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Bill 1 to provide extended learning opportunities for students in kindergarten through grade 8 

who are at risk of academic failure.  The primary focus of an OEY program is to immediately 

reduce and ultimately eliminate the need for student retention by providing additional 

instructional time for students to master the State’s academic performance standards (Texas 

Education Code Section 42.152 & 29.082).  OEY programs are designed to accommodate four 

school-day options: 1) extended day; 2) extended week; 3) intersession for year-round schools; 

and 4) summer school.  A school district may provide instructional services during any of these 

programs for a period of time not to exceed 30 days.  Since 1993, the Austin Independent School 

District (AISD) has used the OEY program in each of these options to reduce the number of 

AISD students at risk of being retained.  AISD conducted OEY programs during the spring (4th-

5th grades) and summer (4th-8th grades) of 2003 at 76 schools and served 2,312 students who 

would have been retained without the benefit of supplemental instructional. 
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EXPENDITURES 

AISD received OEY program funds in January 2003.  The Final Expenditure report 

submitted in September 2003 by AISD as part of the TEA OEYP Evaluation Report for 2002-03 

did not include additional expenses posted after the 9/30/03 submission date.  Therefore, the 

amounts shown in this report reflect expenditures as of 9/30/03 only.  These expenditures show a 

project cost of $831,137.  Payroll costs for school staff and other program support staff made up 

the largest share of the project budget at $606,529 (73%).  Instructional and office supplies, 

textbooks, testing materials, and janitorial supplies cost $141,962 (17%).  Other operating costs 

such as refreshments, transportation, awards and incentives cost $65,483 (8%).  Contracted 

services (e.g., child care for parental involvement activities or nursing services) cost $17,164 

(2%).   

STAFFING  
In 2002-03, AISD used OEYP funds to support salaries of 318 staff members.  Of these, 

