graduation because students lose their peer group, are older than their classmates, and are on a
path to graduate later (Caton et al., 2019).

Summary of the Results

The study used existing data for Grade 5 (2009-2010) and Grade 8 (2012-2013) students
who met the criteria for a GPC. The number of cases analyzed for this study were 17,451 Grade
5 students and 25,199 Grade 8 students. This sample represented the population of Grade 5 and 8
students in the state of Texas due to masking that occurred when obtaining the data from the
TEA. Tables 10 and Table 11 in the conclusion section show the comparison of the two groups.

Univariate and multivariate inferential statistics were used to analyze the categorical data
and to answer the research questions. After controlling for the confounding variables of gender,

ethnicity, socioeconomic status, special education status, and limited English proficiency status,

55



the GPC decision was a statistically significant predictor of the outcome measure, which was not
surprising because of the large sample sizes that enabled the detection of small effects; however,
its practical significance/explained variation was limited. The GPC promotion decision seemed
to be a better predictor of graduation at 8" grade compared to 5" grade.

When predicting grade-level retention in Grade 5, more females, Hispanics, students who
were not economically disadvantaged, not in special education programs, and those with limited
English proficiency were respectively 1.45, 1.30, 1.38, 1.48, and 1.32, times more likely to
graduate than were the students in the comparison groups. The binary logistic regression
prediction equation for Grade 5 is Graduation = -0.03 + 0.37 (GENDER) + 0.16 (ETHN) - 0.41
(SES) - 0.29 (SPED) + 0.23 (LEP) + 0.26 (GPC).

When predicting grade-level retention in Grade 8, more females, Hispanics, students who
were not economically disadvantaged, not in special education programs, and those with limited
English proficiency were respectively 1.39, 1.21, 1.56, 1.37, and 1.43, times more likely to
graduate than were the students in the comparison groups. The binary logistic regression
prediction equation for Grade 8 is Graduation = -1.38 + 0.28 (GENDER) + 0.36 (ETHN) — 0.41
(SES) — 0.31 (SPED) — 0.44 (LEP) + 2.04 (GPC).

Conclusions

The TEA annual publication “Grade-Level Retention in Texas Public Schools” gives the
exact figures for grade-level retention at all grade levels (TEA, 2014a; TEA, 2011a). Due to
masking techniques to protect the confidentiality of students, not all students in Grade 5 and 8
were included in the data file that was analyzed for the purpose of the study. Tables 10 and 11
demonstrate that the percentages of retained and promoted students were closely aligned with the

case sets provided in the data file from the TEA.
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Table 10
GPC Decisions: Side by Side of All Texas Students and the Study Sample, 5" Grade 2009-2010

Reporting Agency N Promoted % RT %
TEA 30242 26573 87.90 3,669 12.10
Study 17451 15846 90.80 1605 9.20
Table 11

GPC Decisions: Side by Side of All Texas Students and the Study Sample, 8" Grade 2012—2013

Reporting Agency N Promoted % RT %
TEA 47060 44294 94.10 2,766 5.90
Study 25199 24661 97.90 538 2.10

In order to conduct the study, the TEA matched the graduation outcomes with each
student case represented in the data. The majority of the students in both Grades 5 and 8 were
promoted by the GPC decision even though they failed to meet standard on the state assessment
in reading and mathematics after three attempts. It is also critical to point out that by the very
nature of being held back in the same grade that students did not graduate with their cohort. Of
all the students who were retained due to the GPC decision (both Grades 5 and 8), not one was
able to graduate with their cohort in 2017.

There was one notable difference between Grade 5 and Grade 8. When the odd ratios
(OR) were calculated for both grades, the odds ratio (OR) for 8" grade indicated that students
who were promoted in 8" grade were 7.47 times more likely to graduate, compared to students
who had been retained. The GPC decision, promoting a student, appeared to have a significant

impact on graduation at the 8" grade.
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Discussion

The studies that have been conducted continue to show discrepancies in the findings
about the results of the practice of grade-level retention (Choi et al., 2018; Dong, 2010; Lorence,
2014); they have also been scrutinized for methodological challenges (Bianchi, 2019; Frederick
and Hauser, 2008; Light, 2015; Warren & Saliba, 2013). In the state of Texas, grade-level
retention rate has steadily declined over the past 10 years. During this decade, three grades have
consistently been at the top of the list with the highest percentage of students retained are 9"
(14.70%-7.70%), 10" (7.20%-5.40%), and 1% (5.90%—3.40%) grade in that order. Grade 5 and
Grade 8 fall toward the bottom of the list. The latest data available reveal that both grade levels
had a grade-level retention rate of 0.50% in 2017-2018 (TEA, 2019d). Despite the low grade-
level retention rates in Grades 5 and 8, the state of Texas continues to implement the GPC
policies mandating grade-level retention these grades for students who are unsuccessful on the
state assessments after three attempts in reading and mathematics.

When seeking to understand policy, the traditional method of analyzing it has been to
choose a positivist framework. That viewpoint assumes that policy can be viewed as a linear
process. Therefore, education changes or reforms will be evaluated by carefully considering all
aspects of the advantages, disadvantages, and consequences of a behavior. To solve problems,
solutions can be planned, implemented, and evaluated as well as be conveyed to other people.
After evaluation results are completed and feedback is given, a problem can be identified and
remedied (Fowler, 2013; Young & Diem, 2017).

The truth of the matter is that education policy is messy and complicated. It is not a neat,
orderly process. For this reason, the Critical Policy Analysis (CPA) was selected as the

theoretical framework to evaluate the GPC policy. Young and Diem (2017) argued education
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policy encompasses complex systems, environments, historical context, and cultural background.
Instead of focusing on the policy itself, CPA studies the deeper infrastructure of the policy.
Critical Policy Analysis explores how contextual and societal factors, including systematic
institutional and individual-level oppression (i.e. racism, sexism, xenophobia), influence policy
development, implementation, and outcomes (Young & Diem, 2017). In this study, social factors
influenced the development of the SSI policy. The outcomes of grade-level retention continue to
disproportionately affect individuals from several subpopulations, especially students that are
economically disadvantaged.

Based on the five critical concerns expounded upon by Young and Diem (2017), the GPC
policy can be effectively dissected using the results of the study as a backdrop. Each concern will
be elaborated upon:

(1) “Concern regarding the difference between policy rhetoric and practiced reality”
(Young & Diem, 2017, p. 4). According to the TEA, the stated goal of the SSI is to ensure that
all students meet or exceed reading and mathematics standards in Grades 5 and 8 (TEA, 2019h).
And yet, the practiced reality is not the same as the GPC policy rhetoric. In the most recent year
reported (2017-2018), 97.30% (Grade 5) and 98.20% (Grade 8) of students who participated in a
GPC were promoted even though they did not meet the state standard on reading and
mathematics assessments (TEA, 2019d). In the sample provided for this study, 90.80% of Grade
5 students were promoted and 97.90% of Grade 8 students were promoted.

(2) “Concern regarding the policy, its roots, and its development (e.g., how it emerged,
what problems it was intended to solve, how it changed and developed over time, and its role in
reinforcing the dominant culture)” (Young & Diem, 2017, p. 4). Chapter 2 described in detail

how the political climate in the United States and Texas progressed over time resulting in
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political pressure on the education system at both the national and state level to impede the
practice of social promotion by requiring students to meet assessment requirements at benchmark
grade levels. The results of this study show that there are no significant differences between
grade-level retention or promotion in Grades 5 and 8. The policy was designed to halt the
practice of social promotion; yet, the majority of students are promoted by the GPC. Nor did it
solve the problem of students being unprepared for the next grade level. Hence, the policy did
not solve the problem it was intended to fix. What is unclear from the study is if the SSI policy in
Grades 5 and 8 impacted the grade-level retention trends across the state of Texas, which have
been steadily dropping over the past decade (TEA, 2020d). Further research on this subject is
warranted because the GPC is only one aspect of grade-level retention.

(3) “Concern with the distribution of power, resources, and knowledge as well as the
creation of policy ‘winners’ and ‘losers’” (Young & Diem, 2017, p. 4). The SSI has created a
clearly delineated line that is akin to choosing teams in an elementary PE class. The students
who are the most vulnerable are on the losing side. The results of this study indicate that students
who have the following characteristics are more likely to be impacted: male, low socioeconomic
status, students in the special education program, and students who are limited English
proficient.

(4) “Concern regarding social stratification and the broader effect a given policy has on
relationships of inequality and privilege” (Young & Diem, 2017, p. 4). Choi et al. (2018)
concluded “not only is it [grade-level retention] an ineffective policy, it is also unjust, as it has a
discriminatory effect by SES” (p. 35). At the same time, when students are promoted, there

exists a social stratification, the students are labeled, inequalities become entrenched. The results
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of this study show that students from a low socioeconomic background are disproportionately
affected by grade-level retention.

(5) “Concern regarding the nature of resistance to or engagement in policy by members
of nondominant groups” (Young & Diem, 2017, p. 4). Vulnerable groups are marginalized as a
result of high-stakes retention policies (Tavassolie & Winsler, 2019). There are other concerns in
this area that relate to the composition of the GPC. There are several questions that need further
investigation such as (1) Does the ethnic background of the school personnel (teacher and
administrator) impact their decisions? (2) How does a parent’s education obtainment relate to
their involvement in the process?

Any discussion about the GPC policy must include a conversation about the
accountability system. Because the American school system is stratified into grade levels, the
accountability system school ratings factor into the grade-level retention decision-making
process. Since most students transition after 51" and 8 grade to another campus, holding a
student back would mean there would be a potential accountability implication for the campus as
well as at the district level. This phenomenon might help researchers understand why there are
high numbers of promotions at those grade levels despite the SSI policy rules.

In this study, there were four tiers of students in Grade 5 and Grade 8 in terms of the GPC
decision. Those tiers in Grade 5 were as follows: (1) A graduate that was promoted; (2) a
graduate that was retained; (3); a dropout that was promoted; and (4) a dropout that was retained.
There were 17,451 students in Grade 5 (1) 15,846 students graduated who were promoted —
91.50% ; (2) 806 students graduated who were retained — 8.50% ; (3) 7,151 students dropped out
who were promoted — 89.90% ; and (4) 799 students dropped out who were retained — 10.10%.

Those tiers in Grade 8 were as follows: (1) A graduate that was promoted; (2) a graduate that

61



was retained; (3); a dropout that was promoted; and (4) a dropout that was retained. There were
25,199 students in Grade 5 (1) 15,824 students graduated who were promoted — 99.30% ; (2) 104
students graduated who were retained — 0.70% ; (3) 8,837 students dropped out who were
promoted — 95.30% ; and (4) 434 students dropped out who were retained — 4.70%. These tiers
help clearly define the outcomes of the four groups of students. The literature supports the results
that are shown by the four tiers. The majority of students were promoted, and the majority of
students graduated whether they were promoted or retained by the GPC committee. However,
there are two tiers of students that did not graduate. Those students are the struggling students at
the crossroads that require more intentional intervention and support.
Implications

There is no national tracking system required that can merge grade-level retention
statistics from the different states. It would be beneficial to have standards for monitoring this
issue that apply to all states. On the other hand, social promotion is a widely-used practice when
the intervention of grade-level retention is not applied. Gathering data on social promotion is
even more difficult if not impossible. Another significant issue related to tracking students is the
use of correct terminology. Instead of labeling students as “promoted” when they do not meet
state assessment or curriculum standards, student records should be labeled accurately with terms
such as “placed” as well as coded in the student information systems. Comparable systems and
procedures are needed to accurately detail what is happening to students in the school system as
they move from kindergarten to 12" grade.

The implications for research about grade-level retention are profound (Light, 2015).
Political pressure to hold schools accountable and to retain students who are not successfully

performing is a closely held conviction (Xia & Glennie, 2005). The research preceding this study
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focused on grade-level retention but did not investigate the link to high school graduation. The
ramifications of this practice are significant. Grade-level retention automatically impacts high
school graduation because students lose their peer group, are older than their classmates, and are
on a path to graduate later (Caton et al., 2019). It also delays entry into postsecondary education
(Eide & Showalter, 2001). Thus, impacting fiscal outcomes as well as correlating with other
problematic societal issues (Caton et al., 2019, Jimerson et al., 2005; Xia & Glennie, 2005).

