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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

MAGNET SCHOOL ATTRACTIONS:
MAGNET SCHOOLS ASSISTANCE PRCGRAM, 1985-86

AUTHOR: . Margie L. Gaines
OTHER CORTACT PERSON: David Doss

MAJOR POSITIVE FINDINGS:

1.

6.

Magnet programs have helped to stabilize enrolliment at the
elementary campuses over the last three years. At all six
magnet schools, enrolliment increased during either the first
or second year of the program.

Science Academy students made large achievement gains in
reading., mathematics, and science. Ninth-grade students made
larger gains than similar, high-achieving students
districtwide in reading and science; tenth-grade students made
larger gains than similar studerts in mathematics.

After steady declines since desegregation began, enrollment at
LBJ High School increased 14% in 1985-86, the first year of
the Science Academy.

E]emenfary programs have been successful in attracting
transfer students from overcrowded South Austin schools.

The number of students enrolled in honors courses at LBJ
increased 55% as a result of transfers to the Science
Academy. Enroliment at other campuses was not significantly
affected by the loss of transfer students.

Eighty-six percent of the Science Academy students reported
that they would encourage other interested students to apply.

MAJOR FINDINGS REQUIRING ACTION

1.

The Murchison Foreign Language Program was unable to accept
many potential transfer students because of transfer policy
restrictions.

Although minorities and females were accepted into the Science
Academy at rates comparable to their representation in the
pool of applicants, more need to be encouraged to apply in
order to obtain enrolimeni rates on parity with the District
ethnic and gender distributions.

While efforts were made toward the objective of coordinating a
K-12 .science magnet curriculum, no significant progress was
made at the elementary level. Progress was made toward
articulating the secondary science magnets' curricula.

-, ks 1 5
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"GENERAL OVERVIEW

WHAT ARE MAGNET SCHOOLS?

Magnet schools have a theme or curricular focus designed to provide
alternatives to or enrichment of the regular District curriculum. Magnet
schools typically are open for enrollment by any student in the District
wishing to attend, rather than only by students in the school's attzid-
ance area. Maguet schools in AISD offered programs that were campuswide
or based upon ihe school-within-a-school concept.

The magnet school programs in the Austin Independent School District were
supported by a one-year grant for 1985-86 from the Department of Educa-
tion under the Education for Economic Security Act, Magnet Schools
Assistance Program. The grant provided funds for the expansion and
improvement of programs at six elementary schools and for the implemen-
tation of a junior high school foreign language magnet program and a high
school science-math-technology magnet program. .

According to the grant proposal, the stated objectives of the magnet
programs were: 1) to improve the overall enrollment as well as the
ethnic balance at the magnet campuses, 2) to provide educational
alternatives through the enriched curriculum and to increase interest,
knowledge, and understanding of students in the content areas of focus,
and 3) to increase educational opportunities for traditionaily
underrepresented populations (e.g., minorities and females).

Figure 1 illustrates how the federal grant was distributed among the
programs and for administration and evaluation. :

Highland Park, 8.5X Gullett, 7-5%

/ g 769, Q
L/ . % |
Sims, B8.2% /// Y% ’;,:of‘\ Brooke, 8.8%
YR
7 RIS %—-Indirect Costs, 2.6%
\ > )

Elem. Educ., 6.83 g “Evaluation, 3.5%

Murchison, 3.3% %

Science Academy, 25.2%

Flgure 1. DISTRIBUTION OF MAGNET FUNDS TO Elementary Total = $543, 286
CAMPUSES AND ADMINISTRATION, 1985-86 Secondary Total =~ $274, 676
: Admin/Eval/indirect = $145, 988
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The figure below presents a brief description of each magnet program
offered in AISD.

BROOKE (K, 4-6): Fine Arts/Humanities. The objective of the fine
arts/humanities magnet was to integrate fine arts with the essential
elements, that is, to express the curriculum through music, art, or
drama. A1l students received fine arts enrichment through the classroom
teacher, the campus fine arts coordinator, and by attendance at
Eerformances or special events and by participation in activities offered
y visiting or part-time teachers.

BRYKER WOODS (K-3): Outdoor Education/Environmental Study. A1l students
received enriched science instruction from a magnet science teacher four
days a week on a rotating schedule by grade level. Emphasis was on
natural science field and laboratory studies which made use of the
outdoor classroom and environmental resources.

GULLETT (4-6): Science/Computers. Students were selected for admission
into the magnet program at Gullett. A variety of modules, primarily in
science and computers, were offered throughout the year. Students took
one module each four-week session in a 45.minute after-school period four
|days a week. :

HIGHLAND PARK (K-3): Science/Computers. All students received enriched
Tnstruction in science through hands-on experience in the Qutdoor
Learning Center with the guidance of a magnet science lab teacher.
Teachers also took their classes to a computer laboratory for instruction
or drill and practice.: '

ORTEGA (i, 4-6): Humanities Via Literature and Social Studies. Special
emphasis was placed on the humanities and social studies curriculum as a
means of integrating the entire curriculum. Lessons and concepts were
reinforced or expanded through social studies activities and field trips.

SIMS (1-3): Science, Computers, Fine Arts. All first through third
graders were provided with enriciment activities in science, computers,

ance, and drama. Each yrade level participated in science, drama, or
dance enrichment during thre. ten-week trimesters on a rotating basis.
Conputer instruction was offered to all students, including
kindergarteners, throughout the year.

MURCHISON (7-8): Foreign Languages. Students had a choice of learning
one or more languages from among four offered: French, German, Latin,
and Spanish. Language instruction was designed to be supplemented
through the use of computer and video equipment placed in the languaye
classroom, Students were exposed to language and cultural experiences
through a variety of ipstructional materials and media.

LBJ (9-11): Science Academy of Austin. Students with an interest in
science and the motivation to participate in an enriched science program
were selected for the science magnet program. Students took extra math
and science courses and had the opportunity to work with computers and
laboratory science equipment, including an electron microscope.

Figure 2. MAGNET SCHOUL PRUGRAMS IN THE AUSTIH INDEPENDENT SCHUUL DISTRICT
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HOW WERE THE ELEMENTARY MAGNET PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTED?

Implementation of the elementary magnet programs began in the 1982-83
school year at four campuses and in 1983-84 at Brooke and Ortega. During
1985-86, enhancement of the programs was assisted by a variety of
activities and resources supported by grant funds, such as curriculum
development, staff development, field trips, and through the acquisition
of equipment, instructional supplies, and resource materials.

In addition to the general objectives listed in the introduction, each
program emphasized different content areas and curricula with concomitant
objectives. The grant proposal also stated additional common objectives
for the elementary programs: '

® To contribute to the enrichment of the regular District
curriculum in basic academic areas offered at the magnet
campuses,

° To improve District curriculum in content areas offered by
magnet schools by using magnet campuses as model demonstration
sites,

] To develop a districtwide elementary magnet science curriculum
to interface with the secondary science magnet program, and

o To develop two models for magnet school programs in the
humariities, one with a 1iterature/fine arts emphasis, the
other with a literature/social studies focus.

Each of the six elementary campuses had a different emphasis. The magnet
program at each campus offered enrichment in the curricular areas of
focus, which was designed to supplement, not supplant, the District's
regular curriculum in those areas.

HHO WAS SERVED?

Figure 3 indicates the percentage of students by ethnicity and gender
served by the magnet programs in AISD for the school year 1985-86.

850% MALES

45% ANGLO/OTHER

Figurs 3. ELEMENTARY MAGNET STUDENTS:
ETHNIBIT‘_Y\ AND SEX CHARACTERISTICS,

.'5 9 .'
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Figure 4 presents the student characteristics by school, including the
percentage of students who were eligible for the free or reduced-price
lunch program. The enrollment figures were obtained from the Average
Daily Membership Report for the first six weeks, and the percent low-
income was taken the last day of school, June 3, 1986. At Gullett and
Sims, where not all students attending the school were participants, the
figures presented were based only on students in the magnet program.

SCHOOL ETHNICITY SEX PERCENT STUDENTS
BLK HSP A/O MALE FEMALE LOW INCOME SERVED
BROOKE 4%  69% 27% 54% 46% 55% 325
BRYKER WOODS 33% 15% 52% 49% 51% 32% 224
GULLETT 8% 52 87% 57% 43% 6% 165
HIGHLAND PARK 2% 35% 63% 52% 48% 28% 382
ORTEGA 22% 46%  32% 46% 54% 55% 307
SIMS 62% 13%  25% 45% 55% 58% 212

Figure 4. ETHNICITY, SEX, LOW-INCOME STATUS, AND ENROLLMENT OF STUDENTS
SERVED IN ELEMENTARY MAGNET PROGRAMS.

WHO TRANSFERRED TO THE PROGRAAS?

Participation in the elementary magnet programs via voluntary transfer to
a magnet campus was open to all students districtwide who were eligible
to transfer under the stipulations of the District's transfer policy.
Essentially, a student was not eligible if he/she was reassigned for
desegregation or if the student was in the minority ethnic group at the
home school. The program at Gullett required students to submit an
application and to be tested and screened before being admitted to the
program. Once admitted, a student's transfer request was approved.

One indication of a magnet school's attracting power is the number of
transfers granted to students for the magnet program relative to the
number of transfers granted for all other reasons.

Figure 5 on the following page indicates the total number of transfers,

and the proportion of the total represented by magnet transfers for each
campus during 1985-86 as an indication of each program's attracting power.

10
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1885-86 TRANSFERS TO ELEMENTARY MAGNET SCHOOLS

TRANSFERS
120 ¢

110 ¢
100 ¢
990
80 ¢
70 ¢
60 E
50 F
40 F
0 F
20 F
10F
-0

Other Transfers

BROOKE BRYKER GULLETT  HIGHLAND  ORTEGA SIMS
W00Ds PARK

Figure 5. ELEMENTARY MAGNET TRANSFERS AS
PORTION OF TOTAL TRANSFERS, -

In order to examine the drawing power of the magnet programs on students
of the three major ethnic groups, the percentage of total transfers was
calculated for each group. The number of magnet transfers within each
ethnic group and the percentage of the total transfers represented by the

magnet transfers were also found. The schools were grouped according to
ghe:r p:e-desegregation status, either minority-dominant or Anglo-
ominant. '

31




85.42

TOTAL TRANSFERS MAGNET TRANSFERS
(Percent of Total) (Percent of Ethnic Group)
BLK H3P A/0 BLK HSP A/0
Formerly Minority-Dominant:
Brooke 5 34 14 2 2 8

(9%) (64%) (26%) (17%)  (17%)  (66%)
4" 9 14 0 1 10
(15%) (33%) (52%) (0%) (9%) (91%)
33 2 18 7 0 11
(622) ( 4%) (348)  (39%) (0%) (61%)

Ortega
Sims
Formerly Anglo-Dominant:
Bryker Woods 3 2 46 1 2 26
( 6%) (4%) (90%) (3%) (7%) (90%)
23 7 83 14 5 65
(202) ( 6%) (73%) (17%) ( 6%) (77%)
7 25 74 6 8 59
( 7%) (23%) (70%) ( 83) (11%) (81%)

Gullett
Highland Park

Figure 6. ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF TRANSFER STUDENTS AT MAGNET CAMPUSES.

With respect to total transfers, the formerly minority-dominant schools
received mostly minority transfer students (except Ortega where minority
and non-minority transfers were nearly equal). However, with respect to
magnet transfers, the Programs were being successful in attracting Anglo
students voluntarily to those campuses where Anglo students were in the
minority,

The transfers to formerly Anglo-dominar* schools consisted predominantly
of Anglo students (70% to 90%). Anglo students had a slight majority at
those campyses in 1985-86, because Anglos were being drawn from over-
crowded south Austin SChools, which were predominantly Anglo.

HHAT WAS THE COST PER PUPIL FOR THE ELEMENTARY PROGRAMS?

Funding for the programs came primarily from the federal grant; however,
local funds were allocated for partial program support and for the"
transportation of transfer ;_ ydents residing outside the attendance area
to.and from the campuses and for field trips.

Capital outlay allocations represented a substantial portion of the funds
in some cases., Therefore, a yseful 1ife expectancy of five years was
assumed for capital outlay assets in order to figure the one-year
depreciation value. One-fifth of the capital outlay funds was added to
all remaining funds and then divided by the number of students to obtain
a more realistic picture of the per-student-cost for each program.

