Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

Performance Assessment Report
School Year 200-2011

A Report by the

Texas Juvedistice Department
May 2012



The 202 Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Program Report describes the status of these programs as required by
the Texas General Appropriations ABL,stRegular Texas Legislative Session, R2lefTexas Juvenile Justice
Department The report will be posted on theexas Juvenile Justice DepartméniJPwebsite May 12012, at
www.tjjd.texas.govstatisticg researchdetail.aspxA copy of the report can be printed directly from the web.

TheTexas Juvenile Justice Departmesmirked diligently to collect the information and data contained in this report. This
report includesan overview of JJAEPS, characteristics of the students in JJAEPs, performance measures and performance
of the programs, program costing and strategicneéats.

If you require additional information, please contact the agency.



BOARD MEMBERS

Scott W. Fisher, Chair
Bedford, Texas

The Honorable John Brieden Il
Brenham, Texas

Joseph Brown
Sherman, Texas

The Honorable CaroBush
Waxahachie, Texas

Jane Anderson King
Canyon, Texas

Rob Kyker
Richardson, Texas

Michael Meade
Simonton, Texas

Mary Lou Mendoza
San Antonio, Texas

Dr. Rene Olvera
San Antonio, Texas

The Honorable Laura Parker
San Antonio, Texas

The Honorablelimmy Smith
Midland, Texas

Calvin Stephens
Dallas, Texas

Melissa Weiss
Bellville, Texas

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Cheryln K. Townsend

www.tjjd.texas.gov

Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

PERFORMANOESSESSMENREPORT

SchoolYear 200-2011
S

A Publication by the

T E X A S

JUVENILE JUSTICE

b E P AR T M E N T







ontents

EXECULIVE SUMIMIAIY e tttttteiieeeeeeiieiiteeieeeteeeeeeeeesssssaae e tee e e eeeeeeeeesessaasnnseeeeeeeeeeeaaeesssaaaannteseeneeeeeaeeseassssanssnrennnnneeeanessnnnn i
Introduction to Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Program
T oo 18 Lol 1o o H T PSP UPUP PP TPTIPPN 1

Overviewof Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

[ 1153 (0] Y AT P P PP P OPPPPPPPPPPPPRN 3
[T To 11T RO TP PR 3.
StAtULOrY REGUITEIMENTS ...ttt et e bt e e e e bt et e e e e ab e et e e e st b et e e e e anbreeeeennnrees 4

Students in Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

JIAEP StUdENt POPUIALION. ... .ueiiieiiiiiie sttt st e e e ettt e e e s sttt e e s saabbeeeeessnbbeeeeessbeeeeeaans 5
N Y o o P (o T o = oL 1Y/ o= RSP SP 7
Characteristics fthe JJAEBtUdENnt POPUIALION..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et 9.
Juvenile Court Status tiie JJAEP Student POPUIatiQN...........coooiiiiiiiiii e 19
ProgramLengthof Stay forthe JJAEP Student POPUIatioN. ...........cooveiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 23

Description of Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

TagoTo 011 i o] o PO TP UPPPPPUPTRTPIO: 25
ProgrammatiC EIEMENLS. ........ooi ittt e e e e e e e e e s e e st e e e e eeeeaaeeseaannbnnanneeaaaeeeeeaaanan 25
ProgrammatiCc COMPONENLS. ......cuiiiieeieiiiiiiitieiie et e e ee e e e e s sttt rreeeeaeeesssaaasnneaeeeeeeaaaaeeeeesanannnsrnneneeeees 28
Program StAffiNG ... e e e e e s e rrraaaaeeeaen 29
Student POPUIALIOBSEIVE. ........uueiiiiiie et e e er e e e e e e e s e s st eeeeaaeeeeesasannnsnnreneeees 29
Attendance and TranSPOITALION. ..........iii i ittt e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e snnbebeeeeeeas 31

Program Measures and Performance of Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

Texas Assessment of Knowledge andsBMiBIYSIS............ooviiiiiiiiiiiieiiec e 33
lowa Tests Of BasiC SKillS ANAIYSIS........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiee e e e e e e e e s srnnrnnneeee e e e s e e e e e snnnnnennee s 2
LT T AV o T N = 1] OSSR 48
Student Absence Rates Before and After JJAEP Placement...............uueieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicceeeeeee e 50
School DISCIPNAIY REFEITALS.........coiii et e e e e e e e 52

Juvenile Probation Siem ReContact Rate ANAIYSIS.........occuvriiiiiiiiiiieeiieee e 54



ProgramCosting

L@ T PP UPRRPPPRRPPRIN 61
110 o 18Tt 1o o T PO RRP 61
(00015 B T B - | PP SPPPPPTRRPPPN 62
(701 A =T = o] L= PSRRI 62
COSE DY PrOQrarBiZe........oeiiiiiiiiee ettt e ettt e et e e et e e e s s sbneeeeesnnbeeeeessnrneeeeesans ) 64
REQUITEA COSL.....eiiiieiiiii ettt e et e e e st b bt e e e s sibreee e e s sbbeeeeessnbneeeessnnnneeeessnnnneeeesss 67
L0 oo 11 ] T o PP 68

Strategic Elements

TIIDIIAEP MiSSION StAEMIENL......eeiiiiiii e e ettt e e e e e e r e e e e e e s s e nae e e et e aaaeeesesaannsnrreneeees 69
L 011 e ETe] o] 1| PP PP OTPPPR PP 69
INternal / EXErNal ASSESSMEIL. ... .uiiiiieei e iiieitittie e e e e e e e e s e et e ee e e e eeeeesssaasaebeaeeeeaeeaaaeesesannnenreneeeees 69
Internal Strengths and WEBKNESSES.......oiuviiiiiiiiiiie et e e e e st eeeeaaes 73
ExternalOpportunities and ChalleNges...........coooiiiiiiii e e s 73
LSV 0 1103V £ U = 74
Goals, Strategic DICHONS and StrategieS.........cooiiiiiiiiie e e e e aeas 74
Appendices
AppendixA:  Student ENrES DY TYPE....ouviiii ittt e et e e bbe e e e 77
AppendixB. Reasons for Program EXit DY COURMLY.........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiici i 78
AppendixC.  Select JJAEP Program CharacCteriStiCS.......uuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiee e 79
AppendixD: Reading / ELA TAKS Results by County for Students in JJAEPs

at Least 90 School Days PtioiTAKS AdMINIStration................eeeiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeieieeeeeeeeennns 8l
AppendixE Math TAKS Results by County for Students in JJAEPS

at Least 90 School Days PriofMAKS Administration............ccccccvveeeeiiiies i 83
AppendixF  Comparison of TAKPassing Rate by Grade Level..........ccociine e, 85

Appendix G: Itemization of JJAEP COSt Per DAY........cueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 36



JJAEP Performance Assessment Report, School V€2 @01

Executive Summary

“uvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs (JJAEPSs) were established beg
school year 1994 997and provide eduddon services to expelled youthlJAEPs
Ndare mandated to operate by statute in counties with a population of 125,000 or
greater. Eaclprogram is governed and controlled by a locally negotiated memorand
of understanding between the local juvenile board and each school district within thg
O2dzy e o l'a | NBadzZ G SIFOK O2dzyiéQa
provide an edcational setting for students who are mandatoiypelledfrom school
per the Texas Education Code or students discretionarily expelled according to the
schooldist®i 4 Q adGdzRSyid O2RSa 2F O2yRdz00®

During the 201611 school year27 countiesfall under the 125,000 population provisioaquiring them to operate a JJAEP

These27 JJAEPs encompass 277 school districtaesmlinted for approximately 77% s El 4 Q 2dz8Sy At S |
- Bell - FortBend - Montgomery
- Bexar - Galveston - Nueces
- Brazoria - Harris - Smith
- Brazos - Hays - Tarrant
- Cameron - Hidalgo - Taylor
- Collin - Jefferson - Travis
- Dallas - Johnson - Webb
- Denton - Lubbock - Wichita
- ElPaso - McLennan - Williamson

TheTexas Juvenile Justice DepartméniJpprovides oversight afJAEPs as

required by statute. Rider 12 of the General Appropriations Act, 81st Regular Texas
Legislative Session requires thepartmentto prepare a report that provides a
comprehensive review of JJAER#s report, theJuvenile Justice Alternative

Education Program: Performance Assessment Repavriewsthe 27 JJAEPs listed
above This is thesixth such report looking at the students entering the programs,
program operations, student performance, program costing and planning.

The following is gummary of some of the major findings based on both quantitative and qualitd#itee collected over
the last year:

€& JJAEP Student Population Has Declingihce school year 262007, the number of JJAERident entries has
declined by 8%. Betweerschool years 2082007 and2010-2011, the number of mandatory>gulsion entries
decreased 3% while discretionary entries decreasé@o. Proportionately the age, grade level, expulsion
offense and race of students remained mostly unchanged.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2012
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OoT dPn MM

ES Table 1
JJAEP Entries by Placement Type
School Years 2068007 through 2012011
006-200 007-2008 008-2009 0092010 01020
N % N % N % N % N %
Mandatory 2,992 40% 2,611 41% 2,220 41% 2,111 40% 2,069 45%
Discretionary 4,019 54% 3,414 53% 2,841 52% 2,690 52% 2,137 46%
Non-expelled 435 6% 378 6% 386 7% 437 8% 431 9%
| Total 7,446 100% | 6,403 100% | 5,447 100% | 5,238 100% | 4,637 100%
— Nonexpelledstudents enter a JJAEP through court orders of a juvenile judge, through an agreement with
the local schooRA & G NA OG | & | dzi K2NAT SR o6& ¢9/ {SO0ilGAazy
as a sex offender under TEC Section 37.309.
€ Average Length of StayThe average length of stay during school y2@10-2011for all students exiting the

JIJAEP wa&8 school days compared tdb&luring the school year 20e09. Students placed in a JJAEP for a

mandatory reason had the longest lengthstéy at 82school days, compared t@8achool days for discretionary
and80school days fonon-expelledstudents.

M

Performance ResultsJJAERerformance is assessed in multiple areas. JJAEPs have continued to show

improved performance in several aaach year including improved passage rates on the Texas Assessment of
Knowedge and Skills (TAKS), growth in the areas of reading and math while in a JJAEP as determined by the pre
and post instrument, and improved school attendance and behavior upon return to their home school.

M

assessment instrument

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TABBEP students are administered TAK Statewide

— The average passing rate for reading/ELA vw88% compared to 82% for math. The overall passing rates
are up from .6% in reading/ELA ar##.5% for math in school year 282009.

M

(ITED).

— The average grade equivalency results for both math
and reading increased mearly onegrade from

Pre and Post TestingPre and post testing is utilized as a
measure to demonstrate student gains in the areas of ma
and reading while in a JJA&ESIngthe lowa Test of Basic

Skills (ITBS) and the lowa Test of Educational Developm

admission to exit

Executive Summary
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(o]l

Behavior Improvement.Improvement in student behavior upon returning to their home school is used as
another indicator of JJAEPs perf@ance.

— Statewide, the proportion of absences during the twoweek periods prior to and after program
participation declined by 6.7%.

— Statewide, the average number of disciplinary incidents decls2@ in the two sixveek periods after
students exitel the JJAEP.

(o]l

Cost of Operation.JJAEPs are funded differently than public schools in T&adic schools are funded through

county tax revenues, state general appropriation funds administered by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and
federal funds. JJABP NS OSA @S Fdzy RAy3 FNRY 20t aOKz22ft RA&AGNROG

appropriations through the TEA via Texas Juvenile Justice Department (I rovides approximately 25%
of the total JJAEP funding (i.e., $79 per mandastugent attendance day); the remaining 75% is provided
through the local juvenile boards and the local school districts

— The cost per day during the school year 2@01.1 varied from a range of $81.90 to a high of $381.46 per
day as compared to $85.40 tchigh of $555.59 per day during the 262809 school year.

— Total expenditures for JJAEPs during the 20001 school year declined by approximately $5.6 million from
the 20082009 school year. The cost of JJAEPs vary from county to county based on a factys
including program size, program design, facilities, attendance, and services.

(o]l

Strategic ElementsAn important part of this report provides T
AGNI 68320 StSYSyia 6KAOK At | !s
with local government towaréhcreasing the effectiveness and
improving JJAEP services for youth served in these alternative
education settings. The planning process included identification o
the areas perceived as strengths by JJAEP administraidrsse
include curriculum, duenecessige., the level of due process
afforded youth prior to entry in the JJAE&)d overcrowding Areas
needing attention include adequate program funding.

Thisis a comprehensive report which not only provides a general overview,
the program andstatutory requirements, but also includelscussion on
program elements anth-depth statistical analysis SJAEPRrogranstaking
into consideration the various components and differing structure of
individual programs and formulating comparisons foe tturrent school year
as well as comparisons to previous years. JJAEPs have continued to evo
and adapt in order to better serve this challenging populatdstudents and
to accommodate the fluctuating population. The overall success of these
prograns depends on local collaboratiamd also on the dedicated staff who
work in these unique programs.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May ZOlLI I
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Introduction to Juvenile Justice
Alternative Education Programs

The Texas Legislature created juvenile justice alternati
education programs (JJAEP) in 1995 during an extensi
re-write of the Texas Education Code (TER)e
legislation that created JJAEPs mandated a separate
educational setting to ensure safe andbguctive
classrooms through the removal of dangerous and/or
disruptive students while addressing and resolving the
issue of expelled youth receiving no educational servic
during the period of expulsion. Prior to the creation of
JJAEPs, disruptive andngdgerous students either
remained in the classroom or were expelled, receiving
education during this time. Thus, the State of Texas ha
a critical interest in ensuring safe classrooms for teach
and students while providing educational services in ar
alternative setting for expelled students.

This new educational placement was created to serve
the educational needs of juvenile offenders aneriak
youth who are expelled from the regular classroom or
the school district disciplinary alternative edticen
program (DAEP). The legislative intent was for JJAEP
provide a quality alternative educational setting for
expelled youth that would focus on discipline, behavior
management and academic achievementAHPs have
operated for 13ull school years

The Texas Legislature mandated that frexas Juvenile
Justice Departmen(TJJDdevelop a comprehensive
system to ensure that JJAERe held accountable for
student academic and behavioral success and to prepé
a report to assess the performance of the JJAEPs bas¢
on the accountability system that was developed in
1999. Rider Numbétto TJJR & OdzNNBy i o
General Appropriabns Act is shown in the box to the
right. This report has been prepared to fulfill the
mandates of the rider.

