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The Best School Districtsin Texas for
Latino Students 1996-1999

The education of minority studentsis of primary concern for education leaders and
policy-makersin Texas. Latino students continue to lag behind Anglo studentsin the state's
fundamental measurement of basic skills—the TAAS. 1n 1999, 70.1 percent of Latino students
passed the TAAS, compared with 89.7% for Anglo students. This compares to scores of 54.2%
for Latinos and 79.8% for Anglosin 1996. Obviously, Latino students are narrowing the gap.
However, these overall gains at the state level, while impressive, are not equally distributed
across all districts. Some Latino school districts have made even more impressive gains while
others have fallen behind. It isthe aim of the Texas Educational Excellence Project to identify
school districts that do a better job of educating Latino students. The programs and policies used
by the exemplary districts then may be used as a standard by which other districts can measure
and improve their own performance.

The Los Fresnos Consolidated school district is an example of one such exemplary
district. In 1999, 84.15% of Latino studentsin Los Fresnos passed the TAAS, an improvement
of almost ten percent over the 1996 passrate of 74.9%. The Los Fresnos district attributes much
of their success to the way the teachers, staff and parents work together. A special focus has
been on the continual development of an aligned curriculafor the entire district.

Los Fresnosis arelatively small school district. As such, many of their programs and
approaches might not immediately transfer to other, larger districts. However, Brazosport, a
much larger district, also has animpressive record of educating Latino students. Many of their
programs are not targeted specifically at Latino students, but rather at all students. By focusing
on improvements for al students, the Brazosport ISD contributes to the education of minority
students as well.

The analytical technique used by the Texas Educational Excellence Project to identify
exemplary performing districts is multiple regression analysis. Simply comparing pass rates
ignores other factors which influence performance, and many of these factors are variablesin
which schools have little or no control over. Multiple regression analysis allows us to assess the
impact of certain policy and resource related variables while controlling for other variables. By
the use of this analytical technique, TEEP can develop ratings of overall performancein
educating Latino students by Texas school districts given certain levels of resources, which then
allows us to make more valid comparisons across individual school districts.

The model used in this analysisis based on what the literature identifies as an
“educational production function.” A very large literature has been developed which designates
various education production functions to evaluate the outputs of schools to their inputs (Burtless
1996; Smith 1995; Hanushek, 1986; 1989; 1996). In thisfunction, performance (here identified
as Latino pass rates on the TAAS) isafunction of various inputs into the process of educating
students. These inputsinclude the district’s level of operating expenditures, percent of low-
income students, the poverty level of the district, level of education of Latinosin the district, and
various educational policies of the district. The prediction of how well the district should



perform in educating Latino studentsis aresult of the estimation of the established production
function. Thus, with the results of the estimation, we can compare how well districts actually
perform to how well the model predicts they will perform given a certain level of resources. This
difference of actual to predicted is the measure of how well the districts are doing in educating
Latino students. In other words, those districts that actually perform better than predicted, are
those districts that are doing a superior job of educating Latino students.

The 1996-1999 Education Production Function

The dependent variable in our production function is the school district pass rate for
Latino students. Each year, all Texas school districts administer the TAAS exam to studentsin a
variety of grades. The district average for all gradesis our dependent variable. Obvioudly, it
would be egregious to claim that this variable adequately captures the entire range of learning for
Latino students. However, it isameasure of how well students do in acquiring basic skills.
Thus, by rating school districts on this measure, we have a measure of how well the district does
in teaching basic skills to Latino students. We make no claims that thisis an overall measure of
Latino student learning.

Our independent variables are of four distinct types: school district policies, measures of
teacher quality, financial resources available to the district, and environmental constraints. The
school district policiesinclude class size, attendance rates, and percentage of students enrolled in
gifted classes. We expect performance to be negatively related to classsize. Larger classes
should reduce student performance on the TAAS. The other two measures should be positively
related to student performance.

Measures of teacher quality include teacher certification (measured as the percent of
district teachers who only have atemporary certificate to teach in their area) and the average
years of teacher experience. We expect that more experienced teachers will have a positive
effect on student performance, while the percentage of noncertified teachers should be negatively
related to performance.