12
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A1l calculations were based on the grant and tocal funds ailocated and
not on the amounts actually expended. The number of studenis was based
on the average daily membership for the first semester. Transportation
costs were based on the number of transfer students who reques ted bus
service. Because Gullett had after-school activities, most magnet
students needed transportation home. The District provided transpor-
tation to 184 elementary magnet transfer students at a per-pupil cost of
$1,937,73 for a total of $3%6,542. :

Figure 7 helow presents the cost for instructing each magnet student over
and above the regular cost for instruction at each campus. Costs are
distributed according to the local and federal funding sources in order
to identify the actual cost to the District. The per-pupil costs have
been adjusted downward to reflect the depreciation of capital outlay

. assets over a five-year lifespan. One-fifth of the capital outlay funds
were added to all other funds allocated to calculate the adjusted magnet
costs. Capital out?ay expenses are typically initial costs which do not
continue throughout the 1ife of a program. The costs associated wilh the
local magnet funds represents costs over and above the per pupil amount
expended by AISD for reqular instruction.

BRYRER HIGHLAND

BROOKE W00DS GULLETT PARK ORTEGA SIHS

STUOENTS i 325 | 224 | 160 | s 307 | a2
LOCAL MAGNET FUNDS: | $16,355.00 | 11,900.00 | 28,750.00 | 14,370.00 | 18,250.00 | 24,800.00
FEOERAL MAGNET FUNOS: | $84,360.00 | 85,170.00 | 71,876.00 | 81,600.00 | 75,380.00 | 79,450.00

ADJUSTED MAGNET COSTS: '

LOCAL: $  49.09 53.13 179.69 36.78 59.45 116.98
FEDERAL: $ 185.73 270.32 270.40 136.29 245,53 354.01
TOTAL MAGNET COST PER PUPIL:| § .238.82 | - 323.45|  450.09 | 173.07 | 304.98 |  470.99

Figure 7. ELEMENTARY MAGNET SCHOOL PROGRAM COSTS ACCORDING TO LOCAL AND FEOERAL GRANT FUNOING SOURCES.

The 1986-87 magnet grant proposal did not request funds for the
elementary programs to continue except for some partial partnerships with
the secondary programs. Therefore, without federal funds and in the face
of significant local revenue shortfalls, the cost efficiency of these
programs must be considered when making decisions about whether or not to
continue local funding. ‘

With the new equipment and materials purchased with grant funds available
fr 1986-87, the programs should be able to function sufficiently well
#ith reduced funds. Without transportation, however, the programs would
be able to offer an enriched curriculum only to the students assigned to
the school or to .those who provided their own transportation.

i3
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HOW WAS THE FOREIGN LANGUAGE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTED?

Foreign language instruction in French, German, Latin, and Spanish was
offered at Murchison as a way of providing a language~cultural center not
available at other Austin junior high schools. Language instructional
materials, including computers and video equipment were to be available
to the teachers and students.

The foreign language magnet equipment was not received untit the end of
the school year or during the summer. Computer and video equipment was
not installed in time for use during 1985-86; however, a variety of new
supplemental instructional materials purchased with grant and local funds
were available on time.

WHO WAS SERVED?

Murchison attracted many more transfer requests than were accepted. The
restrictions imposed by the District's transfer policy on eligibility
left few students qualified to transfer to Murchison. To qualify, the
student must have been eligible under the stipulations of the transfer
policy. In addition, the language of choice must not have been available
at the home school.

Nine students, five females and four males, received approval for magnet
transfers to Murchison during 1985-86, which included two Blacks, three
Hispanics, and four Anglo/Other students. While these nine were the only
students from outside the Murchison attendance area, many more students
in the foreign language classes received services with the magnet
instructional methods and materials. The following figure shows the
actual enrollment in the eight foreign language classes each semester of
the one-year courses.

IST ZHND 151 2ND

COURSE GRADE SEM SEM COURSE GRADE SEM SEM
French 26?‘7 2Y ¥4 Latin (Gr7) /7 /
French (Gr 8 8 8 Latin (Gr 8) 5 5
German (Gr 7) 16 16 Spanish (Gr 7) 52 94
German (Gr 8) 6 5 Spanish (Gr 8) 39 21
TOTAL BY SEMESTER: , 162 182

Figure 8. FgRgIGN LANGUAGE CLASS ENROLLMENT, 1ST AND 2ND SEMESTERS,
1985-86.

14
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Figure 9 below presents the ethnic, sex, and low-income characteristics
of students who were considered to be magnet students, based on the
average number of students enrolled in foreign language classes.

ETHNICTTY SEX PERCENT
BLACK HISPANIC OTHER MALE FEMALE LOH-INCOME
B ¥4 50 103 /3 98 53
7% 33% 60% 43% 57% 31%
Figure 9. FOREIGN LANGUAGE MAGNET STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

WHAT WAS THE COST PER PUPIL FOR THE FOREIGN LANGUAGE PROGRAM?

The capital outlay allocation was separated out of both the local and
federal magnet funds for figuring per-pupil costs. The capital outlay
amounts accounted for 68% of the federal funds and none of the local
funds. The one-year depreciation value of capital outlay assets was
calculated based on a five year useful 1life expectancy. One-fifth of the
capital outlay allocation was added back into all other funds for the
"total allocation" for each funding source. The cost-per-pupil
represents the amount allocated for magnet students, based on the average
number served throughout the year. ' The costs associated with the local
magnet fund allocation represent expenses over and above the per pupil
costs incurred by the District for regular instruction. Because only one
transfer student requested transportation, the Office of Student
Transportation considered the cost negligible and did not calculate the
cost for magnet transportation.

STUDENTS CoOST PER
SOURCE ALLOCATION  SERVED MAGNET PUPIL
i Local $22,000 1/2 127.91
Faderal $31,865 172 $ 84.49
101AL 353,865 172 212.40
Figure 10. FOREIGN LANGUAGE MAGNET PER-PUPIL

COST BASED ON BUDGET ALLOCATIONS. -

Because the capital outlay portion of the federal budget was so large
($21,665), the adjusted budget on which the cost-per-magnet-pupil was

based was actually $14,533 after depreciation was calculated.

Therefore,

the cost-per-pupil is less than what a simple division procedure would

yield.

15
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The program was actually more expensive than these figures reveal. Some
of the language classes were quite small. Classes with smaller
pupil-teacher ratios are more expensive on a per-pupil basis than
full-capacity classes. Therefore, there were some hidden costs that
increased the per-pupil cost for the program which were not calculated.

HOW WAS THE SCIENCE ACADEMY MAGNET PROGRAM -IMPLEMENTED?

Program objectives of the Science Academy included: 1) to serve as a
District and national implementation and dissemination model for
exemplary instructional practices in science, mathematics, and computer
science, and 2) to coordinate the development of a K-12 District science
curriculum.

In 1985-86, the first year of implementation, 115 ninth- and 41 tenth-
grade students and a few eleventh graders were enrolled. Eventually, the
program will expand to include approximately 200 students in each of four
grade levels. Students admitted to the Science Academy enrolled in an
extra course offered during a "zero hour" period (before the official
start of the school day). These courses were usually mathematics or
science taught by a Science Academy teacher. Students also had
additional mathematics, science, or computer classes with the Science
.Academy faculty during the day. Students were integrated into the entire
LBJ student body for their remaining academic and elective courses.

WHO WAS SERVED?

Admission to the Science Academy was determined by a student's satis-
factory performance on a battery of admission criteria, including
standardized test scores, teacher recommendations, expression cf
interest, and an interview with a Science Academy staff member. Because
any student could obtain a transfer to LBJ in an effort to increase
enrollment, once a student was selected a transfer request was approved
regardless of eligibility under the stipulations of the Oi:trict's
transfer poiicy.

A total of 282 students applied to the Science Academy, of which 216
(78%) were accepted, and 193 (68%) enrolled. On the following page,
Figure 11 shows the proportion of applicants who enrolled, cancelled
their application before or after the selection decision was made, and
those who were rejected. Figure 12 shows the proportion of enrolled
students who dropped out for various reasons.

16
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Enrolled 68X

X 010 0.0.0.00.0.0.00;
BRI
N Sategereseteresesels

Cancel/No Show 8% Withdrew Appl. 10X

Figure 11. SCIENCE ACADEMY Figure 12. ENROLLMENT STATUS
APPLICANTS, 1985-86. BY END OF YEAR.

Figure 13 below summarizes the ethnic, sex, and low-income status of the
stzdents who were still enrolled as of April, when the last count was
taken,

ETHNICITY SEX PERCENT
BLACK HISPANIC OTHER MALE FEMALE LOK-INCOME
33 12 123 122 46 11
20% 7% 73% 73% 27% 7%

Figure 13. CHARACTERISTICS OF SCIENCE ACADEMY STUDENTS.

HOW DID SCIENCE ACADEMY STUDENTS COMPARE TO OTHER STUDENTS DISTRICTHWIDE
IN TERMS OF ACHIEVEMENT?

UPON ENTERING?

The criteria used to select applicants for the Science Academy required
that their standardized test percentile scores in mathematics and reading
should sum to at least 140, and no subtest total percentile score should
be below the 50th percentile. In general, the Science Academy applicants
scored well above students districtwide on all subtests of the ITBS or

-TAP. The figures on the next page show the 1984-85 and 1985-86 median

grade equivalent and percentile scores for eighth- and ninth-grade
applicants who were accepted compared to students districtwide by
ethnicity. 17 .
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SCIENCE ACADEMY  ENROLLEES DISTRICTHIDE
GRADE EQUIV. PERCENTILE .
READING '
Black 10.25 78 7.67 33
Hispanic 10.35 80 7.77 36
Anglo 11.40 93 9.84 71
TOTAL 11.20 91 8.89 54
MATHEMATICS: ' !
Black 9.95 77 7.78 32
Hispanic 10.15 81 8.12 39
Anglo 10.80 92 n,52 69
TOTAL 10.60 88 8.82 54

Science Academy: Black=16, Hispanic=10, Anglo=I11

Figure 14. 1985 ITBS MEDIAN GRADE EQUIVALENT AND PERCENTILE SCORES FOR
STUDENTS DISTRICTWIDE AND SCIENCE ACADEMY ENROLLEES IN THE
NINTH-GRADE IN 1985-86. There is no science subtest on the
ITBS for which to report previous levels of achievement.

SCIENCE ACADEMY ~ENROLLEES DISTRICTHIDE

GRADE EQUIV. PERCENTILE GRADE EQUIV. PERCERTILE

READING:

Black 13.20 76 8.07 29

Hispanic * * 8.62 36

Anglo 16.20 - 91 12.26 70

TOTAL 15.90 90 10.23 54
IMATHEMATICS:

Black 14.40 83 7.95 25

Hispanic * * 8.59 32

Anglo 16.20 92 12.52 72

TOTAL 14.90 86 10.55 . 55
SCIENCE:

" | Black 13.20 77 7.64 26
Hispanic * * 8.28 33
Anglo 16.10 95 11.98 69
TOTAL 15.30 90 10.14 . 53

‘Science Academy: BTack=15, Hispanic= 5, Anglo=30

Figure 15. 1985 TAP MEDIAN GRADE EQUIVALENT AND PERCENTILE SCORES FOR
STUDENTS DISTRICTWIDE AND SCIENCE ACADEMY ENROLLEES IN THE
TENTH-GRADE IN 1985-86. There were too few Hispanic tenth-
grade'Sgience Academy students to report reliable resu’lts.
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At the time applications were submitted, eighth-grade students accepted
into the Science Academy: :

e Scored an average of 37 percentile points above the District
median percentiles for all students in reading on the ITBS
(91st percentile versus 54th).

e Scored an average of 34 percentile points above the District
ITBS median percentile in mathematics (88th versus the 54th).

Ninth-grade applicants:

e Scored an average of 36 percentile points higher than the
District TAP median percentile score in reading (90th versus
the 54th). :

0 Scored an average of 31 percentile points higher than the
District TAP median percentile score in mathematics (86th
versus the 55th).

BY END OF YEAR?

At the end of the year, regression analyses known as ROSE, Report On
School Effectiveness, were done on the ninth- and tenth-grade TAP
mathematics and science grade equivalent scores in order to compare the
achievement of Science Academy students to similar, high-achieving
students districtwide. Several characteristics were taken into
consideration for finding similar, high-achieving students, such as
previous achievement level, sex, ethnicity, low-income status, and
desegregation status.