269 were teachers and 49 were other staff (e.g., principals, teacher aides, mentors, cler050pISm
(e)Tj
12 0 0 12 w 12 0 0 12 iu.sd3.16 Tm
( teo60ow 0 1s0f5h43pec9fipalso2 0 0 12f5/curriculu
12 0 0 12 258.7251 360ow 0 1s0f5h43p12 0 0 1.1693m
(e)Tj
0709fipalso2 0 0 /5I94n 443.16 Tm
(269 wereya ipalTj
08 sone-0.0001 Tc 0.1548 050 iu.sd3.16 Tm
(382 603 0 0 /5I94n 443etion Repor.16 Tm
(26 )Tj
Although0.0006 Tc 0.0627 21812 0 0 12 72 543teo60ow 02 Tm
( )Tj
Table
-0Tj
0ost31812 0 0 12 131.8969 623ow 02 Tm
( )Tj
ly 
12 0 0 12 241.3193.8415w 02 Tm
( )Tj
eing12 0 0 12 258.7256 Tw3.1602 Tm
( )Tj
003 e prrs and 40.0001 Tc 0.0401 22112 0 0 12 308.1597 603ow 02 Tm
( )Tj
Tj
0YP throu2 0 0 12 371.8935 6w 12 02 Tm
( )Tj
gh0fund,2 1tional ex2 0 0 12 444.4075 39792 02 Tm
( )Tj
volrrs and 40.005 Tc 0.0288 T4 12 0 0 12 282 43teo60ow382 Tm
( )Tj
workedhis ree fund)but oth)TTj
0YP through0oopera0.0001 Tc 0.0401 Tw 12 0 0 12 424.53 48443.1382 Tm
( )Tj
d(26icul)Tjsour coTj
Als0.005 Tc 0.0288 T4282 0 0 12 437.1598 603.1382 Tm
( )Tj
o, w
12 0 0 12 540.0543 60021382 Tm
( )Tj
x2 0 0 12 444.4076 60021382 Tm
( )Tj
cipals,)Tj
606,.0006 Tc 0.0627 21 12 0 0 12 72 623.1363 Tm
(de upAccelng ced2 0 0 12 241.31 4841141363 Tm
(de up ReadostsI12 0 0 12 131.8999.28041363 Tm
(de uptional ana0.0001 Tc 3.0627 21712 0 0 12 223.7998 6c 0.363 Tm
(de upcampOEYs oth)Taskedhiff (e.g.0006 Tc 1.0627 21812 0 0 12 72 54392 Tm
0.363 Tm
(de upooperathas reos)TTj
0YP with0.0004 Tc 0.0646 T7 12 0 0 12 72 543. Tc 0.342 Tm
((17%fund)Tj
0s oorkedhwith0opeiff udetrans 12)..0007 Tc 0.0305 T7932 0 0 12 308.1591.5c 0.342 Tm
((17%00  )he projeTjspondostsipals,)Tj
6n
12 0 0 12 431.2393.5828.342 Tm
((17%12 0 0 12 540.0598.7820.342 Tm
((17%dsone-or2 0 0 12 513.2541 Tw3.1342 Tm
((17%40.005 Tc 0.0288 24312 0 0 12 72 543. Tc 0.324 Tm
((17%moh)Tingson9 wegels,)Tj
rsiooperac)Tgr
12 0 0 12 431.2284 4067.324 Tm
((17%f �.0001 Tc 0.0401 24612 0 0 12 282 4699.64 0.324 Tm
((17%(e.gwho oorkedhwith0opemg., princSt. Ed)Tj
’s2 0 0 12 513.2582 98 12324 Tm
((17%f0.005 Tc0.0401 T5 12 0 0 12 71.999. Tc 0.305 Tm
( and Uncos)TjtyD u12 0 0 12 158.1249 46 0.305 Tm
( and s, corp, Pri12 0 0 12 431.2215 4680.305 Tm
( and s Ti2 0 0 12 431.2231.11 12305 Tm
( and 12 0 0 12 431.2241 36aff305 Tm
( and s2 0 0 12 431.2244 4043f305 Tm
( and ,221T
EMC
/P <</Spas ID 3 >>B4C
BT
/TT4 1 Tf
-0.005 Tc08 Tw 13.027 9812 437 981264.3f308.7de uptiT
EMC
/P <</MCID 3 >>B5C
BT
/TT4 1 Tf
-0.005 Tc 0.0288 T5 12 0 0 12 282 4669.64f305 Tm(17%fCetruryD Commun or nu02-Scho2 0 0 12 540.0552343.4f305 Tm(17%ol9 wess(26ax2 0 0 12 444.407234381f305 Tm(17%tsipals,)2 0 0 12 513.25pals83.1305 Tm(17%a2 0 0 12 513.25p2 42491305 Tm(17%j
12 0 0 12 357.0582 981f305 Tm(17%2 0 0 12 w 12 001 Tc 3.00 0 12 72 623.1283 6c 0.and 12 0 0 12 431.281 243.1283 6c 0.and s2 0 0 12 431.275 58491283 6c 0.and , cler0rrs and /cuounselcler0ereyoopers )TjT
EMC
/P <</MCID 3 >>B6C
BT
/TT4 1 Tf
-0.005 Tc 112 001 Tc 12 0 0 12 424.518143.1263 Tm
0.)Tj
Table
-:the2 0 0 12 431.2241 963.2263 Tm
0.)Tj
E2 0 0 12 431.2248 68912263 Tm
0.)Tj
Y-03, A2c 3.Intional anvolS(e.gby PrTgr
12 0 0 12 431.2461 21772263 Tm
0.)Tj
jT
EMC
/P <<9.20 13.0.20 1sc
96 Tm� 47.330.3.2- 128eTj
f</MCID 3 >>B7C
BT
/T1 1 1 sc
T4 1 T5
-0.005 Tc 212 001 Tc  iu.sd3.16 Tm
(96 Tm� 4454
0.)Tj
Opl anvolE2 0 0 12 431.2Tw3.467.2 4454
0.)Tj
x2 0 0 12 431.2Tw8.467.2 4454
0.)Tj
te
0YP Year PrTgr
1sjT
EMC
/P <<q
99.7m� 3.9 5.f
-128eTj
456 6� 3.9 5.f
-128eTj
W* n<9.20 13.0.20 1sc
99.7m� 47.365 2.2- 128eTj
f<Q <9.20 13.0.20 1sc
437.f
26 47.78.3.2- 128eTj
f</MCID 3 >>B8C
BT
/T1 1 1 sc
T4 1 T5
-0.005 Tc  12 001 Tc 3.00 0 12 72 62442 66.2 4454
0.)Tj
#he pTrs and 40.00C
/P <<q
432� 3.9 5.f
-128eTj
515.82� 3.9 5.f
-128eTj
W* n<9.20 13.0.20 1sc
432� 47.89 2.2- 128eTj
f<Q <912 72sc
99.7m�9 21590.342- .5eTj
f<9.74919.74919.7491sc
96 Tm� Tm
2.330.3.2- 128eTj
f</MCID 3 >>B9C
BT
/T912 72sc
T4 1 T5
-0.00d3.16 Tm
(96 Tm™.9m
0.)Tj
Accelng 2 0 0 12 158.1249.7m57™.9m
0.)Tj
ced2 0 0 12 241.315143249™.9m
0.)Tj
 ReadostsI1tional anncSipalg-03,3-Grad nu4-52 0 0 12 371.8999.m
(9™.9m
0.)Tj
 T
EMC
/P <<q
99.7m� 4848 5.f
-1274eTj
456 6� 4848 5.f
-1274eTj
W* n<9.74919.74919.7491sc
99.7m� 3.1.8965 2.2- 1274eTj
f</MCID 3 >>B10C
BT
/TQ <T4 1 Tf
-0.005 Tw 13.020 12 431.2467 58�. Tm(17%999 T
EMC
/P <<99.7m� 3.9 965 2.2-043.1Tj
f<9.74919.74919.7491sc
99.7m� 3.18 965 2.2-04 0.Tj
f<912 72sc
432� 3.9 89 2.2-0.38eTj
f<9.74919.74919.7491sc
96 Tm� 4848 330.3.2- 128eTj
f</MCID 3 >>B11C
BT
/T912 72sc
T4 1 T5
-0.00-5 Tc 212 05 Tc 12 0 0 12 71.9996 Tm�8 2.2(17%SUCCESSncSummer-Grad nu4-5 T
EMC
/P <<q
99.7m•.58 5.f
-128eTj
456 6•.58 5.f
-128eTj
W* n<9.74919.74919.7491sc
99.7m� 4848 365 2.2- 128eTj
f</MCID 3 >>B12C
BT
/TQ <T4 1 Tf
-0.005 Tw 13.020 12 431.2470 58�8 34
0.)Tj
1.2T
EMC
/P <<9.74919.74919.7491sc
96 Tm•.58 330.3.2- 128eTj
f</MCID 3 >>B13C
BT
/T912 72sc
T4 1 T5
-0.00-5 Tc 0.0401 Tc 12 0 0 12 424.596 Tm„.3.2)Tj
PrTject SMARTcSummer Mi2 0 0 12 431.2244.5e204.3.2