Texas General Appropriations Act
82nd Regular TeasLegislative Session
Rider 7¢ Texas Juvenile Justice Department

JJAEP AccountabilityOut of funds appropriated above
in Strategy D.1.1. Juvenile Justice Alternative Education
Programs (JJAEP), thexas Juvenile Justice Department
shall ensure that Juvéle Justice Alternative Education
Programs are held accountable for student academic and
behavioral successTheTexas Juvenile Justice Department
shall submit a performance assessment report to the
Legislative Budget Boaeahd the Governor by May 1, 201
The report shall include, but is not limited to, the following:

a. An assessment of the degree to which each JJAEP
enhanced the academic performance and behavioral
improvement of attending students;

b. A detailed discussion on the use of standaréasures
used to compare program formats and to identify
those JJAEPs most successful with attending students;

c. Student passage rates on tiate of Texas
Assessments of Academic Readiness (S)ihARe
areas of reading and math for students enrolliadhe
JJAEP for a period of 90 days or longer;

d. Standardized cost reports from each JJAEP and their
contracting independent school district(s) to determine
differing cost factors and actual costs per each JJAEP
program by school year;

e. Average cosper student attendance day for JJAEP
students. The cost per day information shall include an
itemization of the costs of providing educational
services mandated in the Texas Education Code §
37.011. This itemization shall separate the costs of
mandatededucational services from the cost of all
other services provided in JJAEPs. Mandated
educational services include facilities, staff, and
instructional materials specifically related to the
services mandated in the Texas Education Code, §
37.011. All otbr services include, but are not limited
to, programs such as family, group, and individual
counseling, militanstyle training, substance abuse
counseling, and parenting programs for parents of
program youth; and

f.  Inclusion of a comprehensivivé-yearstrategic plan
for the continuing evaluation of JJAEPs which shall
include oversight guidelines to improve: school district
compliance with minimum program and accountability
standards, attendance reporting, consistent collection
of costs and program dataraining and technical
assistance needs.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2012
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Overview of Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs
History

Beginning in 1995ptal juvenile boards in counties with a population over 125,000 were required by law to implement and
operate JJAEP®uring the 2012011 school year there wetz’ JJAEP countieghichencompass 27 school districts

operating in the state These counties accounted for approximat@i of the & I $ j®v€nile age population in 201

Hays Countyas chosen to operate as a mandatory JJAEP county in accordance with the General Appropriafldd®Act,
Rider 9 Mandatory JJAEP counties in 2€2@L1 include:

- Bell - Collin - Galveston - Johnson - Smith - Wichita

- Bexar - Dallas - Harris - Lubbock - Tarrant - Williamson
- Brazoria - Denton - Hays - McLennan - Taylor

- Brazos - El Paso - Hidalgo - Montgomery - Travis

- Cameron - Fort Bend - Jefferson - Nueces - Webb

In anticipation that an additional five countieiss(, Ellis, Ector, Guadalupe, Hays avidiland) would fall under the population
requirement to operate a mandatory JJAEP when the 2010 U.S. Geasusleased, the 8iTexas Legislature amended the
Texas Education Code Section 37.011 to allow those counties which would be impacted by the 2010 census numbers to opt
out of operating a JJAEP if the county juvenile board entered into a memorandumdefstanding (MOU) with each school
district located in thecounty. The purpose of the MGbBto minimize the number of students expelled without receiving
alternative education services. Impacted counties either needed to begin operating a JJAEPaglopse® an appropriate

MOU by the beginning of the 202012 school year. Hays County is the only one of the counties impacted that has chosen to
operate a JJAEfhe remaining four counties have chosen to opt out. Also of note is an amendment pasEkEdSﬂ}d Texas
Legislature which added language under Texas Education Code Section 37.011 that provided a description of Smith County
allowing this county to also be exempt from operating a JJAEP.

Funding

The funding mechanism for JJAEPs differs ibfpam the

funding mechanism in place for the public schools in Texas.

JJAEPs are funded primarily through county tax revenues that

Ft26 GKNRdAK d0K22f RAAGNAROGA vy
along with state appropriations that flow through the Texas

Education Agency (TEA) ahdllD Public schools are funded

through county tax revenues, state general appropriation funds

and federal funds.

TJJDprovides funding to local juvenile boards on a per diem
basis for students who are mandated by state law to be
expelled and placed into the JJAEP. The juvenile board and the school districts in a county jointly enter into a
memorandum of understanding (@IU) regarding the cost of neaxpelledanddiscretionarily expelledtudents who may
attend the JJAEP. Local school districts may provide funds aneéfordrservices to the JJAEP as agreed upon in the
MOU. A more irdepth discussion of program costingn be found in Section 6 of this report.

In addition to those counties mandated to operate JJAEPS, counties may voluntarily choose to establish a JJAEP. These
programs may be funded through a combinationTdfi@rants to local juvenile probation degeents and through

funding provided by local school districts. During school 264602011, six counties were supported witfuJrant

funds to operate JJAEPs. These discretionary JJAEP counties include: Atascosa, Haléll Héogkinsiand

Karres/Wilson.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2012
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Statutory Requirements

Section 37. 011 of the Texas Education Code @r@jrily governs the programmatic parameters of JJAEPs. The main
academic and programmatic standards that must be followed by all JJAEPs are highlighted below.

€ The statitorily established academic mission of the JJAEP is to enable students to perform at grade level
pursuant to TEC Section 37.011(h);

(o]l

JJAEPs are required to operate seven hours a day for 180 days a year pursuant to TEC Section 37.011(f);

M

JJAEPs must fogwn English / language arts, mathematics, sciences, social studies adid@pline but are not
NBIljdZANBR (2 LINRPOGARS | O2dzNBS ySOSaalNEB G2 Fdzf FAEE |
Section 37.011(d);

(o]l

JJAEPs must adopt aident code of conduct pursuant to TEC Section 37.011(c);

M

The juvenile board must develop a written JJAEP operating policy and subniitlitfor review and comment
pursuant to TEC Section 37.011(g);

(o]l

JJAEPs must adhere to the minimum standards sétibiand found in Title 37, Texas Administrative Code (TAC)
Chapter 348 pursuant to TEC Section 37.011(h) and Texas Human Resources Code (HRZ2/1S¥2i(@)(5)

JJAEPs are required by these standards to have one certified teacher per program aedadinnstructional

staff-to-student ratio of no more than 1 to 24. Instructional staff musthabt DK Sf 2 ND&a RS®ABS FNR
accredited university. Additionally, the operational staffstudent ratio is required to be no more than 1 to 12;

and

(o]l
—n

CKS 2dz@SyAtS 62FNR 2N 6KS 02FNRQaA RSaAr3aysSs
a0K22f adGdzRSyiGas GKS NBOASs akKlft AyOfdzRS
requirements and shall establish aegjific graduation plan per TEC Section 37.011(d).
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Students in Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

JJAEP Student Population

Students served in JJAEPs have been expelled from their home school camplistrartalternative education program
(DAER, have been placed into the program as a requirement of supervision by the juvenile @oligive been placed by
a local agreementChart 1 presents JJAEP student entries by school year.

Chart 1
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4,000
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1,000

[p]]

JJAERtudent Entries by School Year
School Years 2@32007 through 2010-2011

7,446

6,403

5,447
5,238

4,637

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011

During school yea20102011there were4,637 student entries into JJAEPs. This representg&a decrease in

entries for all students since school year 8@D07 (the highest population year) for JJAEPs mandated by the

state.

€ Student entries into JJAEPs decreased19g from school yea2009-2010to school yea20102011

Astudent may enter a JJAEP more than once during the school year. Studentsendgrr@]JAEP for a variety of
reasons, including a new expulsion from the school districtpmmreturn from an outof-home residential setting.
During school yea20102011, a total of4,373individual students accounted for th&637 entries into JJAEP pragns. A
total of 252 students entered a JJAEP more than once during that school year.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2012
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Table 2 presents the distribution of student entries and the number of individual students in JJAEPs by county for school
year20102011

Table 2

JJAEP Studeiiintries and Students by County
School YeaR0102011

Students County

Student

Entries
Bell 133
Bexar 423
Brazoria 90
Brazos 52
Cameron 285
Collin 120
Dallas 530
Denton 133
El Paso 63
Fort Bend 168
Galveston 72
Harris 588
Hays 45
Hidalgo 246

118 Jefferson
399 Johnson
87 Lubbock
49 McLennan

261 Montgomery

119 Nueces
504 Smith
126 Tarrant
63 Taylor
153 Travis
70 Webb
567 Wichita

44 Williamson

235 Total

SEtrL:::ieer;t Students
107 102
35 34
90 89
178 161
289 268
66 64
12 12
338 316
29 29
97 89
187 167
76 72
185 175

4,637 4,373

Students may enter JJAEPs at any time during a school year and may continue in the JJAEP from one school year to the

YSEG®

previous school yearnischool yea2010-2011, a total of 1476juveniles, or 3% of students, began the year as

carryovers.
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JJAEP Placement Type

The student population served by JJAEPsifdlh two basic categories: expelled students and 1eapelled students.
Expelled studentsclude those students who are required to be expelled under Texas Education Code (TEC) Section
37.007 and those who are expelled at the discretion of local sdistict policy.

A mandatory expulsiomccurs when a student has been expelled pursuant to TEC 5&83i007(a), (d), or (e). Thede
mandates school districts to expel students who engage in specific serious criminal offenses including violesg offens
against persons, felony drug offenses and weapons offenses. To be designated as a mandatory expulsion the offense
must occur on school property or at a schoelatedevent The mandatory expulsion offenses are listed below.

€&  Felony Drug Offenses € Indecency with a Child
€  Weapons Offenses (includes expulsion for a € Retaliation Agaist School Employee or
norvillegal knife) Volunteer(regardless of location)
€  Aggravated Assault e Murder or Attempted Murder
€  Aggravated Sexual Assault and Sexual Assault e Manslaughter and Criminally Negligent
Homicide
€  Aggravated Robbery
€  Aggravated Kidnapping
é Arson

Adiscretionary expulsionccurs when a school district chooses to expel a student for committing an offerssgaging

in behavior as described in TEC Section 37.007(b), (c), and (f). Some discretionary expulsions may occur in a regular
classroom, ora school campus or at a schaelated event while serious or persistent misbehavior may only occur in a
schod R A @iscigladylalieinative education prograf@AEP). The Education C¢8ection 37.008Was amended

in 2007 to allow for a school district located in a JJAEP county to expel students for any conduct on or off school campus
that is classifieds a felony under Titlg of the Texas Penal Code. Unlike mandatory offenses, specific discretionary
offenses are not required to have been committed on school property or at a schlatéd event

Thoseoffenses for which expulsion is discretionary are listed below.

€  Serious or Persistent Misbehavior €  Misdemeanor Drug and Alcohol Offenses
€  Any Mandatory Offense within 300 feet of €  Assault on a teacher or employee

school campus

e Felony Criminal Mischief

€  Aggravated Assault, Sexual Assault, )

Aggravated Roldry, Murder or Attempted e  Deadly Conduct

Murder occurring off campus against another .

g P g z Terroristic Threat

student

€ Penal CoddTitle 5 feloniesoffense (regardless €  Inhalant Offenses

of location)

Non-expelled students are ordered to attend the JJAEP by a juvenile court pugggelaced in dJAEP under an
agreement with the local school district as authedsy TEC Section 37.011are a registered sex offendand placed in
the JJAEP under TEC Section 37.898chool yeaP0102011, 12 JJAEPagreed in their local MOU to sermen-expelled
students; however, onlyen actually served these students during the school year.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2012
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The number and percentage of mandatory, discretionary amaexpelledstudent entries into JJAEPs during school year
20102011 may be found below in Chart 3. As in predgears, the vast majority of JJAEP student entries were the result

of an expulsion (8%). Discretionary expulsions were thegglest category, accounting for 46of all entries. Abut three
of the 431 non-expelledstudents were ordered to attend the JJAERH®y juvenile court

Chart 3

JJAEP Entries by Placement Type
School Yea20102011

4,000
3,000
2,000 2,069 2,137
1,000
431
0
Mandatory Discretionary Non-expelled

Entries into JJAEPs have experienced a consistent pattern of decline since school §2&8020MHowever, the
proportion ofmandated students relative to all students has experienced a slight increase betwee®260d 20.0-11.

Table 4 illustrates entries into JJAEPs over time according to the type of student&ppgndix A provides by county
student entries for the last three school years by JJAEP placement type.

Table 4

JJAEP Entries by Placement Type
School Years 2@32007 through 20102011

006-200 007-2008 008-2009 0092010 010-20
N % N % N % N % N %

Mandatory 2,992 40% 2,611 41% 2,220 41% 2,111 40% 2,069 45%

Discretionary | 4,019 54% 3,414 53% 2,841 52% 2,690 52% 2,137 46%

Nonexpelled 435 6% 378 6% 386 7% 437 8% 431 9%
Total 7,446 100% 6,403 100% 5,447 100% 5,238 100% 4,637 100%
€ The number of mandatory expulsiodscreasedrom 2006-2007 to 2010-2011. Asa percentage of total entries

mandatory student entries have increased since school year-2006.

— Between school years 262007 and 20102011, the number of mandatory expulsion entries decreased
31% while discretionary entries decreasédbo.

M

Discretionary entries have decreased both in number and as a percentage of total JJAEP entries.

(o]}

Non-expelled student entries have decreased slightly fraimo®l year 200€2007. As a percentage of total
entries nonexpelled student entries have increased from 6% in school year-2008 to 9% in 20:2011.
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Characteristics of the JJAEP Student Population

Student

population characteristics, including age, gender, ethnicity, grade level and special education status provide

descriptive information about the students who entered JJAEPSs during scho@Q&Ex2011

Age

Chart 5 depicts the age of studentstering the JJAEPs during school y2@10-2011

Chart 5
JJAEP Students by Age
School Yea2010-2011
1,200
1,062
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€ 64%of students entering a JJAEP were between the ages of 14 and 16.
€ Fifteen year olds accounted fod% of JJAEP students, the largest siagkecategory.
€ Youth age 17 and older, although not of juvenile justice age, are eligible for placement into a JJAEP and
accounted for 6% of students.
€ There has been no significant fluctuation from previous school years in the percentage of students ineeach ag

group.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2019
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The age of students entering differed by placement type in school3@H3-2011

€& A similar percentage of discretionary studert3a) and mandatory student3%) were 10 to 12 years old, while
2% ofnon-expelledstudents were in this age category.

€ Nonexpelled students were older than the expelled studerit8%of non-expelledstudents were 15 years old
and older, compared to®% of discretionary students an®% of mandatory students.
€ 216discretionary students (11%) ad@8mandatory studentsZ1%) were 17 years of age or older, whileridn-

expelledstudents (0%) were in this age category.

Gender and Race

The gender and race distribution of JJAEP students can be found in Table 6 below.

Table 6
JJAEP Students by Gender and Race
School Yea2010-2011
Gender Total by Percent of Total by
Male \ Female Race Race

AfricanAmerican 816 200 1,016 23%
White 788 205 993 23%
Hispanic 1,906 377 2,283 52%
Other 58 23 81 2%
Total 3,568 (82%) 805 (18%) 4,373 100%

e 77% of JJAEP students weninority youth.

€ The majority of students entering JJAEPs were m&)8

€ Hispanic males were the largest single group of JJAEP students, accountif fofr tudents entering the

program,down slightly from 4% in the 209-2010school year.
€ A similar pecentage of discretionary students (18%) and mandatory students (19%) were female, while 16% of

non-expelledstudents were female
The race and ethnicity of students differed by type of JJAEP placement. In sch&d}@2011
€ 82% of discretionargtudents were minority youth, compared t@l% of mandatory students ant?% ofnon-

expelledstudents.

—  AfricanAmerican youth accounted for 31% of discretionary studeri& df mandatory students and%
of non-expelledstudents.

— Hispanic youth accounted for 50% of discretionary studesf%, of mandatory students artir% ofnon-
expelledstudents.

—  White youth accounted for 18% of discretionary studen2of mandatory students argB% ofnon-
expelledstudents.

— Other youth accoured for2% of discretionary students, 2% of mandatory students 2¥dofnon-expelled
students.