Because the ITBS does not have a science subtest, total battery grade
equivalents were used as pretest scores for comparing with the ninth-
grade TAP science score. Tenth-grade TAP scores were compared with the
students® 1985 TAP scores. Figures 16 and 17 graphically represent how
the Science Academy students achieved' in science and mathematics comparea
to the performance of students with similar characteristics who were not
in the program.

Ta2 following graphs show that the Science Academy students made large
¢:ins during the year. In addition, they made slightly larger gains than
their high-achieving counterparts districtwide. It should be noted that
the tenth-grade science gains for the Science Academy students are not
significantly larger than the gains for the similar, high-achieving
students. The Science Academy administration proposed that the
tenth-grade Science Academy students did not have sufficient opportunity
to demonstrate mastery in the science content areas they studied during
the year (primarily chemistry and physics}. Because of a change in the
science course sequence at the ninth- and tenth-grades that took effect
in 1985-86, some Science Academy students had biology in 1984-85 and some
have not had biology at all. (This effect is unlikely to recur.) Only

32% (1st sem.) and 20% (2nd sem.) of the tepth-grade Science Academy
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science enrollments were in biology during 1985-86. By comparison, 58%
of tenth-grade science enrollments districtwide were in biology during
1985-86, and very few had chemistry or physics. However, the TAP science
subtest is heavily loaded on biology items (37% of all items) and has
very few on chemistry (3%) or physics (3%) items. The Science Academy
director suggested that administering a higher level of the science TAP
may help remedy this curriculum-test mismatch, as the higher levels have
more chemistry and physics items than the lower levels.

Grade Equivalent : Grade Equivalent
L} | ) | -
17 17 ¢
6.5 | 16.5
16 | : 16 |
15.5 |- 5.5 15.23
5¢ 1461 132 15 | | see
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Attachment 1 provides additional achievement information about the
students who remained enrolled in the Science Academy throughout the
1985-86 academic year.

HHAT WAS THE COST PER PUPIL AT THE SCIENCE ACADEMY?

Because the capital outlay portion of the total allocation was so large,
straight-line depreciation was calculated based on a five-year life
expectancy of capital outlay assets. Furthermore, the costs had to be
represented as being within a range, because teachers funded by the
magnet program also provided services to regular LBJ students. Two
methods were used to calculate the proportion of teachers' salaries which
were exclusively for the Science Academy. In the first method (I), the
proportion was based on the ratio of Science Academy classes to total
classes for each teacher. The second method (11), was based on the four
teachers' salaries that could be considered as "add-on" costs to the
District because of the program. The salaries of five of the nine
teachers were previously paid out of local funds but were assumed by the
magnet program. In both methods, the salaries for two administrators and
a secretary were considered to be "add-on" costs.

Because Science Academy students arrived early for a zero-hour period, it
was necessary for the District to provide transportation for most of the
students. When considering the following figures, it should be
remembered that the local magnet costs represent expenses over and above
the cost normally expended by AISD per student.

ADJUSTED — STUDENTS  MAGNET COST |
SOURCE  ALLOCATION SERVED PER PUPIL

LOCAL (I) $348,275 174 $2,277.44
II1) $270,100 174 $1,828.16
FEDERAL $109,151 174 $ 627.30
TOTAL (1) 3457,426 174 $2,904.74
I1I) $379,251 174 $2,455.46
+TRANS. $228,514 114 2,004.51

Figure 18. SCIENCE ACADEMY PER-PUPIL COST BASED
ON BUDGET ALLOCATIONS. Note: The cost
to AISD is to be interpreted as lying
within a range between the method (I)
and (II) figures.

The cost to the District is projected to decrease as more students are
admitted, bzcause several courses had enrollments below the preferred

20:1 pupil-teacher ratio. Unfortunately, the value of the contributions
the Science Academy or any magnet program makes to the District cannot be .
calculated as a benefit of incurring the extra cost of these programs., A
few areas in which the Science Academy has already had an effect on AISD
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include: new and revised curriculum units, outstanding teachers being
attracted to AISD (including to other campuses), new scientific
equipment, staff development for District teachers, and national
recognition as an exemplary program.

ATTITUDES TOHARD THE SCIENCE ACADEMY

A 28-item survey was distributed to Science Academy students in April
1986, and 143 (86%) were completed and returned. No make-ups were
offered. The results of the student survey indicated:

o More than half of the students felt motivated either by being
with students with similar interests or just by being in the
Science Academy.

e Most of the students (80%) plan to go to college and are

considering a career in a science, mathematics, or technology
field.

e Students who thought that the courses were difficult also
tended to think that the teachers expected too much from the
students. Students with a high grade point average tended to
think the courses were easy.

) Eighty-six percent reported that they would encourage other
interested students to apply.

® Students felt less prepared in study skills than in subject
areas. Only 25% felt better than adequately prepared, and 30%
felt poorly or not at all prepared in study skills, compared
to fewer than 20% in all other academic areas.

Students were also asked to respond to open-ended questions about what
they 1iked and disliked about the Science Academy. While academic topics
represented over half of the positive comments, academics also received
the largest portion (36%) of unfavorable comments. Students also focused
on teachers and social aspects of the program in their comments about

what they disliked (24% and 23% of the comments, respectively).

ADMINISTRATOR AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

Questions about the magnet programs were sent to administrators and
teachers at the magnet campuses as part of an annual survey conducted by
the Office of Research and Evaluation. Twelve administrators and
seventy-one teachers at magnet campuses responded. In addition, several
secondary mathematics and science teachers were also surveyed. In
general, the results indicated the following:

22
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(- Ninety-two percent of the administrators and 80% of the
teachers thought that students' interests were being satisfied
by the magnet curriculum.

0 Half of the administrators and teachers thought that the
programs offered teachers greater flexibility in teacning the
curriculum,

° More than half of the administrators (67%) and teachers (52%)
held the opinion that the programs created extra work for
teachers.

e Because of the magnet programs, 67% of the administrators, 70%

of the elementary teachers, and all the secondary teachers
reported that their motivation had increased.

DID THE PROGRAMS MEET THEIR OBJECTIVES

IN CURRICULAR AND INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES?

The magnet school grant also provided funds to pay teachers stipends for
participating in staff development or for curriculum writing and plan-
ning. Each campus submitted planning sheets outlining general activities
in the areas of curriculum and staff training that would best meet their
unique needs. Information about the activities that occurred at each
campus was obtained from purchase requisitions that were submitted for
payment of teacher stipends and from the administrator of each program.

The foreign language program failed to meet its staff development
objectives because the VCR and computer equipment were not available on
time for training use. Also, because it is unknown whether the program
will exist next year (it is highly probable that it will not), training
was not done because many of the language teachers had submitted requests
to be transferred to another school. The conclusion was that staff
development would no longer be a wise use of the money given the
uncertain situation of the program. Instead, the money was used to
purchase additional instructional materials.

Figure 19 on the following page presents a summary of each elementary
campus' involvement in curricular activities and staff development. (The
Science Academy activities in curriculum and instruction are presented in
a following section which addresses the impact of the program on the
District's science cuvrriculum.) Under each heading, the numbers
represent the total amount of time, if known, devoted to that activity.
The evaluation of the status of the objectives (in the last column) was
made by comparing the stated objectives to quantitative and qualitative
information gathered from documents and interviews.

23
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

CAMPUS CURRICULUM CONFERENCES INSERVICE MET?
BROOKE 9 Field Trips, 25 Days -- Partially Met

817 Part-Time

Teacher Hours
BRYKER WOODS 690 Hours for . 56 Days 280 Hours Yes

Writing/Planning
GULLETT 11 Modules Written 72 Days -- Yes
HIGHLAND PARK 593 Hours Hriting -- 859 Hours Yes
ORTEGA 112 Hours Writing 43 Days 112 Hours Exceeded
SIMS . 3 Field Trips 12 Days 442 Hours Exceeded
MURCHISON none none none Did Not Meet
SCIENCE Curriculum skills 4 staff; 2,000 Hours Exceeded
ACADEMY training/writing; Days approx.

Total unknown unknovn

Figure 19. SUMMARY OF CURRICULAR AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES TOWARD
MEETING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

HOW HAVE THE MAGNET PROGRAMS IMPACTED THE DISTRICT?

In Terms of Enrollment and Ethnicity?

The enrollment by ethnicity was examined at each campus over a seven-year
period. Since AISD impliemented its desegregation plan in 1980-81,
enrollment at seven of the eight campuses had been declining. Trends
generally began to reverse with the introduction of magnet programs.

The enrollment data indicated the following. -

] A1l six elementary campuses increased in enrollment during
either the first or second year of the magnet programs.

0 In general, the enrollment at the six elementary schools has
stabilized over the last three years (83-84 through 85-86).
The magnet schools may have contributed to this, but there may
have been other factors involved as well.

24




85.42

° LBJ showed its first increase in enrollment (+14%) since
+ desegregation with the implementation of the Science Academy.

e Because Murchison admitted only nine magnet transfer students,
there were too few to affect enrollment or ethnic balance.

o After desegregation impacted the schools, ethnic distributions
remained relatively stable., Attachment 2 shows the percent
minority enrollment at the schools for the past seven years.
The reasons for the slight fluctuations may be the result of
several influences, one of which might be the ethnicity of the
magnet transfer students..

While conclusive statements abeut the impact of magnet schools on
enrollment cannot be made because other District programs and policies
affect a school, it does appear that the magnet programs were impacting
the schools in a positive way. Attachment 3 shows the enrollment at each
magnet campus over the seven year period from 1979-80 to 1985-86.

In Terms of Transfers?

0 As the magnet schools have gained in popularity, the number of
magnet transfers has increased. The largest increases
occurred between the first and second years of the programs.

] A total of 765 elementary magnet transfers have been granted
since the programs were first implemented.

] On a per school basis, transfers from overcrowded south Austin
schools have been granted at a higher rate than from other
schools, which is consistent with the purpose of the magnet

“schools. The 16 south Austin elementary schools (south of the
Colorado River) have contributed 44% of the total magnet
transfers, or an average of 21 per school compared to an
average of nine for all remaining elementary campuses.

) Elementary magnet transfer students comprised from 4% to 22%
of a school's total enrollment, with the average at 11.5%.

[ Science Academy students represented nearly 15% of the total
enrollment at LBJ; the magnet ‘transfer students alone
accounted for 10%. Almost 73% of all Science Academy students
transferred from other schools. ‘
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In Terms of Enroliment in Righ School Honors Courses?

Enrollment in honors courses at the other high schools was examined to
determine if the Science Academy impacted the schools by attracting
transfer students to LBJ. The number of students taking one or more
honors courses and the total enrollment for all honors courses were
obtained for each campus. Assuming, then, that the Science Academy
students were at their home school, enroliment estimates were calculated.
A course was- considered impacted if more sections would have been offered
or if the course was not offered (but would have been) with the presence
of the transfer students.

In general, the 7indings indicated no significant negative impact on the
other high schoo , with the exception of Johnston High School. Rather,
the Science Acar y had a positive impact on LBJ by increasing enrollment
in honors cours The following results were found:

o The nuber of students taking one or more honors courses at
LBJ increased by 55% because of magnet transfers, while the
average loss at the other schools was only 3.2%. At Johnston,
the number decreased by 5.8%.

o Total enrollment in all honors courses at LBJ increased just
over 70%, while the other schools experienced an average
decrease of 4.7%. Enrollment at Johnston decreased 9.3%.

° A11 Science Academy students were enrolled in honors courses.
Academy students accounted for 54% of all LBJ students in
honors courses.

In Terms of Coordinating a K-12 Science Curriculum?

A teacher planner was funded by the magnet grant to catalog the elementary
science magnet curriculum offered at each science magnet program. The
objective of coordinating and articulating the curriculum across the

grade levels and ultimately throughout the District began via these
activities. The documentation of the curriculum was useful to the
planning of the Aim High gifted and talented science program, which will
be piloted in 1986-87. '

While initial efforts have been made toward achieving the objective of a
coordinated science curriculum, Progress from the elementary levels was
hampered by insufficient time and resources. There was also insufficient
interest generated among the elementary program directors to have a
coordinated curriculum to motivate them to devote time to the effort.
Hence, much work is yet to be done.
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Coordination efforts initiated by or in association with the Science
Academy were successful in contributing to the overall objectives and in
surpassing their own program objectives. A summary of major activities
and contributions follows:

[ The Science Academy director worked with the Kealing principal
for planning and preparing the scope and sequence of the
junior high science magnet curriculum. Kealing teachers were
paid stipends for summer curriculum writing.