The antithesis of grade-level retention is social promotion. The old adage “lesser of two
evils” fits this scenario. If a student is moved to the next grade level lacking a foundation in
curriculum or skills, the success of the student in the next grade level is still in jeopardy. When
meetings are held, school administrators and teachers have student data; ultimately, the decision
to promote or retain in a grade level is often a “gut feeling.” Parent involvement in the decision-
making process also plays a role. This study reports that there is not a difference in graduation
rates among retained or promoted students. Consequently, the focus needs to be on strengthening
the process when considering GPC decisions, especially when deciding to retain a student. One
definitive recommendation would be that teachers and administrators utilize a rating scale or
instrument to determine the research-based characteristics of the success of grade-level
retentions and their impact on an individual student (these scales already exist) before
committing to a decision about a retention.

Before tackling the specific implications of the GPC decision, it would be an egregious
omission not to briefly address the subject of grade-level retention in Texas as a whole. Tables 1
and Table 2 in Chapter 2 summarized the grade-level retention data in Texas over the last
decade. The trends are easily observed and follow a pattern. The number of retained students

steadily dropped in every grade level over the ten-year period. Another noticeable trend is that
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the grade levels with the highest number of retentions are consistently 9" grade, 10"" grade, and
1%t grade. Since grade-level retention can be chosen as an intervention option for a number of
reasons other than the GPC (e.g. attendance, grades, social skills, behavior, etc.), it is vital to
understand the context of grade-level retention as a whole.

Not only do the prediction equations from this study show which students are more likely
to graduate, but on a practical level, they help educators understand which students are at-risk for
not completing high school. The profile includes students with the following characteristics:
males, low socioeconomic status in addition to students who participate in a special education or
limited English proficient program. Part of the GPC process requires that students be placed on
an individualized acceleration plan. It is not known if those plans are implemented with fidelity
for either group of students, nor is it clear which type of interventions best suit these struggling
students. Beyond the GPC process of making the decision to promote or retain students, there are
a host of school practices that should be re-considered and studied in future research. For
example, designing course schedules, making teacher assignments, assigning student mentors,
and soliciting ongoing and genuine parent input are a few of the factors that educators should
take into consideration when designing a learning plan for individual students.

In most cases, the student will attend a different campus after being promoted to the next
grade level. That alone brings another set of challenges. The staff at the new campus should
quickly identify which students were promoted by the GPC. According to policy, individualized
interventions should be provided. The committee decision and recommendations will continue to
have consequences for the student regardless of his trajectory. Unfortunately, a gap exists
between policy and practice. During the transition, some of the students who are at-risk are not

accounted for.
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Immediate and sustained systemic changes are required to make a difference. An
overhaul of the GPC process should be considered, especially the requirement for students to test
up to three times in reading and mathematics. The vast majority of students who did not meet the
standard on the state assessment were still promoted (TEA, 2019d). That begs the question why
students are forced to take state assessments up to three times in Grades 5 and 8 if they are most
likely to be promoted anyway.

Reviewing overall trends in grade-level retention at the state level lead to other questions.
Did the Student Success Initiative (SSI) at Grades 5 and 8 contribute to the overall drop in grade-
level retentions at the state level? What are the implications of moving the GPC to a grade-level
that has a higher percentage of retentions? For example, what are the implications for holding
GPC meetings at 1 grade or 9" grade, albeit without the required state assessment component.
Would tracking students who are socially promoted change their likelihood of graduating from
high school? If a student is socially promoted should the school be required to implement an
individual plan for that student at every grade level?

There are also several thoroughly researched processes that may already lessen the
impact of this policy: earlier identification of at-risk students; universal screeners; research-based
process to review potential grade-level retention candidates; early, targeted, and monitored
intervention and accelerated programs; a multi-tiered intensive intervention model that addresses
academic, behavioral, social, and emotional concerns; supplemental services and resources for
students receiving special program services; flexible student grouping: looping, multi-age
grouping; teacher quality guidelines; individual/and group tutoring; increased instructional time;
and remediation plan for all students who are retained instead of only for students who fail a

state assessment (Choi et al., 2018; Gonzalez-Betancor & Lopez-Puig, 2016; Light, 2015;
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Jimerson et al., 2005; NASP, 2011; Yang et al. 2018). When these options are specifically
applied to struggling students, the correlation between their use and the impact on struggling

students’ needs to be investigated further.

Recommendations for Further Research

When conducting future research, it is imperative that researchers thoughtfully consider
the methodology that is utilized to collect and analyze the data. Otherwise, there will continue to
be inaccuracies in reporting the results (Warren & Saliba, 2013). Due to the challenges related to
studying grade-level retention, longitudinal studies and meta-analysis are comprehensive ways of
examining the research. Since grade-level retention has a social and emotional impact on
students (Abbott, 2014; Carifio & Carey, 2010; Wu et al., 2008; Xia & Glennie, 2005),
qualitative and mixed methods studies would be useful in learning more about grade-level
retention from students and their families as well as school personnel including teachers and
administrators.

Due to the grade level system design of K—12 education, students can be retained
multiple times during their schooling. Undoubtedly, the outcome of multiple retentions impacts a
student’s ability to graduate from high school (Light, 2015). Simply keeping track of students
who have been retained more than one time often becomes challenging in a school environment.
Teachers and administrators stumble upon the number of student retentions based on the students
age or by reviewing their records. Unfortunately, the reality is that there are students in the
school system that have been retained multiple times, but no plan has been implemented to target
their needs. Often, the number of grade-level retentions is not taken into consideration until the
end of the school year when decisions need to be made about retaining the student at the end of

the next school year. To further complicate matters, other issues such as poverty, mobility,

66



learning disabilities, limited English proficiency, family issues, self-esteem, and motivation also
play a role in how the intervention of grade-level retention is inconsistently applied to students. It
is imperative that more research be done in regard to students who are retained multiple times. It
stands to reason that a second grade-level retention would not be warranted if the intervention
was successful the first time.

Student mobility refers to transferring to different schools. This can happen periodically
or frequently within a school year. Students from families experiencing poverty are put in a
situation where they have to move often. Military families are also impacted by mobility issues.
The research on mobility is scarce, in particular how it related to grade-level retention. Federal
policies have been enacted to protect homeless and migrant students. However, research
addressing mobility is insufficient. Research on the effect of mobility on high school graduation
is inadequate.

It is well documented that teacher performance can have a positive or negative impact on
student achievement. In fact, students who do not receive adequate instruction for two years in a
row have poor outcomes in school. This is one area that has a substantial amount of research;
however, the correlation to grade-level retention warrants more attention. Not only is the quality
of a teacher an issue, but the type of professional development experiences that are provided to
them to support struggling students in also a challenge. What is clear is that teachers need
training on the best strategies for early and sustained intervention with struggling students as
well as methodology on how to best monitor those plans.

This study about grade-level retention and social promotion only briefly examined factors
related to high school graduation. Critical Policy Analysis addresses the disconnect between the

policy and the actual practice (most students are promoted in Grade 5 and 8). It is critical that the
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GPC policy continues to be systematically examined. Grade-level retention and social promotion
researchers have a host of meaningful topics to consider in the future. There is a quote from a
satirical military movie, The Pentagon Wars, that accurately describes the current policy,
“Whatever problems there are, we’ll fix them in the field ... after it’s deployed. That’s the way
things are done around here” (Benjamin, 1998). That cannot continue to be the standard.
Educators care deeply about the success of their students. In order for them to provide the
research-based outcomes, more studies about grade-level retention and social promotion are

essential. Practices must change as a result.
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APPENDIX 1

Glossary of Terms

The following definitions are provided to ensure clarity and understanding of these terms
used in the study:

Grade Placement Committee (GPC): the committee that convenes after a student fails the
state assessment at grades 5 or 8. The committee includes a parent, a teacher, and an
administrator. If a student fails the test after the third attempt, the committee can unanimously
promote the student despite his/her inability to meet passing standards (TEA, 2019i).

Grade-Level Retention: the practice of keeping a student in the same grade level in order
to improve his/her academic achievement or lack of school readiness (NCES, 1995).

Social Promotion: sending a student to the next grade level even if the student failed to
master the curriculum or assessment criteria required to be promoted (NASP, 2011).

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR): the standardized tests in
Texas that measure students’ performance in reading, writing, mathematics, science, and social
studies in grades 3-12 from 2012-present.

Student Success Initiative (SSI): the policy enacted by the Texas legislature that currently
requires students in grades 5 and 8 (initially, students in Grade 3 had to pass reading) to pass the
state reading and mathematics assessments in order to be promoted (TEA, 2019h).

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS): the standardized tests in Texas that
measured students’ performance in reading, writing, mathematics, science, and social studies in
grades 3-12 from 1990-2002 prior to the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS).

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS): the standardized tests in Texas that

measured students’ performance in reading, writing, mathematics, science, and social studies in
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grades 3-12 from 2003-11 prior to the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness
(STAAR).
Texas Education Agency (TEA): agency responsible for oversight of students’ education

in Texas public schools.

Glossary of Acronyms

BLR: Binary Logistic Regression

CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

CPA: Critical Policy Analysis

EL(s): English Learners

EOC: End of Course

ESEA: Elementary and Secondary Education Act

ESL: English as a Second Language

ESSA: Every Student Succeeds Act

GPC: Grade Placement Committee

IRB: Institutional Review Board

LAT: Linguistically Accommodated Testing

LEP: Limited English Proficiency

LPAC: Language Proficiency Assessment Committee

NASP: National Association of School Psychologists
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NCES: National Center for Education Statistics

NCLB: No Child Left Behind (Act)

OECD: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

OR: Odds Ratio

PISA: Programme for International Student Assessment

PEIMS: Public Education Information Management Systems

SDAA: State-Developed Alternate Assessment

SES: Socioeconomic Status

SPED: Special Education

SPSS: IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences

SSI: Student Success Initiative

STAAR: State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness

TAAS: Texas Assessment of Academic Skills

TABS: Texas Assessment of Basic Skills

TAC: Texas Administrative Code

TAKS: Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills

TAKS-AIlt: TAKS-Alternative
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TAMSA: Texans Advocating for Meaningful Student Assessment

TEA: Texas Education Agency

TEAMS: Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills

TEC: Texas Education Code

TELPAS: Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System

USDE: United States Department of Education
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APPENDIX 2

TEC § 28.0211. Satisfactory Performance on Assessment Instruments Required; Accelerated

Instruction

TEC § 28.0211. Satisfactory Performance on Assessment Instruments Required;
Accelerated Instruction

(a) Except as provided by Subsection (b) or (e), a student may not be promoted to:

(1) the sixth grade program to which the student would otherwise be assigned if the
student does not perform satisfactorily on the fifth grade mathematics and reading assessment
instruments under Section 39.023; or

(2) the ninth grade program to which the student would otherwise be assigned if the
student does not perform satisfactorily on the eighth grade mathematics and reading
assessment instruments under Section 39.023.

(a-1) Each time a student fails to perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument
administered under Section 39.023(a) in the third, fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh, or eighth grade,
the school district in which the student attends school shall provide to the student accelerated
instruction in the applicable subject area. Accelerated instruction may require participation of
the student before or after normal school hours and may include participation at times of the
year outside normal school operations.

(a-2) A student who fails to perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument specified under
Subsection (a) and who is promoted to the next grade level must complete accelerated
instruction required under Subsection (a-1) before placement in the next grade level. A student
who fails to complete required accelerated instruction may not be promoted.

(a-3) The commissioner shall provide guidelines to districts on research-based best practices
and effective strategies that a district may use in developing an accelerated instruction
program.

(b) A school district shall provide to a student who initially fails to perform satisfactorily on an
assessment instrument specified under Subsection (a) at least two additional opportunities to
take the assessment instrument. A school district may administer an alternate assessment
instrument to a student who has failed an assessment instrument specified under Subsection
(a) on the previous two opportunities. Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, a
student may be promoted if the student performs at grade level on an alternate assessment
instrument under this subsection that is appropriate for the student's grade level and approved
by the commissioner.

