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A CURRICULUM AUDIT™

of the

Little Elm Independent School District

Little Elm, Texas

I.  INTRODUCTION
This document constitutes the final report of a Curriculum Audit™ of the Little Elm Independent School District.  
The audit was commissioned by the Little Elm Independent School District Board of Trustees within the scope 
of its policy-making authority.  It was conducted during the time period of November 27-29, 2018.  Document 
analysis was performed off-site, as was the detailed analysis of findings and site visit data.

A Curriculum Audit™ is designed to reveal the extent to which officials and professional staff of a school district 
have developed and implemented a sound, valid, and operational system of curriculum management.  Such a 
system, set within the framework of adopted board policies, enables the school district to make maximum use 
of its human and financial resources in the education of its students.  When such a system is fully operational, 
it assures the district taxpayers that their fiscal support is optimized under the conditions in which the school 
district functions.

Background

Brief District History

The first public school classes were held at a private home in the Little Elm area in the 1860s.  A one-room log 
cabin schoolhouse was built in 1865. In 1877, the Little Elm School Community District No.18 was constituted 
by Denton County as a public free school. The King school building, constructed around 1895 or 1896, served 
as the district’s elementary school for all students in first through eighth grades. King underwent many additions 
and renovations before transitioning to an early childhood center in 1995 until its closure in 2012. 

The Denton County School Trustees for District No. 48 bought a plot of land and built another schoolhouse 
in 1909. In 1913, a new three-room schoolhouse was built on land owned by the Stover family. The nearby 
Hackberry School operated from 1876 until 1930, when it consolidated with the Little Elm School District and 
the community of Dickson to form the Little Elm Rural High School. The high school eventually closed for 
lack of students. 

Students in and around Little Elm were bused to Frisco or Denton High School through the mid-1960s. The 
class of 1974 was the first to graduate from Little Elm High School, and the 1978 graduates were the first who 
had the opportunity to attend Little Elm Schools all 12 years. 

In 1979, an administration building was built on Lobo Lane in front of what is now known as Lakeside Middle 
School. A bus barn was constructed in 1983 near King Elementary School in what is considered central Little 
Elm. In 1985 what is now known as the Colin Powell campus was built on Lobo Lane beside Lakeside Middle 
School. Because of growth, the district expanded and renovated the “old Little Elm High School” in 1995 to 
accommodate more students. The district expanded the building several more times between 2001 and 2009.
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Zellars Elementary School was opened in 1995 serving students until its transition to an administration building 
in 2014. D.H. Brent opened in 2000 and served as both an elementary and intermediate school. Two years later, 
Cesar Chavez Elementary School opened its doors. Hackberry Elementary School opened the following year in 
2003, and the current Little Elm High School opened in 2004, making way for the old high school to become 
Lakeside Middle School. Lakeview Elementary School opened in 2005, and Oak Point Elementary School 
opened in 2008 to serve students in the far western portions of the district. In 2014 Prestwick STEM Academy 
opened as a K-8 school in The Colony, serving students living in The Tribute and other areas throughout the 
district. 

Most recently, the Little Elm ISD community approved a $240 million bond package in November 2017, 
which made this the largest bond in the history of the district. The voter-approved bond money will be used to 
build two new middle schools scheduled to open in the fall of 2020. Additionally, the bond package included 
improving CTE & athletic facilities, enhancing safety and security features at two elementary campuses, and 
upgrading technology, purchasing new buses, and securing land for future facilities. 

Little Elm ISD is one of the fastest growing districts in North Texas, but the earliest data show the first class to 
graduate at Little Elm High School was in 1974 when 13 seniors walked the stage. The class of 2019 consists 
of 474 students with overall growth expected to continue for decades. Little Elm ISD will celebrate its 125th 
anniversary in 2020, coinciding with the opening of its two new middle schools. This confluence of history, 
tradition, excellence, and growth will mark a new era for Little Elm ISD as it continues to provide a quality 
education for all students.
Source:  District provided

District Mission

In the spring of 2015, the Little Elm Independent School District adopted the following mission statement: 
“ENGAGE, EQUIP, and EMPOWER each student to realize their full potential.”

Subsequently, each campus adopted mission statements, as follows:

• “Engage, Equip, and Empower each student to realize their full potential.”  (Chavez ES, Hackberry ES, 
Lakeview ES, Oak Point ES, Little Elm HS, Lakeside MS)

• “We support all of our Lobos to BE extraordinary everyday through building strong relationships and 
setting high expectations.”  (Brent ES)

• “Empowering one another through discovery, we connect our ideas to our world and design with a 
purpose.”  (Prestwick STEM K-8)

• “Empowers students and staff to be engaged, respectful and capable life-long learners by providing 
environment through consistent practices and by building meaningful relationships.” (Zellars 
Alternative)   
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Governance Structure

Little Elm ISD is governed by a seven-member board of trustees.  Board members are elected to four-year terms 
on a staggered basis.  Current board members and years of service are as follows:

Name Role Years on Board of Trustees
Alejandro Flores Trustee 4 years

Jason Olson Secretary 4 years
Melissa Myers President 4 years

David Montemayor Vice President 2 years
Dan Blackwood Trustee 2 years
LeAnna Harding Trustee 5 years
DeLeon English Trustee 4 years

The superintendent of the Little Elm ISD is Dr. Daniel Gallagher who is in his second year as superintendent 
of the system.  The follow is a list of the current and former superintendents over the past eight years and their 
years of service:

Superintendent Years Total Tenure
Daniel Gallagher 7/2017 - present 1.5 years

Lowell Strike 1/2015 – 7/2017 2.5 years
Matthew Gutierrez, Interim 7/2014 – 1/2015 0.6 years

Lynn Leuthard 6/2010 – 7/2014 4 years

Enrollment

Enrollment is currently at 7,768 for 2018-19.  Exhibit 0.1 presents the current enrollment by grade level and the 
district-wide percentage for each.  Exhibit 0.2 displays the enrollment trends over the past four years.

Exhibit 0.1

Student Enrollment Information
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Grade Enrollment Percent of Total
EE 44 0.57

Pre-K 176 2.27
K 593 7.63
1 592 7.62
2 586 7.54
3 607 7.81
4 605 7.80
5 635 8.17
6 605 7.79
7 623 8.02
8 572 7.36
9 586 7.53
10 552 7.11
11 526 6.78
12 466 6.00

Total 7,768 100%
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Exhibit 0.2

Student Enrollment Trends
Little Elm Independent School District

2015-2018

Year Enrollment Percent Change
2015-16 7,165
2016-17 7,371 +2.88
2017-18 7,564 +2.62
2018-19 7,766* +2.67

*Total enrollment numbers vary slightly from Exhibit 0.1 due to attendance fluctuations on reporting day 
Source: District website dashboard

As displayed in Exhibits 0.1 and 0.2:

• Overall enrollment has increased from 7,165 to 7,766 since 2015-16.

• Student enrollment has increased steadily over the past three years.

Demographically, the district includes a blend of students from varied ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds.  
Exhibits 0.3, 0.4, and 0.5 present enrollment percentages by ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and special 
academic program/risk status.

Exhibit 0.3

Student Ethnicity Data
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Native Am.
0.37% African 

American
16.67%

Multi-
Ethnic
4.49%

Asian
3.85%

White
36.69%

Pacific Isl.
0.21%

Hispanic
37.73%

District Ethnicity Percentages

As displayed in Exhibit 0.3:

• The student population is comprised of White (36.69%), Hispanic (37.73%), Multi-ethnic (4.49%), 
Asian (3.85%), African American (16.67%), Native American (0.37%), and Pacific Islander (0.21%).
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Exhibit 0.4

Student Risk Status
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
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As displayed in Exhibit 0.4:

• The percentage of students enrolled in special education is 8.12%.

• The percentage of students enrolled in bilingual programming is 18.25%.

• The percentage of students eligible for free and reduced lunches is 45.44%.

Exhibit 0.5 presents socioeconomic status by campus.

Exhibit 0.5

Student Socioeconomic Status by Campus
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
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As displayed in Exhibit 0.5,

• The percentage of students eligible for free and reduced lunches ranges from a low of 6.08% at Prestwick 
Elementary to a high of 53.24% at Oak Point Elementary.

Financial Background

For the 2019 fiscal year, the board of trustees adopted a budget with anticipated receipts of funds from local, 
state, and federal sources totaling over $96 million.  Exhibit 0.6 indicates the sources and amounts of funds 
budgeted by the board.

Exhibit 0.6

Fund Sources and Amounts
Little Elm Independent School District

Fiscal Year 2019 (Budgeted)

Source General Fund Student  
Nutrition Fund Debt Service Combined Total

Local 51,464,245 1,644,050 21,230,000 74,338,295
State 18,319,434 20,000 0 18,339,434
Federal 1,250,000 2,186,778 0 3,436,778
Total Revenue 71,033,679 3,850,828 21,230,000 96,114,507
Source: District provided

Exhibit 0.7 displays the FY 2019 board approved district appropriations, detailed by category, fund, and total 
amount.

Exhibit 0.7

District Appropriations
Little Elm Independent School District

Fiscal Year 2019 (Approved)

Category General 
Fund

Student 
Nutrition

Debt  
Service

Combined 
Total

Instructional 39,021,456 39,021,456
Instructional Resources & Media Services 731,379 731,379
Curriculum & Instructional Staff Development 1,852,210 1,852,210
Instructional Leadership 1,086,508 1,086,508
School Leadership 4,367,766 4,367,766
Guidance, Counseling & Evaluation Services 2,150,614 2,150,614
Social Work Services 31,300 31,300
Health Services 578,378 578,378
Student (Pupil) Transportation 2,372,370 2,372,370
Food Services 175,525 3,850,828 4,026,353
Cocurricular Activities 1,992,989 1,992,989
General Administration 3,136,703 3,136,703
Plant Maintenance & Operations 7,583,917 7,583,917
Security & Monitoring Services 1,215,934 1,215,934
Data Processing Services 1,560,918 1,560,918
Community Services 53,598 53,598
Debt Services 1,402,642 21,100,000 22,502,642
Facilities Acquisition and Construction 194,472 194,472
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Exhibit 0.7 (continued)
District Appropriations

Little Elm Independent School District
Fiscal Year 2019 (Approved

Category General 
Fund

Student 
Nutrition

Debt  
Service

Combined 
Total

Chapter 41 Recapture 1,100,000 1,100,000
Payments to JJAEP 40,000 40,000
CAS Appraisal Fee 385,000 385,000
Total Appropriations 71,033,679 3,850,828 21,100,000 95,984,507
Source: District provided

Audit Background and Scope of Work

The Curriculum Audit™ is a process that was developed by Dr. Fenwick W. English and first implemented in 
1979 in the Columbus Public Schools, Ohio.  The audit is based upon generally-accepted concepts pertaining 
to effective instruction and curricular design and delivery, some of which have been popularly referred to as the 
“effective schools research.”

A Curriculum Audit™ is an independent examination of four data sources: documents, interviews, site visits, 
and online surveys.  These are gathered and triangulated, or corroborated, to reveal the extent to which a school 
district is meeting its goals and objectives, whether they are internally or externally developed or imposed.  A 
public report is issued as the final phase of the auditing process.

The audit’s scope is centered on curriculum and instruction, and any aspect of operations of a school system 
that enhances or hinders its design and/or delivery.  The audit is an intensive, focused, “postholed” look at how 
well a school system such as Little Elm Independent School District has been able to set valid directions for 
pupil accomplishment and well-being, concentrate its resources to accomplish those directions, and improve its 
performance, however contextually defined or measured, over time.

The Curriculum Audit™ does not examine any aspect of school system operations unless it pertains to the 
design and delivery of curriculum.  For example, auditors would not examine the cafeteria function, unless 
students were going hungry and, therefore, were not learning.  It would not examine vehicle maintenance 
charts, unless buses continually broke down and children could not get to school to engage in the learning 
process.  It would not be concerned with custodial matters, unless schools were observed to be unclean and 
unsafe for children to be taught.

The Curriculum Audit™ centers its focus on the main business of schools: teaching, curriculum, and learning.  
Its contingency focus is based upon data gathered during the audit that impinges negatively or positively on its 
primary focus.  These data are reported along with the main findings of the audit.

In some cases, ancillary findings in a Curriculum Audit™ are so interconnected with the capability of a school 
system to attain its central objectives that they become major, interactive forces, which, if not addressed, will 
severely compromise the ability of the school system to be successful with its students. 

Curriculum Audits™ have been performed in over 500 school systems in more than 41 states, the District of 
Columbia, and several other countries, including Canada, Saudi Arabia, New Zealand, Bangladesh, Malaysia, 
and Bermuda.

The methodology and assumptions of the Curriculum Audit™ have been reported in the national professional 
literature for more than two decades, and at a broad spectrum of national education association conventions and 
seminars, including the American Association of School Administrators (AASA); Association of Supervision and 
Curriculum Development (ASCD); National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP); Association 
for the Advancement of International Education (AAIE); American Educational Research Association (AERA); 
National School Boards Association (NSBA); and the National Governors Association (NGA).
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TASA’s Curriculum Management Audit Center has an exclusive contractual agreement with Curriculum 
Management Solutions, inc. (CMSi—a public corporation incorporated in the State of Iowa, and owner of the 
copyrights to the intellectual property of the audit process), for the purpose of conducting audits for educational 
institutions, providing training for auditors and others interested in the audit process, and officially assisting in 
the certification of TCMAC-CMSi curriculum auditors.  

This audit was conducted in accordance with a contract between Little Elm Independent School District and the 
Texas Curriculum Management Audit Center (TCMAC).  All members of the team were certified by Curriculum 
Management Solutions, inc.  

Curriculum auditors for this audit were:

• Jeffrey Tuneberg, Ph.D.

• Sue Van Hoozer, M.Ed.

• Michelle Steagall, Ed.D.

• Ronnie Thompson, M.Ed.

• Colleen Stearns, M.Ed.

• Joy Torgerson, Ph.D. 

Biographical information about the auditors is found in the Appendix A.

System Purpose for Conducting the Audit

Statement from the district:

The Little Elm Independent School District has, over the years, been challenged in terms of 
student academic performance, including an increase in children living in poverty, bilingual 
students, and an identified leveling-off of student academic performance on state tests.  The 
district has worked over the past two years to create a viable written, taught, and tested 
curriculum.

This audit will provide us with a determination that the work completed thus far is, in 
fact, aligned to standards to which we aspire.  Additionally, we seek input to impact our 
administrative structure to support teaching and learning in the classroom, assessments that 
inform decision making throughout the district, and planning that supports district and campus 
level improvement.  We also seek prioritization of the opportunities for improvement. 

Approach of the Audit

The Curriculum Audit™ has established itself as a process of integrity and candor in assessing public school 
districts.  It has been presented as evidence in state and federal litigation concerning matters of school finance, 
general resource managerial effectiveness, and school desegregation efforts in Kansas, Kentucky, New Jersey, 
and South Carolina.  The audit served as an important data source in state-directed takeovers of school systems 
in New Jersey and Kentucky. The Curriculum Audit™ has become recognized internationally as an important, 
viable, and valid tool for the improvement of educational institutions and for the improvement of curriculum 
design and delivery.  

The Curriculum Audit™ represents a “systems” approach to educational improvement; that is, it considers 
the system as a whole rather than a collection of separate, discrete parts.  The interrelationships of system 
components and their impact on overall quality of the organization in accomplishing its purposes are examined 
in order to “close the loop” in curriculum and instructional improvement.  



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 9

II. METHODOLOGY

The Model for the Curriculum Audit™

The model for the Curriculum Audit™ is shown in the schematic below.  The model has been published widely 
in the national professional literature, including the best-selling book, The Curriculum Management Audit: 
Improving School Quality (1995, Frase, English, Poston).
A Schematic View of Curricular Quality Control

General quality control assumes that at least three elements must be present in any organizational and work-
related situation for it to be functional and capable of being improved over time.  These are: (1) a work standard, 
goal/objective, or operational mission; (2) work directed toward attaining the mission, standard, goal/objective; 
and (3) feedback (work measurement), which is related to or aligned with the standard, goal/objective, or 
mission.

When activities are repeated, there is a “learning curve,” i.e., more of the work objectives are achieved within 
the existing cost parameters.  As a result, the organization, or a subunit of an organization, becomes more 
“productive” at its essential short- or long-range work tasks.

Within the context of an educational system and its governance and operational structure, curricular quality 
control requires: (1) a written curriculum in some clear and translatable form for application by teachers in 
classroom or related instructional settings; (2) a taught curriculum, which is shaped by and interactive with the 
written one; and (3) a tested curriculum, which includes the tasks, concepts, and skills of pupil learning and 
which is linked to both the taught and written curricula.  This model is applicable in any kind of educational 
work structure typically found in mass public educational systems, and is suitable for any kind of assessment 
strategy, from norm-referenced standardized tests to more authentic approaches.

The Curriculum Audit™ assumes that an educational system, as one kind of human work organization, must 
be responsive to the context in which it functions and in which it receives support for its continuing existence.  
In the case of public educational systems, the support comes in the form of tax monies from three levels: local, 
state, and federal.

In return for such support, mass public educational systems are supposed to exhibit characteristics of rationality, 
i.e., being responsive to the public will as it is expressed in legally constituted bodies such as Congress, state 
legislatures, and locally elected/appointed boards of trustees.
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In the case of emerging national public school reforms, more and more this responsiveness is assuming a 
distinctive school-based management focus, which includes parents, teachers, and, in some cases, students.  The 
ability of schools to be responsive to public expectations, as legally expressed in law and policy, is crucial to 
their future survival as publicly-supported educational organizations. The Curriculum Audit™ is one method 
for ascertaining the extent to which a school system, or subunit thereof, has been responsive to expressed 
expectations and requirements in this context.

Standards for the Auditors

While a Curriculum Audit™ is not a financial audit, it is governed by some of the same principles.  These are:

Technical Expertise

TCMAC-CMSi-certified auditors must have actual experience in conducting the affairs of a school system at all 
levels audited.  They must understand the tacit and contextual clues of sound curriculum management.

The Little Elm Independent School District Curriculum Audit™ Team included auditors who have been school 
superintendents, assistant superintendents, directors, coordinators, principals and assistant principals, as well 
as elementary and secondary classroom teachers in public educational systems in several locations, including 
Texas, Arizona, Washington, Maryland, Kentucky, Ohio, Oregon, Wisconsin, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Iowa, 
Georgia, Indiana, California, Alaska, Virginia, Mississippi, Arkansas, New York, Minnesota, Connecticut, 
Idaho, North Carolina, Missouri, and New Jersey.

The Principle of Independence

None of the Curriculum Audit™ Team members had any vested interest in the findings or recommendations 
of the Little Elm Independent School District Curriculum Audit™.  None of the auditors has or had any 
working relationship with the individuals who occupied top or middle management positions in the Little Elm 
Independent School District, nor with any of the past or current members of the Little Elm Independent School 
District Board of Trustees.

The Principle of Objectivity

Events and situations that comprise the database for the Curriculum Audit™ are derived from documents, 
interviews, site visits, and online surveys.  Findings must be verifiable and grounded in the database, though 
confidential interview data may not indicate the identity of such sources.  Findings must be factually triangulated 
with two or more sources of data, except when a document is unusually authoritative such as a court judgment, 
a labor contract signed and approved by all parties to the agreement, approved meeting minutes, which connote 
the accuracy of the content, or any other document whose verification is self-evident.  

Triangulation of documents takes place when the document is requested by the auditor and is subsequently 
furnished.  Confirmation by a system representative that the document is, in fact, what was requested is a 
form of triangulation.  A final form of triangulation occurs when the audit is sent to the superintendent in draft 
form. If the superintendent or his/her designee(s) does not provide evidence that the audit text is inaccurate, or 
documentation that indicates there are omissions or otherwise factual or content errors, the audit is assumed 
to be triangulated.  The superintendent’s review is not only a second source of triangulation, but is considered 
summative triangulation of the entirety of the audit.

The Principle of Consistency

All TCMAC-CMSi-certified curriculum auditors have used the same standards and basic methods since the 
initial audit conducted by Dr. Fenwick English in 1979.  Audits are not normative in the sense that one school 
system is compared to another.  School systems, as the units of analysis, are compared to a set of standards and 
positive/negative discrepancies cited.
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The Principle of Materiality

TCMAC-CMSi-certified auditors have broad implied and discretionary power to focus on and select those 
findings that they consider most important to describing how the curriculum management system is functioning 
in a school district, and how that system must improve, expand, delete, or reconfigure various functions to attain 
an optimum level of performance.

The Principle of Full Disclosure

Auditors must reveal all relevant information to the users of the audit, except in cases where such disclosure 
would compromise the identity of employees or patrons of the system.  Confidentiality is respected in audit 
interviews.

In reporting data derived from site interviews, auditors may use some descriptive terms that lack a precise 
quantifiable definition.  For example:

 “Some school principals said that”

 “Many teachers expressed concern that”

 “There was widespread comment about”

The basis for these terms is the number of persons in a group or class of persons who were interviewed, as 
opposed to the total potential number of persons in a category.  This is a particularly salient point when not 
all persons within a category are interviewed.  “Many teachers said that” represents only those interviewed by 
the auditors, or who may have responded to a survey, and not “many” of the total group whose views were not 
sampled, and, therefore, could not be disclosed during an audit.

In general these quantifications may be applied to the principle of full disclosure:

Descriptive Term General Quantification Range
Some…or a few… Less than a majority of the group interviewed and less than 30%
Many… Less than a majority, more than 30% of a group or class of people interviewed
A majority… More than 50%, less than 75%
Most…or widespread 75-89% of a group or class of persons interviewed
Nearly all… 90-99% of those interviewed in a specific class or group of persons
All or everyone… 100% of all persons interviewed within a similar group, job, or class

It should be noted, for purposes of full disclosure, that some groups within a school district are almost always 
interviewed in toto.  The reason is that the audit is focused on management and those people who have policy 
and managerial responsibilities for the overall performance of the system as a system. In all audits an attempt 
is made to interview every member of the board of trustees and all top administrative officers, all principals, 
and the executive board of the teachers’ association or union.  While teachers and parents are interviewed, they 
are considered in a status different from those who have system-wide responsibilities for a district’s operations.  
Students are rarely interviewed unless the system has made a specific request in this regard.

Interviewed Representatives of the Little Elm Independent School District

Superintendent School Board Members
District Administrators Principals and Assistant/Associate Principals
District Teachers LEISD Teacher Leader Representatives
Parents (voluntary, self-referred) Teacher Online Survey (258 completed)
Building Administrator Online Survey (16 completed)

Approximately 128 individuals were interviewed during the site visit phase of the audit.
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Data Sources of the Curriculum Audit™

A Curriculum Audit™ uses a variety of data sources to determine if each of the three elements of curricular 
quality control is in place and connected one to the other.  The audit process also inquires as to whether pupil 
learning has improved as the result of effective application of curricular quality control.

The major sources of data for the Little Elm Independent School District Curriculum Audit™ were:

Documents

Documents included written board policies, administrative regulations, curriculum guides, memoranda, budgets, 
state reports, accreditation documents, and any other source of information that would reveal elements of the 
written, taught, and tested curricula and linkages among these elements.

Interviews

Interviews were conducted by auditors to explain contextual variables that were operating in the school system 
at the time of the audit.  Such contextual variables could shed light on the actions of various persons or parties, 
reveal interrelationships, and explain existing progress, tension, harmony/disharmony within the school system.  
Quotations cited in the audit from interviews are used as a source of triangulation and not as summative averages 
or means.  Some persons, because of their position, knowledge, or credibility, may be quoted more than once 
in the audit, but they are not counted more than once because their inclusion is not part of a quantitative/
mathematical expression of interview data.

Site Visits

All building sites were toured by the TCMAC-CMSi audit team.  Site visits reveal the actual context in which 
curriculum is designed and delivered in a school system.  Contextual references are important as they indicate 
discrepancies in documents or unusual working conditions.  Auditors attempted to observe briefly all classrooms, 
gymnasiums, labs, playgrounds, hallways, restrooms, offices, and maintenance areas to properly grasp accurate 
perceptions of conditions, activities, safety, instructional practices, and operational contexts.

Online Surveys

Online surveys were administered to principals and teachers.  The surveys allow stakeholders to provide auditors 
with valuable feedback regarding strengths and weaknesses in the system.

Standards for the Curriculum Audit™

The TCMAC-CMSi Curriculum Audit™ used five standards against which to compare, verify, and comment 
upon the Little Elm Independent School District’s existing curricular management practices.  These standards 
have been extrapolated from an extensive review of management principles and practices and have been applied 
in all previous Curriculum Audits™.

As a result, the standards reflect an ideal management system, but not an unattainable one.  They describe 
working characteristics that any complex work organization should possess in being responsive and responsible 
to its clients.

A school system that is using its financial and human resources for the greatest benefit of its students is one that 
is able to establish clear objectives, examine alternatives, select and implement alternatives, measure results 
as they are applied against established objectives, and adjust its efforts so that it achieves a greater share of the 
objectives over time.
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The five standards employed in the TCMAC-CMSi Curriculum Audit™ in Little Elm Independent School 
District were:

1. The school district demonstrates its control of resources, programs, and personnel.

2. The school district has established clear and valid objectives for students.

3. The school district demonstrates internal consistency and rational equity in its program development 
and implementation.

4. The school district uses the results from district-designed and/or -adopted assessments to adjust, 
improve, or terminate ineffective practices or programs.

5. The school district has improved productivity.

A finding within a Curriculum Audit™ is simply a description of the existing state, negative or positive, between 
an observed and triangulated condition or situation at the time of the TCMAC-CMSi audit and its comparison 
with one or more of the five audit standards.

Findings in the negative represent discrepancies below the standard. Findings in the positive reflect meeting 
or exceeding the standard.  As such, audit findings are recorded on nominal and ordinal indices and not ratio 
or interval scales.  As a general rule, audits do not issue commendations, because it is expected that a school 
district should be meeting every standard as a way of normally doing its business. Commendations are not given 
for good practice.  On occasion, exemplary practices may be cited.

Unlike accreditation methodologies, audits do not have to reach a forced, summative judgment regarding the 
status of a school district or subunit being analyzed.  Audits simply report the discrepancies and formulate 
recommendations to ameliorate them.
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III. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A Curriculum Audit™ is basically an “exception” report.  That is, it does not give a summative, overall view of the 
suitability of a system.  Rather, it holds the system up to scrutiny against the predetermined standards of quality, 
notes relevant findings about the system, and cites discrepancies from audit standards.  Recommendations are 
then provided accordingly to help the district improve its quality in the areas of noted deficiency.

The auditors conducted a Curriculum Audit of the Little Elm Independent School District (Little Elm ISD) in 
November 2018.  Little Elm ISD policies, plans, curriculum, access to educational programs and activities, 
student achievement, and productivity of the support offices and programs were analyzed and evaluated against 
a set of predefined standards and indicators of quality, noting any discrepancies from the standards. These 
constitute the findings of the audit. The auditors then provide recommendations to help the district address 
the discrepancies noted in the report. The recommendations represent the auditors’ “best judgment” regarding 
how to address the discrepancies. It is expected that the superintendent and hi staff will review the findings and 
recommendations and make decisions regarding how and when to address the suggested steps for resolving 
the discrepancies in relationship to the audit standards. The recommendations serve as the starting point for a 
discussion of how to deal with the documented findings.