° Science Academy teachers conducted staff development sessions
for Kealing teachers and for the Region XIII Service Center.

(] As a result of workshops, other AISD teachers have requested

copies of the science curriculum. Other districts have also
requested copies.

HOW DID AISD'S PROGRAMS COMPARE TO OTHER PROGRAMS NATIONWIDE?

The Department of Education distributed $75,030,000 in 1985-86 under the
Magnet Schools Assistance Program to 44 districts nationwide. General
information about other districts' programs was available from the
Department of Education and was distributed at a magnet program confer-
ence held in Washington, D.C. Descriptive statistics were calculated
from the information reported for each district to compare AISD's grant
priagram with the programs of other grant recipients. The information was
summarized as follows:

(] The average grant amount awarded was $1,705,227. AISD's award
of $963,950 ranked 24th in terms of the dollar amount (ranked
from high to Tow).

° Of the districts reporting an estimated number of students
served, the average was 4,522, and the median was 3,000. AISD
had originally estimated that 3,800 students would be served
but actually served 1,958. . ,

° The average number of sthools served was six elementary and
three secondary. The wredians were three and two respectively.

®  AISD's programs addressed seven different curriculum areas
districtwide, compared to an average of 4.79 areas
nationwide. Science/tecknology programs were the most
frequently offered.

0 The per pupil allocation, based on the grant amount divided by
the estimated number of students served, averaged $645 across
the nation. Austin’s estimated per pupil allocation was
$253.67, more than nalf a standard deviation below the mean.
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Even with a smaller than average grant award, AISD was very competitive
compared to the other 43 districts that received grants in the number of
schools and students served and offered a better than average variety of
curriculum areas, and AISD funded its magnet programs at an estimated per
pupil cost which was below the estimated national average.

Bibliography
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85.42 ' Attachment 1

SLIENCE ACADEMY DISTRICIHIDE
_ Grade Equivalent Percentile Grade Equivalent Percentile

GRAVE 9 —B5 ——B6—difFs —B5 06 05— B difTT —BE UG |
READING:

Black 10.10 14.40 +4.30 76 83 7.67 8.21 + .54 33 31
Hispani¢ 10.50 13.20 +2.70 82 76 7.77 8.67 + .90 36 37
Other 11.50 16.50 +5.00 93 92 9.84 12.25 +1.69 71 69
TOTAL 11.30 15.90 +4.60 91 90 8.47 10.16 +1.69 54 53
MATHEMATICS:

Black 10.00 13.40 +3.40 78 77 7.67 8.27 + .60 33 29
Hispanic 9.90 13.90 +4.00 76 80 7.77 8.86 +1.09 36 36
Other 10.90 16.40 +5.50 92 93 9.84 12.38 +1.63 71 71
TOTAL 10.70 16.00 +5.30 90 91 8.89 10.52 +1.63 54 55
SCIENCE:

Black -~ 14,30 - -- 84 .- 7.86 -- - 29
Hispanic -~ 14.05 -- -- 83 e 8.50 - -- 35
Other -~ 16.40 - -- 96 «~ 11,69 -- -- 69
TOTAL -~ 16.10 -- -- 95 -- 10.19 - -- 53

Science Academy: Black=I5, Hispanic=U, Uther=85

- Attachment la: 1985 AND 1986 MEDIAN GRADE EQUIVALENT AND PERCENTILE SCORES FOR
STUDENTS DISTRICTHIDE AND NINTH-GRADE SCIENCE ACADEMY STUDENTS
WHO WERE ENROLLED THE ENTIRE YEAR.

SCTERCE ACADERY DISTRICTHIDE
Grade Equivalent Percentile Grade Equivalent Percentile

GRADE 10 85 86 diff. 8 86 85 8o  diff. 85 8o
IREADING:

Black 15.20 14.80 -~ .40 87 78 8.07 9.81 +1.74 29 40

Hispanic * * * * ok 8.62 10.55 +1.93 36 47

Other 16.20 18.00 +1.80 91 92 12.26 14.18 +1.92 70 74

TOTAL 15.90 17.30 +1.40 90 90 10.23 12.65 +2.42 54 64

THEMATICS:

Black 14.40 15.50 +1.10 83 82 7.95 9.80 +1.85 25 39

Hispanic * * * * * 8.59 11.09 +2.50 32 50

Other 16.40 18.10 +1.70 93 95 12.52 14.19 +1.67 72 74

TOTAL 15,20 17.20 +2.00 88 91 10.29 12.64 +2.35 55 62
SCIENCE:

Black 13.40 14.40 +1.00 78 77 7.64 9.81 +2.17 26 38
Hispanic * * * * * 8.28 10.41 +2.13 33 45
Other 16.10 16.20 + .10 95 89 11.98 13.67 +1.69 69 72
TOTAL 15.30 16.00 + .70 90 88 10.14 12.28 +2.14 53 61

Science Academy: Black=13, Hispanic=<5, Uther=23

Attachment 1b: 1985 AND 1986 MEDIAN GRADE EQUIVALENT AND PERCENTILE SCORES FOR
STUDENTS DISTRICTWIDE AND TENTH-GRADE SCIENCE ACADEMY STUDENTS
WHO WERE ENROLLED THE ENTIRE YEAR.
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Attachment 2

PERCENT MINORITY ENAOLLMENT AT MAGNET CAMPUSES
1979-80 THROUGH 13985-86
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Magnet Schools Assistance Program
Appendix A
MAGNET STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS
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MAGNET STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Purpose

A primary objective of magnet school programs is .o increase educational
opportunities for traditionally underrepresented populations, e.g.,
minorities, females, and the disadvantaged. Information was collegted in
order to respond to the following evaluation question:

Evaluation Question D1-10, D2-6, D3-11. What were the
characteristics ot students served by the magnet programs?

Appendix A summarizes the characteristics of the students served in the
eight magnet programs during 1985-86 with respect to sex, ethnicity, and
low-income status. For the three programs which were not campuswide, the
characteristics of the magnet students will be compared to all the
students at that campus.

Procedure

Data Collection

The magnet evaluator obtained the information from the following sources:

1. The School Characteristics file maintained by the Office of
Research and Evaluation contained a copy of the Fall Survey of
Pupils in Membership Report submitted to TEA in October, 1985,
which provided the official sex and ethnicity counts and
percentages for each campus in 1985-86.

2. The Chapter 1/Migrant programmer/analyst wrote a program to
calculate the percentage of low-income students attending each
of the eight magnet campuses as well as for the magnet school
participants at Gullett, Murchison, and the Science Academy in
order to compare them to the lTow-income status of the entire
school and the District (see Attachment A-1).

Analyses

The number and percentage of students was calculated for ethnicity and
sex based on the average daily membership for the first six weeks of
school. The number and percentage of low-income status students in each
school and for the magnet participants at the three non-campuswide

APPENDIX A
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programs as well as for the District were based on the students still
active on the District's Student Master file as of June 3, 1986, the last
day of school.

The percent low-income at each school was based on the number of students
eligible for the free or reduced-price lunch program compared to the
total enrollment at the school. Eligibility was determined by factors
such as family income and number of dependents. In order to be
considered for eligibility, a student must submit an application or be a
sibling of an eligible student.

Resuits

The number and percentage of students in each ethnic and gender category
and their Tow~income status are presented in Figure A-1. For Gullett,
Murchison, and LBJ, the information for the magnet students is presented
separately for comparison with the entire campus.

Discussion

Compared to the districtwide ethnic distribution, the magnet campuses
tended to have a very different distribution. Yet, when compared to
previous years at the same campus, the ethnic distribution has slowly
been moving ‘toward parity with the District ratios. Appendix B goes into
the changes that have occurred since desegregation in greater detail.

With respect to gender, the magnet schools served males and females in
approximately the same percentages that existed districtwide. At the
three non-campuswide programs, the distribution deviated from the
District average. Both Gullett and the Science Academy served males at a
higher rate than they appeared in the overall population, and Murchison
served more females. These discrepancies probably reflect existing
tendencies for males and females to be attracted to different fields of
interest. While the magnet programs are intended to encourage females *o
participate in science and technology, it may take longer than one year
to reverse the trends in the AISD. As of May 26, 143 acceptable
applications to the Science Academy had been submitted, of which 58 (41%)
wer male. Hence, it does appear that encouraging females to pursue

m: . and science is beginning to change the trend, at least at the
Science Academy.

Three elementary campuses ranked above the District mean for percent low-
income and three ranked below the mean. Both Murchison and LBJ ranked
number one in percent low~income for junior and senior highs respectively.

34
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By comparison, less than six percent of Gullett's magnet students were of
low-income status. This was 1ikely due to the fact that the magnet
students were drawn primarily from south Austin schools, which tended to
have a Tower percentage of eligible students than among those assigned to
Gullett. The Science Academy students who were eligible accounted for
seven percent of the Science Academy enrollment and less than one percent
of LBJ's total enrollment.

It should be noted that the percent low-income figures are different from
the figures presented in AISD Needs Assessment for 1986-87, ORE Pub. No.
85.36, which were based on the number residing in the school's attendance
area and not the number actuzlly enrolled at the school. According to
the Needs Assessment, many {ow~income students also tended to be Tow
achievers. The fact that the Science Academy students tended to be high
achievers may help to explain why so few were considered low-income. The
stigma attached to Tow-income status probably prevented many eligible
students from applying, and, therefore, the percent Tow-income at
secondary campuses tended to be underestimated. ‘

Reference

Christner, C. (1986) AISD Needs Assessment for 1986-87 (ORE Pub. No.
85.36). Austin, TX: Austin Independent School District, Office of
Research and Evaluation.
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MAENET SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

SCHOO0L ETHNIC GROUP | GENDER - PERCENT
BLA nISFANIL fit r £ LOW-INCOME
BROOKE 13 228 91 189 . 161 188
4% 69% 27% 54% 46% ' 54.7%
BRYKER WOODS 77 34 119 112 118 83
33% - 15% 52% 49% 51% 32.4%
GULLETT
WHOLE SCHOOL 144 48 198 212 178 117
: 37% 12% 51% 54% 46% 30.3%
MAGNET 12 7 123 81 61 8
(n=142) ' 8% 5% 87% 57% 43% 5.6%
HIGHLARND 7 136 246 201 188 116
PARK 2% 35% 63% . 52% 48% 28.2%
ORTEGA 69 140 97 148 175 178
22% 46% 32% 46% 54% 55.5%
SIMS 165 35 68 138 166 152
62% 13% 25% 45% 55% 58.5%
TLCERERTARY 6,492 10,730 16,241 17,150 16,304 Mean:
DISTRICTHIDE 19% 32% 499 51% 49% 42.7%
MURCHISON
WHOLE SCHOOL 117 264 236 297 320 288
19% 43% 38% 48% 52% 48.3%
MAGNET 12 56 103 73 98 53
(n=171) 7% 33% 60% 43% 57% 31.0%
JURTOR AIGH 1,780 2,570 4.356 1,396 4,319 ~—Wean:
DISTRICTWIDE  20% 30% 50% 50% 50% 30.6%
LBJ
WHOLE SCHOOL 826 114 369 728 581 257
63% 9% 28% 56% 44% 21.7%
MAGNET 33 12 123 122 46 11
(n=168) 20% 7% 73% 73% 27% 7%
SERIOR HIGH 3,039 4,010 9,033 8,430 8,152 Mean:
DISTRICTHIDE 18% 24% 58% 51% 49% 16.2%

Figure A-1. MAGNET SCHOOL STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS, 1985-86. NUMBER
AND PERCENT BY ETHNICITY, SEX, AND LOW-INCOME STATUS,

Elementary and Secondary campuses.
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ATTACHMENRY A-1

SAS PROGRAM CALCULATING ™" - “TAGE OF LOW-INCOME STUDENTS
ATTENDING EACH OF [« ZIGHT MAGNET CAMPUSES
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ENROLLMENT, ETHNICITY, TRANSFERS
1979-1986

Purpose

The purpose of Appendix B is to examine the information relevant to the
objective of the magnet school programs, which is to contributz to the
District's desegregation plan by providing opportunities for voluntary
transfers to improve the ethnic balance and overall enrollment a*
partici?ating campuses. Enroliment, ethnicity, and transfer inv::wation
was collected in response to the following decision and evaluatiot:
questions:

. Decision Question D1, D2, D3. Should the magnet programs be
continued as they are, modified, expanded, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D-11, D2-7. How many students transferred
to the magnet program? From which schools did they come?