(c) Each time a student fails to perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument specified
under Subsection (a), the school district in which the student attends school shall provide to
the student accelerated instruction in the applicable subject area, including reading instruction
for a student who fails to perform satisfactorily on a reading assessment instrument. After a

85



TEC § 28.0211. Satisfactory Performance on Assessment Instruments Required;
Accelerated Instruction

student fails to perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument a second time, a grade
placement committee shall be established to prescribe the accelerated instruction the district
shall provide to the student before the student is administered the assessment instrument the
third time. The grade placement committee shall be composed of the principal or the
principal's designee, the student's parent or guardian, and the teacher of the subject of an
assessment instrument on which the student failed to perform satisfactorily. The district shall
notify the parent or guardian of the time and place for convening the grade placement
committee and the purpose of the committee. An accelerated instruction group administered
by a school district under this section may not have a ratio of more than 10 students for each
teacher.

(d) In addition to providing accelerated instruction to a student under Subsection (c), the
district shall notify the student's parent or guardian of:
(1) the student's failure to perform satisfactorily on the assessment instrument;
(2) the accelerated instruction program to which the student is assigned; and
(3) the possibility that the student might be retained at the same grade level for the next
school year.

(e) A student who, after at least three attempts, fails to perform satisfactorily on an assessment
instrument specified under Subsection (a) shall be retained at the same grade level for the next
school year in accordance with Subsection (a). The student's parent or guardian may appeal
the student's retention by submitting a request to the grade placement committee established
under Subsection (c). The school district shall give the parent or guardian written notice of the
opportunity to appeal. The grade placement committee may decide in favor of a student's
promotion only if the committee concludes, using standards adopted by the board of trustees,
that if promoted and given accelerated instruction, the student is likely to perform at grade
level. A student may not be promoted on the basis of the grade placement committee's
decision unless that decision is unanimous. The commissioner by rule shall establish a time
line for making the placement determination. This subsection does not create a property
interest in promotion. The decision of the grade placement committee is final and may not be
appealed.

(F) A school district shall provide to a student who, after three attempts, has failed to perform
satisfactorily on an assessment instrument specified under Subsection (a) accelerated
instruction during the next school year as prescribed by an educational plan developed for the
student by the student's grade placement committee established under Subsection (c). The
district shall provide that accelerated instruction regardless of whether the student has been
promoted or retained. The educational plan must be designed to enable the student to perform
at the appropriate grade level by the conclusion of the school year. During the school year, the
student shall be monitored to ensure that the student is progressing in accordance with the
plan. The district shall administer to the student the assessment instrument for the grade level
in which the student is placed at the time the district regularly administers the assessment
instruments for that school year.
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TEC § 28.0211. Satisfactory Performance on Assessment Instruments Required;
Accelerated Instruction

(9) This section does not preclude the retention at a grade level, in accordance with state law
or school district policy, of a student who performs satisfactorily on an assessment instrument
specified under Subsection (a).

(h) In each instance under this section in which a school district is specifically required to
provide notice to a parent or guardian of a student, the district shall make a good faith effort to
ensure that such notice is provided either in person or by regular mail and that the notice is
clear and easy to understand and is written in English or the parent or guardian’s native
language.

(1) The admission, review, and dismissal committee of a student who participates in a district's
special education program under Subchapter A, Chapter 29, and who does not perform
satisfactorily on an assessment instrument specified under Subsection (a) and administered
under Section 39.023(a) or (b) must meet before the student is administered the assessment
instrument for the second time. The committee shall determine:
(1) the manner in which the student will participate in an accelerated instruction
program under this section; and
(2) whether the student will be promoted in accordance with Subsection (i-1) or
retained under this section.

(i-1) At a meeting of the admission, review, and dismissal committee of a student under
Subsection (i), the committee may promote the student to the next grade level if the committee
concludes that the student has made sufficient progress in the measurable academic goals
contained in the student’s individualized education program developed under Section 29.005.
A school district that promotes a student under this subsection is not required to provide an
additional opportunity for the student to perform satisfactorily on the assessment instrument.

(i-2) Not later than September 1 of each school year, a school district must notify the parent or
person standing in parental relation to a student enrolled in the district’s special education
program under Subchapter A, Chapter 29, of the options of the admission, review, and
dismissal committee under Subsections (i) and (i-1) if the student does not perform
satisfactorily on an assessment instrument.

() A school district or open-enrollment charter school shall provide students required to attend
accelerated programs under this section with transportation to those programs if the programs
occur outside of regular school hours.

(K) The commissioner shall adopt rules as necessary to implement this section, including rules
concerning when school districts shall administer assessment instruments required under this
section and which administration of the assessment instruments will be used for purposes of
Section 39.054 .
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TEC § 28.0211. Satisfactory Performance on Assessment Instruments Required;
Accelerated Instruction

(I) Repealed by Acts 2007, 80th Leg., R.S., Ch. 1058, Sec. 17, eff. June 15, 2007.

(I-1) The commissioner may adopt rules requiring a school district that receives federal
funding under Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 ( 20 U.S.C.
Section 6301 et seq. ) to use that funding to provide supplemental educational services under
20 U.S.C. Section 6316 in conjunction with the accelerated instruction provided under this
section, provided that the rules may not conflict with federal law governing the use of that
funding.

(m) The commissioner shall certify, not later than July 1 of each school year or as soon as
practicable thereafter, whether sufficient funds have been appropriated statewide for the
purposes of this section and Section 28.0217. A determination by the commissioner is final
and may not be appealed. For purposes of certification, the commissioner shall consider:

(1) the average cost per student per assessment instrument administration;

(2) the number of students that require accelerated instruction because the student
failed to perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument;

(3) whether sufficient funds have been appropriated to provide support to students in
grades three through 12 identified as being at risk of dropping out of school, as
defined in Section 29.081(d); and

(4) whether sufficient funds have been appropriated to provide instructional materials
that are aligned with the assessment instruments under Sections 39.023(a) and (c).

(m-1) For purposes of certification under Subsection (m), the commissioner may not consider
Foundation School Program funds except for compensatory education funds under

Section 48.104. This section may be implemented only if the commissioner certifies that
sufficient funds have been appropriated during a school year for administering the accelerated
instruction programs specified under this section and Section 28.0217, including teacher
training for that purpose.

(n) A student who is promoted by a grade placement committee under this section must be
assigned in each subject in which the student failed to perform satisfactorily on an assessment
instrument specified under Subsection (a) to a teacher who meets all state and federal
qualifications to teach that subject and grade.

(o) This section does not require the administration of a fifth or eighth grade assessment
instrument in a subject under Section 39.023(a) to a student enrolled in the fifth or eighth
grade, as applicable, if the student:

(1) is enrolled in a course in the subject intended for students above the student's grade
level and will be administered an assessment instrument adopted or developed
under Section 39.023(a) that aligns with the curriculum for the course in which the
student is enrolled; or

(2) is enrolled in a course in the subject for which the student will receive high school
academic credit and will be administered an end-of-course assessment instrument
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adopted under Section 39.023(c) for the course.
(p) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, a student described by Subsection (0)

may not be denied promotion on the basis of failure to perform satisfactorily on an assessment
instrument not required to be administered to the student in accordance with that subsection.

Last Amended: 86th Leg., R.S., Ch. 943 (H.B. 3), Sec. 3.022, eff. June 12, 2019
Entered: July 17, 2019
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APPENDIX 3

TAC Chapter 101. Assessment, Subchapter BB. Commissioner’s Rules Concerning Grade

Advancement and Accelerated Instruction

Chapter 101. Assessment
Subchapter BB. Commissioner's Rules Concerning Grade Advancement and
Accelerated Instruction

Statutory Authority: The provisions of this Subchapter BB issued under the Texas
Education Code, §828.021, 28.0211, 28.0213, 28.0217, 29.081(b-1), 39.023, and 39.025(b-
1), unless otherwise noted.

§101.2001. Policy.

(a) School districts shall implement grade advancement requirements in accordance with this
subchapter and the Texas Education Agency (TEA) procedures outlined in the official Student
Success Initiative manual, published annually by the TEA. As specified in §101.2009 of this
title (relating to Notice to Parents or Guardians), school districts will make public at the
beginning of the school year grade advancement requirements as determined by the school
district.

(b) In addition to local policy relating to grade advancement, except in cases where a student
is testing above grade level as specified in the Texas Education Code (TEC), §28.0211(0), a
student in Grade 5 or Grade 8 shall demonstrate proficiency in reading and mathematics as
required by the TEC, 828.0211(a), in order to advance to the next grade. The assessment grade
promotion requirements of the TEC, §28.0211(a), shall be in effect beginning with the 2012-
2013 school year. Demonstrated proficiency is defined under this section as meeting the
satisfactory passing standard on the appropriate assessment instruments specified by
8101.2003(a) of this title (relating to Grade Advancement Testing Requirements) or on a state-
approved alternate assessment authorized in 8101.2011 of this title (relating to Alternate
Assessment). The standard in place when a student first takes a Grade 5 or Grade 8
mathematics or reading assessment is the standard that will be maintained for all subsequent
retest opportunities for that student. A student who does not demonstrate proficiency as
described in this section may advance to the next grade only if:

(2) the student has completed the required accelerated instruction under §101.2006 of
this title (relating to Accelerated Instruction);

(2) the student's Grade Placement Committee (GPC), as specified in §101.2007 of this
title (relating to Role of Grade Placement Committee), determines by unanimous
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Chapter 101. Assessment
Subchapter BB. Commissioner's Rules Concerning Grade Advancement and
Accelerated Instruction

decision, in accordance with the standards for promotion established by the local
school board, that the student is likely to perform at grade level at the end of the next
year given additional accelerated instruction. In accordance with the TEC, §28.021, to
determine grade promotion, a school district is required to consider the
recommendation of the student's teacher, the student's grades, the student's assessment
scores, and any other necessary academic information; and

(3) in accordance with the TEC, 828.0211(n), the school district will ensure that a
student who is promoted by a GPC under §101.2007 of this title shall be assigned in
each subject in which the student failed to perform satisfactorily on an assessment
instrument specified under the TEC, 828.0211(a), to a teacher who meets all state and
federal qualifications to teach that subject and grade.

(c) Students shall be provided accelerated instruction required by the TEC, §28.0211 and
839.025(b-1), as specified in §101.2006 of this title.

(d) A student in Grade 5 or Grade 8 may not be denied promotion to the next grade on the
basis of failure to perform satisfactorily on a reading or mathematics assessment instrument
intended for use above the student's grade level.

Source: The provisions of this §101.2001 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg
4337; amended to be effective April 19, 2010, 35 TexReg 3030; amended to be effective June
4, 2012, 37 TexReg 4040; amended to be effective February 26, 2014, 39 TexReg 1149.

§101.2003. Grade Advancement Testing Requirements.

(a) Except in cases where a student is testing above grade level as specified in the Texas
Education Code (TEC), §28.0211(0), each school district and charter school shall test eligible
students in accordance with the grade advancement requirements for the grades and subjects
specified in the TEC, §28.0211(a). The assessment grade promotion requirements of the TEC,
§28.0211(a), shall be in effect beginning with the 2012-2013 school year. These requirements
apply to the following assessment instruments under the TEC, 839.023(a), (b), and (1):

(2) the reading and mathematics assessments at Grade 5; and
(2) the reading and mathematics assessments at Grade 8.

(b) An eligible student is subject to all of the grade advancement requirements under the TEC,
828.0211, including automatic retention, if the student is enrolled in a local school district or

91



Chapter 101. Assessment
Subchapter BB. Commissioner's Rules Concerning Grade Advancement and
Accelerated Instruction

charter school on any day between January 1 and the date of the first administration of the
grade advancement assessments, unless a student is administered an assessment instrument
intended for use above the student's grade level as specified in the TEC, §28.0211(0). A
student is only eligible to take an assessment instrument intended for use above the student's
grade level if the student is receiving instruction in the entire curriculum for that subject.