10
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Table 7 provides a comparison of the race of students in JJAEPS, public schools, DAEPSs, and juveniles referred to the
juvenile probation system during school y&910-2011

Table 7

Comparison of Race Distributions Within Systems
School Yea2010-2011

:r:izcri:r;n White Hispanic Other
Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Prograrn 23% 23% 52% 2%
District Alternative Education Program 24% 21% 53% 2%
TexadPublic School 13% 31% 50% 6%
Statewide Referrals to Juvenile Probation* 25% 25% 49% 1%

*Calendar year 200

€ The higher proportion of Hispanic students in JJAEPs may be the result of school locations.

—  26% ofall JJAEP students aservedin Bexar, Cameron, El Paso, Hidalgo, and Webb cour@8s.of JJAEP
students from these counties are Hispanic.

Grade Level

In school yea0102011, JJAEPs served elementary through high school students. Chart 8 shows the distribution of
student entres by grade level.

Chart 8
JJAEP Student Entries by Grade Level
School Yea2010-2011
1,442
31%
888
19%
708
637 15%
14%
380 374
— 8% 8% 0
5%
6th or Below 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th
€ The majority of JJAEP student entries (59%) were high school students.
€ Ninth graders comprised136 of all JJAEP entries, the largest siggaelecategory.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 201; 1
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(o]l

Approximately8% of JJAEP entries in school y#2t02011were in 6th grade 43 entries were in 5th grade or
below.

€& 36% of JJAEP entries were not at their expected grade level based on their age at entry.
The grade level of students entering JJAEPsd/agdype of entry. In school yea0102011

€ Sudents entering JJAEPs in then-expelledcategory were the most likely to be in high scho@%of non-
expelledstudent entries were in the‘@through 12 grades compared to®%6 of mandatory student dries and
48% of discretionary student entries.

(o]l

The entry type with the highest proportion of middle school student entries was the discretionary expulsion
category. 51%of discretionary entries were in the 6th through 8th grades comparedf 8f mandabry
student entries and 2% ofnon-expelledstudent entries.

Special Education Needs

JJAEPs serve students who have special education needs identified in their Individual Education Plan (IEP). Chart 9 depicts
the proportion of JJAEP student entries with special education needs.

Chart 9
JIJAEP Student Entries by Education Classification
School Yea2010-2011
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€& 20%of the students in JJAEPs were classified as having special education needs.

12
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Chart 10 shows the percentage of students in JJAEPs with special education needs from schooby@ato2€thool
year201011.

Chart 10
Percent of JJAEP Student Entries Classified as Special Education
School Years 2@32007 through 20102011
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€ Between school years 262007 and2010-2011, the percent of entries into JJAEPs classified as special
education decreased from22 to D%.

— In school yeaP0102011, there were711fewer JJAEP student entries classified as special education than in
school year 206-2007.

Chart 11 presents the primary disability for special education students entering JJAEPs in sctkiil2at 1

Chart11
JJAEP Student Entries by Special Education Primary Disability
School Yea2010-2011
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192

172
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19%

Emotionally Disturbed Learning Disabled Other

€ The percentage of JJAEP special education students with an emotional disturbaime éasedslightlyfrom
18% in school year 2@909 to 19% in school yea2010-11.
€ Special education students with a learning disability accountedZ®s af the total JJAEP student entries in

school yeaP0102011

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 201;|'3
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& Thea 2 U KliSaNility category includes students with physical disabilities, brain disocderstudent with an
intellectual disability

— 10students or 5% of thedother¢ category had a primary disability ofitellectual disability

— The remaining special education students in tbéhere category were physically disabled or had a disability
such as a speech or v impairment, a traumatic brain injury or other health problem.

Chart 12 presents the number of students with a special education need by type of JJAEP placement.

Chart 12
JJAEP Special Education Student Entries by Placement Type
School Yea2010-2011
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€ Special education students accounted for only 18% of mandatory student entries compar2¥ wwf 2

discretionary student entries andl2 ofnon-expelledstudent entries.

M

Half of allspecial education studés were discretionary entries

14
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Other Student Characteristics

Data from TEA provides additional descriptive information about the students served PsiiiE]ing atrisk status,
English as 8econdary LanguadESL)L.imitedEnglishProficiencyLEP), economic situation and gifted/taledtstatus.

At-risk status indicates that a student has been identified ass&tof dropping out of school by their home campus. ESL
indicates that the student is participating in a statpproved ESL program, which is a program of intensive instruiction

English from teachers trained in recognizing and dealing with language differences. LEP indicates that the student has

been identified as limited English proficient by the district Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC). Economic
situationd®a ONA 6Sa (KS &a0dzZRSy Q& S O malgried mdicatésxhatth® ideatlispartRipading I (1 dz&
in a stateapproved gifted and talented program.

Analysis oft 9 !POldic Education Information Management System (PEIMS) data for stueteating JJAEPS in school
year2010-2011showed that B% of JJAEP students were classified as havirtgdifanglish proficiency while ¥®were
classified as ESL. Approximat®ly of JJAEP students were considered to be gifted/talented.

Chart 13presents the distribution of atisk students in JJAEPs. Many factors are considered in determining if a student is
at-risk including not advancing grade levels, not maintaining an average of 70 (on a scale of 100) in two or more
curriculum subjects durgnthe school year, placement intoRAEP or expulsion, having limited English proficiency, being

in the care or custody of th€exas Department of Family and Protective Senacekor serving on parole, probation or
deferred proseution.

Chart 13

JIJAEBtudents Identified as ARisk
School Yea2010-2011

90%

m Not At-Risk At-Risk

€ The vast majority, or 98, of students in JJAEPs were considered tobislastudents. In comparison5% of
DAEP students were consideredresk students in school ye2010-2011

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 201%"5
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Chart 14shows the distribution of JJAEP students by economic indicator. Students are classified annually by their home
school to determine eligibility for free and reduced price school meals.

Chart 14
Percent of JJAEP Students by Economic Indicator
School Yea2010-2011
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Disadvantaged Meals Price Meals Disadvantage
e 78%of the JJAEP students were classified as economically disadvantaged.

— Statewide, 9% of public school students and 66% of DAEP students were classified as economically
disadvantaged.

M

Overhalf of the students in JJAERsre eligible for free meals (56).

M

The percent of economically disadvantaged students in a JJAEP has risen 12% since®@3es2b68| year.

16
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Expulsion Offense Types

The majority of students entering JJAEPs had been expelled for comraittiimpinaloffense €.g.,Class C misdemeanor

to felony offenses). Offenses which require a school to expel a student are typically seriouddetdnffenses and

include a variety of offenses against persons as well as drug and weapons violations. In exgel tostudent, school
officials must have reason to believe an offense has occurred and must hold a formal expulsion hearing. The expulsion
offense is determined by school district personnel. Table 15 provides the number and percent of studentiotries
JJAEPs for mandatory expulsion offenses by offense type.

e JIJAEP Mandatory Expulsion Student Entries by Expulsion Offense Category
School Yea2010-2011
Expulsion Offense Category Number Percent of Total
Felony Drug Offenses 1,205 58%
Weapons Offenses (includes expulsion for a-illegal knife) 501 24%
Aggravated Assault or Sexual Assault 222 11%
Aggravated Robbery 15 <1%
Arson 72 4%
Indecency with a Child 36 2%
Retaliation 17 <1%
Murder, Attempted Murder or Kidnapping 1 <1%
Total Offenses 2,069 100%
€ Despitethe overall decrease in expulsions, etpulsionoffense categorietcreased since school year 20

20 with the exception ofveapons offenses, arson, and murder/manslaughter

— In school yea?010-2011there were D7 fewer entries into JJAEPSs faeapons offenses36 fewer entries
for arson and Zewer entries for murder/manslaughter than in school year 2Q089

— Between school year 2068009 and school yea20102011entriesfor drug offensesncreased by 57
— Felony drug offenses accounted for the highest proportion of mandaotsies intoJJAEPS 8%0).

— Nearly onequarter of the mandatory expulsion students were placed because of a weapons viol2d#). (

(o]}

Less than 1% of mandatoeptrieswere for the offerses ofmurder, retaliation or aggravated robbery.

Discretionary expulsion offenses include less serious offenses against persons as well as misdevelairag and
alcohol violations. They also includetcategory ofnon-mandatoryPenal Codditle 5 Felony Offenses. The category of
serious or persistent misbehavior includes school district student code of conduct violations occurring in theTRIAEP.
16 provides the number and percent of student entries into a JJAEP for discretionary expuiseofiy offense type.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May ZOI;L 7



JJAEP Performance Assessment Report, School Y€s2@01

Table 16
JJAEP Discretionary Expulsion Student Entries by Expulsion Offense Category
School Yea20102011
Expulsion Offense Category Number Percent of Total
Serious or Persistent Misbehavior 1,526 72%
Misdemeanor Drug andlcohol Offenses 262 12%
Assault on a Teacher/Employee 154 7%
False Alarm/ Terroristic Threat 60 3%
Felony Criminal Mischief 29 1%
Penal Codditle 5 Felony Offenses 87 4%
Mandatory Offenses Committed Gffampus 19 1%
Total Offenses 2,137 100%
€ The number of serious or persistent misbehavior expulsions decreas22Pbypetween school years 282009
and20102011
€ Misdemeanor drug and alcohol offenses and serious or persistent misbehavior accounted for 84% of all
discretionary expulsions.
€ Students who commit mandatory offenses within 300 feet of a school campus may be expelled at the discretion

2F GKS a0OK22f RAAGNROGO® ¢tKSAaS 2FFSyasSa -OIBY OdzHiSE 2 NA
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Juvenile Court Status of the JJAGRdent Population

Although the majority of youth served by JJAEPs were referred to the juvenile court as a result of the offense that led to
their expulsion, this is not true for all youth. Data fradJRRa WW! 9t RI@& o ¥ A0 K fydwe@E G NI Ol
matched to determine the number of juveniles entering JJAEPs in schod@Ea2011who were also referred to

juvenile probation departmentsA referral to juvenile probation within 30 days of expulsion or JJAEP entrance was
considered to be an @ulsion that resulted in a referral.

A formal referral occurs when a juvenile has fagdace contact with the juvenile probation department and an intake
occurs. Students referred to local juvenile probation departments were referred for felony, misdewr, conduct

indicating a need for supervision (CINS) and violation of probation offenses. CINS offense referrals include public
intoxication, truancy, fineable only offenses that have been transferred to a juvenile court from a municipal or justice
cout, inhalant abuse and expulsion for violating the school district student code of conduct while in the DAEP under TEC
Section 37.007(c) (serious or persistent misdor).

In order to be referred to a juvenile probation department, a youth must hawenitted an offense while between the
ages of 10 and 16. Youth 17 years old and older who commit offenses are under the jurisdiction of the adult criminal
justice system and may not be referred to juvenile probation, despite attending a JJAEP.

As seerin Chart 17, 5% of total JJAEP student entr{@s729) in school yeaR010-2011had a formal referral to a local
juvenile probation department associated with their JJAEP placement.

Chart 17

JJAEP Students Referred to Juvenile Probation Departments
School Yea20102011

2,729
59%

Referred m Not Referred

€ Inschool year 2032011, 16% of JJAEP entries were 17 years old or older. These students accounted for 33% of
those with no juvenile probation referral.

Comparison of Juvenile Justice Referral Offenses for Expelled Students

School districts may expel those students who violate the school district student code of conduct as allowed by Texas
Education Code Section 37.007 and must expel students who engage in violent, weapon and felony drug offenses while
on school campus. Exigion offenses are those alleged by the school district and may or may not be the offense for
which the juvenile is formally referred to the juvenile probation department. In some cases, a student may never be
formally referred for the offenséor which they are expelled

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2014'9
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Table 18 shows a comparison of the JJ#EBBrted expulsion offense and the offense of referral for students expelled

and placed into a JJAEP.

Table 18

Expulsion Offense Compared to Juvenile Justice Referral Offense

for ExpelledStudents in JJAEPs
School Yea20102011

Mandatory Expulsions Percent Discretionary Expulsions Percent
No offense in juvenile justice system 42% | No offense in juvenile justice system 39%
Formal referral for the same or similar offense| 48% | Formalreferral for the same or similar offense 40%
Formal referral for a different offense 10% | Formal referral for a different offense 21%

e 48% of students expelled for a mandatory offense and 40% of students expelled for a discretionary offense were

referredto juvenile probation for the same @imilar offense.

— In order for the expulsion offense and referral offense to be considered as the same or similar they must be

the same level and category of offense.

Non-ExpelledStudent Offenses

Students categorized amn-expelledare most

often placed into JJAEPs by the juvenile court as g &

condition of probation supervision or as a transitior
after being placed out of the homeNonexpelled
students accounted fonine percent of all student
entries andeightpercent of the total JJAEP student

with a juvenile court referral within 30 days of entry] &

into the JJAERFFifty-three percentof nonexpelled
students had a referral to the juvenile justice syste
within 30 days of entering the JJAEP.

Jwenile Court Disposition Type for Expelled

Students €

JJAEP mandatory and discretionary expulsion
students referred to juvenile probation departments
will havetheir cases disposed of either formally or | _

informally. Informal dispositions include supervisor ©
caution and deferred prosecution while formal
dispositions include cowardered probation,
commitment to the Texaduvenile Justice &

Department(TJJD under a determinate or

indeterminate sentenceor certification as an adult.
Table 19resents the dispsitions of expelled JJAEP
students.

Juvenile Court Disposition Descriptions

Supervisory Cautiorg Non-judicial disposition that an
intake officer may make on a case. This may include
referring a child to a social agency or a commubiged
first offender program run by law enforcement.

Deferred Prosecutiorg An alternative to brmal
adjudication where the child, parent or guardian,
prosecutor and the juvenile probation department agred
upon conditions of supervision. Deferred prosecution ¢
last up to six months and may be extended an additional
six months.

CourtOrderedProbation¢ Uponan adjudication hearing
on the facts, a judge or jury may order commurtigsed

supervision for a specified period of time, based on such
reasonable and lawful terms as the court may determin|

Drop/Dismissg A case can be dropped orsdiissed by
the juvenile department, the prosecutor or the juvenile
court.

Other/Pendingg Other/Pending dispositions include
commitment to the TJDcertification as an adult, and
cases still pending

20
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Tablel19

Disposition by Placement Type
School Yea20102011

andato D a a

N % N % N %
Supervisory Caution 156 13% 406 31% 562 23%
Deferred Prosecution 323 27% 287 22% 610 24%
Probation 478 40% 290 22% 768 31%
TJJD/Certified as Adult 2 <1% 4 <1% 6 <1%
Drop 187 16% 293 23% 480 19%
Pending 49 4% 25 2% 74 3%
Total 1,195 100% 1,305 100% 2,500 100%

* Does not include noexpelled students

€ 55% of the referred mandatory and discretionary JJAEP students were disposed to community supervision (court
ordered probation or deferred prosecution). Less than 1% were committddddr certified as an adult.

—  27% of students expelled for a mandatarffense were placed on deferred prosecution compared 2&02f
discretionary students.

—  67% of the referred mandatory JJAEP students were disposed to community supervision as comgdbéd to
of referred discretionary students.

€ Students expelled for a mandaty offense and referred to the juvenile probation department were more likely
to be placed orcourt-orderedprobation than students expelled for a discretionary ofe. 40%f mandatory
expulsion students were placed on probatiascompared to 2% of dscretionary expulsion students.

Supervision at Entry into the JJAEP for Expelled Students

Students expelled to a JJAEP for a mandatory or discretionary offense may or may not have been referred to a juvenile
probation department as a result of their exigsion offense. Students also may or may not be under the supervision of a
juvenile probation department at the time of entry into the JJAEP. Tdbéh@ws the supervision type at entry for

addzRSyla
of JJAEP entry is provided.