Evaluation Question D3-12. Who transferred to the Science
Academy? From which schools did they come?

Evaluation Question D1-12, D2-8. How did the magnet programs
impact the enroliment and ethnic distribution at participating
campuses?

Evaluation Question D3-13. What impact did the Science
Academy have on the enrollment and ethnicity at LBJ High
School1?

The answers to these questions should reveal whether or how the magnet
schools are attracting and holding students to achieve the objectives of
increased enrollment and ethnic distributions that reflect the district-
wide distributions.

Procedure

Data Collection

The information regarding enrollment and ethnicity counts were readily
available from data files kept by the Office of Research and Evaluation.
The files accessed were the Average Daily Membership and Ethnicity Counts
files. Student transfer information, including students' ethnicity,
reason for and date of transfer, and sending and receiving schools was
available from District computer files. Data Services was requested to

APPENDIX B
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access the "Student Transfers To" and "Student Transfers From" computer
files to provide the transfer information (see Attachment B-1). The
enrollment and ethnicity counts are based on the average daily membership
for the first six weexs of each school year from 1979-80 through

1985-86. These years will provide a longitudinal perspective on school
characteristics beginning with the year just prior to the implementation
of the District's court-ordered desegregation plan.

The six elementary, one junior high, and one senior high with magnet

school programs in 1985-86 were selected for tracking over the seven year
period.

Analysis

Thz enrollment, ethnicity, and transfer data were summarized by
fraquencies and percentages by ethnic group for each year. Trends
evident in the data are summarized in the results section below.

Results

Enrollment and Ethnicity

Figure B-1 shows the total enrollment for each school for the seven year
period. Enroliment by ethnicity and percentage of the total represented
by each ethnic group are also shown. The percent change indicates the
change in total enrollment over the previous year.

The data reveal the following:
Elementary:

° Four of the six magnet campuses experienced declines in
enrollment during the first year of desegregation. Only two
elementary schools showed small increases.

0 In general, the enrollment at the six elementary schoois has
stabiiized over the last three years, 1983-84 through 1985-86;
whether or not this is due to the magnet programs or du2 to
general District trends cannot be determined from the data.

() The average percentage of minority (Black and Hispanic)
students at previously Anglo-dominant elementary campuses
ranged from 46% to 48% for the six years since desegregation.

e The average percentage of minority students at previously
minority-dominant elementary campuses ranged from 68% to 76%
since desegregation.
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] A1l six elementary schools showed an increase in enrolliment
during either the first or second year of the magnet program
at those campuses, with four of the schools showing increases
the first year. This may be accounted for in part by

extensive publicity and recruitment efforts for the programs
during the initial years.

Secondary:

) The enroliment at LBJ High School, which had been declining
since desegregation began, experienced a sudden increase of
14% in 1985-86. However, enroliment is still 17% below the
pre-desegregation level of 1979-80.

0 While Hispanic student enroliment at LBJ has remained constant
relative to total enrollment, Black student enrollment has
increased and Anglo student enrollment decreased. In 1985-86,
these trends began to slow, and the ethnic distribution
remained unchanged over the previous year.

° Enroliment at Murchison declined by only one student in
1985-86, although in previous years enrollment had been
unstable.

Transfers

Transfers to magnet school campuses for the purpose of participation 1in
the magnet program (as opposed to any other reason) are granted in
accordance with the stipulations of the AISD's Transfer and Assignment
policy (227-901).

Elementary students who are not assigned to a specific school for
purposes of desegregation or who attend a high-enroliment school may
apply for a transfer, provided there is no negative impact on integration
and space is available at the requested school.

Junior high school students wishing to attend Murchison for the foreign
language magnet must meet these same eligibility requirements. In
addition, they may transfer only if the language(s) they w1sh to study
are not offered at their home school. -

A transfer to LBJ High School will be approved for students res1d1ng
outside the LBJ attendance area who are accepted for enrollment in the
Science Academy of Austin.

Figure B-2 shows the number of magnet transfers received at each magnet
campus from each school for the years 1982-83 through 1984-85. Although
all students at five of the six elementary schools are considered magnet
program participants, Figure B-2 reflects only transfers granted for the
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purpose of attending the magnet program and excludes transfers for all
other reasons. Figure B-3 presents other relevant information about
magnet transfers in relation to all transfers and to campus enrollment.

The transfer data reveal the following:

Elementary:

[ A total of 765 elementary magnet transfers have been granted
since the programs were first implemented.

e The 16 South Austin schools (all campuses south of the
Colorado River), where overcrowding is greatest, have
contributed 335 transfer students, or 44% of the total number
of magnet transfers. This equates to an average of 21
transfers from each of the 16 schools over the four years
compared to an average of nine transfers for all remaining
elementary campuses.

) In 1985-86, the proportion of total enrollment at the
elementary magnet schools represented by magnet transfers
ranged from a low of 4% at Brooke and Ortega to a high of 22%
at Gullett. The mean percentage was 11.5%.

(] In general, there has been an increase in magnet transfers at
the e]ementary campuses each success1ve year. However, Bryker
Woods experienced a 27% decrease in magnet transfers in
1985-86 over the previous year (compared to a 38% drop in
total transfers), and Ortega had a 50% decline in magnet
transfers (compared to a 21% drop in total transfers during
the same period.

(] In general, minority magnet transfers have varied in direct
relationship to minority enrollment at the elementary
campuses. However, at Highland Park, minority magnet
transfers increased despite declining minority enrollment over
the four years of the program at that campus.

Secondary:

o Only nine students transferred to the Murchison Foreign
Language Magnet, which represented only 1% of the enrollment.

o 72.5% of the Science Academy Students were transfers from
other high schools.

] As many students transferred out of LBJ as transferred in,
although overall enrollment was up 14% over 1984-85. Without
the Science Academy transfers, and with everything else
remaining equal, enrollment would have increased by only 2%.
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Discussion

This section will summarize the progress made by the magnet schools in
meeting the objectives of 1) increasing enrollment at the participating
campuses, and 2) moving toward ethnic distributions commensurate with
districtwide distributions.

Magnet programs have been successful in attracting students to the
elementary campuses, as shown by the increasing numbers and relative
percentages each year since their implementation. In 1985-86, magnet
transfer students composed a majority of all the transfers to the eight
campuses, and transfer magnet students comprised as much as 22% of a
school's enrollment. The elementary magnet campuses also have been
successful in drawing students from the overcrowded south Austin schools
in gre¢ier numbers than from all other schools, which is consistent with
the int.nt of the magnet schools and the Transfer and Assignment policy
of AISD.

The Science Academy attracted the majurity of its students from other
Austin High Schools and contributed to a 12% increase in enrollment over
the 2% that would have occurred without the Science Academy.

Althougii the Murchison Junior High Foreign Language Magnet program was
successful in attracting many potential transfer students, few were
eligible tu receive a transfer because of the stipulations for
transferring to the foreign language program. However, an average of 170
students participated in the magnet program curriculum.

It cannot be concluded with certainty that the magnet programs were
solely responsible for enrollment changes at the participating campuses,
as other District programs and policies may also have influenced student
enrollment; however, it appears that the magnet programs are impacting
the enroliment at the schools as intended.

With respect to ethnic distributions, it is difficult to make conclusive
statements about the impact of the magnet programs. Minor shifts in the
ethnic composition of each campus may have been due more to changes in
the ethnic composition of Austin than to the presence of a magnet program.

However, it is apparent that magnet schools with a predominant minority
enroliment attracted more minority than anglo students. The minority
students that transferred for reasons of attending an elementary magnet
school in 1985-86 represented an average of 29% of all magnet transfers
to minority-dominant schools, compared to an average of 19% at the magnet
schools with a predominant Anglo enrollment. Overall, minorities
represented 21% of all magnet transfer students in 1985-86.

Anglo students transferred out of minority-dominant schools at a higher
rate than out of Anglo-dominant schools. Anglo students represented an
1verage of nearly 49% of the transfers out of minority-dominant schools
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in 1985-86 compared to an average ¢f 41% of the transfers out of
Anglo-dominant schools. These percentages represent 7% and 4% of the
total enrollment at each type of school, respectively.

In general, it appears that AISD's magnet programs have had a greater
impact on campus enrollments than on ethnic composition. For the magnet
schools to achieve the objective of attracting Anglo students voluntarily
to the minority-dominant schools, greater effort would need to be focused
on attracting Anglos as well as retaining them.

While the magnet programs represent an attracting force at the schools,
the extent of their impact should be interpreted cautiously, as other
factors that influence enrollment and ethnic composition have remained
unaccounted for here.

51
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FIGURE B-1

ANNUAL CAMPUS ENROLLMENTS SINCE 1979-80,
THE YEAR PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF DESEGREGATION
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MAGNET CAMPUS ENROLLMENT
LONGITUDINAL BY ETHNICITY

PERCENT
CAMPUS BLACK HISPANIC  ANGLO/OTHER  TOTAL  CHANGE
BROOKE
=—T1579-80 10 ( 2%) 451 (95%) 14 ( 3%) 475
1980-81 7 5 2%; 257 (61%) 155 (37%) 419 -12%
1981-82 6 ( 2% 243 (65%) 123 33%§ 372 -11%
1982-83 7 ( 2%) 250 (68%) 110 (30% 367 - 1%
1983-84* 9 ( 3%) 215 264%) 112 (33%) 336 - 8%
1984-85 14 g 4%) 218 (63%) 113 (33%) 305  + 3%
1985-86 13 ( 4%) 228 (69%) 91 (27%) 332 - 4
BRYKER HOODS .
T979-80 9 ( 3%) 24 ( 9%) 247 (88%) 280
1980-81 97 (41%) 19 ( 8%) 122 (51%) 238 -15%
1981-82 88 (42%) 20 (10%) 102 (48%) 210 -12%
1982-83* 83 (372) 20 ( 93) 122 (54%) 225  + 7%
1983-84 80 (37%) 17 ( 8%) 119 (55%) 216 - 43
1984-85 79 (29%) 46 (17%) 145 254%) 270  +25%
1985-.i¢ 77 (33%) 34 (15%) 119 (52%) 230 -15%
GULLE;
107y 2 (.5%) 5 ( 1%) 347 (98.5%) 354
1980-81 144 (382) 23 ( 63) 216 (56%) 383  + 8%
1981-82 135 (38%) 23 ( 7%) 192 (55%) 350 - 9%
1982-83* 134 (35%) 35 ( 93) 216 (56% 385  +10%
1983-84 130 (35%) 43 (12%) 194 (53% 367 - 59
1984-85 130 (34%) 62 (162) 193 (50%) 385  + 5%
1985-86 144 (37%) 48 (122) 198 (51%) 390  + 1%
HIGHLAND PARK
T979-80 5 ( 1%) 13 ( 3%) 492 &96%) 510
1980-81 4 ( 1%) 165 (45%) 197 (54%) 366  -28%
1981-82 3 ( 1%) 183 (52%) 163 (47%) 349 - 5%
1982-83* 11 ( 3%) 170 (46%) 192 (51%) 373+ 7%
1983-84 12 ( 3%) 189 (48%) 196 (49%) 397+ 6%
1984-85 7 ( 2%) 155 (39%) 238 (59%) 400  + 1%
1985-86 7 ( 2%) 136 (35%) 246 (63%) 389 - 3%

* Indicates first year of magnet program.