(c) An eligible student who does not meet the criteria specified in subsection (b) of this section
but enrolls in a local school district or charter school at any time after the date of the first
administration of the grade advancement assessments is not subject to the grade advancement
requirements. In accordance with §101.2001(b) of this title (relating to Policy), a school
district or charter school must provide this student with the opportunity to test and access to
required accelerated instruction.

(d) A student receiving special education services under the TEC, Chapter 29, Subchapter A,
enrolled in Grade 5 or Grade 8 who is receiving instruction in the essential knowledge and
skills in a subject specified under subsection (a) of this section is eligible under this section as
outlined in the official Student Success Initiative manual published annually by the Texas
Education Agency (TEA). In accordance with the TEC, 828.0211(i), the student's admission,
review, and dismissal (ARD) committee shall determine appropriate assessment and
accelerated instruction for each eligible student. Assessment decisions must be made on an
individual basis and in accordance with procedures established by the TEA. These decisions
shall be documented in the student's individualized education program.

(e) An English language learner (ELL), as defined by the TEC, Chapter 29, Subchapter B,
who is administered an assessment in English or Spanish for a grade and subject specified in
subsection (a) of this section, except as provided by §101.1005 of this title (relating to
Assessments of Achievement in Academic Content Areas and Courses), is eligible under this
section. In accordance with 8101.1005(a) of this title, the student's language proficiency
assessment committee (LPAC) shall determine the appropriate assessment and accelerated
instruction for each eligible student. The Grade Placement Committee, as specified in
8101.2007 of this title (relating to Role of Grade Placement Committee), shall make its
decisions in consultation with a member of the student's LPAC. Assessment decisions must be
made on an individual basis and in accordance with procedures established by the TEA.

(F) As specified in §101.1005 of this title, decisions regarding assessments for ELLs who
receive special education services shall be made by the ARD committee in conjunction with
the LPAC.

(9) In accordance with the TEC, 828.021(b), decisions regarding a student who has dyslexia

and is eligible under this section shall consider the student's potential for achievement or
proficiency in the assessed subject.
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Source: The provisions of this §101.2003 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg
4337; amended to be effective February 24, 2005, 30 TexReg 842; amended to be effective
April 19, 2010, 35 TexReg 3030; amended to be effective June 4, 2012, 37 TexReg 4040;
amended to be effective February 26, 2014, 39 TexReg 1149.

§101.2005. Test Administration and Schedule.

(a) The Texas Education Agency (TEA) shall establish the test administration procedures in
the applicable test administration materials. The superintendent of each school district and
chief administrative officer of each charter school shall be responsible for following these
procedures and maintaining the integrity of the test administration and the security and
confidentiality requirements, as specified in Chapter 101, Subchapter C, of this title (relating
to Security and Confidentiality).

(b) The TEA shall provide three opportunities per year for the tests required for grade
advancement as specified in the Texas Education Code, 828.0211(a). The commissioner of
education shall specify the dates of these administrations in the assessment calendar.
Additional test opportunities will not be provided.

(c) The superintendent of each school district and chief administrative officer of each charter
school shall establish procedures to ensure:

(1) that each eligible student who is absent or does not receive a test score for any test
administration shall receive appropriate accelerated instruction as warranted on an
individual student basis; and

(2) that each eligible student who is absent or does not receive a test score for all three
test opportunities and is consequently retained shall receive other appropriate means of
evaluation, including the administration of an alternate assessment, as provided under
8101.2011(a) of this title (relating to Alternate Assessment), so that the Grade
Placement Committee has sufficient evidence for its review upon appeal by a parent or
guardian.

(d) A campus or district must accommodate the request of an out-of-district student to
participate in the third administration of a test required for grade advancement if that campus
or district is testing one or more local students on the applicable test and if the out-of-district
student has registered to take the test by a date determined by the TEA.
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Source: The provisions of this §101.2005 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg
4337; amended to be effective February 24, 2005, 30 TexReg 842.

8101.2006. Accelerated Instruction.

(a) Each time a student fails to perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument
administered under the Texas Education Code (TEC), 839.023(a), (b), or (c), the school
district or charter school shall provide the student with accelerated instruction in the applicable
subject. A student failing to perform satisfactorily on an end-of-course assessment under the
TEC, 839.023(c), must be provided the appropriate accelerated instruction before the next
administration of the applicable assessment as specified by the TEC, §29.081(b-1).

(b) Accelerated instruction may require participation of the student before or after normal
school hours and may include participation at times of the year outside normal school
operations. Each school district and each charter school shall be responsible for providing
transportation to students required to attend accelerated instruction programs if these programs
occur outside of regular school hours.

(c) A school district must accommodate the request of an out-of-district student to participate
in any established, on-campus summer accelerated instruction program, provided the student
is living away from his or her home district and the program matches the accelerated
instruction prescribed by the student's Grade Placement Committee.

(d) Accelerated instruction shall be based on, but not limited to, guidelines on research-based
best practices and effective strategies as outlined in the Student Success Initiative manual,
published annually by the TEA, which districts may use for developing accelerated
instruction.

(e) In addition, for students who are administered state assessments specified under the TEC,
§28.0211(a):

(1) a student who fails to perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument specified
under the TEC, §28.0211(a), shall be provided accelerated instruction before the next
administration of the applicable assessment as specified by the TEC, §28.0211. A
student shall be assigned to an accelerated instruction group that does not have a ratio
larger than ten students for each teacher; and

(2) a student who fails to perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument specified
under the TEC, §28.0211(a), after the first, second, and third testing opportunities and
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who is promoted to the next grade level must complete, in accordance with state and
local school board policy, all the accelerated instruction required under this section
before placement in the next grade level. A student who fails to complete all the
required accelerated instruction may not be promoted.

Source: The provisions of this §101.2006 adopted to be effective April 19, 2010, 35 TexReg
3030; amended to be effective June 4, 2012, 37 TexReg 4040; amended to be effective
February 26, 2014, 39 TexReg 1149.

8101.2007. Role of Grade Placement Committee.

(@) In accordance with the Texas Education Code (TEC), 828.0211, the superintendent of each
school district and chief administrative officer of each charter school shall establish
procedures for convening a Grade Placement Committee (GPC) for each eligible student who
fails to demonstrate proficiency on the second administration of the assessment required for
grade advancement. In accordance with §101.2006(d) of this title (relating to Accelerated
Instruction), decisions by the GPC shall be made on an individual student basis, address
required participation of the student in accelerated instruction, and ensure the most effective
instruction to support the student's academic achievement on grade level.

(b) The GPC shall be composed of the principal or principal's designee, the student's parent or
guardian, and the student's teacher(s) of the subject of the grade advancement assessment(s) on
which the student has failed to demonstrate proficiency. If this teacher is unavailable, the
principal shall designate to serve on the GPC a teacher certified in the subject of the
assessment on which the student failed to perform satisfactorily and who is most familiar with
the student's performance in that subject area. If more than one parent or guardian has the
authority to make educational decisions regarding the student, a good faith effort must be
made to notify both parents, but participation of any one parent or guardian is sufficient.
Either parent or only one guardian may initiate an appeal. If both parents or guardians serve on
the GPC but do not agree, either may agree to promote the student if the remaining members
of the GPC also agree to the promotion. The district may accept a parent's or guardian's
written designation of another individual to serve on the GPC for all purposes. The district
may accept a parent's or guardian's written and signed waiver of participation in the GPC and
designation of the remaining members of the GPC as the decision-making entity for all
purposes.

(2) If a parent or guardian or designee is unable to attend a meeting, the district may

use other methods to ensure parent participation, including individual and conference
telephone calls. The district may designate an individual to act on behalf of the student
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in place of a parent, guardian, or designee if no such person can be located. A
surrogate parent named to act on behalf of a student with a disability shall be
considered a parent for purposes of the TEC, §28.0211.

(2) The district shall make a good faith effort to notify a parent or guardian to attend
the GPC. If a parent or guardian is unavailable, the remaining members of the GPC
must convene as required by this section and take all necessary actions, except that the
GPC may not agree to promote a student under the TEC, §28.0211(e), unless a parent,
guardian, or designee has appealed. A district may allow an appeal to be filed in
writing in lieu of attending the GPC.

(c) Within five working days of receipt of student assessment results for the second
administration of the assessment required for grade advancement, the district shall notify the
campus principal of student assessment results for each eligible student who fails to
demonstrate proficiency. Upon receipt of this notice, the principal shall notify the teacher and
parent or guardian of the assessment results. This notice shall include a description of the
purpose and responsibilities of the GPC and the time and place for the GPC to hold its first
meeting.

(d) In accordance with 8101.2006(d) of this title, the GPC is responsible for prescribing the
accelerated instruction the student is to receive before the third testing opportunity. The GPC
shall also decide at this time whether the student shall take the assessment specified in
8101.2003 of this title (relating to Grade Advancement Testing Requirements) or the alternate
assessment, as authorized by 8101.2011 of this title (relating to Alternate Assessment). In the
absence of unanimous agreement, the student shall take the assessment specified in §101.2003
of this title.

(e) The GPC must convene again if a student fails to demonstrate proficiency on the third
administration of an assessment required for grade advancement and is thereby automatically
retained at the same grade level. Within five working days of receipt of student assessment
results for this administration, the district shall notify the principal or principal's designee of
student assessment results for each eligible student who fails to demonstrate proficiency. Upon
receipt of this notice from the district, the principal shall inform the teacher and parent or
guardian of the time and place for the GPC to hold a meeting. This notice shall inform the
parent or guardian of the opportunity to appeal the automatic retention of the student. The
district shall establish a procedure to ensure a good faith effort is made toward securing the
parent's or guardian's receipt of the retention notification. The parent or guardian may appeal
the retention by submitting a request to the GPC within five working days of receipt of this
retention notification.

(f) If an appeal has been initiated by the parent or guardian, the GPC may decide in favor of
promotion only if the GPC concludes, upon review of all facts and circumstances and in
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accordance with standards adopted by the local school board, that the student is likely to
perform on grade level given additional accelerated instruction during the next school year. A
student may be promoted only if the GPC's decision is unanimous and the student has
completed all required accelerated instruction specified in §101.2006 of this title. The review
and final decision of the GPC must be appropriately documented as meeting the standards
adopted by the local school board and made in conformance with procedures specified in the
Student Success Initiative manual and as required by §101.2001(b) of this title (relating to
Policy). These standards must include consideration of the following:

(1) the recommendation of the student's teacher;

(2) the student's grades;

(3) the student's assessment scores; and

(4) any other necessary academic information as determined by the district.

(9) In accordance with the TEC, 828.0211(e), the placement decision by the GPC shall be
made before the start of the next school year or, if applicable, upon reenroliment of a student
after this date.

(h) A student who has been promoted upon completion of a school year in a school other than
a Texas public school may be enrolled in that grade without regard to whether the student has
successfully completed an assessment required under the TEC, §28.0211. This subsection does
not limit the authority of a district to appropriately place a student under the TEC, Chapter 25,
Subchapter B.

(i) In addition to the placement decision, the GPC shall develop an accelerated instruction plan
for each student who does not pass after three testing opportunities, regardless of whether the
student has been promoted or retained. This plan shall include the accelerated instruction that
the district must provide during the next school year. The plan must be designed to enable the
student to perform at the appropriate grade level by the end of the next school year. The
district shall establish a policy for monitoring the student during the school year to ensure that
the student is progressing in accordance with the plan. The accelerated instruction plan must
provide for interim progress reports to the student's parent or guardian and the opportunity for
consultation with the teacher and principal as needed.

Source: The provisions of this §101.2007 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg

4337; amended to be effective February 24, 2005, 30 TexReg 842; amended to be effective
April 19, 2010, 35 TexReg 3030; amended to be effective February 26, 2014, 39 TexReg 1149.
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8101.2009. Notice to Parents or Guardians.

(a) The superintendent of each school district or chief administrative officer of each charter
school shall notify parents or guardians of the grade advancement requirements at the
beginning of the school year.

(b) The district shall provide early notice to parents or guardians of students identified in a
preceding grade to be at risk of failure on the first administration of the assessment required
for grade advancement the next year. The superintendent must establish the
instruments/procedures to be used to make this determination. This notice shall include
accelerated instruction participation requirements as stipulated by §101.2006 of this title
(relating to Accelerated Instruction) and be provided before the end of the school year
preceding the grade advancement requirements.