9 6  T m 9 9 9 . 6 2 
 0 .(17%thT
EMC
/P <</MCID 3 >>B17C
BT
/TT4 1 T5
-0.001 Tc 412 001 Tc 42 0 0 12 424.518als999.62
0.96 Tm974482
0.17%22222222T
EM1 T3
-0.00d3.16 Tm
(961161 5m(17%Source:thAISD’s OEYP Performax2 0 5 Tc 212 001 Tc142 0 0 12 424.5261.9m1161 5m(17%ce ReportutopTEAncSeptember-2c 3.T
EMC
/P <</MCID 3 >>B22C
BT
/TT4 1 T5
-0.001 Tw 13.0203.0 12 4243.0 13.1142 812(17%S2 0 5 Tc 212 010 512 4240 5179 66.142 812(17%TAFF2 0 0 12 013.0 12 4243.0 110484.1142 812(17%D2 0 5 Tc 112 010 512 4240 51118 681142 812(17%EVELOPMENT 0 0 12 013.0 12 4243.0 119384.1142 812(17%.T
EMC
/P <</MCID 3 >>B23C
BT
/TT4 1 Tf
-0.005 T5352 0 0 12 424.51TmR.82)Tj
An OEYP p2 0 0 12 241.3167 3399R.82)Tj
r2 0 0 12 241.3171.3599R.82)Tj
incipvolsurvey was sentutop89 T
EM-5 Tc 212 05 T55 iu.sd3.16 Tm
(317.1599R.82)Tj
(sipalg-andlsummer) OEYP principvos.  S2 0 0 12 241.3525 2871R.82)Tj
i2 0 0 12 241.3524.649m1122.82)Tj
xty 2 0 5 Tc 412 05 3239iu.sd3.16 Tm
(3.1102.84
0.)Tj
(75%) were2 0 0 12 241.313. 1881102.84
0.)Tj
eTjtu2 0 0 12 241.3157.69381102.84
0.)Tj
rned.  Ofproje60lsurveys re2 0 0 12 241.330843.461102.84
0.)Tj
tu2 0 0 12 241.3318 0m
0.102.84
0.)Tj
rned, 51 were for principvos who held-an 2 0 5 Tc 512 05 2095iu.sd3.16 Tm
(3.182 8102.)Tj
Accelng ced2 0 0 12 241.31 484c 5182 8102.)Tj
 ReadostsI12 0 0 12 241.3195 321182 8102.)Tj
tional an program2 0 0 12 431.2278.494.182 8102.)Tj
 an t2 0 0 12 241.3304.9m89182 8102.