We consider financial resources to be among the most important ingredients that school
districts have to influence student performance. However, the relationship between financial
resources and student performance is a controversial one among educational researchers.
Hanushek, in avariety of works (1986; 1989; 1996) finds no consistent relationship between
money and student performance. For some time this finding has been the conventional wisdom
for educational policy researchers. Lately, however, a number of researchers have qualified
Hanushek’ s position. For example, in recent longitudinal studies, Murray (1995), Evans, Murray
and Schwab (1997) and Murray, Evans and Schwab (1995) reported that districts that increased
expenditures had improved student performance. A 1999 study by Bohte found that expenditures
were correlated with higher test scoresin Texas, even when controlling for the previous year's
test scores.

We use three measures of financial resources. instructional funds per pupil; the average
teacher salary for the district and percent of school district funds received from the state. These



measures capture a variety of monetary influences, specific resources devoted to teaching, the
ability to compete for teachersin the market as well as state efforts to overcome local
inadequacies in financial resources. It isour expectation that all relationships will be positive.

Environmental constraints are factorsin the district that impede student performance.
Even though schools cannot alter these factors, it isimportant to control for these factors when
assessing the performance of schools. Among constraints included in our model are the
percentage of Latino familiesliving in poverty in the district, the percentage of poor studentsin
the district (measured by the percentage eligible for free school lunches) and the percentage of
Latinos age 25 and above in the district with at least a high school education. This education
variable should be positively related to performance and the other two should be negatively
related. Poverty is an especially constraining factor which schools have no control over. Yet,
certain districts are better at addressing the needs of students living in poverty and decreasing the
negative effects that it has on student performance.

The Data

Our analysisis limited to school districts above a certain size (1000 students) and Latino
student population (10%). We do this because Texas has a very large number of school districts
that are either very small or deal with a homogeneous population. The analysisis a pooled time
series of datafrom 1996-1999. Analytically, all time series need to control for serial correlation
that results from trends in the data. We introduce a series of dummy variable to control for serial
correlation.

The production function equation isshown in Table 1. As can be seen in the table, many
of the independent variables are powerful predictors of Latino student performance. Eight of the
11 variables are statistically significant. Theseinclude al three environmental constraints,
school district policies, teacher qualifications and financial resources. These coefficientsindicate
the amount of change in the dependent variable, Latino pass rates, that is related to a one unit
change in the independent variable. Student attendance is strongly and positively related to
student performance, as are teacher salaries, percent of gifted students, amount of state aid and
percentage of Latinos with at least a high school education. Percentage of poor students,
noncertified teachers and the percentage of Latino poverty in the school district are negatively
related to performance. No other independent variable achieved statistical significance.

It isimportant to note that since schools have little, or in the case of the environmental
constraints, no control over the levels of these variables, it would be difficult to greatly improve
scores by simply increasing or decreasing the levels of these variables. For example, districts
would need to increase teacher salaries by about $2,000 a year to increase pass rates by one
percent. Most districts could not afford such alargeincrease in salaries. Y et, certain districts
seem better at utilizing the resources they have available. By comparing the expected pass rate
with the actual pass rate, we can identify those schools that make the most of their resources. To
illustrate this analysis, consider the case of Anahuac. 1n 1999, they were predicted to have a
Latino pass rate of 62.61, while their actual pass rate of 77.93 was a 15.32% improvement.
These results allow us to compare school districts as to how well they perform relative to



expectations. Based on this method, the top rated school district for Latino studentsin Texas
was the Los Fresnos Consolidated School District with a score of 17.41, followed by Pittsburg
with a 15.88 score.

Thetop 35 districts are shown in Table 2. Thefirst column is the numerical score over
the 1996-1999 period by which the districts are ranked. The second column is the 1999 score
and the third column is the average pass rate for Latino students for the 1996-1999 period. The
top-ranked districts represent a wide spectrum of Texas school districts. Some are quite large,
othersvery small. Some are from border areas, while others are from large metropolitan areas.
In short, these districts are widely representative of all Texas school districts.

Since our ranking is based on the average scores for 1996 through 1999 there may be
districts that have improved greatly over the last year that are not ranked well. The twenty five
best districts for 1999 are listed in Table 3. There are afew districts that seem to have made
great strides in the last year, such as Burnet Consolidated which ranks 3™ for 1999, but only 52™
over the four year period. The Willis school district ranked 23 in 1999 compared to ranking
152" for the four year period. Thisisaresult of the district showing a 10.90% improvement
over the 1999 expected pass rate compared to performing 0.48% below the expected pass rate for
the four year period. This one-year performance, if continued, will greatly improve these districts
overall rating in coming years.