(c) The district shall establish procedures to notify the parent or guardian of a student who has
failed to demonstrate proficiency on the first administration of a grade advancement
assessment. This notification should be made within five working days of district receipt of
student assessment results from this administration. This notice shall include the student's
assessment results, a description of the grade advancement policy, the required accelerated
instruction to which the student has been assigned under §101.2006 of this title, and the
possibility that the student might be retained at the same grade level for the next school year.
In addition, the notice shall encourage parents or guardians to meet immediately with the
student's teacher to outline mutual responsibilities to support the student during accelerated
instruction.

(d) Whenever the district is required to notify a parent or guardian about the requirements
related to promotion and accelerated instruction under §101.2006 of this title for students at
risk of retention, including the notification requirements for the Grade Placement Committee
under 8101.2007 of this title (relating to Role of Grade Placement Committee), the district
shall make a good faith effort to ensure that the notice is provided either in person or by
regular mail, is clear and easy to understand, and is written in English or in the parent's or
guardian's native language.

Source: The provisions of this §101.2009 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg

4337; amended to be effective April 19, 2010, 35 TexReg 3030; amended to be effective
February 26, 2014, 39 TexReg 1149.
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§101.2011. Alternate Assessment.

(@) On the third testing opportunity, each school district and charter school may establish by
local board policy a district-wide procedure to use a state-approved alternate assessment
instead of the statewide assessment instrument specified in 8101.2003(a) of this title (relating
to Grade Advancement Testing Requirements). The commissioner of education shall provide
annually, to school districts and charter schools, a list of state-approved group-administered
achievement tests, if available, certified by test publishers as meeting the requirements of the
Texas Education Code, §28.0211. This list shall include nationally recognized instruments for
obtaining valid and reliable data, which demonstrate student competencies in the applicable
subject at the appropriate grade level range. The district shall select only one test for each
applicable grade and subject to be used under this section.

(b) The alternate assessment must be given during the period established in the assessment
calendar by the commissioner of education to coincide with the date of the third administration
of the statewide assessment.

(c) A company or organization scoring a test defined in subsection (a) of this section shall
send test results to the school district for verification within ten working days following
receipt of the test materials from the school district and shall send a copy of those results to the
Texas Education Agency (TEA) in a format specified by and on a schedule established by the
TEA.

(d) To maintain the security and confidential integrity of group-administered achievement
tests, school districts and charter schools shall follow the procedures for test security and
confidentiality delineated in Subchapter C of this chapter (relating to Security and
Confidentiality).

Source: The provisions of this §101.2011 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg
4337; amended to be effective February 24, 2005, 30 TexReg 842; amended to be effective
June 4, 2012, 37 TexReg 4040.

§101.2015. Parental Waiver.

The superintendent of each school district and chief administrative officer of each charter
school shall establish a waiver process by which a parent or guardian may request that a
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student not participate in the third test opportunity due to potential harm to the student. The
waiver must provide documentation of potential harm, student need, and other appropriate
information. If a parental waiver is granted, the student must still participate in all required
acceleration and is subject to retention based on the failure on the second test administration.

Source: The provisions of this §101.2015 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg
4337.

8101.2017. Scoring and Reporting.

In accordance with §101.3014 of this title (relating to Scoring and Reporting), the scoring
contractor will provide school districts with the results of the assessments required by the
Texas Education Code, §28.0211, or, if applicable, the results of the alternate assessment
specified in §101.2011 of this title (relating to Alternate Assessment), within ten working days
following the receipt of the test materials from the school district or charter school.

Source: The provisions of this §101.2017 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg
4337; amended to be effective June 4, 2012, 37 TexReg 4040; amended to be effective
February 26, 2014, 39 TexReg 1149.

8101.2019. Credit for High School Graduation.

(a) Students who have been retained in Grade 8 in accordance with the grade advancement
testing requirements may earn course credit for high school graduation during the next school
year in subject areas other than the required courses in the subject area which caused the
student to be retained.

(b) The school board of each district and each charter school may establish a policy that
provides for the placement of retained students in an age-appropriate learning environment. In
accordance with local grade configurations for elementary, middle, and high school campuses,
this policy may specify the age by which a retained student should be placed on the next level
campus even though not yet promoted to the grade of that campus.

Source: The provisions of this §101.2019 adopted to be effective May 26, 2002, 27 TexReg
4337 (TEA, 2015, p. 1-8).
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APPENDIX 4

2019-2020 Flowchart for Students Taking STAAR
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APPENDIX 5

IRB Application (Amendment and Original)

Dxabe recalvad: Clck or tap to enter m daim

EPL:E o Click ar tap hars o BAtar ter ﬁ“"! TEXAS AsM UNIVERSITY
Amendment # Chick or tap here to enter beat, \E CORPUS CHRISTI

Amendment to Human Subjects Research Protocol

Instructions
(Faulure to follow these mstructions may result m delays 1o processang)

Investigators must report to the IRB any changes in IRB-approved research Complete thas form if
change: will be made to the research.

No chanpes may be mitiated without prior approval of the IRB, except where pecessary to elominate
apparent immediate hazards to parhcipants. Failore fo secure approval for an amendment prior to
implementng a change to approved research will be considered non-comphance.

If new nsks are identified and the amendment 15 to add those nsks to the consent form, depending on the
nisk, enrollment should erther be stopped unhl the amendment 1= approved or desenbe in the amendment
submission the plan to inform the subjects of the new nisks.

What should I include in the amendment submiszion?
*  Amendment form (this form)
s Eevised study documents
o Tracked changes version

o Clean versiom
By submitting this Amendment, the Principal Investigators (PIz) attest:

1) They have read and reviewed this Amendmendt;

2) The mformation submitted is accurate;

3) Attest that no chanpes have been or will be mmplemented unfil the amendment 15 approved (unless
necessary to elimunate apparent immediate hazards); and

4) Ensured all changes requested are mchoded in attached supporting documents (g, recrmtment
senpt, informed consent, parental consent, ete).

After completing thiz form, submit the Amendment with supporting documentation via email to the
IRB Mailbox: wb(aitamnce adu

For questions, email: Office of Research Complhiance at @' tammec adu.

Paga 10fd
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CCH USE ONLY q
HSRP &: Click or tap hars b nrter tet TEXAS AsM UNIVERSITY
\

Amendment # Clhck or p here to enter bext. (__,CJRPL]S CHRIST‘I

Daba racelvad: Clck or tap to entear o delm.

Amendment to Human Subjects Research Protocol

HSEFP Overview

HSEP #: 119-19 Maestro # (if funded): Click or tap heve to enter text.

Principal Iovestigator Name:  Dr. Lynn Hemmer

Project title:  Grade Placement Decisions (Grades 5 and 8) and Their Predictive Vahdity on High
Schoo] Graduation and Completion

Salect the mwrent enrolbment status for the study: N/A

[0 Exrollment has not begun vet [J Eorollment complete; Subjects remaim active

0O Actively enrolling subjects O Eorollment complete; Subjects i follow-up

[ Exrollment temporarily closed; O Enrcllment complete; Data analy=ss only
plan to re-open mn the future

Type of Amendment (If making mmltiple changes, select ATL that apply for this amendment)

& Protocol Changes

0 Informed Consent Changes O Adding Translated Documents (include

O AdvertisementRecruitment Changes translated documents and translator certificate)
O Study Instrument Changes O Change in finding

OPersonnel Changes (Skip to Personnel Change

Section)

Eationale for Changes

1} Prowvide a deta1l desceription for why the changes 15 neaded:

Exasting data for this study are being obtained from the Texas Educafion Agency (TEA). The IRB
committee approved that data be obtamed for students m Education Service Center Begion 2. Aftera
phmcmfﬂmm&ﬂ:ﬂﬂmalyﬂhm,ﬂﬂﬂrmm&ddﬂngﬂgﬂmm@mlmﬂ
from ESC2 to all Grade 5 and Grade B stadents in Texas to preserve student

The ariginal request predicted approcamately 16,000 cases. T all Grade 5 and & students are selected
for the study, the data sets would inchide 17,452 cases for Grade 5 students and 25 200 cases for
Grade 8§ stodents.

Demographic and special program information was also requested, specifically, Af-Risk Status
(Grades 5 and 8) and Career and Technology Education program enrollment (Grade B only). The
codes are not available without masking a larpe mumber of cases.  Therefore, an analy=is wall not
include these two codes.

The differences between wrban, suburban, and rural students was going to be studied. However,
the TEA categonzed school distriet classifications info nine categones. Thas 1s not feasible to explore
in the scope of this study.

Pugn 2 of 4

103



OCH USE ONLY
HSAP & Cfck or tap ham 10 ster to.
Dwte recehved: Click or tap 1o enter a date,

Tt RESTEARCTT
CORPLS  COMMERCIALIZATION
CARISTT QUTREACII

Amendment to Human Subjects Research Protocol

1) Does the change affact study risks? [0 Ves B No
23a) If yes, desenbe bow nisks are affected:

Chek or tap here to enter text.

3) Will subjects be informed of this change? [0 Yes El Mo
3a) If yes, how?
[ Reconsent with revised consent form [ Letter sent to participants
O Other: Click or tap here to enter text.

Instructions: If not makmg a personnel change, end here.
# Make changes to the affected study documents and provide revised documents along with this form_
w  Emal this completed form and revised study documents to wbi@tzmuce adu.

Puga 3ofd
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CCH LISE ONLY
HERP & Cick or tap ham to smbar toet.
Dute necebeed: Click or tap o enter a date,

TS RESTEARCT
CORMCS  COMMERCIALIZATION
CHRETT OQUTREACH

Amendment to Human Subjects Research Protocol

Perzonnel Change

0 Deleting Research Staff. Fill in the information below for departing staff.
To add additional staff, chek on the + at the end of the last row on nght-hand side.

Name of Departing Staff Date Last Active on Study
Click or tap here to enter text. Click or tap to enter a date.
a Adding Research Staff- 1 T it Persons

If adding staff,
1. Fill in the infoermation m the table below for new research staff.
To add additional staff, chek on the + af the end of the last row on nghi-hand side.

Conflict
Rezearcher's Roles [
Department ERezponsibilities of
Name (Answer both) Tmterest
Chek or tap here | Choose an Choose an them. 0O Becruits Subjects O Yes
to enfer teaxt. Them. Choose an them. O Consents Subjects O Mo
[ Performs Stody Interventions
[ Data Anabysis
O Statistics
[ MondtorsManages study
progres:
[ Other: Click or tap here to
BOler Xt
2. Descnbe quahficahions of research personnel or attach CVs. 0O See attached CVs
Mew staff will need to complete CITT Traimines,
PI Attestation for Added Study Personmel: Beview and mark to the nght
Attestation Statement Check if
Yes™
T'reviewed J00.04 Investicator and Staff Oualificafions and attest added personnel are O
appropriately trained and expenenced to perform delsgated tasks.
I venified the accuracy of the confhiet of interest mformation for each staff added. m|
I understand I am ultmately responmble for maintaming proper supervision and oversight |
of the dufies assiened to research staff
By emaihing this form to the IRB, I attest the information in this form 1s accurate. (W]

Pagn 4 af 4
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ORE UFE CNLY
Human Subjects Research Protocol

HEHP #: for .
TEXAY ki

Tutr Rexstved: | | Exempt, Expedited, or Full Board Review - 'uai:
| CHRISTT
ARG H

BlisL
CIAFALIE AL TR
DT HEALH

Ll &f Rarkanr |

|ln|h'u=ﬂunnndllmrchn Eartifications [Falhore tn ol may result in n delay In processing]

Projacts concddarad ressarch ievolving lman sabjscts raquire prior IRE approval. This appllax ragardles of
whather the project |s fendad or enfiunded.

Failure to secure TRB review BEior 10 peviormins rescarch Involving humanm subjects 1s 2 serions non-compliance
izsue. A finding of non-compliance may resolt In suspension af the project, publcation retracton, revocatdon of res=arch|
privilagax, and raporting to the projsct sponsors and for sponsors.