Standard audit practice is that the superintendent and the district’s board of trustees receive an audit, but they do 
not accept or approve it. After review of the audit report, the board may request the response of its superintendent 
of schools to the audit recommendations. When the superintendent’s response is received, then the board makes 
a determination regarding how it will act upon the recommendations. In this manner, the superintendent and the 
board become accountable for what occurs in the school system after an audit report.

Little Elm ISD takes great pride in its schools, student achievement, upcoming new facilities, career tech 
program, and dual language offerings and is determined to remain a premier school system in Texas.  Significant 
changes over the years, however, have challenged the district in terms of student academic performance, which 
has recently flattened.  What was once a small, more rural community, Little Elm ISD has grown steadily in 
the past few years.  Much like the growth of the state, student demographics have changed considerably over 
the last decade.  While the percentages of English language learners and low-income students have remained 
constant, the actual numbers have increased.  This growth and diversity, coupled with steadily increasing state 
standards has placed the district in a position to revisit its strategies and processes to meet student needs.

Little Elm ISD undertook the curriculum management audit in an effort to conduct a system-wide organizational 
analysis aimed at improving support for teachers and the instruction they deliver to address student needs.  The 
district, two years ago, initiated an aggressive plan to revise written curriculum and wished to have that work 
examined for quality and effectiveness.  Information from the curriculum audit will be used to continue a focus 
on teaching and learning and provide a structure to organize and prioritize the work of the system on closing the 
achievement gap for all students. 

The intent of this audit report is to identify areas in which the education program and supporting district operations 
do not meet Curriculum Management Audit criteria for effectiveness and to offer reasonable recommendations 
related to the identified areas of need. This report contains 15 findings, for which auditors have provided 6 
comprehensive packages of recommendations with action steps to help bring the specified conditions to a 
status of congruence with audit standards.  These findings and recommendations are cross-referenced in Exhibit 
III.0.1. The findings listed in this exhibit provide the Little Elm ISD with specific details about the current 
and potential barriers and challenges that internal stakeholders face in the efforts to buoy the district toward 
achieving its mission and goals enroute to the next level of excellence.  [Note: Each of the recommendations 
covers multiple findings; the major recommendation assigned to each barrier is indicated with an “X” in Exhibit 
III.0.1.]
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Exhibit III.0.1

Findings and Recommendations Aligned to Audit Standards
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
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Standard One: Control

The auditors reviewed 88 board policies most closely related to curriculum management and found them to 
be inadequate in both content and specificity to guide all necessary aspects of curriculum management and the 
educational programs.  Several policies in the curriculum management areas of control, direction, consistency 
and equity, feedback, and productivity were either weak or absent. A recently adopted Board Policy EH 
(Local), Curriculum Design provides some guidance for overall district curriculum decision making, but is not 
adequately comprehensive to constitute adequacy (see Finding 1.1).

The planning process at all levels of the organization is inadequate to facilitate the successful use of human 
and financial resources toward achieving the mission and goals of the district and campuses (see Finding 1.2).  
Auditors determined that planning is occurring in the Little Elm ISD at the district and campus levels, in the 
area of technology, and also in various other departments.  However, the planning process lacks a means for the 
collection, analysis, and use of data as feedback in a focused system-wide manner; a budget process that works 
in concert with teaching and learning; a decision-making model that clearly delineates who and at what levels 
decisions are made; and a professional learning plan that is tightly aligned to district goals and priorities, with 
focused campus professional learning.

Following a review of the district’s organizational structure, auditors determined that the district table 
of organization is ineffective as an oversight tool for the board of trustees. More specifically, the table of 
organization violates several rules of organizational management, most notably in the areas of span of control, 
logical grouping, scalar relationships, separation of line and staff functions, and full inclusion.  Auditors 
determined that job descriptions generally meet audit criteria (see Finding 1.3).  

Standard Two: Direction

The auditors were presented with no single document to provide integrated and comprehensive curriculum 
management guidance for systematic coordination of curriculum planning efforts.  While partial elements of 
an effective curriculum management plan were identified within several presented documents, none of the 
curriculum management plan characteristics were rated as fully adequate by auditors.  Expectations for the 
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design, delivery, communication, and evaluation of the district’s curriculum were disjointed, incomplete, and 
lacked specificity and coherence for systematic coordination of curriculum planning efforts.  The district lacks 
a tightly-held district-based written curriculum and loosely-held campus-based instructional implementation 
approach.  Although auditors found some curriculum management functions, roles, and responsibilities noted 
in district board policies and job descriptions, they were not coherently linked together for a clearly articulated 
curriculum management system.  The Little Elm ISD documentation provided to auditors did not meet audit 
standards for adequacy to guide curriculum management planning efforts (see Finding 2.1). 

Overall, 157 kindergarten through grade 12 core content area and 409 non-core course curriculum documents 
were presented to auditors for scope analysis.  To meet audit criteria for curriculum scope, 100% of courses in 
the core content areas and 70% of courses in the non-core areas must have some form of written curriculum.  
Auditors found that the scope of the core content area written curriculum in the Little Elm ISD was inadequate 
to direct instruction.  Fifty-two percent of the core courses had some form of written curriculum.  Auditors also 
found that the scope of the non-core content area courses written curriculum was inadequate to direct teaching, 
given that only 17% of the non-core courses had some form of written curriculum.  The auditors found that 
although some written curriculum does exist for some of the core content courses and non-core courses, the 
total scope of the written curriculum for kindergarten through grade 12 is inadequate to direct instruction (see 
Finding 2.2).

To determine the quality of curriculum in the Little Elm ISD, the auditors reviewed all written curriculum 
documents presented to them. Overall, the auditors found that the quality of the district’s curriculum documents 
was inadequate to guide instruction (see Findings 2.3 and 2.4).  None of the core or non-core content curriculum 
documents reviewed by the auditors met the Curriculum Audit™ minimum quality criteria of 12 of the possible 
15 points.  Auditors also reviewed student work/activity artifacts to determine the degree to which classroom 
resources and materials were aligned to the written curriculum.  Auditors determined a high rate of mismatch 
between the submitted artifacts and TEKS.  Of the artifacts that demonstrated a match for content and standard, 
most (8 of 13) were at or above grade level in the core content areas, with 5 artifacts being below grade 
level.  Further analysis of the artifacts for cognition level revealed that lower-order thinking skills (knowledge, 
comprehension, and application) were prevalent across all grade spans and content areas, with the greatest 
proportion of lower-order thinking skills found in elementary grades.  

Standard Three: Consistency and Equity

The auditors found the professional development program in the Little Elm ISD to be inadequate to prepare 
employees for district-wide curriculum management and delivery (see Finding 3.1). The district has a recently 
developed, but not fully implemented, professional learning plan.  The district has established a clearinghouse 
for professional learning at the district level, but not at the campus level. Examples of professional learning 
planning found in other district documents and on the district website meet some of the criteria for planning 
and design; however, the auditors did not find evidence of the coordination of professional development efforts, 
monitoring, and evaluation to ensure improvement in practice, as well as institutionalization of effective 
strategies that would result in high levels of achievement for all students.

During the site visit, auditors observed instruction in 178 classrooms on all campuses in the district.  The 
auditors found that current instructional practices inconsistently reflect the district’s expectations.  Teaching 
practices observed during the site visits revealed that the most common teacher behavior was teacher-centered, 
large group, direct instruction. The most common student activity was completing a worksheet.  The cognitive 
types of activities in most classrooms visited were at the lower tiers of Bloom’s Taxonomy (knowledge and 
comprehension), and classrooms were most likely to be in Quadrant A or B as related to Rigor and Relevance.  In 
contrast to what teachers and principals reported on the online surveys, the auditors observed little differentiated 
instruction focused on meeting individual learning needs of students.  The use of technology as a tool to promote 
high levels of learning was not observed.  

The auditors found district policy references to curriculum/instructional monitoring and found evidence of 
instructional monitoring; however, policy does not explicitly outline expectations, and the interview and online 
survey data do not indicate that monitoring is focused and consistent.  Auditors determined that principals in 
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the Little Elm ISD visit classrooms with varying frequency; additionally, the perceptions of how often they 
visit differ based on data from the teacher online survey and the campus administrator online survey.  They also 
found that direction for the philosophy and purposes of monitoring, as well as guidelines for how to monitor, are 
inadequately defined in district policy, district documents, and in practice.  Much of the monitoring that occurs 
is tied to the teacher appraisal/evaluation process (see Finding 3.2).

Standard Four: Feedback and Assessment

Little Elm ISD is assessing students, and data are being made available. However, auditors found planning for 
student assessment and program evaluation to be inadequate (see Finding 4.1).  While some district documents 
contain elements of a comprehensive plan, clear direction for the design of a student assessment and program 
evaluation system is absent as are procedures that direct the use of data to guide instructional decision making 
and to determine if programs are actually producing desired results.

Auditors expect to see 100% of taught courses assessed with a district sanctioned assessment.  The scope 
of the assessed curriculum in Little Elm ISD is inadequate to provide data for curriculum and instructional 
change to improve student achievement (see Finding 4.2). Only 39% of the core curriculum is formally assessed 
across the district. Despite the prevalence of teacher-created unit assessments for state tested areas, 61% of the 
core courses taught lack formal assessments that would yield student achievement data to guide instructional 
decision making and inform the evaluation of strategies and programs across the district.  Auditors were not 
presented with assessments for non-core courses. 

District student achievement trends were flat when analyzing percentages of students who scored proficient 
or higher in all subjects at all grade levels. Trends varied in grades 3-8 reading with mostly downward trends 
falling below state averages in most cases by 2017-18. District math results varied when compared to state 
averages for grades 3-8, falling below state averages in most cases by 2018. Achievement gaps between groups 
and cohort groups of students remained prevalent from 2013-14 through 2017-18 school years. “Years to 
parity” analysis of reading and math assessments from grades 3-8 for economically disadvantaged and English 
Language Learners (ELL) compared to their respective peers show gaps will never be closed under current 
practices of the district (see Finding 4.3). 

Standard Five: Productivity

Auditors determined that financial decision making and budget development processes lack cost-benefit 
analyses and are not adequately linked to curricular goals and priorities. While a budgetary planning process 
is in place, the auditors found an absence of direct linkages between department goals and budget priorities.  
No formal, routine effort has been made to link student achievement or program performance feedback to 
budgetary decisions. Additionally, participation in the budget planning processes at the district level lacks full 
inclusion of stakeholders, and at the campus level lacks consistency across the district (see Finding 5.1).

Auditors found the district lacks a systemic process for the use of data to guide implementation, continuation, 
and termination of programs. No program assessment or program evaluation plan was provided to the auditors. 
While data are available to help the district make informed decisions, no formal process exists to support the 
improvement, continuation, or elimination of programs based on student achievement data (see Finding 5.2).

The auditors found that the Little Elm ISD’s facility planning meets audit criteria.  The auditors learned that the 
district has taken recent steps to address enrollment capacity concerns.  The facility planning process is rated 
adequate and is being actively utilized to help guide major renovation, remodeling, and new construction in the 
district to address facility needs in the future.  Additionally, educational priorities and instructional needs are 
taken into consideration in the remodeling, renovation, and design of construction projects (see Finding 5.3). 

Future Steps

The TCMAC-CMSi audit team has suggested several steps for improving all areas in which the current practices 
precluded the district’s meeting audit criteria. These recommendations and detailed action steps are contained 
elsewhere within this report.  Additional actions might be developed by district leaders and staff to implement 
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these recommended changes, but most of the suggested actions have a history of success in other districts and 
merit focused attention.

The critical first step is for the superintendent to develop a work plan for responding to the findings and 
recommendations. Eventually, the board of trustees should approve an implementation plan that spans the next 
one to three years.

Overall, the auditors recognized the challenges facing the leaders Little Elm ISD. Identified weaknesses in 
areas of curriculum and instruction necessitate major changes to address needed actions while maintaining 
reasonable funding and staff. Given the core of committed administrators and staff and the vitality that comes 
from a program analysis of the district, the audit team expresses confidence that focused efforts and courageous 
decisions and actions will bring desired results in the next few years.
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IV. FINDINGS

STANDARD 1: The School District Demonstrates Its Control of Resources, 
Programs, and Personnel.
Quality control is the fundamental element of a well-managed educational program.  It is one of the major 
premises of local educational control within any state’s educational system.

The critical premise involved is that, via the will of the electorate, a local board of trustees establishes local 
priorities within state laws and regulations.  A school district’s accountability rests with the school board and 
the public.

Through the development of an effective policy framework, a local school board provides the focus for 
management and accountability to be established for administrative and instructional staffs, as well as for its 
own responsibility.  It also enables the district to make meaningful assessments and use student learning data as 
a critical factor in determining its success.

Although educational program control and accountability are often shared among different components of a 
school district, ultimately fundamental control of and responsibility for a district and its operations rests with 
the school board and top-level administrative staff.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Little Elm Independent School District:

A school system meeting TCMAC-CMSi Curriculum Management Audit Standard One is able to demonstrate 
its control of resources, programs, and personnel.  Common indicators are:

• A curriculum that is centrally defined and adopted by the board of trustees;

• A clear set of policies that establish an operational framework for management that permits accountability;

• A clear set of policies that reflect state requirements and local program goals and the necessity to use 
achievement data to improve school system operations;

• A functional administrative structure that facilitates the design and delivery of the district’s curriculum;

• A direct, uninterrupted line of authority from school board/superintendent and other central office 
officials to principals and classroom teachers;

• Organizational development efforts that are focused to improve system effectiveness;

• Documentation of school board and central office planning for the attainment of goals, objectives, and 
mission over time; and 

• A clear mechanism to define and direct change and innovation within the school system to permit 
maximization of its resources on priority goals, objectives, and mission.   

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Little Elm Independent School District:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard One.  Details follow within 
separate findings.

Board policies of the Little Elm ISD do not meet audit expectations in both content and specificity to guide 
all necessary aspects of curriculum management and the district’s educational programs.  Auditors reviewed 
88 board policies and found that many in the curriculum management areas of control, direction, consistency 
and equity, feedback, and productivity were either weak or absent. The board of trustees recently adopted 
Board Policy EH (Local): Curriculum Design to provide some guidance for overall district curriculum decision 
making; however, this policy is not comprehensive enough to constitute adequacy.
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The auditors found that planning is occurring in the Little Elm ISD at the district, campus, and departmental 
levels.  However, the planning process lacks a means for the collection, analysis, and use of data as feedback in 
a focused system-wide manner; a budget process that works in concert with teaching and learning; a decision-
making model that clearly delineates who and at what levels decisions are made; and a professional learning 
plan that is tightly aligned to district goals and priorities.  The planning process at all levels of the organization 
is inadequate to facilitate the successful use of human and financial resources toward achieving the mission and 
goals of the district and campuses. 

Auditors examined district organizational structure through the table of organization and available job descriptions. 
Auditors determined that the district table of organization is ineffective in providing oversight to the board 
of trustees. More specifically, the table of organization violates several rules of organizational management, 
most notably in the areas of span of control, logical grouping, scalar relationships, separation of line and staff 
functions, and full inclusion.  Auditors determined that job descriptions meet audit criteria.  However, board 
policies are nonexistent related to required job descriptions and their configuration.

Finding 1.1:  Board policies are inadequate to provide local curriculum management direction and to 
establish quality control of the educational program and organizational functions.

In order for policies to provide the necessary operational framework, they must be useful in controlling and 
directing decision making.  Policies must reflect the expectations set by the board and focus the resources of the 
district toward specific goals.  In order for policies to drive practice, they must be specific, easily referenced, 
and first-source documents to provide individual and system guidance.  Conversely, when policies are absent, 
outdated, vague, or ignored, there is no effective guidance for administrators or staff.  The result may be that 
decision making is left to individual or special interest discretion.  In such instances, there is a lack of coherence 
in systems, operations, and actions.  Educational outcomes may be unpredictable and/or fragmented and may 
not reflect the intent of the board.  

The auditors examined all policies provided by the school district.  They selected for further analysis those 
policies most directly related to curriculum management and organizational support and assessed them by 
comparing their content to 26 policy criteria that comprise the Curriculum Management Improvement Model 
(CMIM).  This model serves as the basis for evaluating key documents in a Curriculum Management audit.   
Interviews were conducted with board members, administrators, and staff to identify the extent to which board 
policies are used in the district to guide decisions about educational programs and the curriculum. 

The auditors found Little Elm ISD’s board policies to be inadequate in both content and specificity.  Several 
policies in the curriculum management areas of control, direction, consistency and equity, feedback, and 
productivity were either weak or absent. Recently adopted Board Policy EH (Local): Curriculum Design 
provides some guidance for overall district curriculum decision making, but is not comprehensive enough to 
constitute adequacy.

Texas statutes give school boards broad powers and wide discretion in exercising the powers granted by the 
legislature.  The following statutes were noted granting school boards with the authority to manage the school 
district:

• Board Policy AA (Legal): District Legal Status states, “The District derives its legal status from the 
Constitution of the State of Texas and from the Texas Education Code as passed and amended by the 
Legislature of Texas.  Texas Const., Art. VII.”

• Board Policy AE (Legal): Educational Philosophy states, “The mission of the Texas public education 
system is to ensure that all Texas children have access to a quality education that enables them to achieve 
their full potential and fully participate now and in the future in the social, economic, and educational 
opportunities in our state and nation.  That mission is grounded on the conviction that a general diffusion 
of knowledge is essential for the welfare of Texas and for the preservation of the liberties and rights of 
Texas citizens.  It is further grounded on the conviction that a successful public education system is 
directly related to a strong, dedicated, and supportive family and that parental involvement in the school 
is essential for the maximum educational achievement of a child. Education Code 4.001, 4.002.”
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The board of trustees, through its adopted policies, establishes its governance role in developing policies and 
directing the superintendent to develop such rules and regulations as are necessary.  The following policies 
reference the role of the school board in establishing district policies:

• Board Policy BAA (Legal): Board Legal Status Powers and Duties states, “The trustees, as a body 
corporate, have the exclusive power and duty to govern and oversee the management of the public 
schools of the district.  The trustees may adopt rules and bylaws necessary to carry out these powers 
and duties.  All powers and duties not specifically delegated by statutes to TEA or the State Board of 
Education are reserved for the board.”

• Board Policy AE (Legal): Educational Philosophy states, “The board shall adopt a vision statement and 
comprehensive goals for the district and the superintendent.” 

• Board Policy BBD (Exhibit): Board Members Training and Orientation states, “The Board develops 
and adopts policies that provide guidance for accomplishing the District’s vision, mission, and goals.”

Auditors obtained for review and analysis copies of numerous board policies and regulations from the Little Elm 
ISD website.  Exhibit 1.1.1 lists the 88 curriculum management system policies and exhibits that were selected 
by auditors for analysis. Auditors were told by district administrators that administrative regulations could be 
accessed through the Texas School Procedures website.  However, when logged in to the site under the Little 
Elm ISD user name and password, access was limited to procedural templates that were not customized for 
Little Elm.  As a result, no regulations were included in this review.  Additionally, auditors were provided with 
documents entitled Decision Sets, which have the appearance of procedural expectations and were referenced 
in conversation with some district personnel as though they were expected procedures.  However, in interviews 
with district administrators, auditors were told that Decision Sets are merely meeting minutes and not approved 
procedures.  They were also not included in this review.

Exhibit 1.1.1

Board Policies and Exhibits Reviewed by the Audit Team
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Policy Status Title Date Adopted/ 
Last Revised

AA Legal District Legal Status 2003
AE Legal Educational Philosophy 2017
AE Local Educational Philosophy 2010
AIA Legal Accountability: Accreditation and Performance Indicators 2017
AIB Legal Accountability: Performance Reporting 2017
BAA Legal Board Legal Status: Powers and Duties 2017
BBD Exhibit Board Members: Training and Orientation 2013
BF Local Board Policies 2015
BJA Legal Superintendent:  Qualifications and Duties 2017
BJA Local Superintendent:  Qualifications and Duties 2012

BJCB Legal Superintendent: Professional Development 2014
BP Legal Administrative Procedures 1998
BP Local Administrative Procedures 2014
BQ Legal Planning and Decision-Making Process 2017
BQ Local Planning and Decision-Making Process 2016

BQA Legal Planning and Decision-Making Process: District-Level 2017
BQA Local Planning and Decision-Making Process: District Level 2015
BQB Legal Planning and Decision-Making Process: Campus Level 2017
BQB Local Planning and Decision-Making Process: Campus Level 2015
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Exhibit 1.1.1 (continued)
Board Policies and Exhibits Reviewed by the Audit Team

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Policy Status Title Date Adopted/ 
Last Revised

BR Legal Reports 2018
CE Legal Annual Operating Budget 2017
CE Local Annual Operating Budget 2015

CFD Local Accounting: Activity Funds Management 2013
CK Legal Safety Program/Risk Management 2010
CK Local Safety Program/Risk Management 2014
CL Legal Building, Grounds, and Equipment Management 2017

CLA Legal Buildings, Grounds, and Equipment Management: Security 2017
CLB Legal Buildings, Grounds, and Equipment Management: Maintenance 2018
CLB Local Buildings, Grounds, and Equipment Management: Maintenance 2016
CS Legal Facility Standards 2018
DC Local Employment Practices 2017

DMA Legal Professional Development: Required Staff Development 2017
DMD Local Professional Development: Professional Meetings and Visitations 1988
DN Local Performance Appraisal 2007

DNA Legal Performance Appraisal: Evaluation of Teachers 2017
DNA Local Performance Appraisal: Evaluation of Teachers 2016
DNB Legal Performance Appraisal: Evaluation of Other Professional Employees 2017
DNB Local Performance Appraisal: Evaluation of Other Professional Employees 1996
DP Legal Personnel Positions 2018
DP Local Personnel Positions 2002

EEB Legal Instructional Arrangements: Class Size 2016
EF Legal Instructional Resources 2017
EF Local Instructional Resources 2017

EFA Legal Instructional Resources:  Materials Selection and Adoption 2017
EH Local Curriculum Design 2017

EHAA Legal Basic Instructional Program: Required Instruction (All Levels) 2017
EHAB Legal Basic Instructional Program: Required Instruction (Elementary) 2016
EHAC Legal Basic Instructional Program: Required Instruction (Secondary) 2017
EHAD Legal Basic Instructional Program: Elective Instruction 2018
EHB Legal Curriculum Design: Special Programs 2017

EHBA Legal Special Programs: Special Education Students 2016
EHBB Legal Special Programs: Gifted and Talented Students 2017
EHBB Local Special Programs: Gifted and Talented Students 2015
EHBC Legal Special Programs: Compensatory/Accelerated Services 2018
EHBC Local Special Programs: Compensatory/Accelerated Services 1996
EHBD Legal Special Programs: Federal Title I Programs 2018
EHBD Local Special Programs: Federal Title I Programs 2016
EHBE Legal Special Programs: Bilingual Education/ESL 2016
EHBE Local Special Programs: Bilingual Education/ESL 1991
EHBF Legal Special Programs: Career and Technical Education 2010
EHBK Legal Special Programs:  Other Instructional Initiatives 2017
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Exhibit 1.1.1 (continued)
Board Policies and Exhibits Reviewed by the Audit Team

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Policy Status Title Date Adopted/ 
Last Revised

EIA Local Academic Achievement: Grading/Progress Reports 2015
EK Legal Testing Programs 2017

EKB Legal Testing Programs: State Assessment Program 2018
EKBA Legal State Assessment: LEP Students 2018
EKC Legal Testing Programs: Reading Assessment Program 2013
EKD Legal Testing Programs: Mathematics Assessment 2010
EIE Local Academic Achievement: Retention and Promotion 2017
FB Legal Equal Educational Opportunities 2017
FB Local Equal Educational Opportunities 2016

FDE Legal Admissions: School Safety Transfer 2016
FDE Local Admissions: School Safety Transfer 2009
FFF Legal Student Welfare: Student Safety 2017
FFF Local Student Welfare: Student Safety 2005
FFG Legal Student Welfare: Child Abuse and Neglect 2017
FFH Legal Student Welfare:  Freedom from Discrimination, Harassment, and Retaliation 2018
FFH Local Student Welfare:  Freedom from Discrimination, Harassment, and Retaliation 2016
FFI Legal Student Welfare: Freedom from Bullying 2017
FFI Local Student Welfare: Freedom from Bullying 2017

FNCG Legal Student Conduct:  Weapons 2017
FNCI Legal Student Conduct: Disruption 2013

FO Legal Student Discipline 2017
FO Local Student Discipline 2015
GA Legal Access to Programs, Services, and Activities 2015

GKA Legal Community Relations: Conduct on School Premises 2017
GKA Local Community Relations: Conduct on School Premises 2017
GKC Legal Visitors to the Schools 2017
GKC Local Visitors to the Schools 2017

As indicated in Exhibit 1.1.1, dates of legal and local board policies range from 1988 to 2018.  The auditors 
noted that some policies (both legal and local) are not the most recent TASB proposed versions (e.g., BP, DBN-
Local, DMD-Local, EHBF, EHBC, FFF, and FNCI).