Many relatively small school districts can more rapidly move up (or down) our rankings.
It is more difficult for larger school districts to make rapid relative changes, as the number of
studentsinvolved isso large. In order to more clearly identify well performing large districts, we
have displayed the larger school districts (those above 10,000 student population) in Table 4.
The format of Table 4 isthe same as that of Table 2. The top-rated large school district is
Brazosport, with a 1996-1999 score of 13.70, followed by Aldine (11.41) and Mission
Consolidated (10.25). These districts consistently rank among the higher-performing large
districtsin the state.

We provide an appendix in which all of the school districts covered in this study are listed
alphabetically, along with their scores. Any person interested in a specific school district’srating
and ranking may find that information in the appendix.

Conclusion

Thisreport is one of the continuing studies of Texas school districts by the Texas
Educational Excellence Project (TEEP). This paper focuses on those school districts that have
done an exemplary job of educating Latino students. By recognizing districts which have a better
than expected level of performance on the TAAS, a set of role models for other districts has been
identified. While these districts do not al share acommon set of programs and/or curricula,
many of their programs and activities may be identified and transferred to other districts.

The identification of these high-performing districts should not be construed to indicate
that all iswell in the education of Latino studentsin Texas. Latinos continue to lag behind



Anglosinterms of TAAS pass rates, and lead them in dropouts. While progress is being made,
much more needs to be done. Educators and policy-makers cannot afford to rest on their laurels.
The education of minority students is an evolving and necessary policy focus for the state.



TABLE 1: LATI NO EDUCATI ONAL PRODUCTI ON FUNCTI ON

Vari abl e Coefficient St andard Error
Low | ncone -. 0511 .0171
Gfted . 2124 . 0626
At t endance 3. 6555 . 2930
Teacher Sal ary K . 4360 . 1705
Cl ass size -. 0200 . 2352
Tenpor ary Teacher

Certification -.2162 .0713
Teacher

Experi ence . 2242 . 1687
State Ad . 0281 . 0125
H gh School

Educati on . 0988 . 0297
%Poverty

Backgr ound -. 0731 . 0248
Per Pupi |

| nstructional . 0013 . 0010

R2 (adj)= .55
F= 102. 80

significance of F < .000



Table 2. 35 Best Districts for

Lati no Students

SCORE 99 SCORE AVERAGE

1 Los Fresnos Consol i dated 17. 41 15. 00 84. 15
2 Pittsburg 15. 88 15. 69 75.50
3 Anahuac 15. 32 16. 85 77.93
4 Mount Ver non 14. 26 13. 09 80. 50
5 South Texas 14. 09 8. 26 90. 93
6 Ferris 13. 79 14. 55 76. 43
7 Brazosport 13. 70 10. 58 83. 10
8 San Benito Consoli dat ed 13. 24 9.02 74. 20
9 Tul oso- M dway 12. 43 12. 34 73. 20
10 White Settl enent 12. 25 6. 06 78. 20
11 Terrell 11. 93 14. 54 76.73
12 Del Valle 11.72 11.56 69. 85
13 Al di ne 11. 41 8.25 74. 93
14 Texas City 11. 32 9.04 75. 82
15 Poi nt | sabel 11. 24 10. 11 73. 95
16 McG egor 10. 93 9.75 80. 18
17 Col eman 10. 55 17. 93 74. 90
18 M ssion Consol i dat ed 10. 25 7.03 77.00
19 Col unbi a-Brazori a 10. 04 9.11 77.02
20 Mbnahans- W ckett - Pyo 9.95 11.71 75. 43
21 Angl eton 9.53 12. 74 79.78
22 Ysl eta 9.51 9.55 73.77
23 Al var ado 9.20 7.69 71. 05
24 Pear | and 9.01 7.95 79. 65
25 La Feria 8. 84 10. 89 75. 85
26 Crow ey 8.78 6. 43 81. 50
27 Kauf nan 8. 36 9. 83 69. 28
28 Pl ai nvi ew 8. 35 9. 06 70. 60
29 Royse City 8.34 12. 16 75. 30
30 Mexia 8. 30 11. 05 71. 00
31 Bi shop Consol i dated 8.25 15.94 72.78
32 Edna 8.17 1.58 72.93
33 Hidal go 8. 16 8. 34 70.78
34 Breckenridge 8. 07 9.42 71.45
35 Wesl aco 8. 00 5. 86 73. 68
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Table 3. The Best Districts in 1999

Col enan

Anahuac

Bur net Consol i dat ed
Bi shop Consol i dat ed
Pittsburg

Los Fresnos Consol i dat ed

Mer kel
Ferris
Terrel
Mount Ver non

Crane

Angl et on

Tul oso- M dway
Royse City

Cal houn County

La Marque
Monahans- W ckett - Pyo
Hi || sboro

Del Vvalle

Mexi a

La Feria
Brazosport
WIllis

El Canpo

Poi nt | sabel

17.
16.
16.
15.
15.