SELIStfSR T2NJ YI yRI{2NE

YR RAAONBUGAZ2YIl NE

Table D
Supervision at JJAEP Entry for Expelled Students*
Schod Year20102011
andato D 3 3
N % N % N %

Conditional/Temporary 525 25% 330 16% 855 20%
Deferred Prosecution 168 8% 338 16% 506 12%
Probation 230 11% 394 18% 624 15%
No Supervision 1,146 56% 1,075 50% 2,221 53%
Total 2,069 100% 2,137 100% 4,206* 100%

*Most serious supervision level within 30 days of JJAEP efitiyoes not include norexpelled students

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2012 l
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Nearlyhalf (47%) of expelled youth were under some type of community supervision within 30 days of entering
the JJAEP.

— Students expelled for discretionary offense werslightly more likely to be under supervision than students
expelled for anandatoryoffense.

Discretionary expulsion students were more likely than mandatory students to be under deferred prosecution or
on probation, while mandatory students were more likely to be under conditional/temporary supervision.

—  86% of discretionary expulsion students on probation were placed on probation prior to expulsion to a
JIAEP.

Conditional and temporary supervisions gme-dispositional supervisions that allow the juvenile probation
department to more closely monitor youth and respond tolations prior to disposition.

— Of the 25 mandatory expulsion students on conditional/temporary supervisidi¥p4dvere eventually
placed on probation for the same referral. An additio286 ended up under deferred prosecution.

JJAEPs are better able to manage the behavior of expelled youth under supervision as conditions can be included
in the supervision agreement outlining the expatidns and the consequences of violating JJAEP rules.

Description ofluvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs
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ProgramLength ofStay for the JJAEP Student Population

Average Length of Stay

During school yea20102011, a total of 3443 students exited from JJAEPs. Taldl@dvides the average length of stay
for students who exited JJAEPE]1JZalculated average length of stay, which includes only school days, not weekends,
holidays or summer break, using data submitted by the JJAEPs. For students who entered acrk&Eehwol year
20102011and carried over into school ye20102011, the average length of stay includes their total stafe length of
student placements in a JJAEP is determined by the local memorandum of understanding.

Table 2

Average Length oBtay by County
School Yea20102011

County Number Exiting | Average (days) County Number Exiting = Average (days)
Bell 99 35 Jefferson 78 88
Bexar 339 67 Johnson 24 48
Brazoria 79 84 Lubbock 72 64
Brazos 45 64 McLennan 132 75
Cameron 167 105 Montgomery 190 85
Collin 103 60 Nueces 43 105
Dallas 338 95 Smith 6 91
Denton 101 65 Tarrant 257 82
El Paso 46 118 Taylor 24 98
Fort Bend 111 105 Travis 88 67
Galveston 64 47 Webb 132 79
Harris 459 78 Wichita 71 62
Hays 33 94 Williamson 138 75
Hidalgo 204 57 Total Exits 3,443 78

€ The average length of stay for all students exiting the JJAEP8gabkool days.

& El Pas@ounty had the longest average length of stay8(@dhool days) compared ®ellCounty which had the
shortest average length of stag§school days).

€& Students placed in a JJAEP for a mandatory reason had the longest length ofé&agtaiol days, compared to
73 school days for discretionary a®@ school days fonon-expelledstudents.

& al yRI{i2NE2 &0 dzRSYy dereased ®ryf 3 §ckool2idys if stHod ye&r BB¥9 to 82 school days in

school yea2010-11.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 202"3
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Reasons for Program Exit

Students may exit a JJAEP progfanavariety ofreasors. Exits are classified fiour ways: Return to Local District;
Incomplete; Graduated or Received GED; or Early Termination. Studentomliptete their term in the prograrare
shown as returningo their local school district, graduat or havereceived their GED.

Exits classifi@ asincompleteincludestudentsleavingthe program prior to completion. Tlse studentsnay require a
more structured or secure setting (such as residential placement in-aoppostadjudication facility).

Studentswho exit viaearly terminationfrom the programhave not completed their term in the JJAERar&ples of such
terminations includean Admission, Review and Dismissal (ARD) removal, or withdrawal to enroll in another education
program other than their home districe(g.charter school, homechool, private school, etc.) due to medical

problems

Table 2 presents the reasons why students exited JJAEPs in scho@d0&Ea2011 (See Appendix B for exit reasons by
county.)

Table 2
JJAEP Exit Reasons
School Yea2010-2011
Number Percentof Total
Returned to Local District 2,526 73%
Incomplete 451 13%
Graduated or Received GED 67 2%
Early Termination 399 12%
€ The majority of students @6) returned to their local school district after successfully completing an expulsion
term or aterm of probation.
€ 2%of exiting students either graduated from the JJAEP or received a high school equivalency certificate (GED).
— The number of students who graduate or receive a GED has almost doubled since tHgOZud®ol year.
e 12%of JJAERere released from the prograrprior to completing their assigned length of stay.

Exit reasonvaried by type of entry into the program. In school y2@102011

€ A higher pecentage of mandatory students (%9 returned to their local school district thaliscretionary (1%)
or non-expelledstudents 69%).

€ Sudentsclassified ason-expelledhad the highest proportion of incomplete exit27%of non-expelled
students left the prgram as incomplete compared t&®of mandatory and36 of discretionary stughts.
€ 63% of the students graduating or receiving a GED were mandatory entries comparé¥ ttohon-expelled

entries and 1%6 for discretionary student entries.

24
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Description of Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

Introduction

The design and implementation of JJAEPs is a local decisio
determined primarily through the development of a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) between each schog
district and thecountyjuvenile board. While the juvenile
board is the entity ultimately responsible for operating the
JJAEP, most programs have various levels of school distric
participation in programming.

JJAEPSs are required by statute to teach the core curriculu
Emglish/language arts, mathematics, science and social
studies, as well as sdliscipline. Attending students earn
academic credits for coursework completed while attending
the JJAEP. The length of time a student is assigned to a JJA
is determined by tb school district for expelled students and by the juvenile courhforexpelledplacements. Once a
student has completed the term of expulsion or their condition of probation, the student transitions back to his or her
home school district.

This section takes a comprehensive look at the Table23

programmatic components of the 27 JJAEPs operat

_durlng s?hogl ye:_a?OlQZOll To compile the JIAERtudent Capacity by County

information in this section of the report, each of the School Yeap0102011

27 JJAEPs was surveyed to producerselbrted

data. Qlestlgns on the survey wgrg deagngd to _ N r=— e

capture staffing and programmatic information,

allowing for comparisons among individual JJAEP | Bell 920 Jefferson 70

programs. (See Appendix C for a list of select Bexar 168 Johnson 16

program characteristics by county.) Brazoria 48 Lubbock 55

Programmatic Elements Brazos 30 McLennan 90
Cameron 164 Montgomery 120

Capacity Collin 320 Nueces 32

JJAEPSs vary in size according to the needs of the Dallas 450 Smith o4

county and populations served by the program. In | Denton 125 Tarrant 120

school yea?0102011, the capacity of JJAEPs ranged E| Paso 60 Taylor 44

from }6 to 450(see Table @. JJAEPs must serve all Fort Bend 120 Travis 55

juveniles expelled for a mandatory offense. Reogs

at capacity cannot refuse to accept a student expelld Galveston 18 Webb 120

for a mandatory offense so most manage their Harris 200 Wichita 44

population throggh'adjustments to studgnt Igngth of Hays 27 Williamson 200

stay and/or by limiting the number of discretionary :

andnon-expelledstudents accepted into the Hidalgo 415 Total 3,255

program.
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Program Operator

JJAEPs may be operated by the Iqoatnileprobation department, a local school district, a
private vendor or a combination of these. The county juvenile board, however, makes the off
determination of how a JJAEP will be designed and operated. This decision is based on a va\
factors,most important of which is the memorandum of understanding with the school district
the county. Other factors that may influence the choice of the program operator are availabl
resources, programmatic components and needs of the local communitycmblsdistricts.
Regardless of who operates the program, JJAEPs must conform to all juvenile probation and
educational standards set out Title 37Texas Administrative Code Chapter 348 and the
requirements of theTexas Education Code, Section 37.011.

Chart 24 provides information about the entities responsible for operating JJAEPSs in scho@Dj@#011 For programs
operated jointly, the level of support and services provided by each entity varies according to the program.

Chart 2

JJAEP Program @©mators
School Yea2010-2011

Probation department only
m ISD and probation department
m Private contractor with support from probation department

Local juvenile probation departments and independent school districts jointly operated than half of the
JJAEPs in the state5jl

M

18% of the programs were operated in conjunction with a privadatractor (5).

M

Program Model Type

JJAEP administrators were asked to characterize their program model type into one of three basic categories: military

component, therapeutic or traditional school. A militasgmponent includes one or more of the lflmving components:
drill instructors, military uniforms, physical training, and/or militatyle discipline, drill and regiment. Therapeutic

models place a heavy emphasis on counseling and behavior management. Traditional school models are paterned af

a regular, independent school district setting.
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Chart 5 depicts the number and percentage of programs in each of the program model type categories. Schools that
combine program elements are categorized based on their primary emphasis.

Chart

JJAEP Program Model Types
School Yea2010-2011

Military Component m Therapeutic Model m Traditional School Model

€ Nearlyhalf of JJAEPs operated a traditional school moti), while 3% operated daherapeutic program and
22% operated anilitary-component program.
€ The number of programs operating as a therapeuntimdel has more than doubled since the 2608 school

year.

Table B presents the number and percentage of student entries by program model type.

Table B
Student Entries in JJAEPs by Program Model Type
School Yea2010-2011

StudentEntries

Program Model Type

Military-Component 728 16%
Therapeutic Model 1,749 38%
Traditional Model 2,160 46%
Total 4,637 100%
€ Operating in 2 of the 27 JJAEPs, the traditional school model served overd@éH) (of the students entering the

programs.

Programsoffering a militarycomponent had the fewest student entries6%).

(o]}
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Programmatic Components

JJAEPs offer students a variety of services in addition to the required educational and behavior management programming.
These program components are simigross most JJAEPs and may include individual, group, and family counseling,
substance abuse counseling, life skills classes and community service. Students may participate in one or all of $he service
offered within a single program. Participation ftem dependent on program requirements or a juvenile court order.
Programmatic components offered in JJAEPs are presented in Table 2

Table 7

JJAEP Programmatic Components
School Yea20102011

Number of Programs that

Incorporatethe Component Total Number of
Military Therapeutic ~ Traditional JJAEPs with | % of Total of
Component Model School Model Component JJAEPs with

Program Components Offered N =6 N=9 N=D2 N=27 Component
Individual counseling 5 8 11 24 89%
Life skills training 4 6 10 20 74%
Drug/alcohol prevention/intervention 6 8 8 22 81%
Substance abuse counseling 6 6 7 19 70%
Group counseling 5 7 10 22 81%
Anger management programs 5 7 10 22 81%
Mental Health Evaluation 6 6 6 18 67%
Community service 6 6 10 22 81%
Tutoring ormentoring 3 7 7 17 63%
Family counseling 4 4 5 13 48%
tF NBydAy3 LINRPAINIYE O6F; 3 6 6 15 56%
Physical training or exercise program 6 3 2 11 41%
Vocational training/job preparation 4 4 6 14 52%
Experiential training 4 3 2 9 33%
Military drill and ceremonies 6 0 0 6 22%
Service Learning 2 4 2 8 30%
Other 0 2 3 5 19%

€ All JJAEPs offered at least one program in addition to the required educational and behavior management

programming.

€ The most common program componentorporated into the JJAEPs was individual counsesiéi).

€ Tutoring or mentoring was offered B3% of the JJAEP programs.

€& Counseling services (i.&dividual, substance abuse and group) were offered in the majority of the programs.
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Program Staffing

JJAEPs were staffed by a variety of professionals and paraprofessionals. 8@navides a summary of the number and
percent of program staff statewide during school y2ai02011

Chart B
JJAEP Staffing
School Yea20102011
135
28%
m Certified Teachers (40%)
Certified Special Education Teachers (11%)
m Degreed Non-Certified Instructional Staff (4%,
Caseworkers (17%)
81
17% Supervision Management Staff/Behavior (28%
€ The total number of staff positions for JJAEPs in schoola@4¥2011was477.
e 72%of all instructional staff in individual programs were certified teachers. Instructional staff includes certified
teachers, certified special education teachers, degreed-centified instructional staff and teacher aides.
e 28% of the JJAEP staff positiowere supervisory staff. Supervisory staff includes security personnel, behavior
management staff and drill instructors.
€ The average instructional staff-student ratio wasL0:1 in military:-component programs, 21 in traditional

programs an®:1 in theapeutic programs.

Student Populations Served

Each JJAEP is different and may serve various populations of students depending on the local MOU with school districts
and the needs of the juvenile court. The two basic categories of students servedHBsHre expelled youth and non
expelled youth. Nomxpelled youthare placed by several sources as agreed in the MOU.

€ CourtOrdered, Residential Youtl Juveniles placed into a residential facility are required to attend school. The
WW! 9t YIe& 6S RSaA3aylIGdSR d GKS aalOKz22té¢ FT2N) addzRSyda
to the JJAEP for school hours and return to the residergt@lity at the end of the program day.
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€ CourtOrdered, NorResidential Youttg A student may be required to attend school at the JJAEP as a condition of
court-ordered probation. The juvenile court may issue this order for a variety of reasons, including safety of the
victim or school personnel or because the needs of the juveedeire a more structured learning environment.

€ Local School District AgreemegtA student may be placed into a JJAEP voluntarily through an agreement with the

local school district. This is generally handled on a case by case basis and not addtbssktD.
€& Registered Sex Offendey Sudents whoare registered sex offenders may be placed WAEP.

JJAEPs are not required to provide services teex@elled youth, but many dith school yea?0102011 Table29
provides the number of programs @&pting each type of neaxpelled student.

Table29

Programs Providing Services to Na&xpelled Youth
School Yea2010-2011

Types of JJAEP Entry for Number of Programs
Non-Expelled Students Offering Services
CourtOrdered, Residential Youth 2
CourtOrdered, NorResidential Youth 12
Local School District Agreement 4
Registered Sex Offender 1

e 44%of JJAEPs had agreements to serve cotatered, nonresidential youth.
e 7%of JJAEPs had agreements to provide services to-ocodered residential students.
€ Atotal of 2 JJAEPs offered services to rexpelled students. Of these2]110 actually served nomxpelled

students in school ye&0102011

State law requires that JJAEPs serve students that have been expelled for committing a mandatory expulsion offense.
School districts are required to ensure an educational placement for students expelled for discretionary ;rrgsons
majority have agreemas for these students to be served in the JJANIRe JJAEPS in school y&&102011(i.e., Brazos,

El Paso, JohnspalvestonHays, SmithTarrant Taylorand Wichita Gunties) had MOUs excluding or limiting part of the
RA &G NR Ol a @xplstoasOThBsé axalusibnslEre listed below:

€& Brazos, Wichita: Al discretionary expulsions

€ El Paso: Discretionary expulsions for studentstivspecial education needs requirisgrviceshat
are notavailableat the JJAEP

€ JohnsonHays Discretionary expulsions for studenthware 17years of age or older

é Galveston: lff RAAONBOGAZ2YFNE SELMzZ 8A2ya sAGK GKS SEOSL
discretion

€ Smith: Discretionary expulsions for students expelled for ser@ugd persistent misbehavior

€ Tarrant: Discretionary expulsions for students who gunger thanl?2 years old

é Taylor: 5A40NBGA2Y | NB SELXz &A 2 pEemdienhlly distudeti®ry Q& 6 A G K

Intellectual disability
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Attendanceand Transportation

I addzRSy (G Q& SELIzZ arAz2y TNR
expulsion is determined solely by the local school distric
MOUs between the juvenile board and the local school
districts, however, set the conditions for completion of
the JJAEP assignmenixt&en of the 27 JJAEPS,59% of
the programs in school ye@010-2011, required students
to successfully complete a specified number of days
before they were released from the program (Chab}.3
This requirement is used to hosdudentsaccountable for
their behavior as well as to motivate studentshile in

the program.