Auditors analyzed the documents listed in Exhibit 1.1.1 for congruence with audit standards for good 
curriculum management using 26 criteria, each with specific points of analysis.  The criteria are organized 
into five categories.  For each criterion, a score of 0 to 3 points was awarded based on the characteristics of an 
individual policy or several policies considered together.  To be considered adequate, 70% of the total possible 
points assigned to a standard is required.  The criteria and results of these analyses, by standard, are provided 
in Exhibits 1.1.2 through 1.1.7:



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 26

Exhibit 1.1.2

Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policies  
On Criteria Related to Standard One

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Standard One—Provides for Control:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Quality Levels Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

1.1 A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the district written curriculum
• Requires the taught and assessed curriculum to be aligned to the district’s written 

curriculum
EHAA (Legal) 0

• Addresses the alignment of the district’s written curriculum with state and national 
standards for all subject areas and grades (includes electives)

0

• Directs the district’s written curriculum documents to be more rigorous than state and 
national standards, to facilitate deep alignment in all three dimensions with current 
and future high-stakes tests

0

1.2 Philosophical statements of the district instructional approach
• Has a general philosophical statement of curriculum approach, such as standards-

based, competency-based, outcome-based, etc.
EIE (Local)
EH (Local)

1

• Directs adherence to mastery learning practices for all content areas and grades 
involved in local, state, and national accountability

0

• Directs adherence to mastery learning practices for all grade levels and content areas, 
including electives

0

1.3 Board adoption of the written curriculum
• Requires the annual review of new or revised written curriculum prior to its adoption EHAA (Local)

BAA (Legal)
EH (Local) 

0
• Directs the annual adoption of new or revised written curriculum for all grade levels 

and content areas
0

• Directs the periodic review of all curriculum on a planned cycle over several years 0
1.4 Accountability for the design and delivery of the district curriculum through roles and responsibilities
• Directs job descriptions to include accountability for the design and delivery of the 

aligned curriculum
AIB (Legal)
DC (Local)
DNA (Legal)
DNA (Local)
DNB (Legal)
EH (Local)

0

• Links professional appraisal processes with specific accountability functions in the 
job descriptions of central office administrators, building administrators, and regular 
classroom teachers 

1

• Directs professional appraisal processes to evaluate all staff in terms of gains in 
student achievement

0

1.5  Long-range, system-wide planning 
• As part of the district planning process, policy requires that the superintendent and 

staff think collectively about the future and that the discussion take some tangible 
form (allows for flexibility without prescribing a particular template)

AE (Legal)
BAA (Legal)
BJA (Legal)
BJA (Local)
BQ (Legal)
BQ (Local)
BQB (Local)
EH (Local)

1

• Requires the development of a system-wide, long-range plan that is updated annually; 
incorporates system-wide student achievement targets; and is evaluated using both 
formative and summative measures

1

• Expects school improvement plans to be congruent with the district long-range plan, 
to incorporate system-wide student achievement targets, and to be evaluated using 
both formative and summative measures

0



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 27

Exhibit 1.1.2 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policies  

On Criteria Related to Standard One
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
Standard One—Provides for Control:

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Quality Levels Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

1.6 Functional decision-making structure
• Expects an organizational chart that is annually reviewed, presented to the board, and 

approved by the superintendent 
BJA (Legal)
BJA (Local)
BQ (Legal)
BQA (Legal)
BQA (Local)
BQB (Legal)
BQB (Local)
DC (Local)

0

• Requires that job descriptions for each person listed on the organizational chart be 
present and updated regularly to ensure that all audit criteria, such as span of control, 
logical grouping of functions, etc., are met

0

• Directs and specifies the processes for the formation of decision-making bodies 
(e.g., cabinet, task forces, committees) in terms of their composition and decision-
making responsibilities, to ensure consistency, non-duplication of tasks, and product 
requirements

0

Standard One Rating (number of points for the six criteria with a possibility of 18) 4
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—18) 22%

Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of 3 points.  No points are awarded 
when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

As indicated in Exhibit 1.1.2, the Little Elm ISD board policies supporting Standard 1: Control received an 
adequacy rating of 22%.  An explanation of the auditors’ ratings for each criterion follows:

Criterion 1.1: A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the district written curriculum

Board Policy EHAA (Legal) addresses several aspects of curriculum, including the purpose of curriculum and 
elements of the required curriculum.  However, the auditors were unable to find any expectation that the local 
curriculum be aligned to the taught and assessed curriculum or to national standards. No points were awarded 
for this criterion. 

Criterion 1.2: Philosophical statements of the district instructional approach

Board Policy EH (Local) requires a competency-based approach to the district curriculum. Board Policy EH 
(Local) also requires mastery in the areas of reading, writing, math, and other areas tested but does not explicitly 
require mastery for all areas, including electives.  Board Policy EIE (Local) requires that promotion and course 
credit shall be based on mastery of the curriculum, but details required for the 3 potential points in this criterion 
were absent. One point was awarded for this criterion. 

Criterion 1.3: Board adoption of the written curriculum

Board Policy EHAA (Local) requires any new proposed major curriculum initiative to be discussed at a board 
meeting prior to selection, but does not require board approval of curriculum.  Further, Board Policy BAA 
(Legal) does not include curriculum adoption as a board duty.  Board Policy EH (Local) requires the board to 
approve only the written curriculum scope. No points were awarded for this criterion.  

Criterion 1.4: Accountability for the design and delivery of the district curriculum through roles and 
responsibilities

Board Policy DC (Local) requires that the superintendent “define the qualifications, duties, and responsibilities 
of all positions and shall ensure that job descriptions are current and accessible to employees and supervisors,” 
thus implying that job descriptions are to be developed for all positions.  However, the auditors found no 
statement of expectation that job descriptions are to include accountability for design and delivery of an 
aligned curriculum.  Board Policy DNA (Local) provides general direction regarding the logistics of teacher 
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appraisal, but does not address specific criteria. Board Policies AIB (Legal), EH (Local), DNA (Legal), and 
DNB (Legal) reference the expectation that student learning be a criterion on which teachers, administrators, 
and the superintendent are assessed. However, the auditors were not able to locate a policy that links specific 
accountability functions with job descriptions nor a statement that requires all staff to be assessed on gains in 
student achievement.  One point was awarded for this criterion.

Criterion 1.5: Long-range, system-wide planning

Board Policies AE (Legal) and BAA (Legal) require the board to adopt comprehensive goals for the district. 
Board Policy BAA (Legal) also requires the board to adopt a policy to establish a district-, and campus-level 
planning and decision-making process.  Board Policies BJA (Legal) and BJA (Local) designate an expectation 
for planning via a statement of the superintendent’s duties. Board Policy BJA (Legal) further implies the 
expectation of a long-range plan in the superintendent’s stated duty to “[P]rovide educational leadership for 
the district including leadership in developing the district vision statement and long-range educational plan.”  
Board Policy BQ (Legal) requires that the district have an improvement plan that is “evaluated and revised 
annually” and specifically addresses the expectation for formative evaluation.  Board Policy BQ (Local) sets 
forth an expectation that the district and campus objectives [are] “mutually supportive and shall support the 
state goals and objectives.”  Board Policy BQB (Local) reiterates that requirement for campus improvement 
plans but fails to incorporate system-wide achievement targets or formative and summative evaluations. Board 
Policy EH (Local) states that the curriculum expectations are part of the district’s long-range planning process. 
Two points were awarded for this criterion. 

Criterion 1.6: Functional decision-making structure

Board Policies BJA (Legal) and BJA (Local) address the superintendent’s responsibility to organize the district’s 
central administration; however, they do not require the creation and annual review of an organizational chart 
and its presentation to the board. The BQA and BQB policy series clearly articulate the composition and 
expectations of district- and campus-level decision-making and advisory committees. However, clarification of 
what committee, group, or person has the power to make specific or categories of decisions is missing. Further, 
Board Policies BQ (Legal) and BQ (Local) require the superintendent to develop an administrative procedure 
that defines the respective roles and responsibilities of administrators, teachers, and designated committees in 
the areas of “planning, budgeting, curriculum, staffing patterns, staff development, and school organization,” 
but the auditors found no such document. Board Policy DC (Local) requires that job descriptions be current and 
accessible to employees and supervisors, but fails to explicitly require job descriptions for every position on the 
organizational chart.  No points were assigned to this criterion.  

Exhibit 1.1.3

Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policy  
On Criteria Related to Standard Two 

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Standard Two—Provides for Direction:  
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

2.1 Written curriculum with aligned, criterion-referenced formative assessments for all subject areas at all grade 
levels
• Requires enough specificity so that all teachers can consistently describe how students 

will demonstrate mastery of the intended objective
None 0

• Requires formative assessment instruments that align to specific curriculum objectives 0
• Directs that suggestions be provided to teachers for differentiating curriculum to meet 

students’ needs as diagnosed by formative assessments
0
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Exhibit 1.1.3 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policy  

On Criteria Related to Standard Two 
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
Standard Two—Provides for Direction:  

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

2.2 Periodic review/update of the curriculum and aligned resources and assessments
• Requires the development of procedures to both formatively and summatively review 

the written curriculum for all grade levels and content areas
EK (Legal)
EKB (Legal)
EH (Local)

0

• Requires the annual review of test banks, benchmark assessments, and other 
assessment instruments for alignment with the district or state accountability system

0

• Evaluates assessment instruments for alignment to the district curriculum in all three 
dimensions:  content, context, and cognitive type

0

2.3 Textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment
• Requires textbooks/resources to be regularly reviewed and the resource revision/

adoption cycle to align with the curriculum revision cycle
EF (Legal) 
EF (Local)
EFA (Legal)
EH (Local)

0

• Directs review of all new instructional resource materials for content, context, and 
cognitive type alignment to the district curriculum and assessment

0

• Directs district staff to identify discrete areas where alignment is missing and provide 
teachers with supplementary materials to address gaps in alignment (missing content, 
inadequate contexts, etc.)

0

2.4 Content area emphasis
• Directs the yearly identification of subject areas that require additional emphasis based 

on a review of assessment results
DMA (Legal)
EHAA (Legal)
EHAB (Legal)
EHAC (Legal)

0

• Within subject areas, requires identification by administration of specific objectives, 
contexts, cognitive types, and instructional practices to receive budgetary support 

0

• Requires focused professional development and coaching to support the instructional 
delivery of the identified priorities within the content areas

0

2.5 Program integration and alignment to the district’s written curriculum
• Directs that all subject-related (e.g., reading, Title I) and school-wide (e.g., tutoring, 

DARE, AVID) programs be reviewed for alignment to the written and assessed 
curriculum

None 0

• Requires written procedures for both formative and summative evaluation of all new 
subject-related and school-wide programs before submission to the board for approval

0

• Directs administrative staff to prepare annual recommendations for subject-related 
and school-wide program revision, expansion, or termination based on student 
achievement

0

Standard Two Rating (number of points for the five criteria with a possibility of 15) 0
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—15) 0%

Note:  One point is awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of 3 points.  No points are awarded 
when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

As indicated in Exhibit 1.1.3, the Little Elm ISD board policies supporting Standard 2: Direction received an 
adequacy rating of 0%.  An explanation of the auditors’ ratings for each criterion follows:

Criterion 2.1: Written curriculum with aligned, criterion-referenced formative assessments for all subject 
areas at all grade levels  

The auditors found no board policies that address this criterion.  Therefore, no points were assigned.
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Criterion 2.2:  Periodic review/update of the curriculum and aligned resources and assessments 

Neither of the two legal policies related to the testing program (EK and EKB) address an expectation of the 
periodic review of assessment instruments.  Board Policy EH (Local) requires that teachers develop and 
administer assessments regularly, but no mention is made of test banks or the three dimensions as described in 
the criterion.  No points were assigned to this criterion.

Criterion 2.3: Textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment

Collectively, EF and EFA (Legal) provide much direction regarding the selection and use of textbooks and 
instructional resources.  Board Policy EF (Local) requires that instructional resources “support” specific 
courses. Board Policy EH (Local) requires that instructional materials be selected based “upon their alignment 
with the curriculum objectives.”  Alignment of content, context, and cognitive type is not mentioned in any 
of the policies reviewed, nor is linkage between the timing of textbook selection and the cycle of curriculum 
revision. No credit was awarded to this criterion.  

Criterion 2.4: Content area emphasis

The Board Policy EHA (Legal) series (basic instructional program) provides listings of subject areas to be 
taught, but includes no reference that content area emphasis for instructional or budgetary purposes be identified 
annually based on assessment results. Board Policy DMA (Legal) requires that staff development be related to 
campus performance objectives but provides no further elaboration. No credit was given for this criterion.  

Criterion 2.5:  Program integration and alignment to the district’s written curriculum

The auditors found no policies that provide direction specifically to this criterion.  Therefore, no credit was 
given.

Exhibit 1.1.4

Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policy  
On Criteria Related to Standard Three 
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Standard Three—Provides for Consistency and Equity:  
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

3.1 Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or instructional level to another
• Requires the vertical articulation and horizontal coordination of the curriculum within 

schools
EIA (Local) 0

• Requires vertical articulation across grade levels and horizontal coordination among 
schools at a given level for all content areas

0

• Directs the identification of prerequisite skills and their placement in the written 
curriculum at the appropriate grade/instructional level 

0

3.2 Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum 
• Directs the development and implementation of a district professional development 

plan focused on effective curriculum delivery that is congruent with the district long-
range plan and annual goal priorities

BJA (Local)
BQ (Legal)
DMA (Legal)
EH (Local)

0

• Requires a process whereby staff are coached over time in the implementation of 
professional development initiatives

0

• Directs the regular evaluation of the impact of professional development on student 
achievement, using both formative and summative measures

0
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Exhibit 1.1.4 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policy  

On Criteria Related to Standard Three 
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
Standard Three—Provides for Consistency and Equity:  

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

3.3 Delivery of the adopted district curriculum
• Requires all staff to deliver the curriculum as approved by the board EH (Local) 0
• Requires building principals and all central office staff with curriculum 

responsibilities to review disaggregated assessment results and identify areas where 
curriculum delivery may be ineffective

0

• Requires an annual report to the board regarding the status of curriculum delivery 0
3.4 Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum
• Directs building principals to develop and implement a plan to monitor the delivery of 

the district curriculum on a weekly basis
EH (Local) 0

• Directs central office curricular staff to assist the principal in monitoring the delivery 
of the district curriculum

0

• Requires periodic school and classroom data-gathering reports from administrators 
detailing the status of the delivery of the curriculum across the district, with 
recommendations for the creation of professional development activities or curricular 
revisions

0

3.5 Equitable student access to the curriculum, instructional resources, and learning environment
• Requires equal student access to the curriculum, appropriate instructional materials 

for a variety of learning levels and modes, and appropriate facilities to support the 
learning environment necessary to deliver the district curriculum 

AE (Legal)
EHAA (Legal)
EHAD (Legal)
EHB (Legal)
EHBA (Legal)
EHBB (Legal)
EHBB (Local)
EHBC (Legal)
EHBC (Local)
EHBD (Legal)
EHBD (Local)
EHBE (Legal)
EHBE (Local)
EHBF (Legal)
FB (Legal)
FB (Local)
GA (Legal)

1

• Directs the development of procedures for fast-tracking students who lack sufficient 
prerequisite skills for courses such as AP, honors, etc., but need more challenging 
content

0

• Requires an annual review of equity data (such as access, racial isolation, rigor), the 
subsequent reporting to the board of those data, and the development of a plan for 
correcting equity issues 

0

Standard Three Rating (number of points for the five criteria with a possibility of 15) 1
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—15) 7%

Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of 3 points.  No points are awarded 
when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

As indicated in Exhibit 3.1.4, the Little Elm ISD board policies supporting Standard 3: Consistency and Equity 
received an adequacy rating of 7%.  An explanation of the auditors’ ratings for each criterion follows:

Criterion 3.1:  Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or instructional level to another

Board Policy EIA (Local) requires that student objectives address the required skills needed by students to 
progress to the next grade level or subject.  The auditors found no other board policies that address this criterion.  
No points were awarded.  
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Criterion 3.2:  Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum

The auditors found reference to professional development in delivery of the curriculum in several board 
policies, but none specifically expressed the board’s expectation of a district-wide professional development 
plan, coaching as an expected component of professional development, or the evaluation of the impact of 
professional development on student achievement.  Board Policy BJA (Local) includes an expectation that the 
superintendent will “oversee a program of staff development and monitor staff development for effectiveness 
in improving district performance.”  Board Policy BQ (Legal) requires the district improvement plan to include 
professional development for improving student performance. The first section of Board Policy DMA (Legal) 
includes a strong statement of expectation that staff development must be conducted according to district-
developed standards for the purpose of improving education. Board Policy EH (Local) requires professional 
development to teach the designed curriculum and use change practices for long-term institutionalization.  No 
points were awarded to this criterion.  

Criterion 3.3:  Delivery of the adopted district curriculum

Board Policy EH (Local) requires teachers to “use the district curriculum and instruction guide as their primary 
source of instructional direction.”  However, as mentioned earlier there is no requirement for the board to 
adopt a district curriculum, so this expectation for teachers to “use the district curriculum” becomes moot.  The 
auditors found no other board policies that address this criterion.  No points were awarded to this criterion.

Criterion 3.4:  Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum

Board Policy EH (Local) requires instructional supervision efforts to focus on consistent delivery of the 
curriculum and lists a series of 13 sound instructional practices for observation. However, the frequency of the 
observations was not specified.  The auditors found no other board policies that address this criterion.  No points 
were awarded.  

Criterion 3.5:  Equitable student access to the curriculum, instructional resources, and learning 
environment 

Several board policies address the expectation that all Little Elm ISD students will have equal access to the 
curriculum.  Board Policy AE (Legal) clearly states that all students will have equal access to a quality education 
that will allow them to reach their potential.  The EHA and EHB policy series also include expectations that 
special program students will receive equal access to the district’s curriculum.  Board Policies FB (Legal) 
and (Local) guarantee students equal access to academic programs regardless of “race, religion, color, sex or 
national origin.”  Board Policy GA (Legal) further supports nondiscrimination in program access.  However, 
the auditors found no policy expectations for advancing students with individual differences who need more 
challenging content but lack prerequisite skills, or an annual review and reporting of equity data.  One point 
was assigned to this criterion.  
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Exhibit 1.1.5

Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policy  
On Criteria Related to Standard Four
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Standard Four—Provides for Feedback:  
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

4.1 A student assessment process
• Requires the development and implementation of a district student assessment 

process that goes beyond the state accountability assessment system and includes both 
formative and summative measures 

AIA (Legal)
BBD (Exhibit)
EK (Legal)
EKB (Legal)
EKBA (Legal)
EKC (Legal) 
EKD (Legal)

1

• Requires the development and implementation of a district student assessment process 
that is differentiated to address variations in student achievement (both above and 
below grade level) and includes both formative and summative assessment measures

0

• Requires assessment instruments to be more rigorous in content, context, and 
cognitive type than external, high stakes assessments

0

4.2 A program assessment process
• Directs the development and implementation of a district program evaluation process BJA (Legal)

BJA (Local)
DP (Legal)
DP (Local)

1
• Requires each proposed program to have an evaluation process (includes both 

formative and summative evaluations) before that program is adopted and 
implemented

0

• Directs the program assessment process to link with district planning initiatives, 
including site improvement plans and the strategic/long-range plan

0

4.3 Use of data from assessments to determine program/curriculum effectiveness and efficiency
• Requires the disaggregation of assessment data at the school, classroom, student 

subgroup, and student level to determine program and curriculum effectiveness and 
efficiency 

EH (Local) 0

• Requires classroom teachers to track and document individual student mastery in core 
content areas

0

• Requires the development of modifications to the curriculum and/or programs as 
needed in response to disaggregated assessment data to bring about effectiveness and 
efficiency

0

4.4 Reports to the board about program effectiveness
• Requires yearly reports to the board regarding program effectiveness for all new 

programs for the first three years of operation
BJA (Local)
BP (Legal)
EH (Local)

0

• Requires reports to the board every three years for long-term programs 0
• Requires summative reports to the board every five years for all content areas before 

any curriculum revisions or major materials acquisition, with the reports delivered 
prior to the curricular adoption cycle

0

Standard Four Rating (number of points for the four criteria with a possibility of 12) 2
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—12) 17%

Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of 3 points.  No points are awarded 
when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

As indicated in Exhibit 1.1.5, the Little Elm ISD board policies supporting Standard Four: Feedback received 
an adequacy rating of 17%.  An explanation of the auditors’ rating for each criterion follows:
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Criterion 4.1:  A student assessment process

Board Policy AIA (Legal) addresses assessment from the perspective of the state accountability system, which is 
based primarily on the results of high stakes testing and overall college readiness. Board Policy BBD (Exhibit) 
addresses the board’s responsibility for ensuring that a student assessment process is established. Further, 
several of the assessment-related board policies (EK series) mention or provide permission to expand the state 
assessment program.  The auditors did not find policy that requires differentiated assessment or directs that the 
district-developed assessment program be more rigorous than the state program.  One point was awarded for 
this criterion.  

Criterion 4.2:  A program assessment process

The two policies that address the superintendent’s duties and responsibilities—BJA (Legal) and BJA (Local)—
imply the expectation that a program evaluation process will be developed and implemented by stating that 
the superintendent is responsible for “oversee[ing] a system for regular evaluation of instructional programs.”  
However, the auditors found no policies that require an evaluation plan for all programs or that the program 
assessment process link with district planning initiatives. In Board Policies DP (Legal) and (Local), the 
“evaluation of the campus educational program” is listed as an expectation of the principal. One point was 
awarded to this criterion.  

Criterion 4.3:  Use of data from assessment to determine program/curriculum effectiveness and efficiency

Board Policy EH (Local) expects teachers to frequently assess the status of individual student achievement.  
The auditors found no other board policies that address this criterion.  Therefore, no points were awarded.

Criterion 4.4:  Reports to the board about program effectiveness

Board Policy BJA (Local) requires the superintendent to oversee a system of instructional program evaluation; 
however, reporting to the board is not a requirement.  Board Policies BP (Legal) and EH (Local) require many 
reports to be delivered to the board on a regular basis, but none relate to program effectiveness.  The auditors 
found no other policies that address program evaluation.  No points were awarded for this criterion.  

Exhibit 1.1.6

Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policy  
On Criteria Related to Standard Five

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:  
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

5.1 Program-centered budgeting
• Directs development of a budget process that requires program evaluation, 

identification of specific measurable program goals before the budget process begins, 
and documented costs to ensure that expenditures are aligned within revenues and 
cost-benefit analysis is facilitated

CE (Legal)
CE (Local)
EH (Local)

0

• Requires adherence to a program-centered budgeting process that includes incremental 
budgeting based on different program types, delivery, and quality for all curriculum 
areas (The process provides evidence of tangible connections between allocations and 
anticipated program outcomes or accomplishments.)

0

• Directs full implementation of a program-centered budgeting process that includes 
incremental funding possibilities, a process for evaluating options, and the use of 
program evaluation data linked to budget allocations (This process enables program 
budget decisions to be based upon documented results and performance.)

0
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Exhibit 1.1.6 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policy  

On Criteria Related to Standard Five
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:  

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

5.2 Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities
• Requires a budget that allocates resources according to documented needs, assessment 

data, and established district curriculum and program goals and priorities
BJA (Local) 0

• Requires a budget that may be multi-year in nature, provides ongoing support for 
curriculum and program priorities, and connects costs with program expectations and 
data-based needs

0

• Directs a budget that provides resources needed to achieve system priorities over 
time and demonstrates the need for resources based on measurable results and/or 
performance of programs and activities

0

5.3 Environment to support curriculum delivery
• Directs facilities that enable teachers to work in an environment that supports adequate 

delivery of the curriculum 
BJA (Legal)
CS (Legal)
CK (Legal)
CK (Local)
CL (Legal)
CLA (Legal)
CLB (Legal)
CLB (Local)
EEB (Legal)
FDE (Legal)
FDE (Local)
FFF (Local)
FFG (Legal)
FFH (Legal)
FFH (Local)
FFI (Legal)
FFI (Local)
FNCG (Legal)
FNCH (Legal)
FNCI (Legal)
FO (Legal)
FO (Local)
GKA (Legal)
GKA (Local)
GKC (Legal)
GKC (Local)

1

• Directs consideration of multi-year facilities planning efforts to adequately support the 
district curriculum and program priorities

0

• Directs facilities planning linked to future curriculum and instructional trends and to 
the teaching-learning environment incorporated in the documented system mission and 
vision statements

1
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Exhibit 1.1.6 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Quality and Adequacy of Board Policy  

On Criteria Related to Standard Five
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:  

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant 
Policies 

Auditors’ 
Rating

5.4 Support systems focused on curriculum design and delivery
• Provides a clear connection between district support services and the achievement of 

the district curriculum design and delivery, and evidence of optimization within the 
system 

CS (Legal) 0

• Requires formative and summative evaluation practices for each support service to 
provide data for improving these services and documented evidence of improvement 
over time

0

• Requires periodic reports to the board with recommendations for continuing, revising, 
and/or developing new support services to enhance fulfillment of the mission, 
including needs-based data

0

5.5 Data-driven decisions for the purpose of increasing student learning
• Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to 

improved student learning for the core curriculum areas and electives
BJA (Legal)
BJA (Local)
BQ (Legal)
BQ (Local)
BQA (Legal) 
BQA (Local)
BQB (Legal) 
BQB (Local)

0

• Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to 
improved student learning for all curriculum areas and grade levels (including 
electives)

0

• Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to 
improved student learning for all operations of the district

0

5.6 Change processes for long-term institutionalization of district priority goals
• Requires the identification of strategies, grounded in documented assessment 

of program success or efficacy, to be used by the district to ensure long-term 
institutionalization of change

None 0

• Directs the development of school improvement plans that address the use of specific 
change strategies at the building level to ensure the institutionalization of change and 
improved results or performance

0

• Directs that all district, department, and program plans incorporate procedures for 
change strategies to ensure the institutionalization of change for improvement and 
include procedures with formative and summative practices that provide data about 
change implementation and effectiveness

0

Standard Five Rating (number of points for the six criteria with a possibility of 18) 2
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—18) 11%

Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of 3 points.  No points are awarded 
when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

As indicated in Exhibit 1.1.6, the Little Elm ISD board policies supporting Standard Five:  Productivity received 
an adequacy rating of 11%.  An explanation of the auditors’ rating for each criterion follows:

Criterion 5.1:  Program-centered budgeting

Board Policy CE (Legal) sets forth the expectation that the superintendent will prepare or cause to be prepared 
a budget with anticipated expenditures and revenues for the following fiscal year, but no instructions are given 
regarding how expenditures should be planned and evaluated.  Board Policy CE (Local) requires budget 
development planning to reflect the district’s programs by considering “general education goals, specific 
program goals, and alternatives to achieving goals.”  Board Policy EH (Local) requires that “the district budget 
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becomes a document that reflects funding decisions based on the organization’s educational goals and priorities—a 
performance-driven budget.”  Collectively, these documents do not provide sufficient detail regarding the 
important linkage of program evaluation results to the budgeting process to award credit for this criterion. No 
points were awarded.

Criterion 5.2:  Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities

Board Policy BJA (Local) requires the superintendent to ensure that budget recommendations are based on 
district priorities, available resources, and anticipated changes to district finances; however, no mention is made 
of assessment data.  The auditors were unable to find other policies or procedures to support this criterion.  No 
points were awarded.  

Criterion 5.3:  Environment to support curriculum delivery

Board Policy CS (Legal) reflects the Texas statutorily required facility standards for all new as well as major facility 
renovations.  Several characteristics that directly relate to a supportive instructional environment are included in 
the standards, including where learning activities are to be housed, the methods of instructional delivery, and 
the materials and equipment to be used.  Board Policy BJA (Legal) holds the superintendent responsible for 
compliance with the facility standards.  Board Policy EEB (Legal) and the remaining C and F policies address 
other issues related to a safe and supportive environment for teaching and learning.  The auditors were unable to 
find a policy that addresses multi-year facilities planning.  Two points were given for this criterion.  

Criterion 5.4:  Support systems focused on curriculum design and delivery

Board Policy CS (Legal) connects all things related to facilities to the support of district curricular goals.  However, 
the auditors were unable to find a similar statement regarding a linkage between other district support systems and 
improvement to the design and delivery of curriculum or a continuous improvement process for district support 
systems.  No points were awarded for this criterion.

Criterion 5.5:  Data-driven decisions for the purpose of increasing student learning

The Board Policy BQ series frequently references an expectation for a comprehensive needs assessment as a 
prerequisite for planning, and the Board Policy BJA series addresses an expectation for the evaluation of 
educational programs.  However, collectively, these policies do not provide the details of data-driven decision 
making needed for meeting the requirements of this criterion.  Therefore, no points were awarded  

Criterion 5.6:  Change processes for long-term institutionalization of district priority goals

The auditors found no board policies address this criterion.   Therefore, no points were awarded.

Exhibit 1.2.7 shows the percentage of adequacy of board policies for each of the five standards and an overall 
adequacy percentage for all five standards. 

