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P-12 Student Growth of Beginning Teachers in Texas by Educator 
Preparation Program 

UH vs. TX Average in Percentage of Met Standard 

 
Overview 
Texas Accountability System for Educator Preparation (ASEP) Indicator 3 is the 
improvement of student achievement of students in the classrooms of beginning teachers. 
This indicator uses student data from the STAAR progress measure generated as part of the 
Accountability Rating System of districts, campuses, and charter schools and aggregates it 
to the EPP by linking the students to the beginning teachers who have completed the EPP. 
Once values are determined for the beginning teachers, the value for the EPP is calculated 
and compared to the performance standard. 

 

Individuals 
All beginner teachers of record currently employed within a Texas public school. Beginner 
teachers are defined as teachers of record with three (3) or fewer consecutive years of 
teaching. These teachers are verified through the Public Education Information 
Management System (PEIMS) and through validation by local education agencies. Teachers 
on standard, intern, and probationary certificates are included. Teachers who are teaching 
under an emergency permit are excluded. Teachers who received initial teacher 
certification through a route other than preparation by a Texas EPP are excluded. Teachers 
of students with STAAR progress measures are included. Students’ STAAR progress 
measures are associated with the corresponding teacher as contained in the assessment 
data. 

 

Assessments Included 
The model utilizes the STAAR progress measure for individual students, calculated as 
described in 19 TAC Figure: §97.1001(b). The STAAR progress measure indicates the amount 
of improvement or growth a student has made from year to year. For STAAR assessments 
(with or without accommodations), progress is measured as a student’s gain score—the 
difference between the scaled score a student achieved in the prior year and the scaled 
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score a student achieved in the current year. Individual student progress is then categorized 
as Limited, Expected, or Accelerated. If a student’s STAAR progress measure is Expected, he 
or she met growth expectations. If the student’s STAAR progress measure is Accelerated, he 
or she exceeded growth expectations. Currently, STAAR results for grades 4–8, English II, 
and Algebra I end-of-course (EOC), are utilized. Available data from all students, including 
students with disabilities, are used in the calculation of this measure. 

 

Scoring Approach 
The scoring approach first determines a value associated with the teacher based on the 
associated student STAAR progress measures. TEA then compares the teacher score to the 
individual standard. The individual teacher performances are then aggregated at the EPP 
level, and the EPP performance is determined. This EPP value is then compared with the 
performance standard. 

 

Teacher level aggregation 

The value for the individual teacher is generated by first taking the average of the students’ 
progress measures for each STAAR subject area taught by that teacher and multiplied by 
100. Next, we find the average of all the subject-level progress measures associated with 
the teacher. This value is compared to a value of 50, which corresponds with neutral 
student growth. If the value is 50 or greater, the individual teacher is considered to have 
met the individual standard. 

 

EPP Score Determination 

Following the determination of the performance standard for the individual teachers, the 
value for the EPP is determined. The number of teachers associated with the EPP who met 
the individual standard is then divided by the total number of teachers associated with the 
EPP in the sample and multiplied by 100 to get a percent. This is the EPP value for Indicator 
3, which is compared with the performance standard. 

 

How to Calculate 
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Step 1: Identify teachers in their first three years serving as a teacher of record who were 
prepared for initial certification by a Texas EPP. 

Step 2: Retrieve student data from Performance Reporting for students associated with the 
beginning teacher roster. 

Step 3: Average the student progress measures for each unique combination of teacher and 
STAAR area. 

Step 4: Average the values by individual teacher. 

Step 5: Compare individual teacher values to the individual standard score. 

Step 6: Count the total number of beginning teachers with growth scores associated with 
the EPP. 

Step 7: Count the total number of beginning teachers associated with the EPP who met the 
standard. 

Step 8: Divide the number in Step 7 by the number in Step 6 and multiply by 100. This is the 
value for the EPP. 
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In this 2018-19 data (see Table 1), which was the first year of data that TEA thoroughly ran, 
it shows that 83% of teachers graduated from University of Houston met the standard, 
comparing with 78% statewide performance (n = 133 EPPs; std. deviation = 16.7). Every 
demographic group (i.e., gender and ethnicity) met that threshold (70%) in the current 
model (see Table 2-5). When the State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) was adopting 
the model, a few strengths were identified in this approach: 

• By using the growth data that is used in the P-12 accountability model, TEA is further 
situating this indicator in the larger educational ecosysytem and aligning with 
statewide performance expectations for students.  

• By using the stable growth indicator, it allows for longitudinal analysis by EPPs for 
continuous improvement efforts, allowing EPPs to compare data year over year.  

Just to note, this assessment was built through over two years of collaboration, and the 
model was created collaboratively among stakeholders: 

1. Researched prior attempts and industry standards to find best practices 
2. Established “Indictor 3 Work Group” with varied stakeholders 
3. Created a model using available data within statewide accountability system 
4. Ran a pilot of the model to generate data 
5. Analyzed datasets to troubleshoot model and address stakeholder concerns 
6. Finalized a method and recommended a standard 
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7. Amended implementation recommendation amid COVID-19 reality and SBEC 
feedback 

Table 1  

  Count of Teachers Count of Student Met Percent of Met 

UH 204 168 83% 

Texas 12,733 9,983 78% 
 

 

 Mean # of EPPs 

Standard 

Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Percent_Met 77.8 130 16.70 0.00 100.00 

 
 

 

 
Table 2 
 

  

Gender 

Female Male 

UH 
Met 140 28 

Not Met 27 9 

TX 
Met 8,153 1,830 

Not Met 2,161 589 
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Table 3 
Chi-Square Tests for Met Status by Gender 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.387a 1 .239   
Continuity Correctionb .882 1 .348   
Likelihood Ratio 1.298 1 .255   
Fisher's Exact Test    .240 .173 

N of Valid Cases 204     
 

Table 4 
 

 
UH 

Total Met Not Met 

ethnicity Black/African American 20 4 24 

Hispanic/Latino 73 20 93 

Other 24 4 28 

White 51 8 59 

Total 168 36 204 

 
Table 5 
 

Chi-Square Tests for Met Status by Ethnicity 

 Value df 

Asymptotic Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.865a 3 .601 

Likelihood Ratio 1.875 3 .599 

N of Valid Cases 204   
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