Fleswe submil yom project wilh pleody of e 10 omaxplele the review procoss, Fleace soe cwrwebaile o sugppeelod
submission d=adiin=s.

What shsid 1 Inclods in the s b sdan?

= TRB itial Submisgion Form (his form] = Now by regquices F1 sigoraiore,
» Sy staff;
Amﬂmmmmwmhpmmmmmmhhm

. mﬂﬂmmmﬂmmmmmﬂmmm and for other
matarialx tha participantx will read, sae, and for hear fha told 23 part of the =tudy.
& IFparforming tha projact ot nom-TAMI-CC locations, 2 from tha sits whistter of mipporters tha projsct will he

performed.
= X pecforming rewearch inbernationally, Solturel Bvalus E
- Epuﬁmhgrmhﬁ&mnﬂmhﬂlﬂwﬂngpmmmmmmww

By qubmitting thix [RH appllcation, the Princlpal Investl gatar (Pf) attasts:

L They baove read sod ceviewed the focm and all sopportiog docurents

Z The Informaticn submitted is scourste;

3. Attestthat no researvh acthvitiex hawe nr will begin umtdl nodfcrtion is recelved the smdy 1y approved; and

4. All parzonnal Hxtad om thix form ke racatred humam subjacts training and acoratsby declarsd whather they
bave a condlict of intersat for this stndy.

After completing thix form, submie thix farm with supporting dncomenssdon
via amall to the IRE Mallboy: rbdtamuccadn

For questions, emall: Office of Besearrth Compliance at thEmoee edy

Mg iofh

106



Rescarchers fall persrns Bsted belww svwst have CIT] training complesed)

Emgmil Crotlict of
Nurne (AN, et Collnge Coulogary I tarast
48 Lyas Hamamar I hammnisserre it Elecater, Faculty ¥
= Famder Kommidsrand | leamcer ko den st nbiiets oty Eilecatio, Faculty | a

Overview

anhMmHm:P“ﬂm Othar:

B, Extermmily fondod: [ Jowrgrd Start Nte: Muaestra A I

. Tide Immmmlmswmummmmmmmmemm
Dy Amikcipated Siart Pute;

{ Eliet pdriiBirig! TR Opvowt] {F it | Uipom 1BE Apprownl E Exilmated Completion Dute: |um1:mn

5 =5 weeks i finiure}

Porpose aid Ol ective

A Diiwrthv thes s of th vkl B KIvBiae”s Tormes,

The purpase of the study fa to determine the walldity of 5th and Gth grade Grade Flacement Comorittes (GPE) deddoas in predicdsg
high school gradustion controlling for sel=cted demographios and medal programe

The Texx Stodent Soccess Initlrthee (S50 requires the impl=me=nitxtion of Grade Flacement Comoittess [GFC) H' 2 sadent 2l tn
meek aszezam ent sarvdards on the Sth or Sth grade reading or mathematics siate axs=roments. The commbites (comprized of an
adwm inlorator, teacher, and parent) determines i 2 student i retained or promoted  che next grade begel. The purpoce of tih cody
Ik to determdne Hthoze dedxlons opact righ schoc] gradustion.

B Demcriba tha ohjeciive[s] anl for research qoestions 1s kyoust's hirsis,

The study & guided by the following questions:
1. Towhat extent does the 5TH GRADE GPC decksion predict kigh srhool gradution.
2 Towhat extent does the BTH GRADE GPC decksion predict high school gradumtion.

Particdpanty; Rerrulimant

Fartcipasts
A hticate whether any of the iollowing papulsticrnes will be specifically tarpeted for indosien in the research. Ench cxtegory momt
ot Sy, Akl BroneTans For parakoitarner gy e Ragcrad

Mmhmduﬂhmhﬂhmﬂ | ¥ |Erwopers cadolte or minorel | L

|Ihn1m.uum
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B Demzibe the riteris o determine who b incduded or excluded in the final particlpant popaleton (g, cssdkom . orade g, plosicl
chornciwrirticn, Jeaming charecizrities. profidons) criferin, sizh

The solispects for the study oo stud ende ame ALL TEEAS Grade S STUDENTS In 2000-2010 {cesemnd with TAKE) and ALL TEXAS
Grods B STUDENTS 10 $012-2013 [ocessamed vwith STAAR]. Theas gronns are choesn haconss thyr rapmesmnt stodants whno wars
riquirad to mest ninhmomn sondarils for Sth and Sth gra ded reading and moth st In order o b promobed b ths naxt grads
Lrwal by the GPC dacisieny. [n oeder bo gather o comprahanshes dot ast, ALL TEZAS (RATE 5 STUDENTS (3008-201 07 AND ALL
THXAS GRADE B STUDENTS {2 0] 2-2013] hos hesn aslached. Tha Aiffarsnc hatvwesn urbon, nubarber, and roral sod et will be
rmdiad.

Damogrophics oved apecial pregrame will also ba st dted to Setarrives 0 S 1 darond st variablss hows s stoliett=a] signtfvon on
I tha study. The demngraphie dots tneduded scoaonvenlly disadvontoged, sthnictty, snd gender. The spacial programs mdieators
mcinds Emited Engliah profirisosy (LEF), ond special sdusatfion.

& Target number of participants [Thr ot sz s b Ghe vl bvacn sesber you need to ehish setirtienlly g fading: T2 maakoms
ey it o el oo Wil o v o verel] vl ol seldanli ting om sxmodment i Ghe D88 1o ok i axkilitionsd porticiesx .

The exixting dxta for ALL Sth and Bth graders TN TEXAS will be abtained from the Texax Edncxtion Ag=ncy [TEA), delimited to
2005-2010 and 24r11-2019 xchoc] years, and may contain 15,040 cases FOR GRADE 5 ANT 25000 CASES FOR GRADE 8. We will not
Imow the exact rumber ootll recetving the data,

Tr. Non-TAMNTCE Farticipanss er Facllity

Complete this secton aaly i the res=arch will be conducted 2t thind-party Sasclity or partidpamix will be recroited from a third-party
site (nen-TAMUDLC).

B ot applicaisa

Provide the non-TAMUCE kecation or non-TAMIOKGCE participants to be recroited bere Anclude leter of support & an attachment)y,
IHnt:ppHﬂhll.

Recraitment

Recraitment Metheds, Tescribe methods that will be xed o kentily the potential participants.

Mol appteabde, perbiibvg dulo wdll ey nand. SywecdfiraBly, e Tooas Edoratien Ay [TEA) will presidn the dads For sindesils by Srad e
S aomd B Theow s v ideevitfiece.

Becruiterwt Mairrisls, Tescrihe bow potential participants will he recrulted, what materials will be need (acils ore sttachva,
and how they will be dixtributed (s, wha, wiat whos, e, sod Jow),

kmhhh, exinting data will bn el The dets from 2009-20140 (Grade 5] and 2012-2613 (Grade B] FOR ALL TEXAS STUDENTS

be oead. The studsnts’ pradesticn and compistiom dots from 2017, 2018, ANTI 2019 will ala ba snabyssl

Incantives, ¥ applicable, provide the amonnt, type, and time of distribution of any payment,ncentive to particpants,
|:Emh=hlu, prittog durs will ba nmad. Tha dets frem 2D08-20140 (Grade 5] and 2012-2011 {Grads B] FOR ALL TETAS STUDENTS

be med. The studsnta’ gradmaticn snd completinn dets from 2017, 2018, AND 2015 will alsn ba enalyasd.

Data Colleciion Methadolsgy

Dt the rusthod[#) oo peoeshursds) fre* dubs endiaction I stag-hy-StaD, KFITUS'S TRTI etk wiko w e roatihy te: A, figrry
Ao, Joeackes, wic). The mih of 2udln o wilsc caording st bes | ot Bad by Bie revserh porpeois foly scthe o ubnrs eeeserh.

The dats will be obtained Eom the Texas Education Agency [TEA), induding GRS PROMOTED OR AETAINED CODE FOR Grade 5 and
Grade 8 25 vl 2 demographic (eronomically disadvantaged, ethndcity, and geoder] and special program dats {imited English
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profidency (LEP), amd spedal sdursiiom]. Stodents pradosbom end completion data from 2017, 2010, aod 2579 will be sl ba
obiedned from the Teras Fduretion Agsncy [TEA). Spacifically, tem Bxosl duta filns he will ba ssot o the Rvwsercher (1), ERG. Bo
Ldeurrti Avorn arm inclodwl.

Mastifratirs of Participamis: Date Collsction and Siorags; Eq i pres :; Remorls Batesrtem smd DestriscHon

A Ldentification of Participamis. Indlcate whether the data coll=cied mag contabn individeal ldemtifiers (need for "confldentlaHiy™,
or whether the dak will be collercted amoxymonsly.

Conildential

B Equipmead Tescribe any cqoipment oo be noed ag, aodis vieeal), cowmership fag, TAMTCE pervonall, and meeth ndx of horage feg,

The BI's [LH) and Researcher 1 [also movwn 25 Co-PI) (KRG) aod Researcher 2 (EX) coomputers will be used to stor= the data and
perform the dats analysis. The Pa (LH) computer i mabvereity owned and locxted n ber Texaa ARM Onbversity - Corpoa Chrisd
office, FC 217, which Ix locked and password-protected when not in wxe. Researcher 15 (ERG) personal compoter is Locked and
pasoword -prrotected when not Lt zxe: it 3 locabed in her home Bezzarcher 2% (KK] mebversity ovwned com puter 1 Jocated Ln hix
TAMUCC office, FC 219, which Lx kocked and paorword-protected when not Ln nse.

L Dxta Storage, Describe b the data collected will be stored, Joaton(s], how Bae confld=ntallty of indbridoalby ieot Aahi=
Information will be malntained (H appHcabie]), and who will have socers. (For oo ol wdeo racoviivos, sconm receniyr— snd tromopi)

The data sent to the co-F1 [(ERG) by THA and will be xeved o her and the FT's (LH] password-protected coROpuieTs.

. Bbebirih Bataati o sl Deburtrnistian. Foe dids &illischel, dasaxtiv Lo consserli will b voahvtrbe s, durtivo e b nataoech
el s fntacrit it ), i uctiany yrvedne wevy, o rowipaealhl e punty forf sach, Rkt il s wiliy ot st Suscuhl tralcriL

The coded data will be xtoced elecironically tn the PTs (LH] and co-FT's (KRG) pexsveord-protected computers for a oinbmum of
thres years beyond the completion of the doctoral disseriation. Only the Pl and co-P1 will have »overs to the raw data,

Rizk to Farticipants; Mechanism of Protection; Outsids Assistunce

A Bialk to Participamts, trdicobs the leval of sk be particponts

rigk
: the probabiifty and magmtinde of Barm o discomiors antcipated tn tee regearch xre aobgresterin and of themsaives than, Yas
ariinprthy swcyvyerizred i diady By or dwring the parforrapnds of rirting phygicsl or prychylogicel sooninpitong or Tt

frsatar am mantt ik me

B. Meockaxism of Frotectisa. Deacribe oveyy pateatial risk to oman subjerts that may result from participation in the research
["Rik™], and Indlcate the method or procedure bo be used to mitigate the potential sk ["Protectdon Mechanlam™). Conslder phoysical,
prwchalagical, soclal, legal, and econors risks fieg, Armch of conkiestioii, ixfory, prvchoinsion dtr. oy i conlom, oy ko particdos, )

Riak Proubetiem Mackonlss

Only the B [LH) and co-B 1 [Ra) will have ccess to the
exizting dxta from THA The slectronic werslon of all data will
be rmred in the FU's and co-FU= perzonal commpaters. Backmp
copries will be stored an the Microzoft OneDrive clownd-based

storage syxtem, which Ix paxeword-protected with 3-facinr
1| Breachof Confldentiatir authendcation. Micresoft provides randsorsvware and other

in px= The data recebwed fore TEA shonld not Inchods= amy
Identfers. All dxta will be kept comfldertisl

Mg ol b
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5

Dtk Al atuvved, 17 applicahibs, Sealorten daiy orutatl s ittt dovadls bl by partiolimbe by il gk S Riikol stebed sk ol
bt 1t wrlll e v dvnd fag, rmalice) catrd, clmouit Sy, denl

Mot applicable

Benefits to Participants; Beoedlis to Soclety

A. Benvifity to Partidpants. Fapplicable. d=soribe the potertial benefity to participants a2 1 result of taking part n the research
Fionciels poyrniy/Incestiven). H there are Do benefits, then tate 30.