Exhibit 1.1.7

Summary Ratings of the Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy   
To Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Standard Number  
of Criteria

Number 
of Possible 

Points

Points 
Given

Percentage of Points 
Relative to 70%  

Standard for Adequacy
One:  Control 6 18 4 22
Two:  Direction 5 15 0 0
Three:  Consistency and Equity 5 15 1 7
Four:  Feedback 4 12 2 17
Five:  Productivity 6 18 2 11

Overall Rating for All Criteria 26 78 9 12
©2018 CMSi
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As can be noted, district policies scored 9 of a possible 78 points.  Scores for each of the five categories are 
as follows: Control—4 of 18, Direction—0 of 15, Consistency and Equity—1 of 15, Feedback—2 of 12, and 
Productivity—2 of 18.  To be considered adequate an overall score of 55 points, or 70%, is required.  With an 
overall score of 9 points, or 12%, auditors determined that the policies of Little Elm ISD did not meet the audit 
standard for effective governance related to curriculum management and are considered inadequate.  

In summary, the auditors compared governing policies to audit criteria for quality in the areas of control, 
direction, consistency and equity, feedback, and productivity.  It was determined that board policies are 
inadequate to direct the superintendent and staff for effective management of curriculum and other district 
functions.  More specifically, no board policies clearly require specificity or similar curriculum requirements 
that would help teachers demonstrate student mastery of critical learner objectives aligned with accountability 
measures.  A recently adopted policy dealing with curriculum design provides some, but inadequate, direction 
for the development of a sound and thorough curriculum management system (see Recommendation 1).

Finding 1.2:  While some elements of district and school planning are evident, other elements fail to meet 
audit standards and are not adequate to direct district efforts in achieving higher levels of learning for 
all students.

Student needs and school district demographics are changing continually.  An effective school district has 
the ability to plan for both the short term and long term, focused on the attainment of adopted goals and 
priorities.  Long-range planning provides a process where district personnel anticipate emerging needs, develop 
a systematic plan for attainment of organizational goals, and focus activities that address the vision of the future.  
When planning is given high priority and engaged in consistently throughout the system, it establishes a means 
through which results are delivered against critical goals.  Greater district focus, improved student achievement, 
and greater efficiency result when goals are measurable, supported by effective implementation strategies, and 
evaluated for effectiveness on an ongoing basis.  Effective planning establishes a measure of organizational 
accountability that keeps everyone at all levels of the organization focused on district priorities.  It also allows 
for better use of resources and increased efficiency in the use of those resources.  Finally, effective planning 
communicates expectations throughout the district, allowing district staff, students, parents, and community 
members to know and understand district expectations.  As school districts develop their goals, priorities, and 
implementation plans, individual school and department leaders within the system must also engage in planning 
that aligns with the larger system goals.

To understand how planning is conducted in the Little Elm Independent School District and to assess the quality 
of planning documents, the auditors reviewed board policies, job descriptions, various district- and building-
level plans, and other district documents.  They also interviewed administrators and board members, surveyed 
teachers and principals, and visited all school campuses.

Little Elm ISD provided the auditors with a current year district improvement plan and current year campus 
plans, as well as with a district strategic plan.  Various other plans were also provided (see Exhibit 1.2.1) to the 
auditors.  The auditors found the district’s planning and plans inadequate to direct district efforts in achieving 
higher levels of learning for all students.  While some elements of planning across the district are evident, 
other elements lack clarity and the specificity necessary for guidance and oversight by the board of trustees and 
district-level personnel.

Numerous board policies were presented to auditors related to district planning as presented in Finding 1.1, 
Exhibit 1.1.2, Criterion 1.5.  The policies provide for district-wide planning related to the future of the district, 
and a system-wide, long-range plan that is updated annually.  As per policy, campus principals are responsible 
for the development of campus performance objectives that support district goals and objectives.
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Exhibit 1.2.1 lists the various plans presented to and reviewed by the auditors:

Exhibit 1.2.1

Plans Reviewed by Auditors
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Plan Date
Destination 2020 – Little Elm ISD Strategic Plan 2015-2020
Little Elm Independent School District Improvement Plan 2018-19
School Improvement Plans for district campuses 2018-19
Little Elm Technology Strategic Plan 2015-2018
Commitment to Excellence (one-page plans) for district campuses 2018-19
PLAN for Professional Learning Fall 2018
Draft Assessment Management Plan 2018-19
PBMAS Targeted Improvement Plan 2018-19
Comprehensive Communications Plan Updated Nov. 2018
Decision Sets Various dates

Multiple levels of analysis are used to determine the quality of a district’s planning process and planning documents.  
The first level addresses the planning process in general.  In applying this level of analysis, the auditors considered 
the planning function within Little Elm ISD and how it is implemented at various levels within the district.  The 
second level of analysis focuses on the existence and quality of a comprehensive district-wide planning document.  
The third level of analysis addresses the existence and quality of school and department planning documents.  
Details of the auditors’ findings on each level of analysis follow:

Level I:  The quality of planning in the Little Elm ISD is inadequate to guide and sustain ongoing improvement 
across the district for the purpose of increased learning and achievement for all students.

The auditors found evidence of planning across the district.  However, current district-wide, school, curriculum 
management (see Finding 2.1), assessment (see Finding 4.1), and professional development (see Finding 3.1) 
planning are unlikely to have a positive impact on improved student achievement.

To determine the quality of comprehensive planning in Little Elm ISD, the auditors used the CMA characteristics 
of quality planning.  This analysis approaches the planning function across the district, including the central 
office, departments/areas, and schools.  In order for the auditors to rate planning quality as adequate six of eight 
characteristics must receive an adequate rating.  Exhibit 1.2.2 lists the audit characteristics for examining Little 
Elm ISD’s planning and the auditors’ ratings.
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Exhibit 1.2.2

Level I:  Characteristics of Quality Planning Audit Criteria— 
Design, Deployment, and Delivery

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

There is evidence that…
Auditors’ Rating

Met Not Met
1. Policy Expectations: The governing board has placed into policy the expectation 

that the superintendent and staff collectively discuss the future and that this 
thinking should take some tangible form without prescribing a particular 
template, allowing for flexibility as needed.

X

2. Vision/Direction: Leadership has implicit or explicit vision of the general 
direction in which the organization is going for improvement purposes. That 
vision emerges from having considered future changes in the organizational 
context.

X

3. Data-driven: Data influence the planning and system directions/initiatives. X
4. Budget Timing: Budget planning for change is done in concert with other 

planning, with goals and actions from those plans driving the budget planning. X

5. Day-to-Day Decisions: Leadership makes day-to-day decisions regarding the 
implicit or explicit direction of the system and facilitates movement toward the 
planned direction.

Partial*

6. Emergent/Fluid Planning: Leadership is able to adjust discrepancies between 
current status and desired status, facilitates movement toward the desired status, 
and is fluid in planning efforts (emergent in nature).

X

7. Deliberate Articulated Actions: Staff are involved in a purposeful way through 
such efforts as school/unit improvement planning, professional development 
councils, and district task forces that are congruent with the articulated direction 
of the system or system initiatives.

Partial*

8. Aligned Professional Development: Professional development endeavors are 
aligned to system planning goals and initiatives. X

Total 3 5
Percentage Met 38%

*Partial ratings are tallied as not met.
©2018 CMSi

As noted in Exhibit 1.2.2, three (38%) of the characteristics were rated as fully met, and two characteristics 
were rated as partially met.  Partially met ratings by audit design are counted as not met.  To meet audit 
standards, 70% of the characteristics for quality planning must be met.  Therefore, planning in the Little Elm 
ISD is determined inadequate.

The following provides details on the auditors’ ratings:

Characteristic 1:  Policy Expectations

Policy requires the board of trustees to adopt comprehensive district goals as seen in Board Policies AE (Legal) 
and BAA (Legal). Board Policy BJA (Local) requires the superintendent to establish effective mechanisms 
related to planning and decision making, oversee annual planning for instructional improvement, and ensure 
that planning activities are consistent with board policy.  Additional policies indicated in Finding 1.1, Exhibit 
1.1.2, Criterion 1.5, direct planning for Little Elm ISD at all levels of the organization.  This characteristic was 
met.
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Characteristic 2:  Vision/Direction

District personnel are aware of the changing demographics as evidenced in the district improvement plan and the 
strategic plan.  Increased student achievement for all students remains a top priority.  The district improvement 
plan addresses the increased number of ELL students in the district and related academic challenges and needs; 
and the strategic plan addresses additional CTE pathways intended to prepare all students for the years beyond 
high school graduation.  This characteristic was met.

Characteristic 3:  Data-driven

While district personnel, campus administrators, and campus professional learning communities use data for 
a variety of purposes, there is no district expectation for focused and consistent decision making across all 
levels of the district.  Neither is a program evaluation process in place to determine the impact of instructional 
programs on learning (see Finding 5.2).  This characteristic was not met.

Characteristic 4:  Budget Timing

Auditors were provided with a document, Curriculum and Learning Budget Process (effective October 2018), 
and a budget timeline that outlines process steps by month.  The process document indicates that the budget 
utilizes a needs assessment for each department, and that the budget is developed based on instructional needs 
and priorities with a focus on District Cornerstones and board goals.  However, the auditors were not presented 
with evidence that the timing of budget preparation, either in policy or in practice, is done in concert with the 
planning process (see Finding 5.1).  This characteristic was not met.

Characteristic 5:  Day-to-Day Decisions

Day-to-day decisions are made at the district and campus levels, and job descriptions indicate that district 
administrators and principals must have the ability to make decisions.  Additionally, the campuses and some 
departments utilize the Commitment to Excellence (one page) documents for focus.  However, there is no 
district expectation for focused and systemic decision making.  This characteristic was partially met.

Characteristic 6:  Emergent/Fluid Planning

While each of the campuses had a school improvement plan that addressed the areas required by the state, the 
district has initiated an additional plan for campuses that allows the campus to focus on a main area of need.  
The Commitment to Excellence plans indicate an understanding of current status versus desired status.  This 
characteristic was met.

Characteristic 7:  Deliberate Articulated Actions

The auditors saw evidence of planning efforts through documents called Decision Sets.  Decision Sets were 
shared for a variety of groups and topics, including, but not limited to, curriculum planning, grading practices, 
course selection, and assessments. The Decision Sets represent detailed notes of planning meetings that occur 
in the district.  However, interview data with district administrators clarified that while the Decision Sets are 
used by district staff to guide decision making, they are not official regulations or district processes.  This 
characteristic was partially met.

Characteristic 8:  Aligned Professional Development

Professional learning is a key component of any initiative or program adopted or undertaken by a school district.  
The Little Elm ISD has a professional learning plan (see Finding 3.1) and a list of professional learning offerings 
at the district level.  However, the district does not have a clearinghouse for professional learning at the campus 
level to ensure adherence to district goals and initiatives.  This characteristic was not met.

Auditors interviewed board members, district and campus administrators, teachers, and surveyed principals and 
teachers.  The principal surveys indicate they agree there are district goals and adequate direction provided in 
the district and campus plans.  
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Principals responded to questions or statements related to planning and plans on an online survey.  The following 
questions/statements and responses are noted:

• “To what degree do you use the school improvement plan as your road map for decision making and 
planning?”  

Of the 14 principals/assistant principals who responded, 3 (21%) indicated the improvement plan was the 
primary driver for decision making, 8 (57%) said it drove decisions to a large degree, and 3 (21%) indicated it 
was somewhat a driver, but other factors were used more often.

• “At my school we have a single improvement plan that is valid for multiple years.”  

Of the 14 principals/assistant principals who responded, 3 (21%) strongly agreed, 6 (43%) agreed, 4 (29%) 
disagreed, and 1 (7%) strongly disagreed with the statement.

Campus administrators indicated through comments on the survey, however, that the district planning approach 
may not address all the needs of the district:  

• “There is inadequate preparation for rapid growth.”

• “I don’t think we all agree on what challenges the district still faces.”

• “Systems are in place to systematically address needs—lots of autonomy leads to everyone doing a bit 
of their thing—it is a bit of a double edged sword.”

In summary, the Little Elm ISD shows evidence of planning.  However, the district lacks the following:  the 
collection, analysis, and use of data as feedback in a focused system-wide manner; a budget process that works 
in concert with teaching and learning; a decision-making model that clearly delineates who and at what levels 
decisions are made; and a professional learning plan that is tightly aligned to district goals and priorities, 
inclusive of focused campus level professional learning.  

Level I above shows the level of adequacy for planning for Little Elm ISD; Level II does a deep analysis 
of specific plans related to the quality of those plan(s).  The auditors reviewed all district and campus plans 
provided to them by the district.  The district improvement plan and district strategic plan were further analyzed 
for quality as seen in the Level II narrative that follows.

Level II:  The quality of the Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan (2018-19) and the Destination 
2020 Little Elm Strategic Plan (2015-2020) are inadequate to support focused and sustained curriculum 
management.

The Little Elm ISD district improvement plan and strategic plan were presented to auditors for review.  The 
Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan 2018-19 includes six goals related to:  

• Rigorous and relevant curriculum and instruction for success in college and career

• Recruitment, development, and retention of a highly qualified instructional and support staff

• Active involvement with district stakeholders through exceptional communication

• A safe and secure learning environment to ensure student success

• Allocation of resources to ensure high achievement for all students

• Facilities to support high levels of student achievement

The district strategic plan, Destination 2020, also includes six goals related to:

• Recruitment and retention practices of district employees

• Rigorous and relevant learning experiences for all students

• Effective communication with stakeholders

• Beneficial relationships with community partners

• A broad range of relevant pathways for students in Career and Technical Education
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• Students equipped for a competitive job market today and in the future

In both plans, the goals are supported by strategies and action plans for implementation purposes.

After a review of both documents, the auditors rated the district’s improvement plan and the strategic plan as 
one document utilizing the CMA quality characteristics of a comprehensive institution plan.  The two plans 
were reviewed as one document for the following reasons:  1) three goals are common to both plans; 2) two 
of the common goals are directly related to teaching and learning – rigorous and relevant curriculum and 
instruction, and recruitment and retention of a highly qualified staff; and 3) the plans are used concurrently by 
district staff.  The analysis for quality is displayed in Exhibit 1.2.3.  For the plan to achieve an overall rating of 
adequate, five of seven characteristics must be rated as adequate.  

Exhibit 1.2.3

Level II:  Characteristics of District-wide Plan Quality  
For Design, Deployment, and Delivery
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Characteristics Auditors’ Rating
Met Not Met

1. Reasonable and Clear:  The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number of goals 
and objectives for the resources (financial, time, people) available.  Moreover, the 
goals and objectives are clear and measurable.

Partial*

2. Emergent/Fluid: The plan allows for emergent thinking, trends, and changes 
that impact the system both internally and externally.

X

3. Change Strategies:  The plan incorporates and focuses on those action 
strategies/interventions that are built around effective change strategies (e.g., 
capacity building of appropriate staff).

X

4. Deployment Strategies:  The plan clearly delineates strategies to be used to 
support deploying the steps and tasks outlined in the plan (e.g., orientation to the 
change, staff development on the proficiencies needed to bring about the change, 
communication regarding planned change). 

X

5. Integration of Goals and Actions: All goals and actions in the plan are 
interrelated and congruent with one another. 

Partial*

6. Evaluation Plan and Implementation:  There is a written plan to evaluate 
whether the objectives of the plan have been met (not to evaluate whether or 
not the activities have taken place). Evaluation components of plans are actions 
to be implemented; plans are evaluated for their effects or results, and they are 
then modified as needed.  There is both frequent formative evaluation and annual 
summative evaluation, so that plans are revised as needed.

X

7. Monitoring: Systems are in place and are being implemented for assessing the 
status of activities, analyzing the results, and reporting the outcomes that take 
place as the plan is designed and implemented.

Partial*

Total 2 5
Percentage Met 29%

*Partial ratings are tallied as not met.
©2018 CMSi

As indicated in Exhibit 1.2.3, the Little Elm ISD improvement and strategic plans achieved a rating of met in 
two characteristics and a rating of partially met in three characteristics.  Partially met ratings by audit design 
count as not met.  This resulted in a 29% overall adequacy rating, below the 70% audit standard.  The following 
narrative provides details regarding the ratings.
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Characteristic 1:  Reasonable and Clear

The Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan for 2018-19 includes 6 goals, 12 strategies, and 48 action steps 
with the following breakdown:  Goal 1 – 6 strategies, 20 action steps; Goal 2 – 1 strategy, 6 action steps; Goal 
3 – 2 strategies, 8 action steps; Goal 4 – 1 strategy, 7 action steps; Goal 5 – 1 strategy, 3 action steps; and Goal 
6 – 1 strategy, 4 action steps.  The strategies and action steps provide clarity to the measurable goals.

The Little Elm strategic plan, Destination 2020, includes 6 goals, 19 strategies, and 40 action plans with the 
following breakdown:  Goal 1 – 4 strategies, 8 action plans; Goal 2 – 3 strategies, 9 action plans; Goal 3 – 3 
strategies, 6 action plans; Goal 4 – 3 strategies, 5 action plans; Goal 5 – 5 strategies, 10 action plans; and Goal 
6 – 1 strategy, 2 action plans.  However, some of the goals, strategies, and action plans are general in nature, 
including:

• Goal:  LEISD will engage each student in rigorous relevant learning experiences; Strategy:  Provide 
specific and purposeful learning and collaboration on rigor, relevance, and learning engagement that 
drives instruction and extends learning for each student; Action Plan: We will provide rigorous and 
relevant instruction in all classrooms.

• Goal:  LEISD will effectively communicate with all stakeholders; Strategy: We will develop and 
implement practices for communicating targeted messaging with all appropriate populations; Action 
Plan:  We will provide regular and effective external communication to target the LEISD community.

The auditors also found that none of the goals in the strategic plan were measurable.

This characteristic was partially met.

Characteristic 2:  Emergent/Fluid

The Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan for 2018-19 includes three formative checkpoints (October, 
January, March), as well as a June summative assessment.  Additionally, the plan utilizes a scale that includes 
four possible ratings:  accomplished, continue/modify, no progress, and discontinue.  The formative checkpoints 
and the rating scales provide for necessary changes to the plan.

The Little Elm strategic plan, Destination 2020, includes an update section that includes the statement:  “Action 
Plans and related Action Steps will remain flexible to allow for organizational and system needs.”

This characteristic was rated as met.

Characteristic 3:  Change Strategies

Both the Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan for 2018-19 and the strategic plan, Destination 2020, 
include change strategies such as professional learning, new teacher mentoring program, surveys to obtain 
public opinion, and needs assessments. 

This characteristic was met.

Characteristic 4:  Deployment Strategies

To determine the adequacy of this characteristic, auditors looked for strategies addressing the recognition 
that successful implementation of change requires deployment (i.e., anticipation for what will be required, 
preparation, organization).  Some examples include activities that help stakeholders recognize the need for 
change such as team building, staff retreats, and professional development related to the change process.  
Although both the district improvement plan and the strategic plan include professional learning, there is no 
evidence of deployment strategies.

This characteristic was not met.

Characteristic 5:  Integration of Goals and Actions

To determine the adequacy of this characteristic, the auditors looked at two elements addressed in the 
characteristic:  alignment between each goal and its strategies, and the use of strategies to promote success of 
multiple goals, as appropriate.
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The auditors determined that some actions may assist in bringing about positive change.  However, others did 
not indicate an alignment that would result in the desired change.  Examples from the district improvement plan 
include:

• Goal 1, Strategy 2:  Reduce the achievement gap for students in Special Education and 504 by 10 
percentage points in the 2018-2019 school year.  Action Step 1) Provide research-based professional 
learning on instructional strategies and teaching practices that enhance the success of special education 
and 504 students; Action Step 2) Provide differentiated instruction and assessment practices for diverse 
learners.

The action steps indicate professional learning and implementation of differentiated instruction that may lead 
to the desired outcome.

• Goal 5, Strategy 1:  Increase financial efficiency related to improved student achievement indicators.  
Action Step 1) Hold informational session for campus administrators relating to the FIRST Report; 
Action Step 2) Provide standardized budget training for all budget managers; Action Step 3) Provide 
standardized funding formulas for campus allocations.

The action steps do not address improved student achievement as stated in the strategy.

The auditors found no evidence of two or more goals supported by common strategies or action steps in either 
the district improvement plan or the strategic plan.  They did, however, find a correlation between some goals 
found in the plans.  The common goals for both plans include: rigorous and relevant curriculum and instruction, 
recruitment and retention of highly qualified staff, and involvement with district stakeholders.

This characteristic was partially met.

Characteristic 6:  Evaluation Plan and Implementation

Neither the district improvement plan nor the strategic plan provides for a written evaluation plan to evaluate 
whether the objectives of the plan have been met.  Only the district improvement plan has formative checkpoints 
or reviews to determine if and when individual action steps have occurred.  

This characteristic was not met.

Characteristic 7:  Monitoring

The Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan for 2018-19 monitors the implementation of action steps and 
analyzes results as noted in the formative checkpoints and rating scale found for each goal.  The Little Elm 
strategic plan, Destination 2020, does not include a monitoring system.  Reports to the board of trustees are 
included in both plans.

This characteristic was partially met.

In summary, the Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan for 2018-19 and the Little Elm strategic plan, 
Destination 2020, are inadequate to provide clear direction for achieving the district’s goals.  The auditors 
found that the plans included a means of change necessary for emergent thinking and fluidity, and that change 
strategies were present.  However, the plans did not include deployment strategies necessary to bring about 
desired change, nor was there a written evaluation plan to evaluate whether the objectives were met.

Level I above shows the level of adequacy for planning for Little Elm ISD; Level II shows the level of adequacy 
for the quality of the district improvement plan and the district strategic plan; and Level III provides an analysis 
of the campus improvement plans. The auditors’ review of all campus plans provided to is addressed in the next 
section.
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Level III:  The quality of the district’s campus improvement plans is inadequate to support focused and 
sustained curriculum management; and the technology strategic plan is inadequate to support increased 
integration in teaching and learning.

Campus Improvement Plans

Little Elm ISD requires by policy that all campuses have an improvement plan that is reviewed and revised for 
the purpose of improving student performance.  Auditors were presented with electronic copies of the 2018-19 
school improvement plans for analysis.  In addition, auditors were presented with Commitment to Excellence 
plans that allow campuses to focus on “the one thing” they determine needs attention for the current school year.  
This plan also includes action steps related to the areas of focus.

Upon review of the plans, the auditors conducted an informal collective assessment of all campus improvement 
documents, rather than a formal assessment of selected individual documents.  The rationale for this decision 
was based on the fact that a formal assessment of the campus plans would result in a very similar analysis as the 
district plan (see Exhibit 1.2.3), providing limited additional information for the school district.

The auditors’ general observations regarding the quality of the school improvement documents are provided 
below:

• The campus improvement plans utilize a format based on the district improvement plan template.

• All campus improvement plans include three of the six district improvement plan goals, including: 
rigorous and relevant curriculum, recruitment and retention of a highly qualified staff, and active 
involvement with district stakeholders.  Campus plans also include other goals as determined by the 
campus-based decision-making team.

• The campus improvement plans utilize individual campus data as the basis for the goals.  Therefore, 
each campus has different action strategies and action steps related to increased achievement.

• All campus improvement plans include strategies and action steps for the purpose of achieving the 
goals.  The strategies and action steps vary; some provide specific and detailed direction, and others 
provide only general direction.  An example of general direction follows:

Goal 1:  Commit to recruitment and retention practices which will ensure each employee is 
well matched to expectations of their role and the District’s Core Values; Strategy 1:  Will 
retain 90% of the current staff members through professional development and leadership 
opportunities and support; Action Step: Professional development and mentoring for 
experienced and new teachers.

An example of more specific direction:

Goal 3:  Little Elm will engage each student in rigorous relevant learning experiences; 
Strategy 2:  Reduce drop-out rate by 1% and increase attendance percentage by 3% by 
June 2019; Action Step:  Conduct individual student/parent meetings with those who have 
not passed one or more EOCs required for graduation.  Provide students with contract that 
specifies extra help offered.

• Additionally, the number of strategies and action steps vary by goal and by campus.  The auditors 
found that six of eight campuses in Little Elm ISD have eight goals for the 2018-19 school year.  The 
remaining two campuses have five goals.

• The number of strategies for the campus improvement plans range from a high of 19 strategies to a low 
of 10 strategies, with an average of 14 strategies for all campus plans.

• The number of action steps for the campus improvement plans range from a high of 57 to a low of 0, 
with an average of 29 action steps for all campus plans.
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• All campus improvement plans include formative checkpoints and a summative review; however, 
copies of the plans provided to auditors indicated that only three of eight campuses, to date, have 
utilized the formative checkpoint for October.

• The campus improvement plans, like the district plan, do not provide evidence of a written plan for 
ongoing monitoring.

The auditors’ general observations regarding the quality of the Commitment to Excellence plans are provided 
below:

• The Commitment to Excellence plans have a common format from campus to campus, with each 
campus selecting an area of focus for the school year and action steps to achieve the desired outcome.

• Areas of focus for the various campuses include literacy, comprehension in all content areas, growth 
in math, Tier I instruction, use of high yield instructional strategies, and “added value” to each learner.  
The areas of focus are general in nature, and there is no indication as to how the areas were determined.

• Only one campus included a measurement standard for student growth.

Survey data indicate that principals utilize the school improvement plans for decision making to varying 
degrees.  Interview comments indicate that the school improvement plans may not be the primary factor utilized 
for planning and decision making.  The following are examples:

• “Every campus has a focus they want to drive home each year called Commitment to Excellence. 
The CIP [campus improvement plan] is compliance so we created the one-page plans, which are what 
campuses actually use [for planning].”  (District Administrator)

• “In planning related to Commitment to Excellence we do a deep data dig with the principals to help 
them to narrowly define one thing that will have a ripple effect related to student achievement. Most of 
the campuses are focusing on literacy.”  (District Administrator)

• “We want to focus on one thing.  We found we were trying to focus on too many things.”  (District 
Administrator) 

The auditors found the school improvement plans to be consistent in format and inclusive of some goals of 
the district improvement plan.  They also found that each campus utilized campus data to create strategies 
and action steps related to the goals.  Additionally, the auditors found that each campus has a Commitment to 
Excellence plan with one primary focus and action steps.  However, there is no consistency related to use of the 
plans or in measures utilized to determine their effectiveness.

In addition to the district improvement plan, the district strategic plan, and the school improvement plans, 
the auditors reviewed other district planning documents including curriculum documents (see Finding 2.1), 
the professional development plan (see Finding 3.1), a draft of the assessment plan (see Finding 4.1), and the 
Technology Strategic Plan discussed in the next section.

Technology Strategic Plan

The auditors reviewed the Technology Strategic Plan 2015-2018.  The auditors’ general observations regarding 
the quality of the technology plan are provided below:

• The Technology Strategic Plan 2015-2018 has 4 goals, 11 strategies, and 38 action plans to support the 
attainment of the goals.

• The plan provides for a minimum of three hours of professional learning each year for appropriate 
staff, to “…transform teaching and learning” (Goal 2), and “…improve the capacity of all teachers to 
integrate technology into curriculum and instruction” (Goal 2, Strategy 2.2) (see Finding 3.2).