Chart D

JJAEP Conditions to Exit Program
School Yea20102011

m Students must attend specific number of
days (18%)

m Students must successfully complete a
specific number of days (59%)

m Students must complete term of expulsion,
regardless of attendance (18%)

Students transition back to regular school at
end of grading period/semester (4%)

Those JJAEPs not requiring the successful completion of an assigned nusarlsibn days still require conditions to
be met prior to the student returning to regular school. For these programs, return to the home school is based on the
completion of the expulsion term or the completion of the grading period.

In addition to reauiring students to attend a specified number of days prior to return to their home schbof, the
JJAEPSs required a minimum length of stay for all studérttgs minimum stay ranged from 30 to 90 days. The average
minimum length of stay across the$d programs wa$3 days. The average school day for JJAEPs in schooR9é&ar
2011was just under eight hours in length (3.Hours). Academic instruction was provided for an average of six hours
(6.11 hours) per day.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2013 1
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To assist in keeping a higherextdance rate, @ of the
27 JJAEPs operated a structured truancy abatement
program 69%). These programs typically provide an
immediate response to truancy by the probation
department or law enforcement and the presence of a
justice of the peacat the JJAEP to hear truancy cases,

Transportation of students is an important issue for y
JJAEPs. Because the JJAEP serves an entire county, 1A88
location of a JJAEP may pose transportation proble é e
for students living a great distance from the program
Transpotation is, therefore, an issue addressed in all
MOUs between the juvenile board and school district
JJAEPs arrange various methods of transportation td
assist students in reaching the program. Transportation to JJAEPs may be provided by the cosahgdhdistrict or a

private vendor. Some JJAEPs do not provide transportation for students. For these programs, parents are responsible fo
transporting their children.

Chart 3 depicts the means of transportation used by JJAEPSs in schod2@#@2011 Departments were allowed to
report multiple means of transportation.

Chart 3L

JJAEP Transportation Method
School Yea2010-2011

20
18 19
16
16
14
12
10
8
6
4 5
4
2
0 1
County Provides Parents Private Vendor Public School District
Transportation  Responsible for Contract Transportation Provides
Transportation Transportation

€ School districts providettansportation to students in 5% of the JJAEPs.
€ Parentsprovidedtransportation forstudents in 79 of the JJAEPs.
€ In order to facilitate the transportation of students, several of the programs operated outside regular school hours.

For example, Tarrant County opéga their JJAEP beginning at®@#®m. and ending at @0 p.m.
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Program Measures and Performance of
Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Programs

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills Analysis

Methodology

The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) was administéredirfstrtime in school year 2002003. The

TAKS measures student achievement in reading in Gra8es3writing at Grades 4 and 7; in English language arts in

Grades 10 and 11; in mathematics in Graddd 3in science in Grades 5, 8, 10 and 11;iarsbcial studies in Grades 8,

10 and 11. The Spanish language TAKS is administered at Grades 3 through 6. Students with disabilities or those in need
of other accommodations are allowed to take the TAXBommodated or TAKBodified tests. Satisfactory

performance on the TAKS at Grade 11 is a prerequisite to earning a high school diploma. The TAKS replaced the Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) testing program that was used in schools in Texas from 1991 to 2002.

The student TAKS performance results reported were based on data provided by TEA from the statewide testing

database. Upon receipt, testing data was merged with JJAEP data maintaif@dDny analysis. A matching rate of

86% provided a solid sample students with TAKS testing data. Although the TAKS measures performance in several
subject areas, scores for only math and reading/English language arts (ELA) were used as measures for this analysis. The
TAKS is given once annually to students, theeeftire analysis of TAKS performance includes only unique students, not
student entries. Students could have matched to a math record, a reading/ELA record, both or neither.

The 83" Texas Legislaturehanged the requirement to use TAKS as a measure andequires the reporting of student
passage rates on the State of Texas Assestsrof Academic Readiness (SRMb the areas of reading and math for
students enrolled in the JJAEP for a pewd®@0 days or longer. The STRARSt was not administeredudng the 201611
school year, therefore TAKS will continue to be used as a measure.

Statewide TAKS Exclusions for Students in JJAEPs
An analysis of the data was completed in order to determine the number of students who were tested, exempted or did

not complete the TAKS. Tabl2 @rovides the distribution of TAKS patrticipation during school 286402011 for
students in JJAEPs. Results include only those students whose record was matched to testing data.

Table 2

Excluded and Scored TAKS ResultsStuidents in JJAEPS
School Yea?010-2011

Math Reading

# % # %
Absent 176 4.7% 182 4.8%
ARD Exempt 2 0.1% 2 0.1%
LEP Exempt 2 0.1% 1 <0.1%
No Information 158 4.2% 103 2.7%
Other 54 1.4% 83 2.2%
Scored 3,390 89.6% 3,411 90.2%
Total 3,782 100.0% 3,782 100.0%
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Not all students participate in TAKS testing. Students may be excluded for the following reasons:

€ Absentg not present when TAKS was administered

& LER limited English proficiency exempt from TAKS (applies to grades®only)
€ No document submittedg no answer document submitted

€ Other¢test was not completed for other reasons

TAKS results reflect students scoring on all TAKS tests including alternate versions (accommodated or modified). The
scale score adjusts so that comparisons can be made for all tests within a grade level and subject area. The majority of
the matched JJAESstudents had TAKS tests that were scored in math or reading/ELA. Of those students with a match to a
TAKS record4% had a TAKS test scored in both math and reading/ELA.

Statewide TAKS Results for Students in JJAEPs

Beginningn school year 20090, vertical scales were developed for grad=8 to meet new state legislative
requirements. This resulted in a different passing score for tgesdes. The TAK#Zodified exam and the TAKS scale
score for grades-22 continuedto use the average scale se@nd passig score of 2100 More information on vertical
scales and the change can be found onlineraiv.tea.state.tx.us/student.assessment/taks/vertscale

The TAKS results for students in JJAEPs were analyzed using only those students whosetestsegler The following
table provides average scale scores and the scale score needed to meet the standard to pass for math and reading/ELA
during school yea?010-2011by grade level.

Table 3
TAKS Results by Grade Level for Students in JJAEPs
School Yea2010-2011
5 ReadindELA
N Average Scale Scor¢ Passing Score N Average Scale Score| Passing Score

3rd Grade 1 * 500 1 * 483
4th Grade 9 595.0 554 7 560.9 554
5th Grade 92 639.8 603 87 664.1 620
6th Grade 225 637.2 637 174 679.8 644
7th Grade 331 661.8 670 344 695.4 670
8th Grade 696 700.3 700 749 762.3 700
9th Grade 775 2011.7 2100 712 2134.5 2100
10th Grade 406 2070.0 2100 535 2180.7 2100
11th Grade 468 2170.6 2100 445 2239.8 2100
;ﬁ'é?:g:;ﬁfd 387 2145.4 2100 357 2152.0 2100
Total 3300 [N 3411 |

* To maintain student confidentiality, no data was reported for grades with fewer than five students.
*TAKSModified is an alternate assessment based on modified academic standards designed for students receiving special edvicatson se
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€ In all grades except thg", 9" and 10" gradesthe average math scale score wasovethe score necessary for
passing. For reading/ELA, the average score surpassed the score necessary for paltgiraglas
€ For students taking the TAHRdified test, all grades except the‘igrade had an average scale score above the
score necessatfpr passing in both math and reading/ELA.
Table 3t
TAKS Passing Rate by Grade Level for Students in JJAEPs
School Yea2010-2011
Math Reading/ELA
3rd Grade * *
4th Grade 81.8% 75.0%
5th Grade 71.8% 77.6%
7th Grade 43.4% 61.4%
oth Grade 32.3% 68.8%
11th Grade 72.1% 87.7%
Total 49.9% 74.4%
* To maintain student confidentiality, no data was reported for grades with fewer than five students.
€ Students in JJAEPs performed better in reading/ELA than in math in schoaD$8&011 The overall passing rate
for reading/ELA wag4.4% compared t@19.9% for math.
— These passing rates are up fro® 3% for reading/ELA arg4.8% for math in schogtear 20@-2009.
€ Students in the 11th grade had the highest passing rates in both math and reading/ELA.
€ Passage rates for both reading and math were higher at each grade level SBQ@pﬂe reading declined 0.4%.

Statewide TAKS Results for StudentsJIAEPSs at Least 90 School Days

In order to provide a more accurate portrayal of the effect of JJAEPs on student TAKS performance, an analysis was
conducted for students who received a TAKS score for schook9é@2011and were in a JJAEP for a peridableast

90 school days at the time of or prior to the administration of the TAKS. -Eigttypercent of those students with a

scored math test and8% of those students with a scored reading/ELA test had been in a JJAEP at least 90 school days
prior to administration of the test. Tablé®resents the proportion of students in JJAEPs at least 90 school days who
passed the TAKS along with the average scale score by grade level for math and reading/ELA.
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Table 3
TAKS Results by Grade Level &udents in JJAEPs
At Least 90 School Days
School Yea20102011
N Passing Rate Average Scale| Passing N Passing Average Scale | Passing

Score Score Rate Score Score
4th Grade 1 * * 554 1 * * 554
5th Grade 10 50.0% 605.9 603 10 70.0% 644.1 620
6th Grade 57 22.8% 589.8 637 56 42.9% 609.0 644
7th Grade 151 28.5% 641.1 670 159 47.8% 664.7 670
8th Grade 322 40.7% 681.3 700 303 70.3% 724.7 700
9th Grade 472 24.6% 1987.9 2100 483 66.5% 2125.0 2100
10th Grade 223 36.8% 2054.3 2100 266 69.2% 2165.0 2100
11th Grade 220 61.4% 2128.9 2100 224 85.7% 2209.1 2100
;ﬁ’é?:gggfd 168 56.5% 2125.9 2100 144 79.9% 2253.1 2100
Total 1624 | 3820 | 1646 | e88% .

*To maintain student confidentiality no data was reported for gradét fewer than five students.
*TAKSModified is an alternate assessment based on modified academic standards designed for students receiving special edvicason se

€ Students had higher passing rates in reading/ELA than in math in every gradavetage passing rate for

reading/ELA was88% compared to 82% for math.

— The overall passing rates are up from@%6 in reading/ELA ar¥.5% for math in school year 282009.
€ Students in the 11th grade had the highest passing rates and highest awe@gescores in both math and

reading/ELA.
Table $

Passing Rate by Grade Level for Students in JJAEPs
Less than (<) 90 Days and 90 Days or More (>) Prior to TAKS Administration
School Yea2010-2011
Math Reading
Passing Rate for <90 | Passing Rate for >= 90 Passing Rate for <90 | Passing Rate for >= 90
Day Students Day Students Day Students Day Students

4th Grade 88.9% * 83.3% *
5th Grade 75.0% 45.5% 78.4% 70.0%
6th Grade 60.7% 25.4% 73.0% 42.9%
7th Grade 53.4% 30.9% 70.4% 50.6%
8th Grade 65.7% 42.3% 82.5% 72.0%
9th Grade 40.2% 27.0% 72.1% 67.0%
10th Grade 53.8% 43.4% 81.9% 71.5%
11th Grade 83.0% 59.2% 90.6% 84.6%
Total 60.6% 38.2% 79.6% 68.8%

*To maintain student confidentiality no data was reported for grades with fewer than five students.
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€ Overall, students in JJAEPSs at least 90 days at the time of TAKS administratmmenazhssage rates in math and
reading/ELA than students in JJAEPs less than 90 days at the time of the test.
€ 36.2% of students in JJAE&deast 90 days at the time of the

test passed both the math and reading/ELA TAKS.

In order to measure achievement of JJAEP students on the TAK
over time, the TAKS math and reading/ELA test scores for scho
years 208-2009 and20102011were comparedn Table 37 Due
to the change to vertical scale scores for gradési® school year
200910, these grades were not included in the comparisdable
38 presents a comparison of TAKS math and reading/ELA pass
rates for school years 206809 and 201011, and includes all
grades.

Table ¥
TAKS Results by Average Scale Score and Grade Level
For Students in JJAEPs at Least 90 School Days
School Year 2062009 and School Yea2010-2011
Math Reading / ELA
School Year 2063009 School Yea2010-2011 School Year 2@®2009 School Yea20102011
Average Scale Score Average Scale Score Average Scale Score Average Scale Score
9th Grade 1974 2000 2133 2136
10th Grade 2038 2073 2133 2183
11th Grade 2133 2124 2204 2204
€ The average scale score in maiid reading/ELA increased fdf and 10" grade students in JJAEPs at least 90

days between 2002009 and 2012011
- 10" grade students showed the largest increase in average scale score in math and reading/ELA.

For 11" grade students in JJAEPs at least 90 days the average scale score decreased slightly in math and
remained the same in reading/ELA between 2@08®9 and 2012011.

M
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Table 3
TAKS Passing Rate by Grade
Students Assigned at Least 90 School Day3JAEPs
School Year 262009 and School Yea2010-2011
Math Reading / ELA
School Year 2062009 School Year 2032011 School Year 2068009 School Year 2012011
Passing Rate Passing Rate Passing Rate Passing Rate
4th Grade 20.0% * 40.0% *
5th Grade 41.2% 45.5% 76.9% 70.0%
6th Grade 43.8% 25.4% 69.0% 42.9%
7th Grade 29.8% 30.9% 50.0% 50.6%
8th Grade 44.3% 42.3% 79.4% 72.0%
9th Grade 22.4% 27.0% 65.5% 67.0%
10th Grade 32.8% 43.4% 61.1% 71.5%
11th Grade 58.9% 59.2% 81.8% 84.6%
Total 34.5% 38.2% 67.6% 68.8%

* To maintain student confidentiality, no data was reported for grades with fewer than five students.

€ Inschool year 2082009, the passage rates for students in JJAEPs at least 90 days prior to the TAKS test was
34.5% for mathand 67.6% for reading/ELA. In school y@&10201], the passage rates for students in JJAEPs at
least 90 days prior to the TAKS test w82% for math and 8.8% for reading/ELA.

€ The passage rates were higher in school yH0-2011than in school year 2@3200 for all gradesexcept 8
and 8" gradesin math ands™, 6" and8" gradesin reading/ELA.