Thara ara rva direct banaftis o the participante.

L Barvaifite bn Soedaty. Daorrihe the poisatia]l benafibe in mdely or comirhoticn o genersbhahle knowled gr e 3 rexall of tha
reamarch

Reauity of the rindy will b naed o exbne the Ink betveen GFC decixians and high schoal gradustion of conrpletion, which will be
of thearetical and practical Inportance to sducstors and other concerned Indbviduals,

Waiver of Informed Consent; Walver of Signed Informed Consent: lnformed Conssnt Process

A1) b o wabwer or altaration of infermed consent

[La, antirs proces b wald, or
ﬁnﬁmmt[:]mﬂt-l]. Hoa ™ pnth

B Infinrmasd Consant Preatag, Onlass st t "A1", deiibe sten-Rr-atag the infocssd et oo

Mot applicable.

T Bofh
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G Waiver of Infarmed Consent; Walver of locessewrtation of Informsed Cossont. H “yog™ to =ither A[1] or A(Z], descrie below
wiy a waheT or alteration of lefonmoed consent aadfor 3 waiver of donomemation of informed consent Ls cequested xnd bow the
sppHcabl= criterin are met baged on the ciroumstanees of the research

Extstirg dabs, which do not include sy [dertifiers, will be nbsbalne frors TEA, ulling pulkic infirmirtion regquest, Thesefons, warwtr of
ivierrred xw bt vy e

(1) Thee researeh irovbies v e Hham milnimal ek b dubeechs

2] Thee recasaredy roud rart b ranvioed ouct pearticadsly withont thee waheer o aleratiorg

() Thee weafvrr' o altieration wonlk net shwrcedy affect the iyt ared welfars of the subjech; and,

) Whene appweptahs e cuberts will Be preinind vttt additonal oot st bl participartion

Rassarcher Qualifi cations
A Depribe gualifications for gl persroree] Bty oo the HSHP or gitach CF or resume decumenting experiencs.

. Lynn Bemumer [s the Fl, luculiy ndvisor, and 3o msociute peofessor in the College of Eduostion snd Buman Development ot Tess
University - Corpuy Christl. The first co-Fl, Enndes Richardsoa - Guartuche, i a dortoral sodent at Texns ARM Unbversity -
Corpus Christd D Enmisr Kooxedmoand Lx the second on-FL, 2 professor of qrantitative methods o the College of Educaticno &
niiesieryisiegichivettwt Bk WA AECw et il c0-Flx e all completed the CTT] course on the protection of rumesn research

——

Rescarcher Bt

By signing this form, tha Pfattasts:

They hova read and rwwiavred the priviove] 21 plannd and tha informatien provided 35 acrmrabe.
Crafirn that na rsssarch acttvithion o or will bagtn untt] 2otifeytion Us aneitad thot tha atedy e appeorsd

Al powwrrricval Nobed om they study haws o will be o ed oo thv pradoen] and bovres rohjet probction
Al pinrrinea] Dot ot thidl feenty Riewd afcoratbily dowtldrvel] wiithiio® S bered 3 amifiet of birict for Bha dody.

Conrflict of [ndrvwt:

N (amsdact ras]

3| Pnn}[mu- rmftiat oF udevnst arith thrls Tenjeat

] Bemoser, Lym
sgnenre:  [Hemmer, Lynn Tirte: 201101108 16254:07 D00
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ORC USE ONLY
Human Subjects Research Protocol

mmﬁ for "TEXAL AxM
| | Exempt, Expedited, or Full Board Review  -';:ii ¢

CHIISTT
Lavel. o Rviow | |

BIE L AR
CIAEALNE AL AR
DUTHEALH

|lnctm:ﬂmnndllmnchnhﬂmﬂum [Fathure 1o folicer may remlt in o delay o processing]

Projactz concidarad ressarch irvolving human sebjscts require prior IRE apgroval. Thls appliss ragardlacs of
whather the project s fomdad or wmdusded,

Failure ta secure IRB review BEloE £o perhoming research Involving huomn subjects Is a serions non-complance
tzsue A finding of nom-complamce may resoht In suspension af the project, publcation retractiom, revocaton of res=ardh|
privilages, and raporting to the projsct spansors and for Sponsors

Plesme snbmil oo proj el wilh plaly of iime 10 omxplele he review peocass. Pleace ms cuwr webaile Foo suggeeload
submizsion deadlines.

Whrt sl 1 Inclods in the sobmd edon?

= TRB ndtial Suboiseoy Form (Uhis foom] = Now oaly requires F1 sigaraiore,

* Smdy staft:
- A complata lixt: of 2l perzons who will ba parforming ressarch Invnlving human subjacts.
Wmammmmgmmmmm}

Enpiuufﬂlﬂdyl:ﬂrlmm m:hulmwurlnmicwquuﬁmtndndﬂdlnﬁ:ltnﬂr and for other
matarialx cha participantx will read, 28, and for hear /he told 23 part of the sudy.
a Ifparforming tha projact at non-TAMI-EC locationsg, a from tha shs whistter of sipporters tha project will he

perforned.
» K performing research internationally, Colhurel Evalus g ftepearch
. npmmmmmmﬂmpm upmsmmuuudww

By submitting thix [RE application, the Principal [nvastigator (FI) attasts:

L They bave reid smod reviewed the form and all smpportiog documenrr

Z The Informaticn submitted 1y acocurste

3. Attrstthat no research activities hare or will begin untll nodfiction 1 recelved the stody 1y approved; and

4. All parxannal Herad on thix form have racatvad human b actx training asd acoiratsly dsclarsd whathar thay
bave a conflict of interest for this stody.

After completing thix form, submic thix form wich supporting dncumentdon
wvia small 1o the IRB Mallbaw b amuccadn

For questons, emall: Office of Research Complance at thiammoe edu

Mapeiofs
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Ressarchers fsll persoas Bsted belowr svwst have CIT] training completed}

Collnge
Bducaiten
dwatier
Ehuciiten

Overview

A Hnwmrch Chmstfication: Pm-ﬂm Othar:

B, Extzramily frnded: [ ) Howared. Start Dcte: Hmtl

G Tite Immmm[msmmﬂmmmmummmem
D Anticipatad Start Dute:

{ D prBirig? TR O] i (o JRB Apprevml E Estimuted Completion Dute: |umhmn

L =i weeks in e}

Porpae sl Objective

A Dozt tha proye s of the rivessech I KIYBUKE"S DT,

The purpase of the study b to determine the valkiity of Sth and th gradde Grad e Flacement Committes (GPFC) deddons in predictsg
high xchasl gradustion or commpletion, controlling for celected demographlcs and spedal programs.

The Texaa Stodent Soccess Inttlathve [SE1) requires the implementation of Crade Flacement Committees [GFC) I 2 sadert Exlx tn
mest Hresament samdarts on the Sth or Sth prade rexding or mathematics stxte axesrpmesty. The commbttes (comprized of an
adminletrator, teacher, and parent] determines H a srudent b retalned or pramoted tn the next grade level. The purpose of this study
Ik to determin= H thoze dedsions Jovpact bigh echoo] gradustion or completion.

B Descrihe the phjacihen[a]) and for research qoestiona s kayrusl's hicwie,

The study i guided by the following questons:
1. Towhat extemt does the GPC decision based. on 5th grade muthematics and rending scoces predict high school gradustion or

compledon.
2 Towhat extent does the GPC decision based on 8th prade muthematics and rending scores predict high scheol pradustion or
compledon

Participants; Recraliment

Farticipamts

Ju Indicate whether agy of the icllowing papulstions will be specifically taxpeted for indocen in the research. Each category
T Sruivwind]. Aol mraneions For pearakoicanor wage et ragdrad,

Mwhmﬂuﬂhhhﬂhmﬂ | ®  [eriecoc Ceduim oc monem) | ™

Illmndlﬂhunuﬂ.n
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B Nemribe the mriteria o detsrmrine wha i incuded orsxchuded in the finel particpant popalstion frg, ok g preds racyy, plosiol
riwraciwrirtics, lorrlag Cerariyristics, profirriorel criteria, sic)

The robjects for the study are studemts from Srade 5 In 2000-201 0 (acsamxed with TAKS) aned Grade A in 2012-1019 [axzecszd with
STAAR) These groaps are choken becamze they represent stndemts who were required to mest minimom stvedamds for Sth and 3th
grades reading v mexthematios in order i be pramosted e the next grade level by the GPC deddon. In arder th gather 3
comprehensire dyta xef, the Edoction Service Conter Reglon 2 in Texax hax heen selected. The diferences betwieen nrhan,
suburhan, and roral stod=nis will he stoded

Demographics avd special programs will aks s sudied o determine IF these indenend ent variablex hawe ooy statictizal dgnifcance
In the study. The derographic data incudes at-rish, ecomow iz iy dissdvantaged, ethmiclty, and gender. The spedal programs
Indlcainrs incdode cxreer and technelogy education (CTE) (Crade § only), Emited Bnglish proficency (LEFL and spedal education.

- Trgeat tnom ber of participnts [Ty aiwirms wmviers sy by G mela byars acssfar vy nee 09 sl et it ol i fadingy Thy mynimy
mralieer iy ey mp warspt, o Wi by llowrs’ £ el prithent pplonit Hing o sorscwiearet iy the D08 3 ek R anfciltionc preticipmty .

The =xixting duta for Sth and Bth graders will be obtaloed from the Texar Educston Agency [TEL), deiimited to 2000-2019 and
20r12-2013 schoal ye=ars, and may contain 16,000 cwes. ' We will not know the ezt number mtil recetving the data.

. NoorTAMUCC Perticizants sr Facility
Complete this rection saly if the recearch will be conduoted at » third-party faclity or participams will be recroited from a third-partr
Hte (pon-TAMUCT)
[ Mot applicabis
Provld= the non-TAMUECE Jocxtion or nan-TAMDCC participants to be recrmited here fnchude Letter of smppart 20 mm atachment).
Not xpplicable.

Asoruitenant

Recrultment Metheds, Describe methody that will be naed to keatily the potential pacticipanis.

Wit sppHicable, swicting daty will e uxed Specifically, the Texax Bdneation Ag=ncy [TEA) will preside the data far stedents in Orades
5.and A There ore o 3 entiflers,

Beoultmont Mxterials, Tescribe bow poterndal partidpants will be recrulted, what materials will be naed facich o m siincvemt],
and how they will b= distributed S, wim wiet, whes, wior, s2d Jow].

Mol appiheahls, pxiriivg dala will e wssd The dale fom Z0G9-2010 (Grads 5] and 2012-2613 (Grads B 0 Uis abaes msoibeoad
rglon will ba vided. Tha sindeals" grodoation sad sowplslios dala Gy 206 7 ead 2018 will ol b analyndd.

Incenthves, ¥ applicable, prowide the amamnt, type, and time of dxtribution of any payment/incentive o particpants.

Mok appytissbl i, sexbitivg dabs will ey vl Thet dada o 2009-2010 (Gada )] aod 2012-2013 (Getada B) 1o s abened vtvaviioodd
rosglon vill ba niad, Thae stziderts” prodhootion amd sonplebiod data Gyon 2007 end 2018 will ola B aoalyned,

Data Collection Methodology

Daacrihv the msthod (=) or procedurs{x) for 43t collsstion b stag-Ry-stap, YSAS'S TRANE duchedewdowd b mlating the dns, facvevy
it Jocution, mic). The o of suidin o Tidet recording noust be |oriified by B resiarch srposd fobd scthre or futors ressarch.