Figure B-1. ANNUAL CAMPUS ENROLLMENTS SINCE 1979-80, THE YEAR PRIOR TO

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF DESEGREGATION.
APPENDIX B
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1

* Indicates first year of magnet program.

a

PERCENT
CAMPUS BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO/OTHER  TOTAL  CHANGE
ORTEGA
= 1979-80 172 (54%) 144 545%§ 4 g 1% 320
1980-81 98 30%; 116 (36% 112 (34% 326 + 2%
1981-82 84 (31% 106 {3&%5 85 $31%) 275 -16%
1982-83 89. (35%) 97 #39%} 68 (27%) 254 - 8%
1983-84* 75 (263) 124 {23}) 91 231% 290 +14%
1984-85 69 22%; 144 &46%; 99 {32% 312 + 7%
1985-86 69 (22% 140 (36%) 97 (322) 306 - 2%
SIMS
~1979-80 371 (91%) 31 ( 8%3) 5 ( 1%) 407
1980-81 179 (65%) 25 ( 9%) 73 (26%) 277 -329
1981-82 142 (63%) 32 (15%) 51 (22%) 225 ~19%
1982-83% 132 (64%) 37 (18%) 36 §18%) 205 - 9
1983-84 163 (61%) 38 (14%) 65 (25%) 266 +30%
1984-85 156 (59%) 40 (15%) 67 (26%; 263 - 1%
1985-86 165 (62%) 35 (13%) 68 (25% 268 + 2%
SECONDARY :
MURCHISON
—1979-80 127 (18% 21 ( 3%) . 561 §79%§ 709
1980-81 130 gzaz) 148 (27%) 268 (49% 546 -23%
1981-82 146 (28%) 129 (25%; 238 %47%; 507 - 7%
1982-83 127 (24%) 160 (30% 241 (46% 528 + 4%
1983-84 133 221% 219 ﬁss%; 280 244%; 632 +20%
1984-85 122 (20% 247 (40% 249 (40% 618 - 2%
1985-86% 117 (19%) 264 (43%) 236 (382%) 617 0%
LsJ
1979-80 665 (42%) 142 ( 9%) 766 (49%) 1,573
1980-81 732 (48%) 136 ( 9%) 663 (43%) 1,531 - 3%
1981-82 729 (522) 119 ( 9%) 554 (39%; 1,402 - 8%
1982-83 718 (55%) 116 ( 9%) 464 (36% 1,298 - 7%
1983-84 691 (592) 91 2 8%) 390 (33%) 1,172 ~10%
1984-85 722 (63%) 103 ( 9%) 327 (28%) 1,152 - 2%
1985-86* 826 (63%) 114 ( 9%) 369 (28%) 1,309 +14%

Figure B-1. (Continued, Page 2 of 2)
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FIGURE B-2

ANNUAL NUMBER OF TRANSFERS GRANTED
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ATTENDING THE MAGNET PROGRAM
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STUDENT TRANSFER INFORHATION
Hagnet Transfers To Hagnet Schools: 1985-86

SECONDARY:
n
=N
W To: Kurchison
5‘ 85
1] From:
043 Fulmore 1
o 045 Lamar 1
o 045 Burnet [
. 04/ U, Henry 1]
048 Pearce ]
— U49 Porter 3
e 051 Martin 0
= 054 Bedichek 0
o Ud> Uobie 1
= 3.
g g TOTAL 9
&~ M A
n.3g
— )
> o
«Q
w )
C W To: SciencgsAcademy
o From:
“h 002 Austin 8
» 003 Jonnston 29
004 Lanier 24
005 McCallum 12
UUb Reagan 20
007 Travis 12
008 Crockett 18
009 Anderson 9
TUTAL 132
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FIGURE B-3

MAGNET TRANSFERS IN RELATION TO ALL TRANSFERS
AND TO CAMPUS ENROLLMENT
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85.41 ' . Attachment B-1

~ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Department of Management Informetion
Office of Research and Evaluation

January 27, 1986

To: Kathy Silva
From: Margie Gaines ﬂ@%’.
Subject: Student Transfer Information

Date Needed: January 31, 1986

Transfer information for the following selected schools and years is
being requested for the purpose of the Magnet School Program Evaluation:

(One Copy Only For Each Year requested)

For school years ending Year ending 86 only:
81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86: :

108 052

110 010

117

119

126

139

Information Needed:

Student transfers TO the above schools (STUTRTOL)
Student transfers FROM the above schools {STUTRLST)

Information needed includes student's name, number, grads, athnicity,
sending or receiving school, date of transfer, and reason for transver.

Your respense to this information request on or befo;o January 31 wnu?d
be greatly apprec1ated

:mlg

Approvéd :-D o—:-Q A Q"-""

Assistant Director )
Office of Research and Evaluation
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Magnet Schools Assistance Program
Appendix C
SCIENCE ACADEMY ENTRANCE/SELECTION CRITERIA

67
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SCIENCE ACADEMY ENTRANCE/SELECTION CRITERIA

Purpose

A common objection tr aznet schools is that they attract the best and
brightest students 2. ; ¥rom their home schools. In an effert to
circumvent accusatiza f elitism while still admitting students capable
of performing well i. the intense curriculum, the Science Academy
established an application and selection process that placed emphasis on
the student's interest in science and math. The purpose of Appendix C is
to evaluate the selection criteria used for admitting students to the
Science Academy. Data were collected and analyzed to address the
following decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D3. Should the Science Academy of Austin Magnet
Program be continued as it is, modified, expanded, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D3-6 What are the Science Academy entrance
criteriay

Evaluation Question D3-11. What were the characteristics of
students who:
e Applied to the Science Academy?
® Were accepted?
e Enrolled?
.0 Left?

The answers to these questioné will provide information about what kind
of student is interested in the Science Academy, is accepted, and either
remains or leaves.

Procedure

Rata Collection

Informaiion recardinig application procedures and student applicants was
collectad by the Magnet Evaluator from the Science Acadzmy Director and
from student §iles located at the Science Academy office at LBJ High
School. The 4"ta were collected during the months of December, 1985, and
January, 1286.

Each application submitted was reviewed and the quantitative information
was obtained for analysis. Attachment C-1 is a copy of the application
used for screening and selecting students.
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Analysis

The scores obtained from the applications were entered into a computer
data file and , =pared for analysis by the following steps:

1. Student identification numbers, student interest ratings, and
teachey' recommendation ratings obtained from the applications
were eittered in a computer data file.

2. A coding System was established to indicate the action taken
on each application. Each applicant had a code entered. The
codes used were:

1 = Applicant accepted and was still enrolled as of
April 30, 1986.
2 = Applicant accepted but dropped out by April 30, 1986.
3 = Appiicant cancelled prior to an accept/reject
decision.
4 = Applicant rejected.
5 = Applicant accepted but student either cancelled or

did not show.

3. A programmer in the Office of Research and Evaluation wrote a
program to match student ID numbers with the eighth-grade ITBS
computer file or the ninth-and tenth-grade TAP computer file
to obtain accurate and recent standardized test scores. Test
scores were entered on the original applications, but many
students had missing data that could be obcained through this
step.

4. The 252 students for whom complete test score information was
available were retained for performing all statistical
analyses other than frequency tabulations.

Statistical analyses performed on the data included frequencies,
smiariate statistics, Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), and
diserimingnt function analyses. All procedures were performed using the
Statistical Analysis System (SAS) programs. Attachment C-3 contains the
SAS programs to pe~form the univariate and MANOVA statistics.

Science Academy applicants' percentile scores on subtests of a
standardized test were used to predict whether a student should be ,
accepted or rejected. Knowledge of how they were classified (accepted or
rejected) and their standardized subtest scores was needed to determine
how they should have been clacsified based on the mathematical rule
derived by the discriminant function that best revealed the differences
between the groups. Attachment C-2 shows the SAS command file for the
discriminant function analysis.

A Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was performed to examine the

differences among the five classification groups on a set of standardized
teit subtest scores. In addition to the multivariate significance tests,
27t hoc pairwise comparisons for each classification pair were performed
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using Scheffe s iust for zach of the {ive subtest variables to investi-
gate where significant ¢roup differences existed.

Results

Entrance Criteria

Attachment C-1 is a copy of the application form used for selecting
students for the Science Academy for Fall, 1985. Background infurmation
and a student essay were used for assessing the student's interest in
science, math, or technology and the student's eagerness to attend the
Science Academy. Two teacher recommendations were required for the
purpose of obtaining information about each student's classroom behavior
and performance.

Standardized test scores were used as a way to establish academic
criteria that were presumed to be the minimum for success in the
program. A preliminary guideline was used: the reading and math
percentile scores should sum to at least 140, and no other score should
be below the 50th percentile.

Basecd on the initial information gathered on the application, students
were either rejected or invited for an interview with the Science Academy °
staff. During che interview, students were queried abcut their interest
in attending the Science Academy. It was important that the student have
the desire to attend without feeling pressured or persuaded by the
parents.

Student Characteristics
The following frequencies were accurate as of April 30, 1986.
Of the 283 applications submitted:

e 199 (70%) were males, and

e 84 (30%) were females.

0f the 283 applicants whose ethnicity was known, each ethnic group was
represented by the following number and percentage:

& Anglo 183 (65%),
@ Black 55 (19%),

. & Hispanic 32 (11%), and
® Asian 13 { 5%).

0f the 283 applications for which the selection status was known (using
the coding system indicated above), the number and percent in each
category was as follows:
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e 1 = Accept/Stay: 168 (59%),
o 2 = Accept/Drop: 25 ( 9%),
¢ 3 = Cancelled: 27 (10%),
e 4 = Rejected: 39 (14%). and
® 5 = Accept/Cancel: 23 ( 8%).

Figure C-1 is a frequency table by sex and ethnicity for each application
status category.

Figure C-2 compares median percentile scores by ethnicity and grade level
of those who applied and those who were accepted to districtwide median
scores. Figure C-3 presents univariate information on the reduced set of
student scores. The median, mean, standard deviation, and range are
presented for each score considered in the selection process. Percentile
and grade equivalent scores for eighth-grade ITBS subtest scores and
ninth- and tenth-grade TAP subtest scores are presented separately. The
univariate statistics revealed the following:

° The students who were accepted included students with subtest
scores below the 50th percentile in one or more areas.

] In general, of the ammlicants who were accepted, the median’
percentile scores of students who stayed in the program were
higher than the median scores of students who either dropped
or declined acceptance.

o Many potentially successful students self-selected themselves
out of the appiication-selection process. Their reasons for
doing so are unknown.

° As a group, the students who were rejected failed to meet the
preliminary guideline of mathematics + reading percentiles
greater than or equal to 140. However, individuals with
scores above 140 were rejected, and students with combined
scores less than 140 were accepted.

Multivariate Statistics

Figure C-4 shows the classification output for the discriminant function
analysis. Because there were only four ninth- and tenth- grade students
who were rejected, only the eighth-grade reduced sample could be
analyzed. The meaning of the results of the discriminant function
classification are explained in the discussion. The discriminant
function performed on the eighth-grade applicants using ITBS percentile
subtest scores revealed the following:

] 0f the 132 applicants who were accxpted, 92.4% were accurately
classified. Ten students {7.6%) <hould have been rejected
based on percentile scores alcne.
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e 0f the 33 eighth-grade applicants who were rejected, four
students (12%) had percentile scores that would have justified
accepting then.

) Overall, there was a 91.5% classification accuracy rate.

Figure C~5 shows the multivariate and univariate significance test
resuits. Again, because of the 1imited number of ninth- and tenth-grade
applicants, only the eighth-grade applicants were analyzed by means of &
MANOVA. The results of the MANOVA and post hoc comparisons revealed th:
following:

@  The overall MANOVA was significant using Wilk's Critericn, F
(20, 594) = 9.94, p < .0001.

] The univariate significance test for each of the five subtest
scores was significant beyond the alpha = .0001 level.

(- For science subtest scores, only applicants who were accepted
and stayed differed significantly from those who were rejected.

° There were no significant differences among the subgroups of
the applicants who were accepted (i.e., stayed, dropped, or no
show/cancelled).

Discussion

From Figure C~1 it can be determined that the Science Academy attracted
.more male than female applicants by a greater than 2:1 ratio. Males
comprised 71% of the applicant pool and 72% of all who were accepted.
Likewise, females represented 29% of the pool and 28% of those accepted.
Males and females were represented in the acceptance group at proportions
comparable to their representation in the entire group of applicants.

Asians were accepted at a rate comparable to their representation in the
entire group. However, Hispanics were slightly underrepresented in the
acceptance group (8% of all accepted compared to 11% of all applicants),
and Blacks were slightly underrepresented at 17% of the acceptances
compared to 20% of all the applicants. Anglos were Somewhat
overrepresented (70% compared to 64%). Despite these discrepancies,

there was no evidence to suggest there was a definite bias toward either
an ethnic or gender group given the composition of the pool of applicants.

With respect to achievement, the students accepted into the Science
Academy represented a wide range of ability levels, although the majority
tended to cluster around the 85th percentile. The median percentile and
grade equivalent scores of those who applied ar< those who were accepted
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were significantly above the districtwide medians for each ethnic group
and on each of the ITBS or TAP subtests. However, because the sample
sizes within some ethnic groups were very small (n=1 or n=2), thereby
making merdian scores unreliable, comparisons to districtwide median
scores should be made with caution.