Publication Number 02.12 
Department of Program Evaluation 

October 2003
Austin Independent School District

 
summer school principals (SUCCESS–3, SMART-5, and Bridges-1).  OEYP Accelerated 
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• TAKS Testing and TEKS Standards (176). 

PROGRAM INFORMATION, CURRICULA, AND PROCEDURES 
Only principals of summer school (n=10) were asked whether they received adequate 

information about the program grant, whether their expectations for student success were high, 

whether the OEYP curriculum used at their school was adequate, and whether the program’s 

student data would be useful to them in planning future activities for their students.  Nine of the 

summer school principals returned the survey.  All nine of the summer principals’ responses 

were positive on each of these topics.  On the statement concerning curriculum packets, one 

principal suggested that Read Naturally, a program used by 3rd grade teachers that seemed to 

help students with reading fluency, be used in future programs. 

Several principals offered suggestions for improving program procedures such as hiring 

more counselors; providing a parent support specialist at each summer site; providing “review” 

sessions of staff development for teachers on student behavior management, attendance 

requirements, and payroll issues; and providing more training for campus staff on the student 

data system in areas such as grades and attendance.  Principals also suggested that the OEYP 

school and class rosters include all data for a student on one spreadsheet and that the 

spreadsheets be distributed and returned electronically for verification. 

PROGRAM COMPLETION, STUDENT PROMOTION AND RETENTION 
Teachers in the OEY summer programs made recommendations for student promotion or 

retention based on their students’ pre- and posttest scores (where available), academic work, and 

attendance.  However, student promotion or retention is not necessarily predicated upon these 

types of data because state law (Senate Bill 1) allows students who attend the program’s 

activities to be promoted to the next grade in one of four situations: 1) meeting program 

attendance requirements and district academic requirements; 2) meeting academic requirements 

only; 3) meeting attendance requirements only; or 4) meeting neither attendance nor academic 

requirement (subjective student placement).  The final decision to promote or retain a student is 

made by the home school principal or the parent of the student.   

At the end of the program, OEY program rosters with student data, including pre- and 

posttest scores, attendance information, and reco
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provide principals with promotion or retention data on their students.  These student data 

summaries became a part of each student’s cumulative record. 

Table 2 shows that 2,312 students attended at least one day of an OEY program in 2002-

03.  Of that num
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Table 4:  Course Pass/Fail Data for Students in Grades 6-8 
Taking Failed Regular-Term Courses During OEYP Summer 2003 

 One Course Failed Regular Term 
and Retaken During Summer 

Two or More Courses Failed Regular 
Term and Retaken During Summer 

 
Grade 

Number & 
Percent Passed 

Number & 
Percent Failed 

Number & 
Percent Passed 

Number & 
Percent Failed 

6   229 (99%) 2 (1%) 
7   408 (99%) 5 (1%) 
8 4 (100%) 0   64 (98%) 1 (2%) 
Total 4 (100%) 0 701 (99%) 8 (1%) 
Source:   AISD’s OEYP Performance Report to TEA, September 2003 
NOTE:    Promotion totals and percentages contain some placements. 