The data will be obtainsd Eom the Tems Education Agency [TEA), Induding pessing sixtus for each of the three TAKS it=mpis in
reading and mathematics [Grade 5) and each of the three STALR. ait=mpis in reading and mathematics (Grade 8) 2a well 23
Tapebofa
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demngraphic [ebrink, samomimly Hisednntspad, sthnidby, and prosler] omd spads] program dets {meres and Ichoclopy
miwcation [CTE) [Gradn 8 only), Hmdtsd English proficisscy (LEF), and special sdursbiom). Stodents predostom end completion data
from 201 7 and 2015 will be aleo ba chitaine] fren the Teom Edocation Apsncy (TEA]. Spedically, two BEaral dats Bler'ba will e
ot to the Remearehar [1], KRG No ideotifers are ocudaed.

Meatification of Participants; Data Collection and Storage; Equipzsent; Recorids RBotentien and Destruction

A Dibrstdficotion of Pastielponita, bl lexin whathar the dele enllscim] mey contsin individoel kistiflars (oesd for "oon Adentislty "),

A Efuipanissl. Dwacribe poy sqoipoment b be used fug, dnilik, wioesl), cornarabin fag, TANIEY, v, o mathds of sterags g,
i, kociivat 1

The P1's [LH) and Raxearchar 1 (akes nown ax Co-PT) {KRG) 2 Besearcher 2 (RK) comparters will be used tn siors the dats and
perform the dats analysis. The PCs [LH) computer & oabrersity owned and kocated In ber Texas ASM Onbveralty - Corpas Christd
offlee, FC 217, which Ix lnck=d and pacavasrd-protected when not n wce Resasrcher T'x [ERO) perconal oompvrter ix lock=4 and
parEvrord when not Le nee; i ocated n her home. Ressarcher 2°c (KE) mabversity ovwned computer i hvcabed In hix
TAMICE affics, FC 229, which |« kecked oo posoword-probectsd when not In nse.

G Dwin Stnrage. Describe how the dat collected will be stored, Jocaton(], how tae condfdentialy of tndhvidaal by demtiflabs
Infermation will be malmtabved [ appicbda], and who will have aocess. (o oo ond widso sacorsiings, oddns mcardings sod trovcripty).

I'l'hed:.hlmttnﬁ:-m—!‘l (KRG by THA and will be saved n her and the FI's [LH] password -protected computers.
I Bocords Retowtion ssd Destruction. Foo daa collected, describe how reconds will be matoiadoed, suorwton G iy reserc
drvign anlor feszw revwarch), destrurten mechandsm, and revponsible party for each. (Tl sodie ond widvo recordng sl apedcalds Erocriptrh

The coded dats will be stored electronl cally tn the PTe (LH) and co-FT'x (NRG) pacsvword-protectsd conputers for a oo of
tares years beyond the completion of the doctoral dixcertation Only the P and co-F1 will hare aocexs to the raw data,

Risk to Farticipants; Mechanism of Frotecton; Outslde Assistance

A Bink in Participarin. dioatn the levol of Hek o partcpamte

the probebitiy wnd me grdtisds of hare or diecmfiort anticipeted i tee ressrch eoe zot grester In end of themssbes G Y
MWHWHHWMMUEMMMHMWMM

}Wlnrllu-mlmk Ne

B, Machaxios of Protectien. Describe svary potaatial rislk to huroan subl=sts that may resnlt from prticpation fn S research
["Fisk™], and Indlexte the method of Brocsdurs b be uxed to mitgate the poteatial e Prot=cdon Mechanlem™). Conxd der plrysical,
prychologicl, soclal, legal, and econorric riske fag, bramch of contdemitoity, igovy, prvchelypical diafras, aresrary i cogbrm, e ko porticpots, ek

[T
wxdating dala Gy THA The shacironile wirsion of oll dots will
Tt mlacsd v Uhe P8 and ob-FL°8 prioaonal stovipuiscs, Backun
angriict wrill ba aloved om th MHcrisefl GoaDrtve clomd-hosad

Slicngs syalion, which 18 passwicy-poolaced with 2-faclor
1| Breachof Confidenilabiy muidhantieriion. Mivvsardl prtreldas raod sotivers oo olhee
poirlselkma againal horleion Ly OiaDrbes wsic. Balh
enopoleva oo Il Jeckond and passwird -sere il wine nel
in e Tha dolo recabrd freaw TEA shoold i baclods sty
Ideiifiarn All dots will e bl atrafi daerilal

Mapedof s
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L

5

C Dwtriila Asslsiwned. If apnlicohle, descrthe oy cutatid & sstfetaes avails hls b paoticipamis by mikpurks the Riilo stabed aheors ol
e 1 i1l b proeowl il fug, rataliel oot cancucaBgy, acrl

Mot applicable

Benefits to Farticipants: Banefits to Socety

A« Benefity to Partidparts. B applicable, d=~axibe the potential henefits to participants a5 n result of taking part n the research
Fieaciels pogsrsin/Incestiony). B there are no benefits, then soate 30

Thars ama na direct banafits o the partidpant

L Bawiaifthe bh Snelity. Dancrihe the poisriial beoafibr in smdety or omiraoiion tn generslbohls nowledge as 3 rexolt of the
reamarch

Reauity of the sindy will be naed te examaine the Ink betvesn GPC decixians xowd high schoal pradurtion of comrpletion, which will be
of thearetical and practical Inportance to educators and other concerned Individuals

Walver of Informed Consent; Walver of Signed Informed Consenk; Informed Consvnt Process

Af1) be 0 watver oF altaration of Informed consent

[La, artire process ls wakmd, or T™
edemnerts) are altwrwd). 1 “yas,” po tn

B Infiormeed Consant Proscaeg, Onlas i t "A1", describe phen-Rey-stag the Inforwsed ot preoass,

Not appiicable.

Mphols
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€. Walver of Infarmed Consext; Walver of Docesestation of Informed Cessont. H “yog™ to =ither A[1) or A[Z]. descriie below
wiy a wabwer or alteration of Leformed comsent andfor 3 waiver of dooumentstion of informed consent Ly requerted and how the
applcatie rriterin are met besed on the ciroumstanees of the research.

Extitirng chaba, withch des et include sy [destifiers, will be olsbairesd frorn TEA, utliing pulsic infirmation request. Therefons, watwtr of
rierrned cowewrt reyuincheed

(1] Thee resiasareh Irowshaist fo rrcee tham mindmal ek b dubdecic

(2] Thee ressarehs rould et b v ourt pras-ticalsly without the watver o aleratioeg

(2] Thee waafver i abieration wen b net stvenosy sffect the gt ared vwbfars o thee sl b; amd,

] e appeptis Hhe tubserts will B paeninined vttt adsitenal et abicnst bl prrticipartion

Rassarcher Qualifications
A Deperibe qualtifications Tor g1l persmrse] Beietd on the HSAP or gitach CV or resume documenting experience

. Lynn Bemmer 5 the P, luouliy ndvisor, and a0 sssoeciate professor o the College of Edurstion xnd Buman Development ot Tess
University - Corpuy Christlh. The first co-Fl, Enndes Richardson Guartuche, i= o dortoral stodent at Texny ARM Unhversity -
Corpus Christl. D Enmiar Kooxedmorgnd Ly the secood co-FL 3 professor of qoantitathee methods o the College of Educationo &
nlieierwisiogicieritunt Tl W RECo/ et el -0 F1s ave 4ll coanpleted the CIT] course on the protection of uman research

—— .

Rescarehes Signature

By slgning this form, tha P sttasts:

Thoy hows ™ead and rewiered the protoce] 24 plannad and e infirmation providad 15 aoorabe.

Crmiftrn that re raasareh arttetthes oy or will hagin untt] =otifeytion 1 racsivnd that Sha rtody L appeorsd
Al permornvval Notad om they stady Bors tn will T bt oo th prarinend and bovram so it protct] on

Al potiinvvd] ot ot thid feevit Ricwds ifsorGtly dowlirvel] witathion' tHie bermd 3 amfiot of byainclt £ thid siody.

Coaftied of [nbwwest:
0T (msdact o] il

Bl Pnn Hnms s mftiat oF indewast with thris ponjeat

] Bemnser, Lymi
sgnbre:  [Hemmer, Lynn Tirte 201101100 16:54:07 -0

Mpiodh

117



APPENDIX 6

IRB Approval (Amendment and Original)

e;&’ TEXAS A&M UMNIVERSITY

OFFICE OF RESEARCH COMPLIANCE

Diivision of Ressarch and Innovation
CORPUS CHRISTI -
= Oificn shuBas syn
DATE: June 1, 2020
T Lyon Hemmer
CC: Eandee Richardson-Guartoche
FROM: Office of Rasearch Compliance
SUBIECT: Amendment Approval

On 6/1/2020, the Texas A&M University-Corpus Chnsti Institutional Review Board reviewed the

following submassion:

Tyvpe of Review:

Amendment

Protocol Title:

Lyon Hemmer

IEE ID:

119-19

Funding Source:

Internal Funding (Department or Unit Funds)

Documents Beviewed:

Amendment Submission Form
Amendment COFY for ERG 600.0]1 Form, Imfial Submizsion
2012820[1]

Protocol change: Diata parameters changed based on TEA
recommendations

TAMU-CC IRE confirmed the study as changed still satizfies the exempt category: 45 CFR
46.104(d}4) (Secondary research for which consent 15 not required).

Approved changes may now be implemented.

Flease do not hesitate fo contact the Office of Research Compliance with amy questions at phigtapmecc edy

or 361-825-2497.

Respectfully,
Rebecca
Ballard, JD, ar

Diata: 200601 143630

MA, CIP 0500
Office of Eesearch Compliance

Digitally signed by
Roboccs Ballaed, 10, WA,
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#:1 TFX‘H\S A&M UNI?FR STV OFFICE OF RESEARCH COMPLIANCE
o e ey g Division af Ressarch and I:.r__.:ﬂ-;-.-__.:-r_
CORPUS CHRISTI F———
i O whe Has 2y
Human M’ Protection E‘m Institutional Review Board
DATE: February 5, 2020
TO: Lynn Hemmer, College of Education and Human Development
CC: Eandes Richardson-Guartuche, Student
FROM: Office of Research Comphiance
SUBJECT: Exempt Determination

On February 5, 2020, the Texas A&M University-Corpus Christ Instiiutional Review Board reviewed

Type of Review: | Exempt

Title: | Grade Placement Decisions (Grades 5 and 8) and Their
Predictive Validiy on High School Graduation or Completion

Principal Investigator: | Lyon Hemmer

IFBID: | 115-19

Fundmg Source: | None

Documents Reviewed: | ERG 600,01 Form, Inmtial Submission 2 012820

CITI venfication

Texas A&M Unversity-Corpus Chnsti Institufional Eeview Board reviewed the project and based on
the mformation provided has determined the research meets exempt category: 45 CER 46.104(d)4)
(Secondary research for which consent 1= not required).

Therefore, thiz project has been determined to be exempt from IEB review. You may proceed
with thiz project.

Reminder of Investizgator Responsibilities: As principal mvestigator, vou must ensure:

1.

-
-

Informed Consent: Ensure informed consent processes are followed and information
presented enables individuals to vohmitanly deride whether to participate in research

. Amendments: This defermination applies cnly to the actvites descnbed in the IRB

submussion and does not apply should any changes be made. Any planned changes require an
amendment to be submitted to the IRB to ensure that the research contmues to mest eritena for
exemption. The Amendment mmst be approved before bang implemented.

Completion Report: Upon completion of the research project (incloding data analysis and
final written paperz), a Completion Report must be submitted.

Records Betention: All research related records must be retained for three (3) years
bevond the completion date of the study m a secure locahion. At a poninvm these documents
nchede: the research protocol, all queshonnaires, survey instruments, interview questions
and'or data collechion instruments associated with this research protoceol, recrmting or
advertising materials, any consent forms or information sheets given fo partieipants, all
corespondence to or from the IRE or Office of Research Compliance, and any other pertment
documents.

Adverse Events: Adverse events mmst be reported to the Eesearch Complhance Office
Post-approval monitoring: Fequested matenals for post-approval monitering rmst be
provided by dates requested.
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Please do not hesitate to comtact the Office of Fesearch Comphance with any questions at
irbjgitamuce.edn
Respectfully,

Digitally igrwnl Iy
Matthew R. st Gur.
Gaynar, 1L, twwazvom

123521 sy
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