The Science Academy had a relatively low attrition rate during the first
year considering the nature and difficulty of the program. Of those who
actually enrolled, 12.9% dropped out. Those who dropped generally did so’
because the family moved out of the district, the student wanted to

return to the home school to be with friends, or because of disciplinary
problems. Poor academic performance was not used as a reason for
dismissal from the program because the entrance criteria stressed

interest and motivation rather than achievement.

Because factors other than achievement were considered when selecting
applicants, the discriminant function analysis could not consider
non-quantitative criteria. Of the ten students who should have been
rejected based on percentile scores alone, only one student had actually
withdrawn to attend another school in the district. Whether or not
achievement scores will predict attrition after the first year cannot be
determined until a later time.

With respect to the four rejected students who qualified based on
achievement, their rejection was most 1ikely based on evidence that
suggested the student did not have sufficient interest to be recommended
for acceptance. Although the students 1ikely had the ability to be
successful, the intention was to avoid discontent by not selecting them.

The continued monitoring of the admission and selection process would
1ikely reveal the accuracy with which academic success is predicted.
Validation of the prediction ability of the first-year methods must wa1t
until other outcome criterion data become available.
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SCIENCE ACADEMY OF AUSTIN
APPLICANT SUMMARY

[STATUS FALE FEFRALE ASIAN BLACK HISPANIC  ANGLO/OTHER |
ACCEPT/STAY '

N 122 46 9 30 12 117

4 43 16 3 11 4 41
Accept/Drop

] 6 0 4 1 20

4 7 2 0 1 .4 7
Accept/Cancel

N ‘ 15 8 1 2 5 15

% 5 3 .4 1 2 5
Rejected

N 24 16 2 13 9 16

? 8 6 1 5 3 5
Cancelled

N 19 8 1 6 5 15

% 7 3 4 2 2 5
Total

N 199 84 13 55 32 183

4 70 30 5 19 11 - 65

Figure C~1. SCIENCE ACADEMY APPLICANT FREQUENCIES BY SEX AND ETHNICITY
WITHIN CATEGORIES.

APPENDIX C
&5




85.41

FIGURE C-2

MEDIAN PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
BY GRADE LEVEL AND ETHNICITY
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MEDIAN PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
BY GRADE LEVEL AND ETHRICITY

Eighth Grade ITBS Subtests

SCIENCE ACADEMY

SCIENCE ACADEMY

DISTRICTKIDE APPLICANTS ACCEPTANCES
k GRAUE
PERCENTILE EQUIVALENT  PERCENTILE EQUIVALENT  PERCENTILE  EQUIVALENT
READING
BLK 33 7.67 69 9.75 78 10. 25
5P 36 7.77 71 9.85 80 10. 35
A/0 71 9.84 91 11.30 93 11.40
MATHEMATICS
BLK 32 7.78 63 9.25 77 9.95
HSP 39 8.12 75 9.80 81 10.15
A/0 69 9.52 91 10.80 92 10. 80
LANGUAGE
BLK 46 8.41 72 10. 20 82 10.90
HSP 48 8.54 74 10. 35 85 11.15
A/0 76 10.42 92 11.50 93 11.80
WORK STUDY SKILLS
BLK 33 7.55 69 9.75 83 10.55
HSP 41 8.05 76 10.20 82 10.50
A/0 73 9.98 92 11.30 94 11.45
Figure C-2. ITBS AND TAP MEDIAN PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUJVALENT SCORES, BY
GRADE LEVEL AND ETHNICITY, COMPARING SCIENCE ACADEMY APPLICANTS
AND ACCEPTANCES TO DISTRICTWIDE MEDIANS. Grade 8: ITBS,

(Page 1 of 3).
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Ninth Grade TAP Subtests

SCIENCE ACADEMY SCIENCE ACADEMY
DISTRICTHIDE APPLICANTS ACCEPTANCES
GRADE GRADL GRADE
PERCENTILE EQUIVALEWT PERCENTILE EQUIVALENT PERCENTILE EGUIVALEN]

READING

BLK 29 8.07 76 13.20 76 13.20

HSP 36 8.62 72 13.30 83 14.40

A/0 70 12.26 90 15.90 91 16.20
MATHEMATICS

BLK 25 7.95 80 13.90 83 14.40

HSP 32 8.59 55 11.15 75 13.10

A/Q 72 12.52 93 16.40 92 16.20
USING SOURCES

BLK 36 8.73 68 13.70 68 13.70

HSP 44 9.39 85 14.60 88 15.30

A/0 72 12.50 93 16.80 93 16.80
SCIENCE .

BLK 26 7.64 76 13.00 77 13.20

HSP 33 8.28 62 11.85 90 15.30

A/0 69 11.98 95 16.10 95 16.10

Figure C-2. (Continued, Page 2 of 3), Grade 9: TAP.
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Tenth Grade TAP Subtests

SCIENCE ACADEMY SCIENCE ACADEMY
DISTRICTHIDE APPLICANTS ACCEPTANCES
GRADE GRADE GRADE
PERCENTILE  EQUIVALENT PERCENTILE  EQUIVALENT PERCENTILE  EQUIVALENT
READING :
BLK 39 ' 9.68 61 12.20 61 12.20
HSP 43 10.08 == emee- --  m==a-
A/0 74 14.06 77 14.80 77 14.80
MATHEMATICS
BLK 36 9.45 39 9.80 39 9.80
HSP 44 10.44 -  eee-- - e==e-
A/0 74 14.19 73 14.10 73 14.10

USING SOURCES

BLK 36 9.55 34 9.30 34 9.30

HSP 42 10.09 - e - eeme-

A/0 73 14.07 83 15.95 83 15.95
SCIENCE

BLK 35 9.47 a1 10.10 - 41 10.10

HSP 40 9.98 . eeee- - e

A/O 71 13.61 86 15.70 86 15.70

Figure C-2. (Continued, Page 3 of 3), Grade 10: TAP.
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FIGURE C-3

SCIENCE ACADEMY APPLICANT STANDARDIZED TEST SCORES
BY DECISION CATEGORY
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FIGURE C-5
MULTIVARIATE AND UNIVARIATE SIGNIFICANCE TEST RESULTS
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ATTACHMENT C-1
1986 SCIENCE ACADEMY STUDENT APPLICATION FORMS
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Attachment C-1
?5'41 (Page 1 of 8)

INTERVIEWS: FEBRUARY 15, 1986

PLEASE RETURN APPLICATIONS TO:
Applications t
c¢/o The Science Academy of Ausf
7309 Lazy Creek Lane
Austin, Texas  78724-3299, .

PLEASE ATTACH A
RECENT PHOTO SO
THAT WE GET TO

KNOW YOU QUICKLY

1986 SCIENCE ACADEMY STUDENT APPLICATION FORM

(PLEASE PRINT ANSWERS 1-9)

l. Name . 1 Grade
2. Date of Birth ' | Male Female
3. Address

Street Apt. #

City - State Z2ip Code
4. Home phone # Parent work #

5. Name of Parent(s) / Guardian(s)

Address (es) of Parent (s) /Guardian(s)

City State Zip Code

6. Present School

7a. What are your plahs after graduating from high school?

]

7b. Semester/Year applying for:

8. Name the extra-curricular activities in which you parﬁicipate:

9. What topics in science and/or mathematics interest you most?

(PLEASE WRITE . (CURSIVE) ANSWERS 10~17 IN A LEGIBLE MANNER ~NO TYPING)

10. What hobbies and/or strong interests do you have?

. APPENDIX C : .
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11.

12,

13.

14 e’

15.

(Page 2 of 8) .

Give the names of teachers who have taught you and are
completing the recommendation forms. (Preferably science,
mathematics, and/or English teachers). . ,

A. Name .

Course taught School
B. Name '
" Course taught _ School

Briefly describe your participation in science and/or
mathematics activities, both in and out of school (Include
clubs, fairs, workshops, research projects, jobs, volunteer
work, etc.)

What has been your greatest challenge in life, to this point?

Have you taken a foreign language? If so, which language?

Which foreign language(s) would you take at the Science Academy?

French - _Spanish Russian Latin German

List any hdnors or awards you have won (both in and out of
school)
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: (Page 3 of 8)

16. In the space provided below, please write (cursive) a brief
essay explaining why you wish to attend the Science.Academy.
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85.41 - | - Attachment C-1
S ' (Page 4 of 8)

- SCIENCE ACADEMI.STUDENT APPLICATION
TEACHER RgcomMENDA'r;on FORM
TO TEACHER: The following checklist is des;gned to assist us in the
evaluation of applicants to the Science Academy of

Austin. Please circle the appropriate number that best
describes the student below. _

STUDENT'S NAME

. . . %‘L
"0 o%
6??9 g?ss ‘ﬁss
gﬁ& W}S i

l. Academic performance

in your class 1 2 3 4 5
2. Academic potential

and/or ability 1 2 3 4 5
3. Industry/perseverance 1 2 3 4 5
4. Influence/leadership 1 2 3 4 5
5. Initiative 1 2 3 4 5
6. Curiosity 1 2 3 4 "5
7. Sociability/social .

maturity 1 2 3 4 5
8. Dependability/

cooperativeness 1 2 3 4 5
9. Attendance/

punctuality 1 2 3 4 5
10. Motivation 1 2 3 4 5

*PLEASE FEEL FREE TO MAKE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE BACK OF THIS
SHEET. INCLUDE AN EXAMPLE FOR EACH RATING OF EXCELLENT. THIS IS
IMPORTANT TO THE . EVALUATION.

Teacher's Signature Date

Class(es) in which evaluator taught this applicant:

Report card grade(s) earned:
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85.41 . Attachment C-1

(Page 5 of 8)

INTERVIEWER FORM

1. Pleass make tha spplicents feal wanted and walcomed. : :
2. Remembar thet many of the spplicants are concerned that they might not ba accepted,
3. During each interviaw (13-10 minutes) allow tha -ppucunt somg’ time to ask quntlonn about LBJ,
4. Tell the applicant a little about youraalf.
S. Bomeone will deliver epplications to and froa your table,
6. Review aach application for a fow minutes before the lnt-rvhv.
7. Ask these quseticns in epy crder you choosa.
& Add your own questions as applicaMle,

. 9+ Thank you for your time and effort. .
10, Place thia completad form with the application.

INTERVIEWER'S NAME

STUDENT'S NAME PRESENT SCHOOL

A. If you were designing the gcience Academy grogram for your specinl needz, describe the
classcs, teachers, and opportunities so that they are ideal for yOu.

B. Who wants you to attend the Science Academy more, you or your parents? Why?

C. Hould you come to this program if your parents were the only ones vho wanted you to
attend? why or why not? .

¢

D. Which activities are most enjoyable to you? Will you participate in thig activity
while at the Science Acadamy?

4

-

E. What are your plans if you are not accepted into tha Sciunce Academy ?
F. What have you heard about the Science Academy program?

C. Which of your friends will be in tiie Science Academy piogrum? In your opinlon, why
are they attending? . ' .

R. What makes you feel uncomfortable about attending the Science Academy at LBJI?

X. What questions do you hava about thisg bgggrami

8¢ EVALUATION: This student would be (oxcellentlgoodlfairlpoor) for' the sclence Academy
program at LbJ.
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(Page & of 8)
" " PARENT - INVERVIEW

1. Why do you want your child:to attend the Science Academy of Austin?

2. To what degree are you willing to provide the support necessary for
your child to participate in the Science Academy program? (Transpor-
tation, expenses, rescheduling of activities, assisting with Academy
projects, meeting with teachers, etc.).

3. Hill you attend and participate in parent-teacher meetings when they
are scheduled? . )

4, Vhat else can you tell us about your child that might affect his/her
performance at the Science Academy? (health problems, behavior, etc.)