• Little Elm ISD, through the technology plan, indicates commitment to technology integration for 
increased learning for all students as evidenced in the following:  
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Goal 1:  Teaching and Learning:  Little Elm ISD will implement teaching and learning 
strategies that utilize relevant technological tools to engage and empower learners both 
in and beyond the classroom and prepare them to be active, creative, knowledgeable, and 
ethical participants in our globally networked society.

Strategy 1.1:  We will hold 100% of all instructional staff accountable for effective 
technology integration into the curriculum.  

Strategy 2.2:  Improve the capacity of all teachers to integrate technology into curriculum 
and instruction.

• Technology plan goals are not measurable as currently written.  Strategies and action plans include 
percentages of participants in some cases, but do not specify means to measure desired outcomes.

• The plan does not provide for formative reviews of the implementation of the action plans, nor does it 
include a monitoring component for the purpose of plan evaluation.  

The Technology Strategic Plan 2015-2018 has a reasonable number of goals with subsequent strategies and 
action plans.  The auditors found that the plan lacked measurable goals, deployment strategies for the change 
process, an evaluation plan, and a monitoring system; all are components necessary to attain the desired 
outcomes.

Substitution for a traditional textbook is a common use of laptop computers in the 1 to 1 initiative

Summary

The auditors found that planning is occurring in the Little Elm ISD at the district and campus levels, in the area 
of technology, and also in various other departments.  However, the planning process lacks a means for the 
collection, analysis, and use of data as feedback in a focused system-wide manner; a budget process that works 
in concert with teaching and learning; a decision-making model that clearly delineates who and at what levels 
decisions are made; and a professional learning plan that is tightly aligned to district goals and priorities, with 
focused campus professional learning (see Level I above).  The planning process at all levels of the organization 
is inadequate to facilitate the successful use of human and financial resources toward achieving the mission and 
goals of the district and campuses. 
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The auditors found the following related to the various district plans analyzed:  

1. The district improvement plan and the strategic plan included a means of change necessary for emergent 
thinking and fluidity, and change strategies were present.  However, the plans did not include deployment 
strategies necessary to bring about desired change, nor was there a written evaluation plan to evaluate 
whether the objectives were met (see Level II above).  

2. The school improvement plans are consistent in format and inclusive of some goals of the district 
improvement plan.  Each campus utilized campus data to create strategies and action steps related to the 
goals.  However, inconsistencies were noted from campus to campus related to the use of the plans and 
in the measures utilized to determine the plans’ effectiveness.  

3. Although the Technology Strategic Plan 2015-2018 has a reasonable number of goals, with subsequent 
strategies and action plans, they are not measurable goals.  The plan also lacks deployment strategies for 
the change process, an evaluation plan, and a monitoring system to determine effectiveness of the plan.  

Overall, the plans analyzed by the auditors at both the district and campus levels are inadequate to improve 
teacher effectiveness and increase learning for all students (see Recommendation 3).

Finding 1.3: Effective organizational management criteria were not reflected in the administrative 
structure depicted in the table of organization, and some critical positions for quality control were absent. 
Job descriptions meet audit standards; however, there is no district policy to guide their development.

A functional organization has an administrative structure that arranges personnel to ensure the effective and 
efficient design and delivery of the curriculum and sound system operations and functions.  Administrative 
operations, which are solely under the superintendent’s authority, provide the mechanism for the board of trustees 
to translate its values, goals, policies, and intentions into action.  

In an educational institution, positions are required in five key areas:

• Defining organizational focus, goals, and purposes (policy and planning)

• Designing the work with authorized outcomes and suggested ways and means to accomplish organizational 
objectives (curriculum)

• Implementing the work within organizational specifications and guidelines (instruction)

• Measuring achievement of the work and providing feedback on results (assessment)

• Managing functions to support the work (finance, human resources, support services)

To accomplish its purposes, the board of trustees needs to provide the superintendent with sufficient staff to carry 
out relevant quality control functions and to appropriately manage the work.  (See Full Inclusion section below.)

Job descriptions are clearly written descriptions of duties and qualifications of persons employed by the school 
district. They provide employees with information regarding the necessary background to successfully prepare 
for the job and how positions are to function within the organization, including assignment of supervisory 
relationships and the critical components of the job. A clear set of job descriptions supports the district’s internal 
and external communications by explaining who performs what duties within the organization. Adequately 
designed job descriptions also allow the district to graphically depict administrative relationships on the table of 
organization.

A review of relevant board policies concluded that policies are inadequate in the area of decision-making structure, 
as described in Exhibit 1.1.2, Criterion 6. Auditors determined that the district table of organization is ineffective 
in providing oversight to the board of trustees. More specifically, the table of organization violates several rules 
of organizational management, most notably in the areas of span of control, logical grouping, scalar relationships, 
separation of line and staff functions, and full inclusion.  Auditors determined that job descriptions meet audit 
criteria.  However, policies are non-existent related to required job descriptions and their configuration.  A further 
discussion of both the organization table and job descriptions follows.   
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Organizational Structure

Clear organizational relationships are important for the effective management of a school system.  Successful 
educational organizations assign and arrange personnel by function to ensure the effective and efficient design 
and delivery of curriculum.  The simplest expression of these relationships is an organizational chart that clearly 
depicts employee relationships and line/staff relationships.  The graphic representation of these relationships and 
supervisory duties is referred to as a table of organization (T/O).  No policy or regulation specifically requiring 
a table of organization was presented to auditors for review.  Auditors were given a table of organization for the 
Little Elm ISD shown in Exhibit 1.3.1.

Exhibit 1.3.1

District Organizational Chart
Little Elm Independent School District

February 2018
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The criteria used in the auditors’ evaluation included the following principles of sound organizational 
management presented in Exhibit 1.3.2:

Exhibit 1.3.2

Curriculum Management Improvement Model  
Principles of Sound Organizational Management

Principle Explanation

Span of Control The range of supervisors to personnel should be 7-12 as a maximum number of persons 
who are supervised on a daily face-to-face-basis.

Chain of 
Command

A person should have only one superior to avoid being placed in a compromised 
decision-making situation.

Logical Grouping 
of Functions

The clustering of similar duties and tasks is employed in order to keep supervisory 
needs to a minimum (ensuring economy of scale).

Separation of 
Line and Staff 

Functions

Those administrators carrying out the primary mission of the district should not 
be confused with those supporting it.  Also, note that in reporting relationships, 
line administrators should report only to other line administrators, never staff 
administrators. This keeps the line of accountability for the primary mission of the 
district uncomplicated.

Scalar 
Relationships

Roles of the same title and remuneration should be depicted graphically on the same 
general horizontal plane.

Full Inclusion
All persons working within the district carrying out its essential functions should be 
depicted on the table of organization.  Clerical, office, and support staff positions are 
not considered to be essential functions for the table of organization.  

The auditors examined the Little Elm ISD’s table of organization during its site visit on November 28-30, 
2018.  Auditors found the table of organization inadequate to provide for sound curriculum and instructional 
management.  None of the six principles of sound organizational management were met.

The following narrative describes each principle and provides the auditors’ analysis of the evidence used to 
determine adequacy.

Span of Control

Violations of the principle are present for the Deputy Superintendent.  The table indicates 15 personnel reporting 
to the deputy superintendent, as follows: two executive directors, eight principals, and five directors.  Excessive 
personnel to supervise could compromise the ability of the deputy superintendent to effectively execute the role.  
Additionally, personnel supervised by the Deputy Superintendent include both line and staff positions, which is 
a violation of Separation of Line and Staff Functions, described below.

Conversely, the position of Assistant Superintendent of School Improvement and Assessment is responsible 
for supervising only two staff members.  While the job description entails an extensive list of responsibilities, 
supervision of staff is a limited requirement.  

Chain of Command

Teachers, assistant principals, and associate principals are not present on the table (see Full Inclusion below), 
making it impossible to determine Chain of Command for teachers or assistant/associate principals.

Logical Grouping of Functions

Federal Program Director is placed within the curriculum area under the Executive Director of Educational 
Services, when that position would be better located within operations.  Federal programs are a fiscal management 
position and ideally not involved in programming decisions.
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Director of Guidance is included under the Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources and Student Services.   
This position is better placed under curriculum as it is a direct student service with a curriculum that should 
interface with all other curricula.

Auditors learned through a review of job descriptions that the role of Director of Professional Development 
also includes responsibilities as a supervisor of Gifted and Talented programming, Advanced Placement, dual 
credit, and AVID.  These duties would best be served through a director/coordinator with singular assignment 
to student programming.

Separation of Line and Staff Functions

A key element of line and staff functions is that those administrators carrying out the primary mission of the 
district not be confused with those supporting it.  This is easily identifiable in the area of operations vs. curriculum 
and instruction.  However, even within the area of curriculum and instruction, there must be separation between 
those who write and assess the curriculum and those who implement the curriculum. Consequently, auditors 
look for clear separation between those personnel who develop and write curriculum, design and plan district 
assessments, and provide staff development and those who provide direct delivery of that curriculum to students 
(primarily building administrators and teachers).  

Several violations were found within the curriculum department. 

• The Assistant Superintendent of School Improvement and Accountability is responsible for directing 
assessment in the district.  These duties should be housed under curriculum with reporting to the Deputy 
Superintendent who supervises all matters related to curriculum.

• As a result, the Director of Data Processing and Information Services, who develops student assessment 
data for teacher use, is best placed on the curriculum side.

• Principals are listed as reporting to the Deputy Superintendent.  Since the Deputy Superintendent also 
supervises all curriculum and instructional practices, the principals would more logically be placed in 
a separate line with other personnel responsible for implementation of the written curriculum (teachers 
and assistant principals).  As currently listed, principals (line position) are included with curriculum 
writers, staff developers, and assessment writers (staff positions).

Scalar Relationships

Positions of similar responsibility and remuneration should be shown on the same horizontal plane to reflect 
responsibility requirements within the organization.

• One executive director is shown on the same horizontal plane as the assistant/associate superintendents 
rather than with the other executive directors.

• All positions are shown on a higher plane than campus principals.  Normally, principals, who have a great 
deal of responsibility should be on level with executive directors or others with similar remuneration.

• Executive directors and directors under Deputy Superintendent seem to be randomly placed on the 
table.

• Some director positions are listed on a lower plane than assistant directors (Human Resources).

Full Inclusion 

Several violations of this principle are present on the table, as follows:

• Teachers, and assistant/associate principals are missing from the table.

• Curriculum coordinators (content area coordinators) are not listed on the table.  While these positions 
are listed on a departmental table of organization provided to auditors, they should be included on the 
main leadership table due to the level of responsibility in writing and developing curriculum for the 
district.
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• No mention is made of a Director/Coordinator of Gifted and Talented programming.  Auditors learned 
that this responsibility is assigned to the Director of Professional Development (see Logical Grouping 
of Functions above)

Auditors also heard from many district employees that the table of organization is in frequent flux and 
changes repeatedly. In an online survey, only 9 of 16 (56%) of campus administrators indicated that the table 
of organization “demonstrated clear lines of authority,” with the remaining 44% disagreeing or unable to 
determine.  Representative comments follow:

• “It seems that responsibility shifts and moves among departments, etc., almost annually—this makes 
matters not as clear as they should be.” (Campus Administrator)

• “Roles and responsibilities shift often, and it is hard to know who is in charge of what.” (Campus 
Administrator)

In conclusion, substantive issues contribute to the inadequacy of the organizational structure, and suboptimize 
quality control.

Job Descriptions

To determine the availability and quality of job descriptions, auditors reviewed current available job descriptions, 
policies, and other documents and interviewed staff regarding their job responsibilities and reporting structure.

Auditors were not presented with policies that directly required job descriptions to be developed or approved 
by the district.  Auditors then looked to the job description for the position Assistant Superintendent of Human 
Resources and Student Services, and found a requirement for the preparation and revision of job descriptions.  
Auditors were told in interviews with district staff that job descriptions are written when positions have an 
opening and are currently being revised on a three-year cycle.

Little Elm ISD’s job descriptions meet audit standards.   Seventy-seven percent of the job descriptions reviewed 
are considered adequate, above the minimum audit standard of 70%. 

Sixty-two job descriptions were presented to auditors and reviewed on the four critical elements listed below:

• Qualifications;

• Links to Chain of Command;

• Functions, Duties, and Responsibilities; and

• Relationship to the Curriculum (where relevant).

There are five possible ratings on the four critical elements. The possible ratings are shown in Exhibit 1.3.3.  
For a job description to be considered strong, it must be rated as adequate or higher on all four of the critical 
elements.

Exhibit 1.3.3

Audit Ratings for Job Descriptions

Rating Description
Missing No statement made

Inadequate Statement made, but missing basic ingredients
Adequate Clear statement, but weak in curriculum quality control statements

Strong Clear statement, including several aspects of curriculum quality
Exemplary Clear statement, including curriculum and delivery of curriculum

N/A Not applicable
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Exhibit 1.3.4 presents the job descriptions reviewed and the auditors’ assessment of their adequacy.

Exhibit 1.3.4

Auditors’ Assessment of Selected Job Descriptions
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Position Date Qual. Link to Chain 
of Command Resp. Curriculum 

Link
Academic Interventionist 11/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Assistant Director for Special Population 
Services 8/2018 Adequate Adequate Strong Adequate

Assistant Director of Talent Development for 
Human Resource Services 8/2013 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate

Assistant Director Childcare 10/2016 Inadequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Assistant Director/Legal Advisor for HR Undated Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Assistant Principal 10/2016 Inadequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Assistant Superintendent for Human Resources 
& Student Services 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate

Assistant Superintendent for School 
Improvement and Accountability 5/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate

Associate Principal 10/2016 Inadequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Associate Superintendent & Chief Financial 
Officer 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate

Athletic Director 10/2016 Inadequate Inadequate Adequate Adequate
Child Nutrition Director 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Child Nutrition Operations Supervisor Undated Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Coordinator for K-12 College Readiness 11/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Coordinator of Bilingual & English Language 
Learners 11/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Strong

Coordinator of CTE, Fine Arts, and Electives 11/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Coordinator of PEIMS 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Coordinator of Digital Learning 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Coordinator of Network Services 11/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Coordinator of Technology Services 11/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Counselor – Secondary 10/2016 Inadequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Counselor – Elementary 10/2016 Inadequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Deputy Superintendent 6/2018 Strong Adequate Adequate Strong
Digital Learning Facilitator 10/2017 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Director for Childcare 10/2016 Inadequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Director for Communication Services 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Director for Counseling Services Undated Adequate Inadequate Adequate Adequate
Director for Curriculum and Learning Services Undated Strong Inadequate Adequate Strong
Director for Professional Development 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Inadequate Adequate
Director of Accounting and Finance 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Director of Budget and Finance 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Director of Data Processing & Information 
Systems 6/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate

Director of Maintenance 6/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Director of Network and Systems Technology 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
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Exhibit 1.3.4 (continued)
Auditors’ Assessment of Selected Job Descriptions

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Position Date Qual. Link to Chain 
of Command Resp. Curriculum 

Link
District Family Facilitator/Homeless Liaison 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Executive Director for Construction and 
Operations 11/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate

Executive Director for Educational Services Undated Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Executive Director for Operational Services 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Executive Director for Special Populations 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Gifted and Talented Teacher (K-5) 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Head Football Coach/Assistant Athletic Director 7/2018 Adequate Inadequate Adequate Adequate
Instructional/Curriculum Coordinator 10/2016 Adequate Inadequate Adequate Adequate
Intervention Counselor Undated Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Lead Counselor – Elementary 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Literacy Coach – K-2 11/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Literacy Specialist/Dyslexia 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Media Specialist/Librarian 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Nurse – Health Service Coordinator 10/2016 Adequate Inadequate Adequate Adequate
Principal – Elementary 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Strong
Principal – Secondary 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Strong
SIS Analyst & Support Specialist Undated Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Special Education Diagnostician 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Special Education Teacher – Adaptive PE 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Speech Pathologist 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Student Support/Intervention Counselor 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Strong Adequate
Superintendent 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Teacher 10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Teacher-Special Education (PPCD, Blended 
Pre-K, Life Skills, Social Adjustment, Inclusion, 
Resource, Adaptive PE, Homebound, etc.)

10/2016 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate

Testing Coordinator 10/2016 Inadequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Transition Counselor 5/2018 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Translator/Parent Involvement Liaison Undated Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Web Manager and Graphic Designer 4/2017 Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate

Percent Adequate or Above 87% 90% 98% 100%
Percent Adequate Overall 77%

Source: District provided

Of the 62 job descriptions reviewed, 48 (77%) were judged adequate with all of the critical elements rated 
as adequate or higher, while 14 (23%) received a rating of inadequate on at least one element.  Overall, job 
descriptions meet the audit standard of 70% adequacy and, therefore, were determined to be adequate.

Auditors noted the following about the job descriptions:

• All positions listed in the table of organization had job descriptions, however eight job descriptions 
were missing dates indicating when they were written.

• Job descriptions are not approved by the board, nor are they signed by any district official.
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• All job descriptions, except one, have been written or revised since 2016. This is in keeping with what 
auditors were told in interviews, that job descriptions were to be revised at least every three years, 
though no policy requires this timeline.

• Some job descriptions reported to a position not listed on the table of organization, Assistant 
Superintendent for Student and Administrative Services.  Details can be found under Chain of Command 
below.

• Few job descriptions have an expectation or a preference for fluency, or even an understanding, of 
Spanish.  Those that do include the following:  District Homeless Liaison, Intervention Counselor, and 
Translator/Parent Involvement Liaison. 

• Auditors noted that there are no expectations for any positions for experiences working with children 
of color or low-income students.

• There is only one job description for all teaching positions, except special education.  No differentiation 
is made for special qualifications or other experiences related to special content areas or grade levels, 
other than holding appropriate state certification.

Qualifications

Auditors found the qualification to be generally adequate (87%).  However, the following issues were noted:

• Most qualifications are generic and do not describe skills or qualities that are needed particular to the 
Little Elm ISD student population or individual school setting.  The following positions require no 
special skills other than experience of between three and five years: Assistant Principal, Associate 
Principal, Counselor, Testing Coordinator, Director of Childcare, Director of Counseling, Assistant 
Director of Childcare Services, Athletic Director, and Assistant Superintendent of School Improvement 
and Accountability.

• The positions of Literacy Coach and Media Specialist/Librarian list no special knowledge or skills.

• Teacher qualifications include only basic state certification.  There are no other specialized qualifiers 
for these positions in reading, math instruction, fine arts instruction, etc., that would customize the job 
description to the specific teaching assignment.

• Those qualifications deemed strong in this classification included special reference to experiences that 
are initiatives in Little Elm ISD (e.g., Rigor and Relevance Framework, PLC experience).

Chain of Command

Auditors found the Chain of Command to be generally adequate (90%).  The following issues were noted:

• The Head Football Coach/Assistant Athletic Director reports to two direct supervisors: the Director 
of Athletics and the Campus Principal.  Reporting to more than one supervisor is a violation of audit 
expectations.  Additionally, even though the title of the job is Assistant Athletic Director, in the job 
description the position is referred to as a Campus Athletic Coordinator. Duties include coordinating 
activities with the feeder middle schools, which extends beyond the descriptor “campus” in the 
description.

• Some positions (Director of Curriculum, Director of Counseling, Director of Childcare) report to the 
Assistant Superintendent of Educational Services, which does not exist.

• One position (nurse) reports to the Assistant Superintendent of Student and Administrative Services, 
which does not exist.
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Responsibilities

Auditors found the Responsibilities to be generally adequate (98%).  The following items were noted:

• The Director of Professional Development is responsible for the professional learning program for 
employees as well as student programming for gifted and talented, advanced placement, and dual credit.  
Auditors determined that this combination of assignments would be better served through a separation 
of student and adult responsibilities, where unique attention could be devoted to each program. 

• Most job descriptions included a long list of job responsibilities.  A few divvied up the list into areas 
of responsibility (supervisory duties, operations, budgeting, etc.), making the job description more 
understandable.  Examples of effectively written responsibilities include Student Support/Intervention 
Counselor and Assistant Director of Special Population Services.     

Curriculum Link

Auditors found the Curriculum Link to be fully adequate (100%).   While auditors rated the curriculum link as 
adequate, they noted that most linkage to curriculum was presented in vague language such as teachers “Develop 
and implement lesson plans that fulfill the requirements of district’s curriculum program,” and “Participate in 
staff development activities to improve job-related skills,” both of which are weak statements.   

Summary

The Little Elm ISD table of organization is not fully adequate to clearly delineate specific job expectations and 
how they relate to each other.  This assessment shows that none of the six Principles of Sound Organizational 
Management are fully met on the district table of organization.  Consequently, the current Little Elm ISD table 
of organization fails to meet the audit expectations of quality.

The district’s job descriptions meet audit standards.  Sixty-two job descriptions were reviewed by auditors, and 
77% were found to be adequate overall.  In the four characteristics of quality job descriptions, Qualifications 
(87%), Link to Chain of Command (90%), Responsibilities (98%), and Curricular Link (100%) were all 
determined to be adequate (see Recommendation 1).  
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STANDARD 2: The School District Has Established Clear and Valid Objectives 
for Students.
A school system meeting this audit standard has established a clear, valid, and measurable set of pupil standards 
for learning and has set the objectives into a workable framework for their attainment.

Unless objectives are clear and measurable, there cannot be a cohesive effort to improve pupil achievement 
in the dimensions in which measurement occurs.  The lack of clarity and focus denies to a school system’s 
educators the ability to concentrate scarce resources on priority targets.  Instead, resources may be spread too 
thin and be ineffective in any direction.  Objectives are, therefore, essential to attaining local quality control via 
the school board.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Little Elm Independent School District:

Common indicators the TCMAC-CMSi auditors expected to find are:

• A clearly established, board-adopted system-wide set of goals and objectives for all programs and 
courses at all grade levels;

• Demonstration that the system is contextual and responsive to national, state, and other expectations as 
evidenced in local initiatives and curriculum documents;

• Operations, processes, and tasks set within a framework that carries out the system’s vision, goals, and 
objectives;

• Evidence of comprehensive, detailed, short- and long-range curriculum management planning;

• Knowledge, local validation, and use of current best practices and emerging curriculum trends;

• Written curriculum that addresses both current and future needs of students related to content, contexts, 
pacing, and cognitive challenge;

• Major programmatic initiatives designed to be cohesive;

• Provision of explicit direction for the superintendent and professional staff; and 

• A framework that exists for systemic curricular change.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Little Elm Independent School District:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard Two.  Details follow within 
separate findings.

The focus of Standard Two is on Direction related to planning for curriculum management, the scope of the 
written curriculum, and quality of the written curriculum.  

The auditors found that planning for curriculum was happening sporadically but was not coordinated district-
wide across all content areas.  Various documents, including board policies, job descriptions, district-level 
meeting notes, and district-level documents were found to provide inadequate direction for curriculum 
management functions.  Further, the Little Elm Independent School District lacked a plan to provide direction 
for the design and delivery of the curriculum.  The auditors were not presented with sufficient board policies to 
support curriculum management that provides a common framework for consistency in design, delivery, and 
assessment.  

Auditors found that the scope of the written curriculum in the core content areas was adequate to guide teacher 
and learning at the elementary school grade span (kindergarten-5), but inadequate in non-core content areas.  
The scope of the written curriculum was found inadequate for both core and non-core at the middle school 
(grades 6-8) and high school (grades 9-12) levels.  To be considered adequate, 100% of core content courses and 
70% of non-core courses are required to have some form of written curriculum documents.
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Auditors reviewed written curriculum documents for all core and non-core content areas against quality criteria 
necessary for guiding district curriculum delivery in classrooms.  Auditors found the quality of the written 
curriculum documents in the Little Elm Independent School District was inadequate to provide teachers with 
consistent and clear direction for effective planning or teaching.  None of the curriculum documents met the 
audit standard of 12 of 15 points in any of the grade spans for core or non-core content areas.  While many of 
the curriculum documents reviewed by auditors included student learning expectations, most lacked references 
to aligned instructional resources and approaches.

Finding 2.1:  Although there is evidence of curriculum planning, the district lacks a comprehensive 
plan to direct a consistent and systematic process for designing, developing, implementing, monitoring, 
evaluating, and revising an aligned curriculum for improved student learning.

A curriculum management plan establishes a process for the design, delivery, communication, and evaluation 
of a district’s curriculum.  Clearly written and decisive board policies are the foundation of an effective plan.  
They set expectations for staff members to execute and maintain the articulation and coordination of the written 
curriculum across all grade levels and subject matter.  A curriculum management plan institutionalizes the 
philosophical and procedural intent of the school district.  Such a plan is designed to function in conjunction 
with all other district plans as well as individual school improvement plans.  When all planning is integrated and 
committed to written policy, consistency over time is more likely.  This ensures that changes in personnel will 
not significantly affect a district’s curriculum management system.  

In order to effectively manage the design and delivery of curriculum in complex school systems, effective 
leaders devote adequate staffing and resources to the most crucial role of the school district’s mission:  defining, 
developing, implementing, monitoring, evaluating, and revising the written, taught, and assessed curricula.  In 
carrying out this critical role, certain balances must be maintained between tasks best kept at the central office 
and those best left to the discretion of individual schools.  The audit expectations regarding those functions 
of curriculum management that should be tightly-held and those that should be loosely-held are presented in 
Exhibit 2.1.1.  

Exhibit 2.1.1

Tightly-held vs. Loosely-held Curriculum Management Functions and Components

CMIM Decision-Making Matrix
Ends 

(Curriculum and Aligned Assessments)
Means 

(Instruction and Program)
Tightly-held  

(Non-negotiable) 
District Level

Loosely-held 
(Aligned to the Tightly-held but Negotiable by 

Teacher/Faculty) 
School/Classroom Level

• Vision, Mission, Goals
• Philosophy and Beliefs
• Curriculum Objectives—Standards/

Outcomes/Student Expectations/Objectives
• Priority Standards/Outcomes/Student 

Expectations/Objectives 
• Assessments:  criterion-referenced tests, 

benchmark assessments, diagnostic 
assessments, progress-monitoring tools

• Program guidelines, expectations

• Differentiation of when (within the unit, 
grade level, or course) each student is taught 
certain objectives (while maintaining on-level 
instruction)

• Processes, procedures, instructional strategies 
or approaches

• Resources, materials, textbooks, etc.
• Programs (e.g. ELL Program, Sp. Ed. Program, 

Intervention Programs)
• Groupings
• Staffing
• Informal classroom assessments, school-wide 

assessments for progress monitoring
©2018 CMSi
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As noted in Exhibit 2.1.1, a district’s written curriculum (which includes clear standards, outcomes, student 
expectations, and objectives, along with aligned assessments) should be held tightly and consistently 
implemented across all schools, grade levels, and content areas.  A district’s instructional program should be 
aligned to the tightly-held written curriculum and assessments but loosely implemented, allowing schools and 
teachers to make instructional delivery decisions that best accommodate the students they serve.