TAKS Results for Students in JJAEPs at Least 90 School Days by County

Because the scale score only has meaning at the grade tegglassing rate is presented in the remainder of the
tables, including county, race, type &JAEP placement and program characteristics. Analysis of deuaktatistics
allows evaluation of the performance of local JJAEPs. The following tableydidge percentage of students who
passed the TAKS math and reading/ELA tests during scho@@Ea2011by county.
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Table39
Passing Rate by County for Students in JJAEPs

at Least 90 School Days Prior to TAKS Administration
School Yea20102011

Math Reading / ELA

N Passing Rate N Passing Rate
Bell 27 22.2% 28 57.1%
Bexar 148 39.2% 157 70.7%
Brazoria 52 59.6% 50 84.0%
Brazos 15 26.7% 16 50.0%
Cameron 98 25.5% 90 60.0%
Collin 24 41.7% 24 83.3%
Dallas 200 34.5% 210 63.8%
Denton 28 53.6% 32 84.4%
El Paso 30 60.0% 30 86.7%
Fort Bend 7 42.9% 74 78.4%
Galveston 30 36.7% 33 63.6%
Harris 208 47.6% 201 77.1%
Hays 13 7.7% 19 36.8%
Hidalgo 53 37.7% 45 68.9%
Jefferson 39 25.6% 48 41.7%
Johnson 6 33.3% 6 66.7%
Lubbock 26 42.3% 27 81.5%
McLennan 85 27.1% 80 51.3%
Montgomery 128 54.7% 132 84.1%
Nueces 27 22.2% 26 50.0%
Smith 6 16.7% 6 50.0%
Tarrant 131 26.0% 127 64.6%
Taylor 13 46.2% 15 73.3%
Travis 26 34.6% 25 72.0%
Webb 61 19.7% 65 46.2%
Wichita 22 45.5% 22 100.0%
Williamson 51 51.0% 58 77.6%
Total 1,624 38.2% 1,646 68.8%

€ Passage rates varied by county, with the highest math passing @@gpoccurring ifcl Pas&County and the
highest reading/ELA passing ral®(.®b) occurring iWichitaCounty.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 20;§9
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TAKSResults for Students in JJAEPs at Least 90 School Days by Race

TAKS results were examined to determine the performance of students in JJAEPs by race. The following table
presents the performance for students who were in the JJAEP at least 90 schoptidays the time the TAKS was
administered during school ye20102011

Table O
Passing Rate by Race for Students in JJAEPs
at Least 90 School Days Prior to TAKS Administration
School Yea20102011
N Passing Rate N PassingRate

AfricanAmerican 393 29.8% 412 62.1%

White 347 51.9% 347 78.4%

Hispanic 857 36.5% 859 67.9%

Other 27 37.0% 28 75.0%
€ White students had the highest passage rates in math®s6)andin reading/ELA78.4%). 8.9% of White

M

students in a JJAEPIlaast 90 days prior to TAKS administration passed both sections of the TAKS.

— Among all student85.6% of White students passed both the math and reading/ELA TAKS compared to
37.0% of Hispanic students ar8.9% of AfricarAmerican students.

Compared testudents served in 2@09, AfricanAmerican and Hispanic studerdemonstratedthe greatest
improvement in both math and reading/ELA26102011

TAKS Results for Students in JJAEPs at Least 90 School Days by Type of Placement

As discussed ifection 3 of this report, studens placed in a JJAE&e primarily theresult of an expulsionNon
expelled students may be placed in a JJAEResult of ajuvenile court order, a local agreement with the school
districtorRdzS G2 | & i dzR S yséx @ffenddtBrgidr AHECNGRctioh 27y808k fdllowing table presents
the TAKS performance for each type &BB placement (i.e., mandatorydiscretionaryexpulsionand non-expelled
during school yea?20102011

Table 4
Passing Rate by Type of Placement for Students in JJAEPs
at Least 90 School Days Prior to TAKS Administration
School Yea20102011
Math Reading / ELA
N Passing Rate N Passing Rate
Mandatory 781 46.5% 775 74.5%
Discretionary 695 28.6% 720 60.1%
Non-expelled 148 39.2% 151 80.8%
€ Students placed in a JJAEP as a result of a mandatory expulsion offense had the highest passing rate for math,

(o]}
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while non-expelledstudents had the highest passing rate for reading/ELA.

49.1% of the students placed for mandatory expulsions passed both the math and reading/ELA TAKS compared
to 30.7% of discretionary expulsion students aBifl 76 ofnon-expelledstudents.

Program Measureand Performance ofuvenile JusteAlternative Education Program
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TAKS Results for Students in JJAEPs at Least 90 School Days by Progiacteistas

The following table compares student TAKS passing rates by programmatic characteristics including program model
type, operation design and statfb-student ratios.

Table 2
Passing Rate by Program Characteristic for Students in JJAEPs

at Least 90 School Days Prior to TAKS Administration
School Yea20102011

Math Reading / ELA

N Passing Rate
Program Model Type
Military-Component 260 44.6% 281 70.8%
Therapeutic Model 625 41.0% 621 74.1%
Traditional Model 739 33.6% 744 63.6%
Operation Design
Private Contractor w/Probation Department 352 33.5% 343 66.2%
Probation Department Only 509 37.9% 519 66.5%
School District and Probation Department 763 40.5% 784 71.4%
Instructional Staffto-Student Ratio
1:10 or lower 603 41.1% 613 71.5%
1:11 or greater 1,021 36.4% 1,033 672%

M

JJAEPs with a military component had highath passing rates while JJAEPs with a therapeutic model had the
highestreading/ELApassing rates. The largest proportion of students passing both the math and reading/ELA
TAKS were in therapeutic progrardd%o).

M

JJAEPs operated by the probation departmapheshowed the greatest improvement in passing rates from
school year 2082009 in math, while those operated jointly by the school district and the probation department
showed the greatest improvement in reading/ELA.

M

The percentage of students passing both tests was highest in JJAEPs operated jointly by the school district and
probation department.

M

JJAEPs with a lower instructional staffstudent ratio (.e., 1 instructional staff for every 10 students) had higher
passing rates in both math and reading/ELA TAKS.

—  43% of students in JJAEPs with a higher instructionatstaffudentratio passed both the math and
reading/ELA TAKS, compared 8¥3of students in JJAEPs with a loimstructional staffto-studentratio.

e o*® e -® -> o -

O - O -
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lowa Tests of Basic Skills Analysis

Methodology

Analysis of TAKS results provides one assessment of overall JJAEP performance. Since the TAKS is administered annually i
cannot measure student academic growth while in the JJAEP.

The lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) and the lowa Test of Educativelaiginent (ITEDre the pre/posttests utilized to

measure academic gain in the aredseading and math The tests address specific needs facing the programs on a daily

basis and have proven to be solid performance assessment instruments for the JJAEP

The ITBS measures academic growth for students in grades three through eight while the ITED measures growth for
a0dzRSy ia Ay (GKS yAYyGK GKNRAEKEEBREFOSKRINDREEGSYEKSE aKans
normed with various groupsncluding raciaéthnic representation, public and private school students and students in

special groups.

Studentswho are expected to be enrolled 90 days are lorger measured for performance levels in reading and

mathematics at entry to and exitdm the program. Students perform a reading comprehension and vocabulary

evaluation which provides the program with a reading total. The mathematics total includes computation, concepts and
problem solving. A standard score and grade equivalency isREBINKA SR FNRBY GKS NBFRAYy3I | yR
scores. The standard score (with a 4384 scoring range) and grade equivalency (ranging frd)kare reported to the

Texas Juvenile Justice Departménteach required student as the youth entersdagxits the program.

Comparisons of ITBS/ITED admission and exit scores were examined using data from a group of students who met several
criteria. As a result, all of the information presented in this section refers only to this group of studentselddtmon

criteria for the ITBS/ITED analysis include students who exited the program, completed both admission and exit testing,
were assigned to a JJAEP for a period of at least 90 school days and possessed scores allowable under the test (i.e., 104
384)

Statewide ITBS/ITED Grade Equivalency Scores

The following table presents the ITBS/ITED grade equivalency for scho@Dy€et011

Table 8
ITBS/ITED Average Grade Equivalency Scores for

Students Assigned at Least 90 School Days in JJAEPs
School Yea2010-2011

N Admission Exit Average  Difference
Average
Math 1,328 6.70 7.56 0.86
Reading 1,328 6.74 7.56 0.82
€ At admission, students had an average ITBS/ITED grade equivalency at the 6th grade level in both math and
reading.
€ The average grade equivalency results for both math and reading increasehily onegrade from admission

to exit. Math scoresmproved slightly more than readirggores.
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ITBS/ITED Grade Equivalency Scores by County

In order to evaluate the performance of the JJAEPs by county, educational growth between admission and exit was
compared for all mandatory JJAEHsble 4! presents the math and reading admission and exit grade equivalency scores
for counties operating dJAEP during school y@ar102011

Table 4
ITBS/ITED Average Growth by County for

Students Assigned at Least 90 Days in JJAEPs
School Yea20102011

Math Reading

N Admission Exit Difference N Admission Exit Difference
Average Average Average Average
Bell 8 7.50 6.50 -1.00 8 7.75 8.25 0.50
Bexar 53 6.45 7.38 0.93 53 6.47 6.60 0.13
Brazoria 56 7.73 8.05 0.32 56 7.32 7.89 0.57
Brazos 8 7.25 7.38 0.13 8 5.25 6.38 1.13
Cameron 79 5.35 8.09 2.74 79 4.25 6.84 259
Collin 39 8.79 8.79 0.00 39 9.03 8.95 -0.08
Dallas 182 7.41 7.94 0.53 182 7.29 8.37 1.08
Denton 17 6.41 8.29 1.88 17 6.24 7.76 1.52
El Paso 35 8.60 9.31 0.71 35 8.49 8.40 -0.09
Fort Bend 53 7.58 7.92 0.34 53 7.87 8.36 0.49
Galveston 12 7.33 9.50 2.17 12 7.58 8.00 0.42
Harris 219 4.32 5.73 1.41 219 5.50 6.04 0.54
Hays 24 7.04 9.29 2.25 24 5.63 8.58 2.95
Hidalgo 25 8.36 8.96 0.60 25 7.36 8.52 1.16
Jefferson 50 5.78 5.82 0.04 50 5.98 5.64 -0.34
Johnson 5 9.00 10.20 1.20 5 8.60 9.20 0.60
Lubbock 22 7.36 8.05 0.69 22 6.68 7.32 0.64
McLennan 34 5.56 7.21 1.65 34 5.76 7.65 1.89
Montgomery 59 8.29 8.88 0.59 59 8.07 9.14 1.07
Nueces 28 7.07 8.25 1.18 28 6.61 8.46 1.85
Smith 6 10.33 12.17 1.84 6 9.67 11.50 1.83
Tarrant 159 6.99 7.16 0.17 159 7.13 7.28 0.15
Taylor 11 7.45 8.64 1.19 11 7.18 8.82 1.64
Travis 26 6.92 8.69 1.77 26 6.96 8.96 2.00
Webb 41 5.95 6.73 0.78 41 5.76 5.73 -0.03
Wichita 19 8.68 9.68 1.00 19 7.68 9.26 1.58
Williamson 58 7.67 7.78 0.11 58 8.09 8.93 0.84

€ In all butone of the counties, students averaged an improvement in math, iaradl but four counties averaged
an improvement in reading from admission to exit in school y&dr0-2011

€ The greatest positive change in math scores wa3ameronCount where the averagscore increase@.74
grade levels.

€ The greatest positive change in reading scores wakaiysCounty where the average score increagb grade

levels.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 206'3
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ITBS/ITED Grade Equivalency Scores by Race

The table below presents the ITBS/ITED performance of JJAEP students by race in math and reading for 200@| year

2011

Table 6

ITBS/ITED Average Difference in Grade Equivalency Scores by Race

for Students Assigned at Least 90 School Days in JJAEPs
School Yea20102011

N Admission Exit Difference N Admission Exit Difference
Average Average Average Average
AfricanrAmerican 301 6.04 6.91 0.87 301 6.48 7.31 0.83
White 309 7.85 8.40 0.55 309 8.25 8.96 0.71
Hispanic 698 6.47 7.49 1.02 698 6.19 7.04 0.85
Other 20 6.50 7.05 0.55 20 6.80 7.75 0.95
€& AfricanAmerican and Hispanic students had the lowest admission and exit scores in both math and, fieaiding
showed the greatest gains while in the program
— The age of students in each racial group may account for some of these differences. -Afnedcan
students were younger, witB.6% of those testedeing10 to 12 years of age, compared3d?% ofOther
students, 65% of Hispanic students atd5% of Wihite students.
— Conversely, White students were older, witB.6% of those testetheing15 years old or older, compared to
50.0% ofOtherstudents,60.26 of Hispanic students an®.8% of AfricapAmerican students.
€ All racial groups demonstrated improvementreading and math during their enrollment in the JJABRpanic

students demonstrated the most improvement in math, increasing 92, while Other students demonstrated
the most improvement in reading, increasing b9%.
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ITBS/ITED Grade Equivalgn8cores by Type of JJAEP Placement

Students placed into a JJAEP may perform differently by type of placement. The following table presents the results of
the ITBS/ITED grade equivalency scores by type of JJAEP placement.

Table 6
ITBS/ITED Average Grade Equivalency Scores by Type of JJAEP Placement for
Students Assigned at Least 90 School Days in JJAEPs
School Yea20102011
Math Reading
N Admission Exit Difference N Admission Exit Difference
Average Average Average Average
Mandatory 712 7.15 7.88 0.73 712 7.21 7.94 0.73
Discretionary 508 5.95 7.02 1.07 508 6.00 6.85 0.85
Non-expelled 108 7.26 8.01 0.75 108 7.18 8.40 1.22
é Discretionanplacements had the highest growth in math amoh-expelledplacements had the highest growth
in reading from admission to exit.
€ Mandatory students had higher math and reading scores than discretionary students at both entry and exit.
€ Discretionary students demonstrated greater improvement on both the math aading tests than mandatory

students.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 206'5
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ITBS/ITED Grade Equivalency Scores by Program Characteristic

Table & presents the change in student ITBS/ITED scores by program characteristic including program model type,
operation design and instructional stafi-student ratio. Programmatic information was compiled from a survey
completed by JJAEP program administrato

Table47
ITBS/ITED Average Grade Equivalency Scores by Program Characteristics for

Students Assigned at Least 90 School Days in JJAEPs
School Yea20102011

Math Reading

Admission Exit . Admission Exit ;
N Difference N Difference
Average | Average Average | Average
Program Model Type
Military Component 258 7.16 7.66 0.50 258 7.12 7.84 0.72
Therapeutic Model 552 6.16 7.07 0.91 552 6.57 7.22 0.65
Traditional Model 518 7.04 8.04 1.00 518 6.74 7.77 1.03
Operation Design
Private Contractow/Probation
Department 211 6.41 8.11 1.70 211 5.82 7.45 1.63
Probation Department Only 472 5.90 6.89 0.99 472 6.33 7.08 0.75
School District and Probation
Department 645 7.37 7.88 0.51 645 7.34 7.94 0.60
Instructional Staffto- Student Ratio
1:10 orlower 434 7.41 8.12 0.71 434 7.30 8.14 0.84
1:11 or greater 894 6.35 7.30 0.95 894 6.47 7.28 0.81

€ Positive growth in readingnd mathwas demonstrated by all programs regassi of type or operation mode.
— The largest growth in math and reading scooesurred in traditional model JJAEPs.

€ The largest positive change in grade equivalency scores for math and reading was in JJAEPs operated jointly by a
private contractor and the probation department, with increased of0and 1.63 respectively.

€ The lagest positive change in grade equivalency scoresiath was in JJAEPs with a 1ot reaterstaff-to-

student ratio, while the largest growth in reading scores occurred in JJAEPs withaa gréater staffto-
student ratio.

— The difference in growthetween lower and higher statb-student ratios was greater for math than for
reading.