15.
14.
14.
14.
13.

12.
12.
12.
12.
11.

11.
11.
11.
11.
11.

10.
10.
10.
10.
10.



Tabl e 4. The Best Large School Districts
Rank Nane Scor e 99 Score Aver age
1 Brazosport 13.70 10. 58 83. 10
2 Al dine 11.41 8. 25 74.93
3 M ssion Consolidated 10. 25 7.03 77.00
4 Ysleta 9.51 9.55 73.77
5 Wesl aco 8. 00 5.86 73.68
6 Goose Creek 5.83 6. 23 68. 22
7 Harlingen 5.70 4. 36 72. 60
8 MAlIl en 5.61 2. 67 71. 88
9 Eagl e Pass 5.59 7.08 66. 20
10 Alvin 5.11 7.13 68. 77
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Appendi x. Scores for Al Districts

Rank Nane Scor e 99 Score Aver age
185 Abil ene -1.57 0. 05 64. 22
293 Al anpb Hei ghts -8.94 -7.51 66. 82
13 Al di ne 11. 41 8.25 74.93
81 Alice 3.75 5.91 63. 60
242 Al ef -4.50 -7.87 63.13
154 Al pi ne 0. 30 0. 80 67. 88
23 Al varado 9. 20 7.69 71.05
66 Alvin 5.11 7.13 68. 77
96 Amarillo 3.05 2.29 65. 55

3 Anahuac 15. 32 16. 85 77.93
74 Andr ews 4.29 -2.57 70. 47
21 Angl eton 9.53 12. 74 79.78
73 Aransas County 4.49 1.73 67. 88
241 Aransas Pass -4, 39 -1.16 56. 05
285 Arlington -8.00 -7.55 61. 92
299 Austin -9.96 -13.56 51. 83
141 Bal | i nger 1.04 6. 28 68. 50
198 Bandera -2.13 -3.76 65. 10
199 Bastrop -2.15 -0.50 59. 53
58 Bay City 5.63 2.25 65. 90
128 Beeville 1.46 0. 39 64. 40
203 Bellville -2.37 2.98 61. 35
142 Bel ton 1.00 4. 44 67.25
124 Big Spring 1.65 -2.39 64. 05
143 Birdville 0.99 -1.89 72.88
31 Bi shop Consol i dated 8. 25 15. 94 72.78
170 Boerne -0. 56 0.21 67.53
103 Bor ger 2.68 -1.35 67. 40
62 Brady 5.33 5.86 69. 05

7 Brazosport 13. 70 10. 58 83. 10
34 Breckenridge 8. 07 9.42 71. 45
144 Bri dgeport 0. 93 -1.75 67.25
259 Brooks -6.02 -0. 30 54.55
206 Brownfield -2.60 3.18 58. 08
189 Brownsville -1. 84 -1.53 61. 70
127 Br ownwood 1.48 -3.39 64. 50
255 Bryan -5.71 -2.98 59. 20
52 Burnet Consol i dated 6. 10 16. 03 69. 20
46 Cal al l en 6. 69 4.84 76. 63
92 Cal dwel | 3.14 0. 60 68. 55
100 Cal houn County 2. 69 11. 97 65. 70
110 Caneron 2. 30 5. 30 64. 90
263 Canutillo -6.34 -7.89 54. 83
179 Carrizo Springs Cons -1.22 -1.09 58. 17
194 Carrol ltonFarmers Br -2.00 -1.70 68. 30
197 Castl eberry -2.11 -4, 24 61.78
161 Cedar Hi Il -0.18 -10. 64 72.20
122 Center 1.75 -8. 27 63. 13
157 Channel vi ew 0. 06 -4.54 66. 68
42 Chil dress 7.12 3. 47 70. 53
93 C ear Creek 3.11 3. 86 75. 38
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