To determine the status of curriculum management planning in the Little Elm ISD, auditors reviewed all 
curriculum documents and plans provided by district administrators.  Auditors also examined district board 
policies, job descriptions, and other documentation related to curriculum management.  Auditors visited all 
schools and many classrooms in the district and interviewed board members, administrators, and teachers about 
curriculum planning and management.

Auditors were not presented with a comprehensive curriculum management plan.  Assorted elements of a 
curriculum management plan occur in some district documents; however there is no clear or evident explanation 
of the intended process.  Likewise, district administrators exhibited confusion regarding differences between 
curriculum and instructional materials adoption.  Each campus feels free to implement its own curriculum.  
Hence, existing district documents do not meet audit criteria for planned curriculum management, and the 
management process utilized is ineffective for attaining maximum quality of both curriculum and instruction 
for students.

A review of district policies related to curriculum management found that existing policies are inadequate (see 
Exhibit 1.1.2, Criteria 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3).  Auditors found articulation of tightly and loosely held expectations 
regarding the district curriculum within Board Policy EF (Local).  The policy stated, “the ultimate authority 
for determining and approving the curriculum and instructional program of the District lies with the Board.”  
The policy further articulated staff authorization for the selection of instructional materials, asserting that 
“Professional staff members may select instructional resources for their use in accordance with District policy 
and administrative regulations.”  However, auditors did not find these tightly- and loosely-held expectations 
consistently executed across schools in the district.  Comments related to inconsistent curriculum expectations 
and implementation were offered to the auditors by district board members, administrators, and teachers during 
interviews and in online survey responses. 

• “There is no consistency from school to school in what they are teaching.” (Board Member)

• “No one vets the choice of (instructional) resources that teachers use.”  (District Administrator) 

• “Every campus has something different [curriculum].”  (Teacher)

• “Consistency (lack of) across curriculum from campus to campus and student expectations.”  (District 
Administrator, online survey)

While board policy called for a tightly-held district-based written curriculum and loosely-held campus-
based instructional implementation, district stakeholders shared that the district’s written curriculum lacked 
completion, comprehensiveness, or clear expectations for “tightly-held” consistent implementation across all 
schools, grade levels, content areas, and classrooms.  

The auditors also reviewed 2018-19 District Improvement Plan for curriculum management plan components.  
The first goal set forth in the plan read: “Provide rigorous and relevant curriculum and instruction for a strong 
foundation for student success in college and career.”  Among the action steps listed to accomplish that goal, 
the following curriculum management critical success factor was referenced: “Continuously improving the 
curriculum management system so that all students have access to the core curriculum.”  The provision of 
curriculum management was identified as a key goal for district improvement.

Auditors found various roles and responsibilities related to the management of the district’s curriculum within 
job descriptions.  In summary, the superintendent, Director for Curriculum and Learning Services, Instructional/
Curriculum Coordinators, principals, assistant principals, and teachers were each assigned specific duties and 
job expectations related to the district’s curriculum management approach (see Exhibit 2.1.2, Characteristic 4).
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The Curriculum Management Audit identifies 15 characteristics of a comprehensive curriculum management 
plan.  The components of such a plan are described in Exhibit 2.1.2, along with the auditors’ analysis of the 
district’s curricular documents for adequacy in relation to the 15 components.  To be considered adequate, a 
district’s approach must exhibit a minimum of 70% (at least 11 of 15) of the characteristics.  

Auditors found some evidence of curriculum management planning, processes, and responsibilities within board 
policies, job descriptions, and other district documents.  However, those documents failed to fully meet any of 
the 15 characteristics of a comprehensive curriculum management plan.  It can be noted that auditors rated 4 
of the 15 criteria as partially meeting audit expectations.  The curriculum management plan characteristics and 
auditors’ ratings are provided in Exhibit 2.1.2.  

Exhibit 2.1.2

Curriculum Management Plan Characteristics  
And Auditors’ Assessment of District Approach

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Characteristics:
Auditors’ Rating

Met Not Met
1. Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum, including 

such directives as standards-based, results-based, or competency-based; the 
alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum; and the approaches used in 
delivering the curriculum.

Partial*

2. Directs how state and national standards will be considered in the curriculum. This 
includes whether or not to use a backloaded approach, in which the curriculum is 
derived from high-stakes tested learnings (topological and/or deep alignment), and/
or a frontloaded approach, which derives the curriculum from national, state, or 
local learnings. 

Partial*

3. Defines and directs the stages of curriculum development. X
4. Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the board, central office staff members, 

and school-based staff members in the design and delivery of curriculum. Partial*

5. Presents the format and components of all curriculum, assessments, and 
instructional guide documents. X

6. Requires for every content area a focused set of precise student objectives/student 
expectations and standards that are reasonable in number so the student has 
adequate time to master the content.

X

7. Directs that curriculum documents not only specify the content of the student 
objectives/student expectations, but also include multiple contexts and cognitive 
types.

X

8. Directs curriculum to be designed so that it supports teachers’ differentiation 
of instructional approaches and selection of student objectives at the right level 
of difficulty. This ensures that those students who need prerequisite concepts, 
knowledge, and skills are moved ahead at an accelerated pace, and that students 
who have already mastered the objectives are also moved ahead at a challenging 
pace.

X

9. Identifies the timing, scope, and procedures for a periodic cycle of review of 
curriculum in all subject areas and at all grade levels. X

10. Specifies the overall beliefs and procedures governing the assessment of 
curriculum effectiveness.  This includes curriculum-based diagnostic assessments 
and rubrics (as needed).  Such assessments direct instructional decisions regarding 
student progress in mastering prerequisite concepts, skills, knowledge, and long-
term mastery of the learning.

X
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Exhibit 2.1.2 (continued)
Curriculum Management Plan Characteristics  
And Auditors’ Assessment of District Approach

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Characteristics:
Auditors’ Rating

Met Not Met
11. Describes the procedures teachers and administrators will follow in using 

assessment data to strengthen written curriculum and instructional decision 
making.

X

12. Outlines procedures for conducting formative and summative evaluations of 
programs and their corresponding curriculum content. X

13. Requires the design of a comprehensive staff development program linked to 
curriculum design and its delivery. X

14. Presents procedures for monitoring the delivery of curriculum. Partial*
15. Establishes a communication plan for the process of curriculum design and 

delivery. X

Total 0 15
Percentage Met 0%

*Partial ratings are tallied as not met.
©2018 CMSi

As is illustrated in Exhibit 2.1.2, the reviewed curriculum planning documents met none of the 15 characteristics.  
Auditors rated four characteristics as partially met.  Further explanation of the auditors’ assessment of the 
district’s curriculum management plan follows.

Characteristic 1:  Philosophical Framework

Auditors received inconsistent information about the existence of a curriculum plan to communicate a 
philosophical framework to direct the curriculum design, review, and revision cycle.  Board Policy EH (Local) 
requires a competency-based approach to the district curriculum.  As described in Decision Set:  Understanding 
by Design, a decision to locally write a district curriculum was made during the 2014-15 school year.  Following 
research by the district’s curriculum directors, a decision was made to use Understanding by Design (UbD) as 
the framework for curriculum design.  While auditors were not presented with a curriculum management plan, 
it was reported during on-site interviews that the district had a curriculum plan in place:

• “We do have a curriculum plan, but it’s not fully aligned with where we are going.”  (District 
Administrator)

• “… the district does have a [curriculum development] plan in place, but as teachers, we want it to 
happen more quickly.”  (Teacher)

While auditors did find evidence of curriculum planning occurring in the district and a common philosophy 
for a district curriculum framework, documentation was lacking to fully direct curriculum design, including 
standards, results, and competency-based alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum, with 
approaches for curriculum delivery across the district.  Therefore, this characteristic was partially met. 

Characteristic 2:  Inclusion of State and National Standards

The Little Elm ISD Board Policy EH (Local) stated an expectation that the district curriculum correlate to 
state standards: “It [curriculum] shall embed external assessment learnings and reflect correlation to the state 
standards.”  Many units of instruction reflected correlated TEKS among the student learning targets.  However, 
auditors did not find consistent references within the curriculum documents to indicate the approach by which 
the curriculum was derived from state-tested learnings.  This characteristic was partially met.  
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Characteristic 3:  Stages of Curriculum Development

No policies or documents were provided to auditors that directed stages of curriculum development, evaluation, 
or review.  Teachers have been enlisted to write and/or revise the district’s curriculum.  During interviews, it 
was reported to auditors that no consistent procedures, expectations, training, roles, or responsibilities for such 
reviews and revisions were used to direct the work.   

• “There has been chaos happening in curriculum [writing] in the past.” (District Administrator)

• “We love the input into curriculum development, but don’t think we should be writing all of the 
curriculum.”  (Teacher)

• “We wrote a whole year’s worth of curriculum and tests over three days.”  (Teacher)

• “As far as looking at our data and adjusting [curriculum], we don’t have time.” (Teacher)

In all, without defined stages for the district’s curriculum development work, auditors found disparate processes 
for curriculum design across content areas and grade levels, the result being inconsistent written, taught, and 
tested curriculum with varied levels of detail, resources, and suggested instructional resources and strategies 
(see Finding 2.3).  Characteristic 3 was not met.

Characteristic 4:  Roles and Responsibilities

In the absence of a comprehensive curriculum management plan, Board Policy EH (Local) provided general 
roles and responsibilities for managing curriculum including:  design, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, 
and revision.  Within the policy, responsibilities were described for the board, superintendent, district-level 
administrators, campus-level administrators, and teachers.

Auditors reviewed job descriptions to note position responsibilities related to curriculum management in the 
school districts.  The following connections to curriculum management were noted:

• The Superintendent’s job description set forth the expectation of being informed about all aspects of 
the instructional program, ensuring that there was continuous focus on improving student academic 
performance, as well as working with the staff, board, and community to plan curriculum.

• The Director for Curriculum and Learning Services’ job description directed the position holder to 
work with staff to “develop, maintain, and revise curriculum documents based on systematic review 
and analysis,” and to examine curriculum effectiveness using achievement data.

• The Instructional/Curriculum Coordinator’s job description called for the individual to “write and 
maintain viable, aligned curriculum,” and “use student achievement data to examine curriculum…
effectiveness.”  

• Principals were expected to possess knowledge about the district curriculum, issue [district] curriculum 
guides, require teachers to comply with the use, as well as implement [district] decisions about 
curriculum.  Additionally, principals were called upon to provide campus input into curriculum planning 
and monitor curriculum used on their campuses to ensure compatibility and reflection of the district 
curriculum.

• Assistant Principals were responsible to ensure the implementation of the district curriculum and assist 
in determining campus curricular needs.

• Teachers were expected to “develop and implement lesson plans that fulfill the requirements of the 
District’s curriculum program and show written evidence of preparation as required.”

Some roles and responsibilities related to the design and delivery of curriculum were evident in a variety 
of district documents and job descriptions.  However, further documentation to provide district and campus 
administrators, as well as teachers, with expectations, procedures, and timelines to establish common 
understandings for positional responsibilities and processes was not provided.  Because not all aspects of 
the district’s curriculum management system were comprehensively and coherently specified, auditors rated 
Characteristic 4 as partially met.
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Characteristic 5:  Format and Components for Curriculum Guides (Inadequate)

The district’s written curriculum is in the process of being written by teachers and district administrators.   It 
is available to teachers via an online platform (Canvas).  The curriculum is unit-based, and administrators 
and teachers verbally reported to auditors that the units were developed with a framework based on the 
Understanding by  Design.  Auditors reviewed the available instructional units and other curriculum documents 
offered by the district and various resources associated with the district curriculum.  They found that some of 
the components of the documents were formatted similarly.  However, inconsistencies were noted between 
the units, documents, and resources across grade levels and content areas.  There were also differences among 
curriculum documents with regard to assessments, the available and number of instructional resources, as well 
as suggested instructional approaches and strategies. 

Auditors rated this characteristic as not met because none of the documents provided to auditors included 
information to coherently direct intended formats of either curriculum guide documents or assessments. 

Characteristic 6:  Student Objectives/Expectations Reasonable in Number

Auditors were presented with curriculum documents for the core content courses to suggest instructional pacing 
of student learning objectives.  Such documents included “Year at a Glance” and “Week at a Glance” calendars.  
However, such curriculum documents were only available in the core content areas.  While auditors observed 
some English Language Arts and Reading instructional units that appeared to prioritize certain state standards, 
they were not presented with any documented guidance demonstrating that the district had specifications for 
focusing the curriculum and limiting the number of expectations to ensure feasibility.  When administrators and 
teachers were asked about the feasibility of the curriculum during interviews, the following comments were 
offered:

• “We are told by curriculum that we have to get this taught and give this test on this day.”  (Teacher)

• [District weakness] “Lack of viable, aligned curriculum.”  (District Administrator, online survey)

As a result, the auditors rated this characteristic as not met.  

Characteristic 7:  Curriculum Specifies Multiple Contexts and Cognitive Types

Board Policy EH (Local) stated, “Successful student learning must be based on providing appropriate 
educational experiences at the appropriate level of challenge in order to ensure maximum level of achievement 
for each student.”  And, “School staff shall maximize the learning conditions for each student through clearly 
stated expectations of what students will learn, high expectations for all students.”  Other district documents 
contained statements that implied rigor (challenging learning environment), instructional best practices (high 
impact practices), and critical thinking and problem solving (higher levels of thinking, Bloom’s Taxonomy); 
but auditors were not presented with curriculum documents that incorporated specific information regarding 
specificity of content, contexts, or cognitive types in learning objectives.  Auditors rated this characteristic as 
not met.

Characteristic 8:  Differentiation of Instructional Approaches and Selection of Student Objectives

Auditors found conflicting expectations and efforts related to the differentiation of instructional approaches 
and student objectives.  An expectation for district personnel to provide differentiated instruction aligned 
to the district curriculum was provided in Board Policy EH (Local):  “While instructional differentiation is 
expected to occur to address the unique needs of specific students, that instruction shall be derived from a set 
of curriculum learnings common to all students.”  Auditors were not presented with curricular or instructional 
guidance documents to direct how the board policy was to be carried out to address different learning needs with 
either appropriate selection of objectives or specific instructional differentiation approaches to meet individual 
student needs.  

During on-site interviews, district employees who were responsible for curriculum planning and delivery 
referred to expectations and actions related to differentiated instructional resource selection and approaches as 
evidenced in the following statements:
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• “You’ll see some teachers who know how to work with struggling students, but it’s happening 
independent of support from the district.”  (District Administrator) 

• “PLCs talk about what do we do if students don’t get the learning and what we do if they do get it.”  
(Teacher)

In the online survey administered by auditors, 100% of responding campus administrators agreed with the 
statement, “Differentiation is necessary to meet students’ needs;” but only 36% agreed with the statement, “The 
District curriculum is effective in suggesting ways to differentiate instruction.”  Forty-six percent of responding 
teachers agreed with the statement, “The curriculum documents for my grade/course provide suggestions for 
differentiating the delivery of the instruction.”  Although all responding administrators and teachers agreed 
that instructional differentiation was necessary to meet students’ needs, less than half indicated that the written 
curriculum provided strategies or resources to guide such differentiation.  Auditors rated this criterion as not 
met.

Characteristic 9:  Cycle of Curriculum Review

Auditors noted various district documents that generally referenced curriculum review.  However, auditors 
found no clear direction in any single document, plan, or policy to guide consistent processes for periodic 
curriculum review.  Auditors uncovered philosophical beliefs and statements of intent related to curriculum 
adoption, design, review, and evaluation.  Board policy was also presented, requiring an annual review of new 
or revised curriculum prior to its adoption and the annual adoption of written curriculum, or a periodic cycle of 
review of existing curriculum, but auditors received no documentation to substantiate such actions taken on an 
annual basis.  Policy EH (Local), Curriculum Design, stated that “the curriculum shall be reviewed and updated 
as needed on a regular cycle of review.”  However, no specific procedures, plans, or timelines were offered to 
carry out the stated expectations.  The characteristic was not met.

Characteristic 10:  Assessment Procedures for Determining Curriculum Effectiveness

Board Policy EH (Local) called attention to the alignment of assessments to the standards by directing staff 
to “Analyze the content of each objective so that instructional strategies match content and assessment.”  The 
policy further called for the superintendent or his staff to use “…assessment(s) for determining the effectiveness 
of curricular and instructional programming at District, campus, and classroom levels.”  Auditors were not 
presented with policies or documents which evidenced assessment procedures or criteria for determining the 
effectiveness of the district’s curriculum (see Finding 4.1).  District administrators reported that curriculum 
assessment was based on teachers’ feedback as well as STAAR and district common assessments.  Procedures 
for identifying the impact of the curriculum on student learning were not described in the documents provided 
to and reviewed by the auditors.  Therefore, this characteristic was rated inadequate.

Characteristic 11:  Use of Tests and Assessment Data to Strengthen Curriculum and Instruction

Auditors found policies and job descriptions that set expectations for the use of data in curriculum and instruction 
in assorted curriculum documents.  Board Policy BQ (Local) required that “The Board shall ensure that data 
are gathered, and criteria are developed to undertake the required biennial evaluation to ensure that policies, 
procedures, and staff development activities related to planning and decision-making are effectively structured 
to positively impact student performance.”  The policy also called for the superintendent and district staff to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the curriculum by using assessment data (see Characteristic 10).  

District and campus personnel provided mixed reports during interviews with auditors about data use for 
curricular review or design, as well as for analyzing student learning, and planning and designing instructional 
instruction (see Finding 4.1).  Interviewees reported that assessment data were most frequently used during 
Professional Learning Community (PLC) meetings to understand student learning and plan for instructional 
revisions and interventions.  However, a coherent expectation for the use of assessment data in PLCs or across 
the district was not presented to the auditors.  One teacher’s comment exemplified what the auditors found 
related to the lack of common expectations: “PLCs look different on every campus.” 
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Auditors were provided no documents that delineated specific district-wide procedures or expectations for using 
assessment data to strengthen curriculum or for instructional decision making.  In general, the decisions related 
to how to use data related to curriculum and instruction were primarily site-based and, therefore, auditors rated 
this characteristic as not met.

Characteristic 12:  Formative and Summative Evaluations of Programs

Even though the superintendent’s job description called for the position holder to “conduct periodic evaluations 
of all programs,” auditors found no board policies that required systematic evaluation of district programs (see 
Finding 5.2).  “Programs” encompass subject-specific curricular, instructional, intervention, and specialized 
programs designed to serve the needs of various student groups (e.g., special needs, English language learners, 
gifted/talented).  Auditors rated this characteristic as not met.

Characteristic 13:  Design of a Comprehensive Staff Development Program Linked to Curriculum

The auditors were presented a district professional development plan.  However, the plan was primarily a list 
of objectives and goals and lacked clear linkages to the district curriculum (see Finding 3.1).  Expectations 
related to the design and delivery of staff development were found in board policy, job descriptions, and other 
curriculum documents.  Board Policy EH (Local) set forth the expectation that “Staff development shall be 
designed and implemented to prepare staff members to teach the designed curriculum and shall use effective 
change processes for long-term institutionalization.”

Because a comprehensive staff development plan to link all the policies and expectations was not present, 
auditors rated the characteristic as not met.

Characteristic 14:  Procedures for Monitoring Curriculum Delivery

Board Policy EH (Local) articulated the expectation that campus level administrators were expected to monitor 
the delivery of the district curriculum and provided a set of basic strategies for doing so.  The policy also 
assigned the responsibilities of supporting campus administrators in their roles of monitoring the curriculum to 
the superintendent and other district administrators.

Some roles and responsibilities for monitoring the delivery of the curriculum were identified in district job 
descriptions.  Specifically, principals were expected to “Monitor campus curriculum to see that it is compatible 
and reflective of the District curriculum.”  

Almost all campus administrators reported conducting classroom walk-throughs as a means for monitoring 
and evaluating curriculum delivery as was expected, but they also reported to auditors that it was a site-based 
decision to establish goals and purposes for conducting such walk-throughs aligned with School Improvement 
Plans and Commitment to Excellence documents.  The consistent execution of monitoring expectations varied 
greatly across school campuses (see Finding 3.2).  While activities of curriculum monitoring were reported 
and protocols for monitoring curriculum were presented to auditors, a clear and articulated district plan for 
monitoring curriculum delivery was not presented, so auditors rated the characteristic as partially met.

Characteristic 15:  Communication Plan for the Process of Curriculum Design and Delivery

A written plan for communication regarding curriculum design and delivery issues was not presented to auditors.  
Therefore, auditors reviewed various district documents that were intended to communicate decisions related 
to the design and delivery of the district curriculum, such as Decision Sets, District and School Improvement 
Plans, and Commitment to Excellence documents.  

Overall, no clear expectations were documented to formally communicate curriculum design and delivery to 
general staff members not intimately involved in the curriculum development process.  Auditors rated this 
characteristic not met.
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Learning targets posted in a classroom at Little Elm High School

Summary

The auditors were presented with no single document to provide integrated and comprehensive curriculum 
management guidance for systematic coordination of planning efforts.  While partial elements of an effective 
curriculum management plan were identified within presented documents, none the curriculum management 
plan characteristics were rated as fully adequate by auditors.

In general, expectations for the design, delivery, communication, and evaluation of the district’s curriculum 
were disjointed, incomplete, and lacked specificity and coherence for systematic coordination of planning 
efforts.  The district lacked a tightly-held district-based written curriculum and loosely-held campus-based 
instructional implementation approach (see Exhibit 2.1.1).  Although auditors found some curriculum 
management functions, roles, and responsibilities noted in district board policies and job descriptions, they 
were not coherently linked together for a clearly articulated curriculum management system.  In summary, the 
Little Elm Independent School District documentation provided to auditors did not meet audit standards for 
adequacy to guide curriculum management planning efforts (see Recommendation 2). 

Finding 2.2: The scope of the written curriculum is adequate at the elementary level for core courses, 
but inadequate for non-core courses. The scope of the written curriculum for core courses and non-core 
courses at the middle school and high school levels is inadequate to direct teaching and learning.

A written curriculum is a work plan that provides direction for the district’s educational program and is 
comprised of learning objectives, prerequisites for learning, instructional resources, teaching strategies, and 
various methods of assessment, all of which serve to guide teachers’ planning of instructional delivery in the 
classroom.  When a written curriculum is provided for all courses in a district, students have equitable access 
to rigorous content and learning experiences.  The absence of a comprehensive curriculum leads to inconsistent 
and inequitable learning experiences for all students because individual teachers become responsible for 
determining the content that will be taught, the resources that will be used in the classroom, and the strategies 
for delivering instruction.  Inexperienced teachers who receive no direction for the courses they teach are left 
with little support to ensure appropriate content is being taught and resources are being used effectively.



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 69

Written curriculum for purposes of determining scope adequacy is defined as the adopted curriculum in use by 
teachers to guide instruction.  Auditors expected to find a curriculum document for each core course and non-
core course offered in the district.  To be rated as adequate to direct instruction and support quality control of the 
curriculum, 100% of the core content area courses (English language arts, mathematics, science, social studies) 
and 70% of the non-core courses offered by the district in kindergarten through grade 12 must have written 
curriculum.  This finding addresses the presence or absence of some form of written curriculum for core content 
area courses and non-core courses in kindergarten through grade 12. 

To determine the adequacy of the scope of the Little Elm ISD curriculum, the auditors examined documents 
provided by district personnel, including board policies, job descriptions, Little Elm ISD Educational Services 
portals, including Canvas and Eduphoria District PEIMS course lists, the Lakeside Middle School Course 
Guide, the Prestwick STEM Academy Course Guide, the Little Elm High School Course Guide, and the Dual 
Language Protocol developed by Little Elm ISD.  In addition to these written documents, auditors conducted on-
site observations and interviewed board members, district administrators, campus administrators, and teachers 
regarding the availability and accessibility of curriculum in Little Elm ISD. 

Auditors reviewed board policies and district planning documents for the presence of district-wide written 
curriculum for core courses and non-core courses.  Auditors expected to find board policies and planning 
documents to clearly articulate an expectation that every course in every grade level would have a written 
curriculum.  Board Policy EH (Local) stated, “Subject area written curriculum and instructional guides shall be 
developed for all grade levels and subjects in the district.”  While policy requires a written curriculum for all 
subject areas, the policy did not state that every course should also have written curriculum.  Additionally, some 
district planning documents generally required the presence of a written curriculum, while others explicitly 
named the core courses that should have written curriculum.  Goal 1 of the 2018-19 District Improvement Plan 
stated that the district will “provide rigorous and relevant curriculum and instruction for a strong foundation for 
student success in college and career;” Critical Success Factor 8 stated that the district will be “continuously 
improving the curriculum management system so that all students have access to the core curriculum.”  The 
goal and critical success factor did not specify which courses would have a written curriculum.  The Little Elm 
ISD Assessment Management Plan 2018-2019 stated, “The district curriculum shall address every subject for 
every grade, beginning with core content subjects: English Language arts/reading, mathematics, science, and 
social studies,” but did not address the requirement of a written curriculum for each of the non-core courses 
offered in the district.  

No district administrative job descriptions directly addressed expectations concerning the scope of the district’s 
written curriculum.  Auditors did note that several district job descriptions referenced some responsibilities 
related to curriculum design and development:

• Director for Curriculum and Learning Services – Individuals in this role were expected to provide 
leadership for developing, implementing, evaluating, and updating the design and delivery of curriculum.

• Instructional Curriculum Coordinator – Individuals in this role were expected to write and maintain 
viable, aligned curriculum.

• Principal – Principals at all schools were expected to provide input into campus and district curriculum 
planning.

Auditors used the district PEIMS course list, school course guides and other provided district course documents 
to establish the course list for the curriculum scope analysis.  In should be noted that the district course list 
identified Dual Language ELA and Dual Language Reading in grades 3-5, but auditors observed Dual Language 
courses on three campuses in kindergarten through grade 5.  Therefore, Dual Language ELA and Dual Language 
Reading are included on the course list in Exhibit 2.2.1 for kindergarten through grade 5.  

The primary source of curriculum documents provided to auditors were located on the Little Elm ISD 
Educational Services portal.  Auditors rated the total scope of Little Elm ISD written curriculum as inadequate 
for kindergarten through grade 12 core content area courses and inadequate for kindergarten through grade 12 
non-core courses.  Auditors found 68% of kindergarten through grade 12 core content area courses with written 
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curriculum documents and 17% of kindergarten through grade 12 non-core courses with written curriculum.  
This analysis for curriculum scope was focused only on the presence or absence of written curriculum documents 
for each of the core content courses and non-core courses offered in the district.  A reference to or a list of the 
Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills is not considered a written curriculum for the purpose of determining 
the adequacy of written curriculum.  Written curriculum quality was not considered in the scope analysis but is 
addressed in Finding 2.3.  

For core curriculum scope to be deemed adequate, 100% of core courses must have written curriculum.  For 
non-core curriculum to be deemed adequate, 70% of non-core courses must have written curriculum. Exhibits 
2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.2.3 display the scope of the written curriculum at each grade span for core courses and non-
core courses.  

Exhibit 2.2.1 displays the scope of the written curriculum for each grade level in the Little Elm ISD elementary 
schools (grades K-5) for core content area courses and non-core courses.  The “X” in Exhibit 2.2.1 indicates that 
a written curriculum was present for that course and grade level.  