— Students in JJAEPs with a lower stafstudent ratio had, on average, higher readamd mathexit scores
than students in JJAEPs with a higher daftudent ratia
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ITBSITED Growth Expectations

TJJZreated estimates of expected growth in the SIIBED based on length of stay in a JJAEP. Based on the scoring scale
forthe I TBX L¢ 952 | &0GdzRSy (i Qa & 02 Ndhthforeach mdnif & @igeR sckiodl yeary ONB I & S
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Based ormJJanalysis, 3% of students tested below grade level in math at entry aBb Tested below grade level in
reading.

59% of students who tested below grade leiremathat entry to the JJAEP achieved the expected levgi@iith
from pre-test to posttest, compared t024% of those students who tested at or above grade level in ratémtry to
the JJAEP.

58% of students who tested l@wv grade leveln readingat entry to the JJAEP achieved the expected level of growth
from pre-test to posttest, compared to 8% of those students who tested at or above grade level in reaatiegtry
to the JJAEP.

Table48 provides ITBS/ITED growth expectation by program characteristic.

Table48

ITBS/ITED Growth Expectations by Progr&@maracteristics
School Yea2010-2011

Math Reading

N Pe_rcent at or N Percent at or I_Exceeding
Exceedindgxpectations Expectations

Program Model Type

Military Component 258 44.2% 258 50.8%
Therapeutic Model 552 51.1% 552 46.9%
Traditional Model 518 50.0% 518 53.3%
Operation Design

Private Contractor w/ Probation Department 211 61.6% 211 62.1%
Probation Department Only 472 50.2% 472 49.8%

School District And Probation Department 645 44.7% 645 46.5%

M

(o]}

Students in traditional JJAERet ITBS/ITED growth expectations in reading at a higher rate than students in
programs with a military component or therapeutic model. Students in JJAEPstii#rapeutic modemet
ITBS/ITED growth expectations in math at a higher rate than studepte®grams withmilitary componentsor
traditional models.

Students in JJAEPs operated by the probation departimecioperation with a private contractanet ITBS/ITED
growth expectations at a higher rate both reading and matthan students in JJAEBgerated by the probation
departmentonly orin cooperation with the school district.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 20%7
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Behavior Analysis

Attendance Rates in JJAEPs by County

Attendance rates for students in JJAEPs were used as one measure of program stitii@eguires a minimum overall
program attendance rate of 75%. The attendance rates were calculated from monthly program data provided by the
counties.

Table 4Qresents attendance rates for JJAEPs using the statewide attendance benchmark compare2Di)h@l 1
school year by county and statewide. The attendance benchmark, established for school yea0@80®as based on
JJAEP attendance rates for school years 298 through 2002002.

Table 49
JJAEP Attendance Rates by County
Benchmark and School Ye20102011
County Statewide Benchmark 20102011Rate Dg&iﬁifgﬁig;ﬁx
Bell 78% 86% 8%
Bexar 78% 86% 8%
Brazoria 78% 87% 9%
Brazos 78% 89% 11%
Cameron 78% 75% -3%
Collin 78% 87% 9%
Dallas 78% 77% -1%
Denton 78% 91% 13%
El Paso 78% 90% 12%
Fort Bend 78% 91% 13%
Galveston 78% 89% 11%
Harris 78% 76% -2%
Hays 78% 90% 12%
Hidalgo 78% 77% -1%
Jefferson 78% 70% -8%
Johnson 78% 90% 12%
Lubbock 78% 91% 13%
McLennan 78% 79% 1%
Montgomery 78% 88% 10%
Nueces 78% 75% -3%
Smith 78% 96% 18%
Tarrant 78% 83% 5%
Taylor 78% 84% 6%
Travis 78% 87% 9%
Webb 78% 81% 3%
Wichita 78% 93% 15%
Williamson 78% 93% 15%
Statewide 78% 83% 5%
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€ Statewide, the JJAEP attendance rate during school2@E3-2011was &8%. All counties with the exception of
Cameron, Dallas, Harris, Hidalgo, Jefferson and Nweaeeded the attendance benchmark of 78% for school year
20102011

e 33%of JJAEPs maintained attendance rates of 90% or béterfenton, El Bso, Fort Bend, Hays, Johnshabbock,
Smith, Wichita and Williamson). An additiona®dof JJAEPs had attendance rates between 80% and 89%

€ The statewide JJAEP attendance mereased from 8% in school year 282009 to 83% in school yea20102011

12 JJAEPs (44%) demonstrated improved attenddmoee school year 2082009 to school yea2010-2011

Student attendance rates varied by JJAEP placement fyipe-expelledstudents had the highest attendance rates.

Table B provides the attendance rate by placement type.

Table ®

JIJAEP Attendance Rates by Placement Type
School Yea20102011

County ‘ Mandatory ‘ Discretionary Non-Expelled Total
Bell 94% 83% - 86%
Bexar 89% 84% - 86%
Brazoria 90% 81% - 87%
Brazos 71% - 90% 89%
Cameron 85% 71% 78% 75%
Collin 90% 86% - 87%
Dallas 84% 71% - 77%
Denton 94% 91% 92% 91%
El Paso 90% 90% - 90%
Fort Bend 90% 90% 91% 91%
Galveston 97% 85% - 89%
Harris 82% 69% 71% 76%
Hays 96% 88% - 90%
Hidalgo 80% 66% - 77%
Jefferson 86% 69% - 70%
Johnson 91% 89% - 90%
Lubbock 96% 85% 100% 91%
McLennan 92% 78% 75% 79%
Montgomery 88% 87% 90% 88%
Nueces 74% 75% - 75%
Smith 96% - - 96%
Tarrant 89% 75% 86% 83%
Taylor 89% 79% - 84%
Travis 91% 74% 85% 87%
Webb 84% 75% - 81%
Wichita 96% - 93% 93%
Williamson 96% 86% 98% 93%
Statewide 86% 78% 90% 83%

€ In school yeaR0102011, the attendance rate ofion-expelledstudents wa®0%, compared t&6% for mandatory
and 78% for discretioary students

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 20&9
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Student Absence Rates Before and AftRIAEP Placement

In addition to examining the attendance rate of JJAEPs at the county level, it is useful to see how
individual student attendance changed as a result of participation in the program. This sectig
explores the change in the proportion of absences for stusén JJAEPs, comparing absence

NI 6§Sa LINA2N) G2 SyYyadSNAy3a GKS ww! 9t | a

consisted of thetwo full sié SS1 LISNR 2R& LINR 2 NJ {2
consisted of the two full siweekperiods after exit. TEA PEIMS data were used for this analys
In order to be included in the analysis, students had to have an exit date and had to have be
enrolled for at least 10 days in each of thewiek periods measured (includes school years
20092010and2010201]). Data was not available for juveniles enrolled before the third six
week period of school ye®@0092010o0r for juveniles who exited after the fourth sixeek period

of school yea0102011

LINE A NI Y

g St

Table 3 provides the overall change average absence rate for JJAEPs in schoopd&¥2011 A negative change in
absence rate indicates a positive change in student attendance after returning to regular school.

Table 8
Statewide Absence Rates for Students Before and After PlacentedJAEPS
School Yea2010-2011
o !

Before % Change in

Absence Rate
Statewide 1,182 15.6% 13.0% -16.7%

€ Statewide, the proportion of absences during the twowixek periods prior to and after program participation

declined byl6.7%

Table 5yivesa breakdown of student absences.

Table 2
Student Absence Rates Before and After JJAEP Placement
School Yea?010-2011
Students whose absence rate increased 486 41%
Students whose absence rate stayed the same 25 2%
Studentswhose absence rate decreased 671 57%
Total Students 1,182 100%
€ The absence rate for786 of students decreased after exiting the JJAEP and returning to their home school.
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Table 3 provides the absence rates and the change in absences by county for students in JJAEPs in s@tdd} year

2011
Table 88
Absence Rates by County for Students in JJAEPs
School Yea2010-2011
County N Before After % Change in
Absence Rate
Bell 35 17.1% 19.6% 14.6%
Bexar 131 16.8% 15.6% -7.1%
Brazoria 34 13.0% 6.6% -49.2%
Brazos 12 16.3% 19.8% 21.5%
Cameron 39 20.6% 13.5% -34.5%
Collin 35 12.4% 7.2% -41.9%
Dallas 130 16.3% 10.9% -33.1%
Denton 30 16.1% 11.9% -26.1%
El Paso 21 8.4% 7.7% -8.3%
FortBend 39 15.9% 10.5% -34.0%
Galveston 30 19.5% 15.8% -19.0%
Harris 143 14.1% 13.3% -5.7%
Hays 5 15.5% 11.2% -27.7%
Hidalgo 81 14.0% 15.6% 11.4%
Jefferson 22 27.3% 25.3% -7.3%
Johnson 5 5.3% 8.0% 50.9%
Lubbock 17 10.2% 10.3% 1.0%
McLennan 61 22.3% 15.0% -32.7%
Montgomery 72 111% 11.3% 1.8%
Nueces 10 15.1% 12.1% -19.9%
Smith 5 7.1% 5.3% -25.4%
Tarrant 82 17.5% 12.9% -26.3%
Taylor 7 19.9% 4.2% -78.9%
Travis 32 14.8% 8.8% -40.5%
Webb 37 131% 15.5% 18.3%
Wichita 25 9.3% 9.9% 6.5%
Williamson 42 14.7% 13.7% -6.8%
Statewide 1,182 15.6% 13.0% -16.7%0
€ 190f the 27 JJAEPU) experienced a decrease in the absence rate when students returned to school after exiting

the JJAEP.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 2015 1
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School Disciplinary Referrals

A goal of JJAEPs is to improve the behavior of students who attend the program. To
measure the behavioral impact of the program, the change in school disciplinary referrals
for students in JJAEPs before and after program participation was analyzedntStondey
receive a disciplinary referral at a school for a number of reasSigy percentf the
: - JtJAE.P students with disciplinary incidents in school3@H»2011were referred for a

" violation of the student code of conduct.

‘?

This section explores thehange in the number of disciplinary referrals and the severity

of disciplinary actions for these incidents for students who attended JJAEPs. A

comparison of the average number of disciplinary referrals prior to entering the JJAEP

and after exit fromtheeJNE INJF ¥ Aada LINBSaSyiSRo ¢tKS aoS¥F2
completesixd SS1 LISNA2R&a LINA2NJ G2 LINBINIY SYyiNEO®
two complete sixweek periods after program exit. Data was not available for juveniles
enrolled beforethe third sixweek period of school ye&009-20100r for juveniles who

exited after the fourth sixveek period of school ye&010-2011

‘ Table B presents the change in the average number of disciplinary referrals for
- students in JJAEPs in school y2@ir0-2011

Table &
Statewide Before and After Average Disciplinary Referrals for

Students Exiting From JJAEPs
School Yea2010-2011

% Change in Disciplinar

Referrals
Statewide 1,836 2.70 1.28 -52.6%

€ Statewide, the average number of disciplinary incidents decls&@% in the two sixveek periods after students
exited the JJAEP.

Table B shows the increase and the decrease in disciplinary referrals after exiting the JJAEP.

Table %
StudentDisciplinary Referrals After Exiting JJAEP

School YeaR010-2011
Number Percent

Students with increase in discipline referrals 287 15%
Students with no difference in discipline referrals 379 21%
Students with decrease in discipline referrals 1,170 64%
Total Students 1,836 100%

€ 64%of students experienced a decrease in disciplinary referrals after participating in a JJAEP.
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Table % shows the number of disciplinary referrals for students before and after JJAEP patrticipation.

Table %
Students with Zero to Five or More Disciplinary Referrals
Before and After JJAEP
School Yea2010-2011
Before JJAEP After JJAEP
Number Percent Number Percent
Students with zero discipline referrals 412 22% 1,025 56%
Students with one disciplineferral 213 12% 236 13%
Students with two discipline referrals 244 13% 148 8%
Students with three discipline referrals 218 12% 109 6%
Students with four discipline referrals 151 8% 91 5%
Students with five or more discipline referrals 598 33% 227 12%
Total 1,836 100% 1,836 100%
€ The proportion of juveniles with zero disciplinary referrals increased from 22% in the tm@skperiods before
JJAEP entry t86% in the two sixveek periods after exiting the JJAEP. The proportion of juveniles with five or more
disciplinary referrals decreased frad3% before entering the JJAEP1®% after exit.
€ Although the majority of JJAEP students had been expelled fronok&@2% of students had no disciplinary referrals

RdAZNAYy3I GKS dao0STF2NBéE GNIO1Ay3a LISNA2RO® C2NJ 6KSa$S &idzR
sixweek period in which they entered the program.
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34% of the most severe disciplinary actions wplacements to an alternative school setting
31% of the most severe disciplinary actions were expulsions
26% of the most severe disciplinary actions weresdool suspensionsand

9% of the most severe disciplinary actions were-ofaschool suspensions
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51% of the most severe disciplinary actions werséhool suspensions;

27% of the most severe disciplinary actions were placements to an alternative school setting;
14% of the most severe disciplinary actions were-@uschool suspensia)

7% of the most severe disciplinary actions were expulsiand

1% of the most severe disciplinary actions were truancy charges

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 20153
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Juvenile Probation System Reontact Rate Analysis

The effectiveness of JJAEPs was also examined by exploring the natteadfigent contact with the juvenile justice system for
students who attended JJAEPs. Following their exit from the JJAEP, students were tracked in the juvenile probatiorr system f
two time periods, six months and one year. Acomtact was defined as grsubsequent formal referral to the juvenile

probation department regardless of the offense or disposition of the case.

Students who exited in school ye2010-2011, who were less than 16.5 years of age at the time of exit, and who had a
formalreferral to a juvenile probation department were includedthe six months analysis (n816). Students who

exited in school yea2010-2011, who were less than 16 years of age at the time of exit, who were formally referred to a
juvenile probationdepartment, and who exited by February 28, 2009, were included in the one year analg8s)(n=

The subsequent contacts were calculated for individual students rather than entries (i.e., a student entering twice during

this period was counted only onérie). A match was made between JJAEP datafddiNS F SNNJ f RF G dza Ay 3
personal identification number (PIDLhart ¥ shows the recontact rate, withinsixmonths andoneyear for students

who exited the JJAEP during school y&@t0-2011 Juveniles with a reontact within six months were included in the

one year rate if they were less than 16 years of age at the time of exit.

Chart57
ReContact Rates for Students in JJAEPS
School YeaR0102011
Six Months One Year
48%
m No Recontact Re-contact = No Recontact  Re-contact
€ Onethird of students were found thave a recontact with the juvenile justice system within six months of exiting the
JJAEP, whileB% had a recontact within one year of exiting the JJAEP.
€ After six months, students expelled for a mandatory offense had the lowestmé&act rate 18%) folowed by
discretionary(44%) studentsand non-expelled(41%) students After one yearmandatory students had 27% re
contact rate, discretionary students hadb&%6 recontact rate anchon-expelledstudents had &9% recontact rate.
€ Of juveniles with a subsequent contact within six months of their release, the number of subsequent contacts ranged
from a low ofoneto a high ofseven A total 0f59% had one subsequent contact whil&¥2 had two and 8% had
three or more.
€ Of juveniles\ith a subsequent contact within one year of their release, the number of subseqoetacts ranged

from a low of ondo a high ofl0. A total 0f40% had one subsequent contact whilé?2 had two an®6% had three
or more.

4l
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Tabless8 and 59 present the six month and one yearcentact rates by program exit for students in JJAEPS.