OEYP TEACHER SURVEY RESULTS 
Only teachers who taught in the spring Accelerated Reading Instruction program and the 

summer programs, SUCCESS and SMART, were surveyed.  Teachers who taught 8th grade in 

the OEYP-funded Bridges to 9th grade were excluded from the survey’s administration because 

there were other high school sites not funded by OEYP who held the Bridges program.  See 

Table 5 for a summary of teachers’ responses to the survey.  Although most staff perceived the 

OEY program positively, there were several areas of concern among staff.  For instance, survey 

responses for summer school teachers showed that a majority of them either did not believe 

parent involvement at their school was good, or they were unsure. These results seem counter-

intuitive, in light of the data from principals showing large numbers of parents participating in 

OEY program activities during 2002-03.  Principals provided documentation (sign-in sheets) that 

supported their participant counts.   

Other survey results suggest that some staff need more information on OEYP, and that 

some would like improvements made in staff development and curricula selected.  When asked 

which staff development, curriculum and other OEYP-related activities they would like to see 

continued, the majority of teachers recommended continuation of the staff development 

(including more Saturday sessions) and use of the current OEYP curricula.  However, they 

expressed frustration with the MOY benchmark eligibility score that was used as a pretest score 

and having to find a comparable posttest.  A number of teachers wanted to minimize the 

paperwork required by program managers and evaluation staff.   

 8
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Table 5:  AISD OEYP Teacher Survey Results, 2003 
Survey Item % 

Agree 
% 

Disagree 
% 

Undecided 
% No 

Response 
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OEYP MENTOR TEACHER SURVEY RESULTS 

Review of the mentor teachers’ survey data showed mixed responses for all but one 

statement on the survey (See Table 6).  The majority of mentor teachers felt they had received 

adequate support from the school staff where they worked.  However, some staff were not 

satisfied with staff development, grant information provided to them, the availability of 

assessment (pre and-posttest) information, or tools for Accelerated Reading Instruction staff.  At 

the middle school level, there were concerns about the pace/rigor of the program, and many did 

not seem to have high expectations for student success.   

Table 6:  AISD OEYP Mentor Teacher Survey, 2003 
 

Survey Item 
% 

Agree 
% 

Disagree 
% 

Undecided 
% No 

Response 
Staff development on operations “specific” to 
the OEYP (e.g., class rosters, electronic 
attendance, attendance summaries, and payroll) 
was adequate. 

    

           Accelerated Reading Inst. Mentors (n=53) 81 13 
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mentor teachers suggested revising the flow of paperwork received from program managers and 

evaluation staff. 

SUMMARY 
Review of the data shows very positive outcomes of AISD’s 2002-03 OEY program, 

such as a 99% promotion rate for the 4th and 5th grade students who participated in the spring 

Accelerated Reading Instruction program.  This outcome resulted in a reduction of summer costs 

(such as transportation, staff, and utilities) since these students did not need additional 

instruction.  Also, 94% of the summer school participants in grades 4-8 were promoted to the 

next grade.  Parent involvement (3,917) was relatively high, and classes were smaller in summer 

because there were fewer students. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Because the majority of 4th and 5th grade students who participated in the spring 

Accelerated Reading Instruction program were promoted at the end of the school year, fewer 

elementary summer resources were needed for the 136 students who attended summer school.  

Thus, early intervention seems to work well.  However, strict promotion standards are in effect 

under the state’s Student Success Initiative.  Thus, the first recommendation is to continue the 

OEY spring and summer programs with more operational uniformity.  For instance, stricter 

program guidelines should be given to campuses regarding required attendance and number of 

program days, to lessen confusion about reporting data.  Secondly, consideration should be given 

to expanding grade levels served and courses offered because of the success of the early 

intervention program. 

Since students’ MOY test scores (<60%) in reading were used to determine their 

eligibility for the spring Accelerated Reading Instruction program (written as a percentage of 

items correctly answered and recorded as the pretest), a number of principals and mentors felt 

that the April 2003 TAKS test results were the only results comparable to use.  This caused many 

mentor teachers in the Accelerated Reading Instruction program to say that they did not receive 

adequate information on pre- and posttest assessments.  This may have generated a delay in 

posting and returning information to AISD departments or offices at the end of the school year.  

Therefore, a third recommendation is for program managers to provide a pre- and posttest 

assessment instrument for the spring program (as was done in the summer) or an approved list of 

standardized pre- and posttests that all campuses can use along with the MOY benchmark test 

eligibility measure.  Several mentors suggested measures to use such as the TAKS Practice test 

 11
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