Exhibit 2.2.1

Scope of the Core Content Subject Areas and Non-Core Courses Written Curriculum  
Grades Kindergarten through 5

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered
Courses Offered by Grade 

Level
Courses 

Requiring 
Curriculum

Courses 
with 

CurriculumK 1 2 3 4 5
Core Content Area Courses

English Language Arts X X X X X X 6 6
Dual Language ELA* X X X X X X 6 6
Reading X X X X X X 6 6
Dual Language Reading X X X X X X 6 6
Mathematics X X X X X X 6 6
Science X X X X X X 6 6
Social Studies X X X X X X 6 6
Totals (Core Courses) 42 42
Percent of Core Courses with Curriculum 100%

Non-Core Courses
PE X X X X X X 6 6
Art 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
Music 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
Totals (Non-Core Courses) 18 6
Percent of Non-Core Courses with Curriculum 33%
Note: X = course taught and curriculum present; 0 = course taught but no curriculum present;  
* indicates Brent, Hackberry, & Oak Point Elementary Schools
Sources: Little Elm ISD Educational Services - Canvas, District-Provided Course List

As can be seen by the data displayed in Exhibit 2.2.1:

• One-hundred percent of all core elementary courses had written curriculum, which met audit standards 
for scope adequacy.  

• Thirty-three percent of all non-core elementary courses had written curriculum, which did not meet 
audit standards for scope adequacy.
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Exhibit 2.2.2 displays the scope of the written curriculum for each grade level in the Little Elm ISD middle 
school grade span (grades 6-8) for core courses and non-core courses.  The “X” in Exhibit 2.2.2 indicates that a 
written curriculum was required for that course.

Exhibit 2.2.2

Scope of the Core Content Subject Areas and Non-Core Courses Written Curriculum  
Grades 6-8

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered
Courses Offered by 

Grade Level Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

6 7 8
Core Content Area Courses
English Language Arts
English Language Arts X X X 3 3
English Language Arts Pre-AP X X X 3 3
ESL 6 X 1 0
ESL 7 X 1 0
ESL 8 X 1 0
Language Arts Enrichment* X X X 3 0
Math
Math X X X 3 3
Math Pre-AP X X 2 2
Compacted Math X 1 1
GAME* X X X 3 0
Algebra I Pre-AP# X X 1 1
Geometry Pre-AP* X 1 1
Science
Science X X X 3 3
Advanced Science X X 2 2
Science Pre-AP** X X 2 1
Physics X 1 1
Social Studies
World Cultures X 1 1
World Cultures Pre-AP X 1 0
Texas History X 1 1
Texas History Pre-AP X 1 0
U.S. History X 1 1
U.S. History Pre-AP X 1 0
Totals (Core Courses) 37 24
Percent of Core Courses with Curriculum 65%
Non-Core Courses
PE External X X X 3 1
PE (Semester) X X X 3 1
PE (Year) X X X 3 1
Pre-Athletics X 1 1
Athletics X X 2 0
Art 7 (Semester)** X 1 0
Art 8 (Semester)** X 1 0
Art 7-8 (Year)*# X X 1 0
Art 7-8 (Semester)*# X X 1 0
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Exhibit 2.2.2 (continued)
Scope of the Core Content Subject Areas and Non-Core Courses Written Curriculum  

Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Courses Offered
Courses Offered by 

Grade Level Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

6 7 8
Non-Core Courses
Art 6 (Year)* X 1 0
Art 6 (Semester) X 1 0
Art I** X 1 0
Art Sculpture 8 (Semester)* X 1 0
Beginning Band 6 (Year)* X 1 0
Beginning Clarinet**# X X X 1 0
Beginning Double Reed** X 1 0
Beginning Euphonium** X 1 0
Beginning Flute** X 1 0
Beginning French Horn** X 1 0
Beginning Percussion# X X 1 0
Beginning Saxophone**# X X 1 0
Beginning Trombone** X 1 0
Beginning Trumpet**# X X 1 0
Beginning Tuba** X 1 0
Beginning Woodwinds*# X X 1 0
Beginning Brass*# X X 1 0
Band - Concert A**# X X 1 0
Band - Concert B**# X X 1 0
Band - Concert (Year)*# X X 1 0
Band - Symphonic**# X X 1 0
Band - Honors**# X X 1 0
Band Aide** X 1 0
Percussion 7-8 (Year)*# X X 1 0
Beginning Choir 6 (Year)** X 1 0
Choir - Lady Lobos**# X X 1 0
Choir - Tenor/Bass**# X X 1 0
Choir - Bel Canto 7 (Year)** X 1 0
Choir - Bel Canto 8 (Year)** X 1 0
Beginning Theater Arts 6 (Semester)** X 1 1
Theater Arts I (Semester)**# X X 1 1
Theater Arts II (Semester)**# X X 1 1
Theater Arts III (Year)** X 1 1
Intro to Technical Theater**# X X 1 1
Tech Set & Costume Design**# X X 1 0
Chrome Dome (Semester)*# X X 1 0
Spanish I X 1 0
Spanish Heritage II Pre-AP**# X X 1 0
Spanish Heritage III Pre-AP** X 1 0
Spanish II# X X X 1 0
Spanish III Pre-AP** X 1 0
Spanish IV AP X 1 0
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Exhibit 2.2.2 (continued)
Scope of the Core Content Subject Areas and Non-Core Courses Written Curriculum  

Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Courses Offered
Courses Offered by 

Grade Level Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

6 7 8
Non-Core Courses
Technology Applications (Semester)* X 1 0
Technology Applications II (Semester)*# X X 1 0
Technology Applications III (Semester)* X 1 0
Intro to Lego Tech/Robotics & Game Design*# X X 1 0
Gateway to Technology I# X X 1 0
Gateway to Technology IV# X X 1 0
Gateway to Technology III*# X X 1 0
Cheerleading 7** X 1 0
Cheerleading 8** X 1 0
Soccer 7-8 (Year)**# X X 1 0
AVID** X X 2 0
Investigating Careers I** X 1 0
Investigating Careers II*# X X 1 0
Vex Robotics# X X 1 0
PE PALS**# X X 1 0
Academic Pentathlon 07 X 1 0
Academic Pentathlon 08 X 1 0
Music Exploration/Multi-Age Choir (Sem)*# X X X 1 0
Music Exploration/Multi-Age Choir (Year)*# X X X 1 0
Guitar Ensemble (Year)*# X X X 1 0
Guitar Ensemble (Semester)*# X X X 1 0
Engineering Lab I*# X X 1 0
Engineering Lab IV*# X X 1 0
Kantorei 8** X 1 0
Lobos Embracing Academics Daily**# X X 1 0
Real Solutions for Real Problems* X 1 0
Totals (Non-Core Courses) 85 9
Percent of Non-Core Courses with Curriculum 11%
Note: * indicates the course is only offered at Prestwick STEM Academy;  
** indicates the course is only offered at Lakeside Middle School;  
# indicates the same course is offered to multiple grade levels.
Sources: Course Guide Lakewood Middle School; Course Guide Prestwick STEM Academy, Little Elm ISD Educational Services 
- Canvas & Eduphoria, District-Provided Course List

As can be seen by the data displayed in Exhibit 2.2.2:

• Sixty-five percent of all core middle school courses had written curriculum, which did not meet audit 
standards for scope adequacy.  

• Eleven percent of all non-core middle school courses had written curriculum, which did not meet audit 
standards for scope adequacy.
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Students have assigned roles for a collaborative activity in Advanced Placement Chemistry

Exhibit 2.2.3 displays the summary of curriculum scope for core content area courses and non-core courses for 
grades 9-12 as presented to the auditors.  Appendix C displays the high school courses in entirety by title as 
presented to the auditors.

Exhibit 2.2.3

Scope of the Core Content Subject Areas and Non-Core Courses Written Curriculum  
Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Content Area Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Percent of 
Curriculum 

Scope by 
Content Area

Core Content Area Courses
English Language Arts 17 8 47%
Mathematics 20 7 35%
Science 20 12 60%
Social Studies 21 13 62%
Totals (Core Content Area Courses) 78 40
Total Scope of Core Content Area Courses with Curriculum 51%
Non-Core Content Area Courses
CTE 60 45 75%
Foreign Language 19 0 0%
Fine Arts 63 8 13%
Athletics/PE 129 3 2%
Other 35 0 0%
Totals (Non-Core Courses) 306 56
Total Scope of Non-Core Courses with Curriculum 18%
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As can be seen in the data displayed in Exhibit 2.2.3:

• Seventy-eight core content area courses were offered to students in grades 9-12.  

• Fifty-one percent or 40 of the 78 core courses had written curriculum, which did not meet the audit 
adequacy expectation of 100% for core content area courses.

• Forty-seven percent of English language arts courses had written curriculum.

• Thirty-five percent of mathematics courses had written curriculum.

• Sixty percent of science courses had written curriculum.

• Sixty-two percent of the social studies courses had written curriculum.

• Eighteen percent of 306 non-core courses had written curriculum.

Exhibit 2.2.4 summarizes the scope of all written curriculum in core subject courses and non-core courses from 
kindergarten through grade 12. 

Exhibit 2.2.4

Scope of All Written Curriculum Documents by Grade Span
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Courses Grades/Courses 
Taught

Grades/Courses with 
Curriculum

Elementary (K-5) Core Courses 42 42
Total Elementary Core Scope 100%
Elementary (K-5) Non-Core Courses 18 6
Total Elementary Non-Core Scope 33%
Middle School (Grades 6-8) Core Courses 37 24
Total Middle School Core Scope 65%
Middle School (Grades 6-8) Non-Core Courses 85 9
Total Middle School Non-Core Scope 11%
High School (Grades 9-12) Core Courses 78 40
Total High School Core Scope 51%
High School (Grades 9-12) Non-Core Courses 306 56
Total High School Non-Core Scope 18%
Totals (Core Courses) 157 106
Total Scope of Core Courses with Curriculum 68%
Totals (Non-Core Courses) 409 71
Total Scope of Non-Core Courses with Curriculum 17%

As can be seen in Exhibit 2.2.4:

• In kindergarten through grade 12, there were 157 core content area course offerings.

• The total scope for kindergarten through grade 12 core courses was 68%, which failed to meet audit 
expectations for core content area adequacy (100%).

• The elementary grade span (kindergarten through grade 5) core content area scope was rated adequate, 
with 100% of courses having written curriculum.

• The middle school grade span (grades 6-8) core scope was found inadequate in core subject areas with 
65% of core content area courses having written curriculum documents.
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• The high school level grade span (9-12) had 51% of core content area courses with written curriculum 
documents, which was also deemed inadequate in scope.

• In kindergarten through grade 12, 409 non-core courses were offered.

• The total scope for kindergarten through grade 12 non-core courses was 17%, which failed to meet 
audit expectations for non-core content adequacy (70%).

• The elementary grade span (kindergarten through grade 5) non-core scope was rated inadequate with 
33% of non-core courses having written curriculum.

• The middle school grade span (grades six through eight) non-core scope was found inadequate with 
11% of non-core courses having written curriculum.

• The high school (9-12) grade span non-core scope was found inadequate with 18% of non-core courses 
having written curriculum.  

On-site interviews produced the following comments concerning the lack of curriculum documents in the Little 
Elm Independent School District:

• “When I hear concerns from parents, it’s about the curriculum or lack of it.” (Board Member)

• “We are behind (in curriculum) but we are catching up.”  (District Administrator)

• “Campus level people would say we still don’t have a curriculum, and it’s not aligned.  Some of that is 
based on history in the district.”  (District Administrator)

• “We are so busy getting busy that we are missing our blind spots in writing curriculum.”  (District 
Administrator)

Summary

There were 157 kindergarten through grade 12 core content area course offerings and 409 non-core course 
offerings in Little Elm ISD presented to auditors for scope analysis.  To meet audit criteria for curriculum scope, 
100% of courses in the core content areas and 70% of courses in the non-core areas must have some form of 
written curriculum.  Auditors found that the scope of the core content area written curriculum in the Little Elm 
ISD was inadequate to direct instruction. Only 68% of the core courses had some form of written curriculum 
guidance.  The scope of the non-core content area courses written curriculum was inadequate to direct teaching, 
given that only 17% of the non-core courses had some form of written curriculum.  With scope for core courses 
at 52% and non-core at 17%, what is taught in the district is essentially out of control.  Although some written 
curriculum does exist for some of the core content courses and non-core courses, the total scope of the written 
curriculum for kindergarten through grade 12 is inadequate to direct instruction and must be urgently addressed  
(see Recommendation 2).

Finding 2.3:  The quality of the written curriculum documents do not meet minimum audit criteria 
to direct teaching and to promote alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum.  Lack of 
delineation of major instructional tools and approaches for classroom use produce wide variation in the 
use of instructional resource materials by teachers, and, therefore, impede equal access to the curriculum 
by all students.

Effective instruction in a school district is directed by well-designed curriculum documents that align the 
written, taught, and tested curriculum.  Quality written curricula provide teachers with a framework that 
supports instruction through clear objectives, alignment to assessments, delineation of prerequisite skills and 
knowledge, aligned instructional resources, and instructional strategies for effective classroom implementation 
of the content.  Appropriate curriculum documents also provide connectivity within the district to allow all 
students equal access to learning and to eliminate gaps and inconsistencies between grade levels, campuses, and 
student groups.  When curriculum documents are incomplete or unavailable, instruction becomes inconsistent as 
teachers make independent decisions about what to teach and what resources to use, resulting in less predictable 
learning among all students.
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To determine the quality of curriculum in the Little Elm ISD, the auditors reviewed all written curriculum 
documents presented to them. The documents reviewed by auditors are listed in Appendix B.  Auditors also 
reviewed student work/activity artifacts that were selected and provided by Little Elm ISD core content subject 
area teachers to determine the degree to which classroom resources and materials were aligned to the written 
curriculum.  The analysis provided insight into possible areas of weakness regarding content, cognition, and 
context alignment to the standards and high stakes tests in use.  Additionally, the auditors visited all district 
schools, interviewed board members, district administrators, campus administrators, and teachers, as well as 
conducted online surveys concerning the quality of the district curriculum.

Overall, the auditors found that the quality of the district’s curriculum documents was inadequate to guide 
instruction.  None of the core or non-core content curriculum documents reviewed by the auditors met the 
Curriculum Audit™ minimum quality criteria of 12 of a possible 15 points (see Exhibit 2.3.1).  In their review 
of student work artifacts, auditors found a high rate of mismatch between the submitted artifacts and TEKS.  Of 
the artifacts that matched for content and standard, most (8 of 13) were at or above grade level across the core 
content areas.  Further analysis of the artifacts for context revealed that lower-order thinking skills (knowledge, 
comprehension, and application) were prevalent across all grade spans and content areas, with the greatest 
proportion of lower-order thinking skills found in elementary grades.  Lastly, auditors’ review of the use of the 
district’s curricula and instructional expectations exposed a lack of clarity of expectations or non-negotiables 
related to curriculum and instruction.

Teacher-led whole group activity failing to capture class attention

Analyses for Quality

District personnel informed auditors that the primary district curricula for core and non-core content areas were 
designed and written by district personnel.  Instructional units using the Understanding by Design framework 
were delivered on scheduled time blocks throughout the school year and available for teachers within the online 
platform, Canvas.  Internal memoranda such as District Decision Sets substantiated personnel reports.  Auditors 
analyzed the quality of the district-developed curriculum units and resources that were available via the Canvas 
platform for all core and non-core content area K-12 courses.  The auditors found great variation across content 
areas and grade levels for what comprised the written curriculum.  

Auditors rated the curriculum against the five criteria for quality curriculum.  These criteria and ratings are 
presented in Exhibit 2.3.1.  A discussion of the ratings follows the exhibit.

Overall, the audit team found the quality of the core and non-core content written curricula to be inadequate to 
provide teachers with sufficient information to direct and plan their instruction.  
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Exhibit 2.3.1 presents the criteria and rubric used to evaluate each curriculum document.  Auditors used the 
presented four-point rubric to rate each guide on a scale of 0 to 3 for each criterion, with a score of 3 representing 
the highest rating.  A total score was determined for each document by adding the ratings for each criterion.

Exhibit 2.3.1

Curriculum Management Improvement Model Frame One Analysis:  
Minimal Basic Components for Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity

Point 
Value Criteria

Criterion One:  Clarity and Specificity of Objectives
0 No goals/objectives present
1 Vague delineation of goals/learner outcomes
2 States tasks to be performed or skills to be learned

3 States for each objective the what, when (sequence within course/grade), how actual standard is 
performed, and amount of time to be spent learning

Criterion Two:  Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process
0 No assessment approach
1 Some approach of assessment stated
2 States skills, knowledge, and concepts that will be assessed
3 Keys each objective to district and/or state performance assessments

Criterion Three:  Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes 
0 No mention of required skill
1 States prior general experience needed
2 States prior general experience needed in specified grade level

3 States specific documented prerequisite or description of discrete skills/concepts required prior to 
this learning (may be a scope and sequence across grades/courses if Pre-K-12)

Criterion Four:  Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools
0 No mention of textbook or instructional tools/resources
1 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s)
2 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s) and supplementary materials to be used

3 States for each objective the “match” between the basic text/instructional resource(s) and the 
curriculum objective

Criterion Five:  Clear Approaches for Classroom Use
0 No approaches cited for classroom use
1 Overall, vague statement on approaching the subject
2 Provides general suggestions on approaches
3 Provides specific examples of how to approach key concepts/skills in the classroom

©2018 CMSi

A maximum rating of 15 points was possible for each curriculum document.  Documents receiving a rating of 
12 or more points are considered adequate to guide instruction and strong in terms of basic components and 
specificity.  The mean ratings for each criterion and the mean for the total document ratings were then calculated 
to determine the quality of Little Elm ISD curriculum documents.  

Core and all non-core content area course curricula were reviewed.  After rating the curriculum documents, 
auditors summarized the results in several ways.  Exhibits 2.3.2 and 2.3.3 report core and non-core content areas 
curriculum ratings for each guide for the elementary grade level span (K-5); Exhibits 2.3.4 and 2.3.5 report 
both core and non-core content areas curriculum ratings for each guide by middle grade level span (6-8); and 
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Exhibits 2.3.6 and 2.3.7 report the core and non-core curriculum document summary ratings for the high school 
level (9-12).  

Exhibit 2.3.2 shows the auditors’ ratings of core content areas curriculum documents for the elementary grade 
span (K-5).

Exhibit 2.3.2

Auditors’ Rating of Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades K-5  
On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Level

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Language Arts
Reading 4 2018 2 3 3 0 1 9
Reading 5 2018 2 2 0 3 2 9
English Language Arts 4 2018 2 3 3 0 1 9
English Language Arts 5 2018 2 2 0 3 2 9
Reading 1 2018 2 2 0 2 1 7
Reading 3 2018 2 2 0 2 1 7
English Language Arts 1 2018 2 2 0 2 1 7
Reading K 2018 2 1 0 2 1 6
Reading 2 2018 2 1 0 2 1 6
English Language Arts 2 2018 2 1 0 2 1 6
English Language Arts K 2018 2 1 0 2 1 6
English Language Arts 3 2018 2 1 0 1 1 5
Dual Language Reading K 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language Reading 1 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language Reading 2 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language Reading 3 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language Reading 4 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language Reading 5 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language ELA 1 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language ELA 2 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language ELA 3 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language ELA 4 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language ELA 5 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Language ELA K 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0
Language Arts Total - 24 Documents
Language Arts Mean Rating 1.0 0.9 0.3 0.9 0.6 3.6
Mathematics
Math K Various 3 2 2 2 2 11
Math 1 Various 3 2 2 2 2 11
Math 2 Various 3 2 2 2 2 11
Math 3 Various 3 2 2 2 2 11
Math 4 Various 3 2 2 2 2 11
Math 5 Various 3 2 2 2 2 11
Mathematics Total - 6 Documents
Mathematics Mean Rating 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 11.0
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Exhibit 2.3.2 (continued)
Auditors’ Rating of Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades K-5  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Level

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Science
Science 5 2017 3 2 2 2 2 11
Science 1 2017 3 1 2 2 2 10
Science 2 2018 3 1 2 2 2 10
Science 3 2017 3 1 2 2 2 10
Science K 2017 3 2 0 2 2 9
Science 4 2017 1 0 3 2 0 6
Science Total - 6 Documents
Science Mean Rating 2.7 1.2 1.8 2.0 1.7 9.3
Social Studies
Social Studies 5 2018 3 3 0 3 2 11
Social Studies K 2018 3 3 0 3 1 10
Social Studies 1 2018 2 2 0 2 1 7
Social Studies 2 2018 2 2 0 2 1 7
Social Studies 3 2015 2 0 0 1 1 4
Social Studies 4 2015 2 0 0 1 1 4
Social Studies Total - 6 Documents 
Social Studies Mean Rating 2.3 1.7 0.0 2.0 1.2 7.2
Core Courses Total - 42 Documents

Core Courses Total Mean Rating for Each 
Criterion 2.4 1.5 1.0 1.7 1.4 7.8

Data Sources: Little Elm ISD Educational Services-Canvas

Exhibit 2.3.2 indicates the following:

• Forty-two elementary (K-4) level core curriculum document resources were examined.  The auditors 
reviewed the curriculum documents available on the Curriculum and Instruction Canvas portal.

• Elementary core curriculum documents ranged from a high of 11 points in all mathematics documents 
to a low rating of 0 of a possible 15 points in some English language arts documents.  Grade 5 science 
and social studies documents also scored 11 points.

• No individual core area curriculum documents received a rating of 12 or higher, thereby meeting the 
minimum Curriculum Audit™ quality criteria expectation.

• Mathematics documents received the highest core area rating at the elementary level with a mean rating 
of 11 points, which was just below the quality criteria threshold of 12 points.

• Elementary English language arts documents received the lowest core area rating scores, with an 
average of 3.6 of 15 possible points.

• Criterion 1 (objectives) received the strongest rating of 2.4 points across all core content and elementary 
grade levels.  TEKS were included in district written curriculum (TEKS Resource System) and literacy 
guides (K & 1) for all elementary content areas and grade levels.

• Criterion 3 (prerequisite skills) received the lowest overall rating of 1.2 points.  Curriculum documents 
analyzed by auditors generally lacked delineation of prerequisite skills and knowledge.
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Exhibit 2.3.3 shows the auditors’ ratings of non-core content areas curriculum documents for the elementary 
grade span (K-5).

Exhibit 2.3.3

Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades K-5  
On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Curriculum Document 
Title

Grade 
Level

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Physical Education
Physical Education 1 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Physical Education 2 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Physical Education 3 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Physical Education 4 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Physical Education 5 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Physical Education K Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Physical Education - 6 Documents
Physical Education Mean Rating 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Fine Arts
Art 1 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 2 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 3 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 4 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 5 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art K NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music K NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music 1 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music 2 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music 3 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music 4 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music 5 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fine Arts Total - 12 Documents
Fine Arts Mean Rating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-Core Courses Total - 18 Documents

Non-Core Courses Total Mean Rating for 
Each Criterion 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5

Data Sources: Little Elm ISD Educational Services-Canvas and Eduphoria

Exhibit 2.3.3 indicates the following:

• Eighteen elementary (K-4) level non-core curriculum documents were examined.

• Elementary non-core curriculum documents ranged from a high of 1 point in physical education 
documents to a low rating of 0 of 15 possible points in all fine arts documents, far below the rating of 
12, which minimally meets the Curriculum Audit™ quality criteria expectation.
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Overall, all elementary (K-5) core and non-core curriculum documents lacked enough information to provide 
teachers with adequate design tools to guide their instruction, and the quality of the elementary written 
curriculum was assessed as inadequate.

Exhibit 2.3.4 presents the auditors’ ratings of core curriculum documents for the middle school grade span (6-8).

Exhibit 2.3.4

Auditors’ Rating of Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 6-8  
On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Curriculum Document 
Title

Grade 
Level

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

English Language Arts
English Language Arts 6 2018 2 1 2 2 2 9
English Language Arts 7 2018 2 2 0 2 2 8
English Pre-AP 6 Unknown 2 2 0 2 2 8
English Pre-AP 7 Unknown 2 2 0 2 2 8
English Pre-AP 8 Unknown 2 2 0 2 2 8
English Language Arts 8 2018 2 1 0 2 2 7
ESL 6 2009 2 0 0 0 0 2
ESL 7 2009 2 0 0 0 0 2
ESL 8 2009 2 0 0 0 0 2
Language Arts Total - 9 Documents
Language Arts Mean Rating 2.0 1.1 0.2 1.3 1.3 6.0
Mathematics
Math 6 Various 2 2 2 2 3 11
Math 7 Various 2 1 2 2 3 10
Math Pre-AP 6 Various 2 1 2 2 3 10
Math Pre-AP 7 Various 2 1 2 2 2 9
Math 8 Various 2 1 2 2 1 8
Geometry Pre-AP* 8 Various 2 1 2 1 1 7
Algebra I Pre-AP 7 Various 2 1 2 0 1 6
Algebra I Pre-AP 8 Various 2 1 2 0 1 6
Compacted Math 7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GAME* 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GAME* 7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GAME* 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mathematics Total - 12 Documents
Mathematics Mean Rating 1.3 0.8 1.3 0.9 1.3 5.6
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Exhibit 2.3.4 (continued)
Auditors’ Rating of Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 6-8  
On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Curriculum Document 
Title

Grade 
Level

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Science
Science 8 2016 2 1 0 1 1 5
Pre-AP Science 8 2017 2 1 0 1 1 5
Physics 8 2017 2 1 0 1 1 5
Science 6 2017 2 0 0 1 1 4
Science 7 2017 2 0 0 1 1 4
Advanced Science 6 2017 2 1 0 0 1 4
Advanced Science 7 2017 2 1 0 0 1 4
Science Total - 7 Documents
Science Mean Rating 2.0 0.7 0.0 0.7 1.0 4.4
Social Studies
U.S. History 8 Unknown 2 2 0 1 1 6
World Cultures 6 Unknown 2 1 0 1 0 4
Texas History 7 Unknown 2 1 0 1 0 4
World Cultures Pre-AP 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas History Pre-AP 7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
U.S. History Pre-AP 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social Studies Total - 6 Documents
Social Studies Mean Rating 1.0 0.7 0.0 0.5 0.2 2.3
Core Courses Total - 34 Documents

Core Courses Total Mean Rating for Each 
Criterion 1.6 0.8 0.4 0.9 1.0 4.6

Data Sources: Little Elm ISD Educational Services-Canvas

Exhibit 2.3.4 indicates the following:

• Thirty-four middle school (grades 6-8) level core content curriculum documents were examined by 
auditors.

• None of the individual middle school core content area curriculum documents met the audit quality 
criteria with a rating of at least 12 points.

• English language arts received the highest rating scores with an average of 6.0 points, and math scored 
very close with an average of 5.6 points overall.

• Criterion 1 (objectives); received the highest average rating of 1.6 points across middle school (grades 
6-8) core content curriculum documents.