Table58

SixMonth ReContact Rate by Program Exit for Students in JJAEPs

School Yea20102011
Re 0 ert Progra Othe
Ola
O e 00 O plele
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

No ReContact 927 67% 149 63% 134 70% 1,210 67%
ReContact 463 33% 87 37% 56 30% 606 33%
Total 1,390 100% 236 100% 190 100% 1,816 100%

* Other Exits include Admission Review &idmissal (ARD) removal, moved, completion of GED, graduation and left for medical reasons.

Table59
One Year R€ontact Rate by Program Exit for Students in JJAEPs
School Yea?010-2011
Re 0 eft Progra Othe
Ola
O e 0]0; O pletle
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

No ReContact 361 54% 49 44% 53 53% 463 52%
ReContact 313 46% 62 56% 47 47% 422 48%
Total 674 100% 111 100% 100 100% 885 100%

* Other Exits include Admission Review and Dism{gdalD) removal, moved, completion of GED, graduation and left for medical reasons.

€ Students who completed JJAEP requirements and returned to their home school had significantly {oorernce
rates than students who left the program prior tompletion.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 20155
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The sixmonth and oneyear recontact rates by severity of subsequent offerzsse presented below in Chart 60

Chart ®
ReContact Rate by Severity of Subsequent Offehse
School Yea20102011
One Year Six Months
Misdemean Misdemean

Other or Other or

Felony 16% Felony 12%

10% Violent 5% Violation

Felony 9%
it 4%

Violent V|o|a:|on 0 CINS
Felony 11%

7% 3%

CINS
4%

No Re No Re
offense offense
5204 67%

* Most seriousoffense during the time period.

€ A totalof 21% of students had a subsequent contact for a felony or Class A or B misdemeanor within six months, while
33% had a subsequent contact for a felony or Class A or B misdemeanor within one year.

56
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Table @ provides the sibmonth re-contactrate by county and the level of offense for which a student was subsequently
referred.

Table &

Six Month ReContact Rate by County and Offense Type
School Yea2010-2011

iy Misdemeanor Violatio.n of CINS Total Re
AorB Probation Contact*

Bell 63 5% 8% 6% 24% 43%
Bexar 179 % 21% 5% 4% 37%
Brazoria 40 5% 3% 13% 5% 25%
Brazos 30 % 13% 17% 3% 40%
Cameron 66 11% 14% 14% 1% 40%
Collin 55 5% 16% 6% 6% 33%
Dallas 149 % 10% 11% 3% 31%
Denton 59 3% 7% 7% 5% 22%
El Paso 26 4% 4% 4% 0% 12%
Fort Bend 64 8% 8% 6% 5% 27%
Galveston 44 18% 25% 14% 2% 5%
Harris 235 6% 12% 3% 3% 24%
Hays 19 5% 16% 32% 0% 53%
Hidalgo 50 18% 10% 2% 4% 34%
Jefferson 58 14% 10% 22% 2% 48%
Johnson 18 0% 6% 0% 0% 6%
Lubbock 47 17% 9% 9% 0% 34%
McLennan 83 8% 7% 19% 5% 40%
Montgomery 110 8% 11% 5% 2% 26%
Nueces 16 13% 12% 6% 0% 31%
Smith 4 - ok - ok ok

Tarrant 151 13% 10% 6% 1% 30%
Taylor 16 0% 25% 19% 0% 44%
Travis 58 9% 15% 12% 0% 36%
Webb 64 14% 17% 5% 8% 44%
Wichita 38 8% 18% 29% 0% 55%
Williamson 74 8% 5% 12% 1% 30%
Total 1,816 9% 12% 9% 3% 33%

*Due to rounding, percentages for all offense types do not always add up to the tetahtact rate.
** To maintain studentonfidentiality, no data was reported for grades with fewer than five students.

M

The total sixmonth re-contact rate ranged betwee6% inJohnsonCounty t059% inGalveston County

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 20157
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Theone-year recontact rate by county and offensevel for which theyvere subsequently referres presented belovin
Table &.

Table @

One Year R€ontact Rate by County and Offense Type
School Yea2010-2011

Felony Misdemeanor Violatio_n of CINS Total Re
AB Probation Contact*

Bell 29 10% 21% % 24% 62%
Bexar 100 17% 29% 11% 3% 60%
Brazoria 19 5% 5% 11% 0% 21%
Brazos 10 10% 20% 10% 40% 80%
Cameron 28 18% 21% 18% 4% 61%
Collin 23 4% 17% 4% 9% 35%
Dallas 87 11% 12% 17% 5% 45%
Denton 26 12% 15% 8% 4% 39%
El Paso 9 11% 0% 0% 0% 11%
Fort Bend 26 15% 12% 19% 4% 50%
Galveston 34 2% 2% 6% 0% 65%
Harris 106 11% 12% 5% 4% 32%
Hays 6 33% 17% 17% 0% 67%
Hidalgo 24 21% 4% 4% 0% 2%
Jefferson 24 25% 13% 17% 0% 54%
Johnson 4 - ok ok ok ok

Lubbock 17 47% 18% 6% 0% 71%
McLennan 44 16% 9% 25% 9% 5%
Montgomery 65 17% 14% 9% 3% 43%
Nueces 9 22% 22% 11% 11% 67%
Smith 3 - - - * *

Tarrant 85 21% 11% 6% 0% 38%
Taylor 6 17% 17% 17% 0% 50%
Travis 28 21% 25% 7% 0% 54%
Webb 33 24% 24% 6% 6% 61%
Wichita 10 10% 30% 10% 0% 50%
Williamson 30 17% 17% 20% 3% 57%
Total 885 17% 16% 11% 4% 48%

*Due to rounding, percentages for all offense types do not always add up to the tetahtect rate.
** To maintain student confidentiality, no data was reported for grades with fewer tharsfiudents.

€ The total oneyear recontact rate ranged betweehl1% inEl Pas@ounty to80% inBrazs County.
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Program Measureand Performance ofuvenile JusteAlternative Education Program



JJAEP Performance Assessment Report, School V€2 @01

The most severe subsequent disposition of students for offenses committed in the six months after program exit is listed
below.

€ The most severe subsequent disposition Wa3Dor adult certification fo 4% of the students.
€ The most severe subsequent disposition was probation 86 6f the students.

€ The most severe subsequent disposition was deferred prosecutidsfonf the studats.

€ The most severe subsequent disposition was supervisory cautior2$erof the students.

€ The most severe subsequetisposition was dismissed f@41% of the students.

Table & provides a comparison of sironth re-contact rates for students returninig their home school after
completing their JJAEP placement in school year§-2007 through20102011 The table indicates that the rate has
remained relatively constant over the last five report years.

Table 8
SixMonth ReContact Rate Comparison for Students

Returning to Home School
School Years 2008007 through 20102011

School Year 2006 ¢ 2007 2007 ¢ 2008 2008 ¢ 2009 20092010 20102011

ReContact Rate 30% 32% 31% 31% 33%

Tables @ and & show that in school ye#2010-2011programs with a therapeutic format and programs operated solely by
probation departments had the lowest fgontact rates.

Table &t
Six Month ReContact Rates and Most Severe

Subsequent Offense by Progra@haracteristics
School Yea2010-2011

Total Violation of
Re-Contact Probation

Felony

Program Model Type

Military Component 32% 8% 7% 13% 4%
Therapeutic Model 32% 10% 12% 7% 3%
Traditional Model 35% 8% 14% 9% 4%

Operation Design

Probation Department Only 29% 7% 12% 7% 3%
School District and Probation Department 34% 9% 10% 11% 4%
Private Contractor and Probation Department 37% 10% 17% 7% 3%

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 20§9
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Table &

One Year R€ontact Rates and Most Severe

Subsequent Offense by Progra@haracteristics
School Yea2010-2011

Total Violation of CINS

ReContact Probation

Program Model Type

Military Component 46% 16% 13% 15% 2%
Therapeutic Model 45% 18% 16% 7% 4%
Traditional Model 51% 15% 18% 13% 5%

Operation Design

Probation Department Only 42% 13% 14% 10% 5%
School District and Probation Department 48% 18% 15% 11% 4%
Private Contractor and Probation Department 56% 18% 24% 11% 3%

In order to compare JJAEP students with other juveniles in the justice
systemwithin the same county, the reontact rate of norJJAEP students
who were referred between August 1, POand February 28, 24, and
who received dispositions of supervisory caution, deferred prosecutio
probation was analyzed.

e

M

60

The sixmonth re-contact rate fornon-JJAERIveniles was8%,
compared to the 3% rate of students in JJAEPs.

The one year reontact rate fomon-JJAERIveniles wa9%,
compared to the 4% rate of students in JJAEPs.
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Program Costing

Overview

¢CKS FTdzyRAy3I 2F WW!I 9tad A& | O22NRAYIFIGSR SFF2NI 2F GKS f
county. Both the school districts and the juvenile board receive funds from local tax revenue, state appropriations and
other grantsources. The diagram below demonstrates the source and the flow of funds for each local JJAEP.

Independent School District [ County Tax Revenues > Juvenile Board
y A
. . . > Juvenile Justice Alternative P
DiscretionaryExpulsions/ Education Program (JJAEP) < Mandat_ory
Non-expelled Expulsions
A
Texas Education Agency |¢ State - Texas Juvenile Justice I

(TEA) Appropriations Department(TJJD

TJJIllocated $79 for each mandatory student attendance day to counties that are required to operate a JJAEP.
Students who are placed in the JJAEP under the categories of discretionary expulsions-ardetied (i.e.pther) are

funded as agreed upon itné local memorandum of understanding that is negotiated between each school district

located in the county and the local juvenile board. School districts are prohibited from receiving Foundation School Funds
(FSF) for students who are mandatorily expellealyever, the districts continue to receive FSF for discretionary and non
expelled students who are served in the JJAEP.

Introduction

In preparation for this reportTJJbrepared a data collection instrument that was used to collect expenditure data from

the counties. The counties were required to work with their local school district to collect any expenditures by the school
districts on the programJJAEP costs havedn collected and analyzed for the previous two reports as well as the current
report. Roblematic data was identified and the county and/or school district(s) were contacted for clarification and to
correct inaccuraciesExpenditures were reviewed andeaincluded in this report.

This report reviews expenditures for each program in multiple ways such as by program size based on average daily
attendance, program model type, and operation desidil. counties reported the requested expenditures. Assult of
these efforts, this report contains a reasonable cost analysis for the 27 JJAEPSs.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 201@ 1
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Cost Per Day

Cost per day was determined by dividing the total
expenditures by the total number of student attendance day
during the regular school year. Talfiéreflects the total
combined county and school district expenditures and a
calculation of the cost per day.

€ The cost per day varies from a rangeb8f.90to a
high of$381.46per day.

(o]l

The total expenditures fa26 JJAEPS reported were
$31,082,528.8@nd if divided by the total number of
student attendance days, the statewide average co
per day was$166.87

M

In the previous two reports the total expenditures fof
all JJAEPs we$36,814,084.17 (2008007) and
$36,624,764.66 (2068009). The statewideaverage
cost per day wa$117.29and $155.37respectively.

(o]l

The Smith County cost per day during 2410was
$807.00. Legislation was passed during th¥ 82
Legislative Session allowing Smith County to opt o
of operating a JJAEP. Their cost per day has not b
included in any of the calculations contained in this
section.

Appendix G contains a detailed listing of expenditures by
county.

Cost Variables

The cost of JJAEPsieafrom county to county based on an
array of factors including program size, program design,
facilities, decreased attendance, school closures due to
hurricanes and a mix of services. Below are some variables
that influence costs.

€ Transportation. There arel6 programs that
reported related transportation costs.¢., Bexar,
BrazoriaCameronCollin,Dallas, Denton, Fort Bend,
Harris, Hays, Hidalgo, Jefferson, Montgomery,
Nueces,Tarrant Webband Williamsohand11that
had no @ minimal costs related to transportation.
Costs associated with transportation represented
13% of the total expenditures in those programs
where transportation costs were reported. Dallas
County reported the greatest amount of

Table66
JJAEP Cost Per Day By County
School Yea2010-2011
County Total Cost  Cost Per Da:
Bell $925,800.16 $381.46
Bexar $1,324,853.47 $103.17
Brazoria $753,329.45 $179.41
Brazos $433,520.09 $212.30
Cameron $1,084,751.38 $81.90
Collin $1,178,374.98 $274.30
Dallas $3,731,451.08 $149.50
Denton $1,253,821.37 $262.58
El Pasb $393,946.00 $104.77
Fort Bend $2,226,466.57 $236.48
Galveston $381,184.34 $329.46
Harris $3,445,685.70 $141.44
Hays $313,917.00 $136.43
Hidalgo $801,325.43 $98.55
Jefferson $951,527.00 $228.02
Johnson $227,696.99 $189.27
Lubbock $610,500.37 $180.73
McLennan $758,980.37 $125.85
Montgomery $1,639,956.46 $140.85
Nueces $888,284.15 $220.86
Tarrant $2,906,263.98 $220.59
Taylor $366,343.00 $218.32
Travis $755,816.68 $205.55
Webb $1,264,935.30 $161.55
Wichita $663,216.00 $209.02
Williamson $1,800,581.55 $214.97

Program Average $192.59

transportation costs repreenting38%of their
budget.
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(o]l

M

M

M

Facilities. Some JJAEPSs lease space or are purchasing a facility, while others may not incur facility costs because
they are located in a prexisting structure such as an uneigilized school campus. There &@programs that

reported facility costs (i.e., BeBexar,CameronCollin,DallasDenton, Fort BengHarris, Hays, Hidalgo,
JeffersonJohnsonlubbock, McLennan, Montgomemlueces, Smith, Tarrant, Webb, and Williamson).

Programs with facility costs repted 6%of the expenditures were for facilities.

Operation Design and Model TypeBoth model type (Tablé2) andoperation design (Tablé3) may impact the
cost of the program due to variables such as staffing and services provided.

Program SizeProgams serving a larger student population may benefit from efficiency in cost.

Expulsions and AttendanceThe number of student entries and student attendance days in a JJAEP directly
impacts the cost per day of operating a program. The number of overall student entries into a JJAEP decreased
by 11% from the previous school year (2€1210). Mandatory stud# entries decreased by 2% and

discretionary student entries decreased by 21%. Due to the decrease in student entries, this resulted in a
decrease in student attendance days. Programs during the-201Q school year experienced a 16% decrease

in studentattendance days statewide from the previous school year (Z2QED).

e Fiveprograms(i.e., Bdl, Denton GalvestonMcLennan and Smith) experienced more than a 20% decrease
in total student entries.

— Fourprograms(i.e., Brazos, @llin, McLennan andSmith) experienced more than a 30% decrease in
mandatory student entries.

—  Sixprograms(i.e., Bell Denton Galveston, Johnson, Tayland Webb) experienced more than a 30%
decrease in discretionary student entries.

e Shce the 20062007 school year, prognas have experienced a8% decrease in student entries.
— In the previous five school years, 32007 had the greatest number of student entries.

— Table 67eflects the percent decrease in student entries by expulsion type statewide #i1ec2006
2007 schol year.

— AppendixAcontains a detailed listing of student entries by county for school year8-2009 and 2010
2011

Table67

Decrease in JJAEP Student Entries by Expulsion Type
School Yea20102011

Mandatory Discretionary Non-Expelled Total

31% 47% 1% 38%

Texas Juvenile Justice Department, May 201@3






