
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
April 9, 2013 
 
To: Members of the House Public Education Committee 
From: Texas State Teachers Association  
Re: TSTA’s concerns regarding proposed Achievement School District, CSHB 1957 
 
TSTA has several areas of concern with the draft of CSHB1957.  
 
First, the we are concerned about the “top down” nature of what could be a massive 
statewide mega-district.  

 The ASD would be run by a single appointed officer named by an appointed 
commissioner to oversee campuses all over the state with no local accountability 

 The bill appears to eliminate all local reconstitution options - like parent-teacher 
campus charters in Section 12.052 that have worked in Austin and San Antonio - 
and automatically hands over that decision to an appointed superintendent sitting 
in Austin  

 As drafted, after two years of a “low performing” rating (a definition in flux these 
days) every campus with that rating could be put under the management of the 
ASD superintendent 

 The parental and local involvement section is not sufficient, and a local “campus 
governing body” is mentioned but not defined or given any responsibility. 
Absent mandatory local involvement, and with the deletion of the local campus 
charter option, parental involvement in reconstituting a neighborhood school 
might be ignored or diminished, leaving parents essentially disenfranchised from 
their children's education. 

 
Suggestion: Some of the most successful campus reconstitution/recoveries have 
involved parents and communities in bringing their school back from the brink. A 
potentially massive statewide district, with campuses scattered from one corner of the 
state to the other, could inhibit that essential level of parental, faculty and community 
involvement. This concept might be more approachable if there were provisions 
that fostered such local involvement as opposed to this top down approach. 
 



Secondly, how big and how costly might the administration of this district with 
campuses all over the state be? 

 530 campuses (public and charter) that have been Academically Unacceptable for 
one year or more. 492 campuses have been AU for one year and 38 campuses 
have been AU for two years or more. Of the 530 campuses are on this list, many 
are charter campuses. 

 The 38 campuses that would qualify automatically for the Achievement School 
District as soon as this legislation becomes effective, assuming “low performing” 
is defined as Academically Unacceptable. 

 Another 492 additional campuses could become at-risk in one year because they 
were Academically Unacceptable in the last year campus ratings were given. 

 So this district could have campuses scattered from Pt Arthur to El Paso to 
Brownsville to Amarillo, and this is not Louisiana.  

 
Third, what defines "low performing" given the current state of "accountability?"   

 There were no accountability ratings for the 2011-12 school year given the 
transition to STAAR. So, in the current accountability system, would the word 
“consecutive” mean two years, one right after the other, or two consecutive years 
that a rating was assigned? 

  If it means the latter, every school among the 492 that have been AU for one year 
would be on the bubble this school year if they fail to make the grade for 2012-13 
even though there was no rating in 2011-12. 

 
Conclusion: As drafted, the superintendent could suddenly be forced to manage hundreds 
of districts, and absent resources at TEA to closely manage that many campuses, might 
this open the possibility for fraud and abuse that might be better manages with a 
local/community driven model for involvement and accountability.  
 
Fourth, what does the bill do to specifically improve performance at these 
campuses?  
 
There is nothing that directs resources or priorities toward improving academic 
performance. Again, might our ultimate goal – improving performance - be better served 
by a model that encourages greater community involvement and less of a massive 
statewide structure that would be prone to a more corporate “one size fits all” model that 
simply is not the best fit in a state as diverse as Texas? 
 
Finally, there are a number of specific, administrative provisions of the committee 
substitute that should be addressed. 

 In Section 1(c), the appointed commissioner is giving sole authority to select and 
enter a contract with the superintendent without any oversight from an elected 
body that must answer to the taxpayers, as is the case with other superintendents. 

 There are eight separate areas where the appointed commissioner, and not his 
appointed superintendent, is given sole discretion to make decisions regarding the 
ASD, again, without any oversight from a body accountable to taxpayers and 
voters. 



 We appreciate section (g) that prevents the district from contracting with a private 
entity, but because the ASD itself is defined as an open enrollment charter, 
nothing prevents it from contracting with private charter operators, That said, why 
would a proven charter operator want to take over a campus for two years then 
give it back to the “prior system”? 

 Would the provision that allows the ASD to grant “new charters” count against 
the charter cap or would it be an end run around the cap? 

 There is no basis or standard for returning a campus to the local school district. 
That is left to the discretion of the commissioner in consultation with the 
superintendent. 

 If the campus fails to improve after three years in the ASD, there is no specific 
accountability for that failure, just a range of options, most of them being the 
same thing that was being done before 

 There are no discipline provisions for the ASD, which, as a charter, could cast 
students out on the street. 

 
Conclusion: CSHB1957 is a well-intentioned but unmanageable concept for immediate 
enactment in a state as large and diverse as Texas. Public schools should be given the 
first opportunity to turn around a campus, and this concept should be thoroughly studied, 
perhaps as a pilot, to make sure it would meet defined standards with full public 
accountability before elements of such a plan were fully implemented, 
 
 
 