5. Comments:

" Signature ' ' S Parent/Guardian
' ’ . (cfrcle one)
APPENDIX C -
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85.41 _ : : (Page 7 of 8)
NAME
STUDENT ID# . ETHN
i. STUDENT INTEREST AND DESIRE

-Does the student'e application indicate a strong
interest in science or math or technology?
(Yes, No, Somewhat)

~Does the student seem eager to attend the Sa?
(Yes, No, Somewhat)

II. TEACHER RECOMMENDATION

# of 2 ratings

# of 1 ratings

iIr. 1.T.B.S. TEST
List percentile scores:

RT LT . WST MT

Evaluage as follows:

RT + MT 5 140 (Yes / No)

Each of the above scores ? 50 (Yes / No)

Each of the above scores ? 60 (Yes / No)

Science section percentile score:

IV. NUMBER OF ESSAY GRAMMATICAL MISTAKES

Essay answers question (Yes, No, Somewhat)

V. INTERVIEW RESULTS IN POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION
" {(Yes, No, Somewhat)
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. . ' (Page 8 of 8)

Prezent School

Name

Address

Phone

t my admlssion to the Science Academy of Austin ot
the trensfer form and choice sheet at the

1 formally accep
‘these completed forms with my

LBJ. | have completed
interview or ] shall enclose

acceptance. :
Student'slgnature of acceptance

Parent signature of acceptance

Date

eptence at the Science Academy of Austin at LBJ, i

Despite my acc
o forego this opportunity for the following

have decided ¢
ressonss

student signature of non-acceptance

Parent signature of non-scceptance

Date
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__. NOTE:

s,

_..NOTE:_THE PROCEQURE_SORT USEQ 21,37 SECONDS AND 202K. __.
9 PROC OISCRIM POOL=TEST SLPOOL=.CS LISTERR:
10 'CLASS DECSN; .
11 1D STUID;
12 PRIORS PROPORTIONAL: .
13 VAR RTPILE WSPILE NTPILE_SCIRS LTPILE}
1%
NOTE: THE PROCEOURE OISCRIM_USED 6.52_ SECONDS ANO 416K AND
15 PROC DELETE DATA=LBJKIOS:
16 S
NOTE: THE PRCCEOURE DELETE USED 1.37 SECONDS AND 284K.
. NOTE: SAS USED 416K MEMORY, .
NOTE: SAS INSTITUTE INC.
SAS CIRCLE ___ o . )
PO BOX 8000
CARY, N.Ce 27511=8C00

1 S
NOTE:

AS LOG VSE SAS 82.4

THE JOB EV7SASMG HAS BEEN RUN UNOER RELEASE 82.4 OF SAS

AT AUSTIN INDEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 1019860011} .

NOTE:

cpul0

NO OPTIONS SPECIFIED.

TOATA LAJKIDS:

SET SCIACOITS

VERSION = FE__ SERIAL = 013553 MODEL = 4341 o _

VSE 3.1 JOB EVTSASMG

TITLE *SCIENCE ACADEMY DISCRIHINANT FUNCTIONS®3

1F OECSN NE 33
IF OECSN LE 2 THEN OECSN=9;
_JE_DECSN EQ 5 THEN OECSN=9;

NOTE: DATA SET USEROLC.LBJKIOS HAS 166 UBSERVATIONS AND 19 VARIABLES. 46 0BS/TRK.
___NOVE: THE _DATA_STATEMENT USED 556 SECONDS . AND 322K _

PROC SCRT OATA=LBJKIDS; BY DECSN;

WARNING: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM
REQUIRED BY YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.

" THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNURMALLY.

—— s —— ..

“"ooooo110

00000120
_.00000130 __
~ 00000140
00000150

00000160

Nlrai— . cme

15:39 MONOAYe APRIL 1l4s 1986

00GNO170

00006180

NOTE: OATA SET USEROLC .LBJKIDS HAS 166 OBSERVATIONS AND 19 VARIABLES. 46 UBS/TRK.
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ATTACHMENT C-3

SAS PROGRAM PERFORMING THE UNIVARIATE
AND MANOVA STATISTICS
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I 1 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EV7SASMG

16326 WEONESOAYe APRIL 23, 1986

EL__NOIEi_IHE_JOB_EMJSASHG"HAS_BEEN RUN UNOER RELEASE B82.4 . OF_SAS
" AT AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (21986C01).

ot
. NOQYTE: QEQ[D. VERSION = FF SERIAL =~ Q13553 MODEL = 4341 o

‘| NOTE: NO OPTIONS SPECIFIED.

~ 1 DATA LBJKI0S: 00000110
g2 SET SCIACOIT; 00000120
3 TITLE *MANOVA USING IT8S_SUBTEST PERCENTILE SCORES®: 00000130
4 , . 00000140
8 - .
;3 NOTE: DATA SET USERO10.LBJKIOS HAS_19G_DBSERVATIONS AND 19 VARIABLES. 46 0BS/TRK=
y: NOTE: THE DATA STATZMENT USED %.97 SECONOS AND 322K-.
Lé' s PROC GLMj 00000150
yj 3 - CLASS DECSN: . 00000160
47 MODEL RTPILS LTPILE WSPILE NTPILE SCIRS=0ZCSN; 00000170
4 8 LSHMEANS DECSN; B . 00000180
9 MANOVA H=DEC SN 7 PRINTH PRINTE: 0Cc000190
« 10 MEANS DECSN / SCHESFFE; 00000200
s 11 00000210
512 00000220
v, 13 00000230
A 14 00000240
% 15 00000250
a 16 00000260
i 17 00000270
T 18 00000280
: NOTE: THE PROCSOURE GLM USED 10.29 SECONDS ANO 688K AND PRINTED PAGES 1 TO 15.
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SCIENCE ACADEMY STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Purpose

The Science Academy students represented a select group of students in
terms of their standardized test scores prior to selection and admission
(see Appendix C). Therefore, it was of interest to examine their
achievement at the end of the first year as measured by the Tests of
Achievement and Proficiency (TAP). The following evaluation question was
posed in order to examine information regarding student performance.

Evaluation Question D3-14. What were the characteristics of
dcience Academy students with respect to achievement?

Procedure

Data Collection

All data used to analyze achievement was available on the District’s
computer files. Science posttest scores were taken from the 1986 TAP
vile, and pretest scores were taken from either the 1985 ITBS or TAP file
and add: } to ths ROSE file (explained below).

Anajxses '

In order to compare the achievement performance of Science Academy
students in 1985-86 to other students districtwide, several statistical
procedures were performed. These analyses, known as ROSE, the Report On
School Effectiveness, were developed in the AISD to provide information
about schools based on student achievement. Regression analyses were
used to produce predicted achievement levels in reading, mathematics, and
science for each student based on a variety of characteristics, such as:

° Previous achievement level,

e Sex, .

° Ethnicity,

° Family income (whether or not a student or sibling rece1ved a
free or reduced-price lunch),

] Whether or not the students's school was impacted by
desegregation, .

[ Whether or not a student was reassigned by the desegregation
plan, and

° Whether or not the student was a transfer student.
- The predicted scores wers compared to the students® actual scores. Gains
or losses in achievement were: expressed in terms of grade equivalents. A
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value of +.10 would mean that the students scored one month higher on the
average than similar students districtwide at the same grade level. The
Report On School Effectiveness (ROSE), ORE Pub. No. 85.N, provides more
detailed information on the nature and purpose of the ROSE and for the
definitions of the vectors used in the regression equations.

For doing the analyses for the Science Academy students, the following
steps were followed.
] Because the ROSE file did not include science test scores

(only mathematics and reading), a ROSE file was created which
included the 1985 ITBS total battery grade equivalent score or
the 1985 TAP science grade equivalent and the 1986 TAP science
grade equivalent scores for all high school students
districtwide (see Attachment D-la). (The ITBS does not have a
science subtest; hence, the tctal battery score was used.)

) To obtain a predicted science achievement level for each
student, regression analyses on science scores were run
separately for ninth and tenth graders using only those
students who had valid mathematics and reading tests (under
the assumption that the majority of the test sections were
taken under conditions that yielded valid scores if
mathematics and reading were valid). A score was considered
invalid if the student was special ed, A or B LEP, or if a
condition arose during testing that could have affected the
validity of the subtest.

] The residual science score, which is the difference between
the predicted and actual score, was plotted against the 1985
pretest score for each student (ITBS total battery for ninth
jraders and TAP science grade equivalent for tenth graders),
and outliers were identified for removal if their residual
score was beyond the third standard deviation (+/- 3 std).

] The regressions were rerun with outliers removed (see
Attachment D-1b).

(] The predicted achigvement level was found for each Science
Academy student by selecting them off of the districtwide ROSE
file.

] The average residual for the Science Academy students was then
calculated and compared to the average residual for the
District at the two grade levels for statistical significance
(see Attachment D-1c). If the z-score for the mean residual
was greater than 1.96 (p < .05), then the Science Academy
students exceeded their predicted gain and also gained more
than similar students districtwide.
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e ROSE analyses for reading and mathematics were done in the
same way, except that outliers had already been eliminated
from the file (see Attachment D-2).

Results
The results are presented in ?igure D-1 below, which shows the mean

residual and the number of students on which the analysis was based and a
verbal descriptor summarizing the results.

Program: Science Academy, LBJ High School
Pertormance In...

RADE KEAU I SLIERCE
Exceeded Achieved Exceeded
NINE Predicted Gain Predicted Gain Predicted Gain
(+.46 n=93) (+.32 n=93) {(+.92 n=91)
Achieved Exceeded Achieved
TEN Predicted Gain Predicted Gain Predicted Gain
{+.37 n=36) (+.78 n=36) (+.42 n=36)

Figure D-i. ROSE ANALYSES COMPARING SCIENCE ACADEMY STUDENTS TO SIMILAR
STUDENTS DISTRICTWIDE.

The 1986 TAP median grade equivalent scores for the Science Academy
students and students districtwide in reading, mathematics, and science
are presented in Figure D-2 belcw. Districtwide scores were obtained
from the report, Student Achievement, 85-86, ORE Pub. No. 85.58.

1986 TAP MEDIAN GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES

READIRG MATHERATICS SCIERCE
Grade 9:
Science Academy 15.90 15.50 15.70
Districtwide 10.16 10.52 10:19
Grade 10: ;
Science Academy 17.30 17.35 16.00
Districtwide 12.65 12.64 12.28

Figure D-2. TAP MEDIAN GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, 1986. Science
Academy versus districtwide scores.
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Discussion

After inspecting these results, it would be interesting to hypothesize
why nintk- and tenth-grade patterns of achievement were so different.
Why did ninth graders exceed their predicted level of achievement in
science but tenth graders did not? Why did tenth graders exceed
predicted gains in mathematics but ninth graders did not?

The TAP teacher's manual was examined for information that would help
explain the science results. The test level at which ninth graders were
tested primarily covered scientific reasoning (15% of all items), biology
(43%), and earth and space science (35%), with five questions covering
physics and chemistry (3% each). Ninth-grade Science Academy students
took a double period of biology, and some took chemistry or physics.
Therefore, compared te other students districtwide, ninth-grade Academy
students had more experience with the science concepts and skills
measured by the TAP and would be expected to outgain similar students
districtwide.

The science tested by the TAP at the tenth-grade level does not differ
significantly in content from the ninth-grade level, although scientific
reasoning (29%) is stressed more and biology (37%) is tested less, and
there are four questions on physics and chemistry (3% each). Higher
level skills are emphasized more at the tenth-grade level. However, the
tenth-grade Science Academy curriculum covered mostly physics and
chemistry. Tenth-grade Science Academy science enrollments were only 32%
biology (1st semester) and 20% (2nd semester) compared to 58% biology
enrollments each semester districtwide. Therefore, given the content of
- the test, which mismatched the Science Academy curricuium, the
tenth-grade Science Academy students' achievement did not differ
significantly from the level of-achievement attained by other students
districtwide. Science Academy students did not have the opportunity to
demonstrate proficiency in science, because they were not tested in the
content areas they studied during the year.

The ROSE results were shared with the director, who provided insight into
some possible explanations for the discrepancy in mathematics achievement
levels. The mathematics curriculum for the ninth- and tenth-grades was
well- developed, but was not implemented well at the ninth-grade level.
A new, inexperienced algebra teacher and an experienced geometry teacher,
who had not taught algebra in several years, but taught algebra to ninth
graders were possible contributors to the discrepancy between ninth- and
tenth-grade achievement. On the other hand, very experienced teachers
"with several math competition championships to their credit taught tenth-
grade mathematics.

More attention could be devoted to identifying other conditions and
experiences that would contribute to or confound the achievement levels
of the Science Academy students. As the students move from grade to
grade, it is expected that the cumulative effect of the Science Academy
experience would impact achievement.
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It is also possible that a ceiling effect was beginning to show. Because
most of the Science Academy students were achieving at high levels, the
norming scales coul<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>