• Criterion 3 (prerequisite skills) received the lowest mean rating of 0.4 points.  The middle school 
(grades 6-8) core content curriculum documents analyzed by auditors lacked identification of prior 
learning experiences.
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Exhibit 2.3.5 presents the auditors’ ratings of non-core curriculum documents for the middle school grade span 
(6-8).

Exhibit 2.3.5

Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 6-8  
On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Level

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Physical Education/Athletics
PE External 6-8 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
PE (Semester) 7-8 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
PE (Year) 7-8 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Pre-Athletics 6 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Athletics 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheerleading 7 7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheerleading 8 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soccer 7-8 (Year) 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
PE PALS 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Physical Education/Athletics Total - 9 Documents
Physical Education/Athletics Mean Rating 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9
Fine Arts
Beginning Theater Arts 6 (Semester) 6 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Theater Arts I (Semester) 7-8 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Theater Arts II (Semester) 7-8 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Theater Arts III (Year) 8 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Art 7 (Semester) 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 8 (Semester) 6-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 7-8 (Year) 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 7-8 (Semester) 6-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 6 (Year) 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art 6 (Semester) 6-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art I 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art Sculpture 8 (Semester) 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Band 6 (Year) 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Clarinet 6-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Double Reed 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Euphonium 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Flute 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning French Horn 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Percussion 6-7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Saxophone 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Trombone 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Trumpet 6-7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Tuba 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Woodwinds 6-7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Brass 6-7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band - Concert A 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band - Concert B 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Exhibit 2.3.5 (continued)
Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 6-8  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Level

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Fine Arts
Band - Concert (Year) 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band - Symphonic 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band - Honors 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band Aide 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percussion 7-8 (Year) 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beginning Choir 6 (Year) 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Choir - Lady Lobos 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Choir - Tenor/Bass 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Choir - Bel Canto 7 (Year) 7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Choir - Bel Canto 8 (Year) 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music Exploration/Multi-Age Choir (Sem) 6-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music Exploration/Multi-Age Choir (Year) N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guitar Ensemble (Year) 6-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guitar Ensemble (Semester) 6-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kantorei 8 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Intro to Technical Theater 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tech Set & Costume Design 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chrome Dome (Semester) 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fine Arts Total - 45 Documents
Fine Arts Mean Rating 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Foreign Language
Spanish I 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish Heritage II Pre-AP** 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish Heritage III Pre-AP** 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish II 6-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish III Pre-AP** 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish IV AP 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Foreign Language Total - 6 Documents
Foreign Language Mean Rating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Technology
Technology Applications (Semester) 6 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technology Applications II (Semester) 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technology Applications III (Semester) 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Intro to Lego Tech/Robotics & Game 
Design 6, 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gateway to Technology I 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gateway to  Technology IV 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gateway to Technology III 6-7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technology Total - 7 Documents
Technology Mean Rating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Exhibit 2.3.5 (continued)
Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 6-8  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Level

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Other Electives
AVID 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Investigating Careers I 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vex Robotics 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Pentathlon 07 7 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Pentathlon 08 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Engineering Lab I 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Engineering Lab IV 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lobos Embracing Academics Daily 7-8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Real Solutions for Real Problems 8 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Electives Total - 9 Documents
Other Electives Mean Rating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-Core Courses Total - 76 Documents

Core Courses Total Mean Rating for Each Criterion 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Data Sources: Little Elm ISD Educational Services-Canvas and Eduphoria

Exhibit 2.3.5 shows the following:

• Seventy-six middle school (6-8) level non-core curriculum documents were examined.

• Middle school non-core curriculum documents ranged from a high of 2 points in four PE courses and 
three theater arts courses to a low rating of 0 of 15 possible points in all other non-core curriculum 
documents.

Overall, the middle school curriculum documents were found inadequate.  None of the core or non-core content 
area curriculum documents analyzed by auditors were rated adequate to plan and guide classroom instruction.

Exhibit 2.3.6 displays the summary of the auditors’ ratings of core curriculum documents for the high school 
grade span (9-12).  The analyses are presented by core content curriculum areas.  Appendix D displays the high 
school core curriculum documents in entirety by grade and/or course as presented to the auditors.  

Exhibit 2.3.6

Summary of Auditors’ Rating of Core Content Curriculum Documents  
Grades 9-12 on the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Content Area
Number  

of 
Documents

Criteria Total 
Mean 
Rating

1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Assmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Language Arts Mean Rating 17 1.0 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.4 2.3
Mathematics Mean Rating 20 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.4 1.8
Science Mean Rating 20 1.1 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.4 2.4
Social Studies Mean Rating 21 1.3 0.8 0.0 0.4 0.6 3.1

Total Mean Rating for Each 
Criterion 78 1.0 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.5 2.4
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From Exhibit 2.3.6 and corresponding Appendix D, the following can be noted:

• In all, the auditors examined 78 high school core content area curriculum documents.  The primary 
sources for review included the Little Elm ISD Educational Services Curriculum and Resources online 
portal and Advanced Placement curriculum documents. 

• High school core content curriculum documents received the lowest total mean rating of all core content 
grade span ranges with an average mean rating of 2.4 points of a possible 15.

• Individual curriculum document ratings ranged from a high of 8 points in mathematics; to a low of 0 
points given to 38 curriculum documents across all core content courses (see Appendix D).

• None of the 78 individual core area curriculum documents received a rating of 12 or higher of a possible 
15 required to meet the minimum Curriculum Audit™ quality criteria expectation.

• Science had the highest rated documents of the high school core content areas with an average of 2.4 
out of a possible 15 points.

• Criterion 1 (objectives) received the highest total mean rating of 1.0 points across all core content and 
high school grade levels.  Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills, course descriptions, and Advanced 
Placement course documents were included in the curricular documents analyzed by auditors.

• Criterion 3 (prerequisite skills) received the lowest overall rating with an average of 0.1 points.

• Across all high school core curricula, total mean ratings for four of the five criteria averaged less than 
one point.

Auditors found that none of the high school core areas of English language arts, mathematics, science, or social 
studies had curriculum documents that met or exceeded the adequacy criteria of 12 points.  Overall, the ratings 
for all core content areas at the high school grade span were inadequate to meet the minimal audit criteria for 
quality and, therefore, direct instructional planning and delivery.

Exhibit 2.3.7 displays the summary of the auditors’ ratings of non-core curriculum documents for the high 
school grade span (9-12).  The analyses are presented by non-core content curriculum areas.  Appendix D 
presents the high school non- core curriculum documents in entirety by grade and/or course as presented to the 
auditors.  

Exhibit 2.3.7

Summary of Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  
On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Content Area

N
um

be
r 

of
 

D
oc

um
en

ts Criteria
Total 
Mean 
Rating

1 2 3 4 5

Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

CTE Mean Rating 60 1.6 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 2.4
Foreign Language Mean Rating 19 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fine Arts Mean Rating 51 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Physical Education Mean Rating 119 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Electives Mean Rating 32 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Mean Rating for Each Criterion 281 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5
Data Sources: Little Elm ISD Educational Services - Canvas and Eduphoria
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Exhibit 2.3.7 shows that:

• Two hundred eighty-one high school (9-12) level non-core course curriculum documents were analyzed.

• High school non-core curriculum documents ranged from a high of 3 of 15 possible points in 47 CTE 
course curriculum documents to a low rating of 0 of 15 possible points in 224 of the non-core curriculum 
documents.

Exhibit 2.3.8 provides the auditors’ ratings of elementary, middle school, and high school core curriculum 
documents by grade level and criterion summarized by non-core areas.  

Exhibit 2.3.8

Summary of Auditors’ Rating of Core Curriculum Documents Quality  
Grades K-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

School Level
Number 

of Guides 
Rated

Criteria Total 
Mean 

Ratings
1 2 3 4 5

Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.
Core Content Area Curriculum Guides
Elementary Core (K-5) 42 2.4 1.5 1.0 1.7 1.4 7.8
Middle School Core (6-8) 34 1.6 0.8 0.4 0.9 1.0 4.6
High School Core (9-12) 78 1.0 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.5 2.4

Mean Ratings (Core Courses) 154 1.3 0.8 0.3 0.7 0.7 3.9

Exhibit 2.3.8 illustrates that:

• In all, auditors rated curriculum documents for 154 core content area courses from kindergarten through 
grade 12.

• The total mean rating of all curriculum documents was 3.9 out of a possible 15 points.

• Criterion 1, which addressed presence and specificity of objectives, was the strongest across all levels 
with an average of 1.3 points (of a possible 3 points) in the core content areas.

• Criterion 3, which called for the description of for discrete skills required before learning the standard 
or objective identified, received the lowest average overall rating of less than 1 point (0.3 point) among 
the K-12 core curriculum documents.  The curriculum documents reviewed lacked delineation of 
prerequisite skills and knowledge for successful course preparation;
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Exhibit 2.3.9 provides the auditors’ ratings of elementary, middle school, and high school core curriculum 
documents by grade level and criterion summarized by non-core areas.  

Exhibit 2.3.9

Summary of Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Quality  
Grades K-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

School Level
Number 

of Guides 
Rated

Criteria Total 
Mean 

Ratings
1 2 3 4 5

Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.
Non-Core Content Area Curriculum Guides
Elementary Non-Core (K-5) 18 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5
Middle School Non-Core (6-8) 76 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
High School Non-Core (9-12) 281 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5

Mean Ratings (Non-Core Courses) 375 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4

Exhibit 2.3.9 points out that:

• Auditors appraised curriculum documents for 375 non-core content area courses from kindergarten 
through grade 12.

• The total mean rating of all non-core curriculum documents was 0.4 of a possible 15 points;

• Criterion 1, which addressed presence and specificity of objectives, was the strongest across all levels 
with an average of 0.4 (of a possible 3 points) in the non-core content areas.

• Criterion 2, congruity of the curriculum to the assessment process, received 0 points.

• Criterion 4, delineation of instructional tools and/or resources, received 0 points. 

• Criterion 5, provision of classroom instructional approaches for key concepts and skills, also received 0 
points.

Overall, the auditors found none of the core or non-core curriculum documents provided to teachers in Little Elm 
ISD were inadequate to provide enough guidance for teachers to design effective instruction for their students 
or to ensure consistent instruction across the district.  While elementary school (K-5) was rated the highest of 
the three grade spans overall, none of the core or non-core course total ratings were strong enough to meet audit 
standards for quality.  Because TEKS and/or objectives were included and considered in the auditors’ analyses, 
the objective criterion was the strongest of the five reviewed for quality.  

The following summaries are presented to provide further information about the ratings for each criterion shown 
in previous exhibits:

Criterion 1:  Clarity and Specificity of Standards for Core and Non-Core Content Area Courses

Among the core and non-core curriculum documents, this was the strongest criterion.  Most core content area 
course curricula were designed with a common template that listed a series of TEKS to be addressed during each 
unit.  The auditors found that  each instructional unit included a large number of TEKS and learner objectives 
potentially overwhelming teachers in their planning and delivery of instruction.  Therefore, the curricular units 
lacked direction concerning the amount of time for each standard/objective (beyond the total number of days for 
the unit) and the standard of performance teachers should look for considering when the objective was mastered.   
Further, how students should practice or demonstrate their learning was not specified across the units.  

The non-core course curriculum resources that auditors reviewed inconsistently identified TEKS or student 
learning objectives to guide teachers’ instructional planning earning ratings ranging from 0.2 at the middle school 
to 0.5 at the elementary level.
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Criterion 2:  Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process

To receive a score of 3, each objective or meaningful cluster of objectives must be matched to specific assessment 
instruments, stating when and with what instruction that objective was to be assessed.  While Board Policy EH 
(Local) called for the written curriculum to embed external assessments correlated to the state standards, only 
52% (80 of 154) of the core content courses referenced some approach to assessment.  Most commonly, auditors 
found references to common assessments, which were reportedly used to monitor student learning (see Finding 
4.2).  By and large, the core content curriculum documents failed to link learner objectives to the standards 
being assessed.  

It can also be noted that none of the K-12 non-core course curricula referenced assessment instruments or 
provided examples of the how learner standards were to be assessed, providing no way to commonly measure 
student learning or evaluate curriculum effectiveness in non-core courses throughout Little Elm ISD.

Criterion 3:  Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes

Some Little Elm ISD Educational Services Curriculum and Resources Canvas core academic content pages 
provided links to the TEKS Vertical Alignment documents, which delineated the sequence in which the standards 
were organized across grade levels starting at kindergarten for the core content areas.  However, the district 
written instructional units did not specifically denote any prerequisite skills linking the instructional content 
expectations to planning.  Aside from these state scope and sequence documents, most district curriculum 
documents had little or no mention of knowledge and skills that students would be expected to have prior to 
beginning learning in the current course content.  Four core high school course curriculum courses contained 
prerequisite requirements connected to course standards, but the intent of use was for course enrollment 
decisions.

Forty-nine of the 375 analyzed non-core courses stated some prior course enrollment for success.  Each of the 
49 course curricula resources that referenced prerequisite experiences presented by the district were Career 
Technical Education (CTE) course descriptions published by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). 

Criterion 4:  Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools

To receive a rating of 3 points, a match must exist between instructional resources, materials, and each standard.  
The mention of instructional tools or resources was inconsistent throughout the district’s written curriculum.  As 
can be noted above, the elementary grade span (K-5) received the highest rating of 1.7 for core content courses 
among the three grade spans.  Some core content area Canvas web pages provided multiple independent links to 
instructional tools and resources, but these offerings were found as separate links not presented in relationship 
to the units of instruction.  All non-core course curricula received a 0 rating because references to resources and/
or supplemental materials were not included.  District and campus administrators, as well as core and non-core 
teachers, reported to auditors that the selection of instructional materials was not a tightly-held priority in the 
district and that teachers had full autonomy to choose and/or develop instructional materials for use to teach the 
standards.  

Criterion 5:  Clear Approaches for Classroom Use

To receive a rating of 3 on this criterion, curriculum documents must provide teachers with specific strategies. 
There was little direction for teachers regarding how to approach teaching specific skills in their classrooms.  
The UbD Framework, used to design instructional units, did identify uniform expectations for including 
instructional strategies or approaches for learning objectives.  Auditors found on selected content area and grade 
level Canvas portal landing pages links to Lead4Ward Field Guides, which offered instructional implications for 
TEKS Clusters, but no relationships to the district instructional units were drawn.  The auditors also found some 
implicit suggestions for classroom approaches in some isolated individual instructional units, which in some 
cases were somewhat detailed regarding what students should do for activities or assignments, but, overall, this 
criterion was neither specifically nor intentionally included in curricular resources.  About half (57%) of the 
campus administrators who responded to the online survey “agreed” that the district curriculum was effective in 
providing instructional strategies and approaches.  None of the non-core course curricular documents addressed 
approaches for classroom use.
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As auditors interviewed board members, district administrators, campus administrators, and teachers face-to-
face and through online surveys, concerns about curriculum documents surfaced.  Those concerns focused on 
curriculum quality, access, design, and use.  Some representative comments are noted below:

• “What is going on with the curriculum is a deficit.” (Board Member)

• “There is no consistency from school to school in what they are teaching.” (Board Member)

• “No one vets the choice of (instructional) resources that teachers use.”  (District Administrator)

• “I can’t tell you that all the teachers know how to use the unit maps.” (District Administrator)

• “I don’t have any district provided resources.” (Teacher)

• “There is not a design(ed) curriculum.  We have scope and sequence and what we are expected to teach 
by week, but not activities, so we need to plan our own activities.”  (Teacher)

In summary, the district’s core and non-core content area curriculum documents were inadequate in quality 
to provide teachers with comprehensive work plans to guide their teaching.  While most reviewed curriculum 
documents included objectives, lacking were prerequisite skills to support student success in learning, along 
with references to aligned instructional resources and approaches.  None of the reviewed individual curriculum 
documents across the three grade spans in any of the core or non-core content areas met the minimum audit 
standard.

Finding 2.4:  Reviews and analyses of sampled artifacts used by students in classrooms were found in 
many cases to be on or above grade level, but alignment with TEKS standards was deficient, and cognitive 
levels of artifacts fell short of higher order thinking skills.

Instructional activities are integral components of the written, taught, and tested curriculum program of a school 
district.  If high expectations and rigor are expectations of a district’s curriculum, student work (artifacts) should 
reflect those expectations to make achievement of district goals a reality.  The content of student artifacts should 
align with the district curriculum and associated standards and objectives at the appropriate level of difficulty 
and rigor. 

Objective content refers to the knowledge, skills, processes, and attitudes to be taught as expressed by student 
learning objectives.  In Texas, the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) serve this purpose.  Therefore, 
the auditors reviewed artifacts utilized by teachers to instruct students in district classrooms.  As auditors reviewed 
the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills standards, it is important to note that many times, especially at the 
secondary level and in mathematics, science, and especially social studies, the standards were content standards 
rather than performance standards.  The standards specify the subject matter to be covered rather than specific 
skills students are to master.  English language arts TEKS have been updated for the coming school year, 2019-
20.  However, the current and forthcoming ELA TEKS are sometimes repeated from grade to grade with no or 
little change in verbiage.  Determining mastery at particular grade levels is difficult in those circumstances.  The 
content comparison was still completed for all levels and all core courses, but inherent weaknesses in the TEKS 
must be considered when reviewing the information.  When true performance standards are available, mastery 
is defined, providing clear expectations for students.

To determine the degree to which student instructional materials aligned to the written curriculum, all teachers 
were asked to select example artifacts per core course, noting the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) 
objective demonstrating mastery.  Auditors examined every submitted artifact from each grade level and course 
for the four core content areas (English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies).  Auditors 
reviewed 478 student instructional artifacts.  Auditors determined the actual grade level of the artifact by using 
the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) for each grade and course.  Artifacts were assessed as being 
at, below, or above the TEKS grade level.  If artifacts were below or above grade level, the actual grade was 
determined by using those TEKS.
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For the TEKS grade level analysis, auditors calibrated the instructional level of the student artifact by comparing 
the content skill area or concept to the TEKS for each course at the particular grade levels.  The actual grade 
level of each artifact was then tallied for each grade level to derive a percentage.  For example, if grade 4 had 
six artifacts and three were determined to be at grade level and three at one grade level below (grade 3), then 
50% were at grade level and 50% were at third grade.

These data were then placed in an exhibit showing the distribution of the actual artifact grade levels, as determined 
by the analysis.  The calibrated grade levels were then multiplied by the number of artifacts to determine the 
average level of difficulty for all artifacts in that grade level.  Using the same fourth grade example, 3 artifacts 
are on grade level and 3 one grade level below, we multiply 3 by 3 (3 artifacts by grade 3) for a score of 9 and 
3 by 4 (3 artifacts by grade 4) for a score of 12.  These numbers are added together for a score of 21 and then 
divided by the total number of artifacts collected at the fourth grade level, six.  A score of 3.5 is derived, meaning 
that the average grade level represented by the artifacts is grade 3.5, not a grade equivalency.  Additionally, it 
should be noted that it is the activity of the artifact that is evaluated, not a student’s actual work.  The student’s 
work product may represent an even lower or higher grade level than the artifact itself expects.

The classroom artifacts were collected prior to the site visit.  Core subject teachers selected sample artifacts for 
each of the core subjects or courses they taught.  Each artifact was to demonstrate mastery of the Texas Essential 
Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) objective selected by the teacher.  In some cases, there were examples of selected 
TEKS objectives that did not match the artifact content, particularly when multiple TEKS were designated by 
teachers as showing mastery for one artifact.  It is important that teachers clearly understand the TEKS content, 
especially for their grade level; therefore, these mismatched examples were included in the exhibits under the 
Content Mismatch category.  However, in determining the grade level average, they were not included.

Auditors are not suggesting that student work should be at grade level all the time.  Individual student needs 
must be accommodated.  However, the artifacts collected were designed to demonstrate TEKS mastery.  Nor 
are auditors recommending that these artifacts fully represent the level, cognitive type, and context of all district 
student work.  This analysis allows district leaders to determine if there is a propensity for student work below 
grade level, the same type of context, or of low cognitive demand.

Exhibits 2.4.1, 2.4.2, and 2.4.3 summarize the results of this analysis for English language arts artifacts when 
compared to the TEKS.  Exhibit 2.4.1 represents elementary (K-5); Exhibit 2.4.2 shows the middle school level 
(6-8); and Exhibit 2.4.3 displays the high school analysis for grades 9-12.

Exhibit 2.4.1

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades K-5  
With English Language Arts Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM K 1 2 3 4 5  
Kindergarten 20 80      0
Grade 1 8  92     1
Grade 2 35   65    2
Grade 3 13    87   3
Grade 4 9    9 82  3.9
Grade 5 20     25 55 4.7
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.
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Exhibit 2.4.1 notes the following:

• The kindergarten English language arts artifacts matched the grade level TEKS in 80% of the examples 
reviewed.  Twenty percent of the artifacts did not have a designated TEKS that matched in content.  One 
such example was a TEKS that expected students to distinguish rhyming words orally, but the artifact 
worksheet required letter and word identification.

• Grade 1 artifacts were on grade level in 92% of the reviewed samples.  Eight percent were not reported 
with a TEKS that matched.  An example of a mismatch was a TEKS that required the student to explain 
the function of recurring phrases, but the worksheet artifact expected students to identify the author’s 
purpose.

• Sixty-five percent of the second grade artifacts were on grade level when compared to the TEKS, with 
35% having mismatched TEKS.  In some cases, the TEKS simply did not match the content such as 
the artifact comparing an author’s works when the TEKS expected students to identify moral lessons. 

• Third grade artifacts in English language arts were matched with TEKS grade level objectives in 87% 
of the cases reviewed.  Thirteen percent of the artifacts’ designated TEKS did not match in content.  
Mismatches occurred when multiple TEKS were reported, but the artifact did not clearly show mastery 
of all of them.

• Grade 4 artifacts were found to be at grade level in 82% of the examples.  Nine percent were judged to 
be one grade level below, and 9% did not have a congruent designated TEKS.  The example that was 
below grade level occurred because the third and fourth grade TEKS were identical.  Without sufficient 
specificity on the part of the TEKS, the artifacts must calibrate lower than the reported levels.

• Fifth grade analysis showed 55% of the artifacts at grade level.  However, 25% were below by one 
grade level, and 20% of the artifacts were not congruent with the designated TEKS.  Once again, the 
fourth and fifth grade TEKS were identical, thus the artifacts aligned to the grade level below.

• Kindergarten, first, second, and third grades were judged to have all TEKS associated artifacts on grade 
level.  Fourth grade was one-tenth below grade level, with fifth grade three-tenths below.

Exhibit 2.4.2 illustrates the same information for English language arts at the middle school level. 

Exhibit 2.4.2

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades 6-8  
With English Language Arts Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM 6 7 8  
Grade 6 17 83   6
Grade 7 44 12 44  6.8
Grade 8 17   83 8
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

Exhibit 2.4.2 notes:

• Grade 6 artifacts were at grade level in 83% of the cases and mismatched in 17%.  In the cases of 
content mismatches, these occurred because the TEKS required multiple types of student narratives and 
the artifacts required only one.
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• Artifacts reviewed in grade 7 indicated 44% were on grade level, with 12% one grade level below, 
and 44% mismatched in content.  One example of an artifact noted to be below grade level was an 
artifact simply identifying story elements when the TEKS required inferences and conclusions as to the 
author’s use of such elements.

• Artifacts in grade 8 were consistent with grade level TEKS in 83% of the cases and incongruent with 
the reported TEKS in 17%.  Content mismatches occurred when multiple TEKS were listed, but the 
artifacts did not demonstrate mastery of all of them.  For instance, analysis of rhetorical and logical 
fallacies was not present in the oral presentation data.

• In the middle level analysis (grades 6-8), the average grade level of English language arts artifacts met 
the actual grade level in all but one case.  Grade 7 was below grade level by two-tenths.  Only those 
artifacts with grade level TEKS associated with them were considered for average grade level analysis.

Exhibit 2.4.3 illustrates the same information for grades 9-12 English I-IV, as well as ESOL in 9th grade and 
Creative Writing in 10th grade, which were utilized for this analysis.

Exhibit 2.4.3

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades 9-12  
With English Language Arts Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM 9 10 11 12  
Grade 9 11 89    9
Grade 10   100   10
Grade 11 14   86  11
Grade 12 14    86 12
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

Exhibit 2.4.3 displays:

• Grade 9 (English I) artifacts matched the grade level TEKS in 89% of the examples.  Eleven percent 
of the artifacts and designated TEKS were not content matches. Generally, the mismatches occurred 
because multiple TEKS were listed as mastered, but the artifacts did not include all the content 
associated with TEKS.

• Grade 10 artifacts were judged to be on grade level in 100% of the reviewed samples.

• Both grades 11 and 12 were at grade level in 86% of the submissions, with 14% incongruent with the 
reported TEKS.  A content mismatch occurred in one sample because the TEKS required the student to 
write a clear thesis, but the artifact was an article to be read.

• In the high school analysis (grades 9-12), the average grade level of English language arts artifacts 
met the actual grade level in all cases.  Only those artifacts with content matches were utilized for the 
average grade level analysis.
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Exhibits 2.4.4, 2.4.5, and 2.4.6 display the calibrations for mathematics, elementary (K-5), middle level (6-8), 
and high school (9-12).

Exhibit 2.4.4

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades K-5  
With Mathematics Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM K 1 2 3 4 5  
Kindergarten  100      0
Grade 1   100     1
Grade 2    100    2
Grade 3     100   3
Grade 4     22 78  3.8
Grade 5       100 5
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

As seen in Exhibit 2.4.4:

• Kindergarten, first, second, third, and fifth grade artifacts matched the designated TEKS in all reviewed 
samples.

• Grade 4 had 78% of the artifacts associated with grade-level TEKS and 22% one grade level below.  One 
example of an artifact judged to be below grade level occurred because the TEKS expected students to 
interpret remainders and the worksheet did not include them.

• The average grade level for elementary mathematics was at the designated TEKS grade level except 
in grade 4.  Grade 4 artifacts were found to be two-tenths below grade level.  Only artifacts with 
associated TEKS were used for this computation.

The middle school level mathematics analysis is found in Exhibit 2.4.5.  

Exhibit 2.4.5

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades 6-8  
With Mathematics Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM 6 7 8  
Grade 6  100   6
Grade 7 11  89  7
Grade 8    100 8
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

As displayed in Exhibit 2.4.5:

• Grades 6 and 8 mathematics artifacts were congruent with the associated grade level TEKS.
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• Grade 7 was the only grade level in which some artifacts were not matched with the designated TEKS 
(11%).  An example of a content mismatch was an artifact requiring students to find the measurements 
of triangles and rectangles; the TEKS expected the student to generalize similarity attributes and ratios.

• Grades 6, 7, and 8 artifacts were averaged to be at grade level.  Content mismatch examples were not 
included in the calculation.

Exhibit 2.4.6 displays the analysis results for mathematics at the high school level, grades 9-12. Courses used 
for grade level artifact analyses were:  Grade 9-Algebra I; Grade 10-Geometry, Algebraic Reasoning, and Math 
Models; Grade 11-Algebra II; and Grade 12-Pre-Calculus, Calculus, and Advanced Quantitative Reasoning.

Exhibit 2.4.6

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades 9-12  
With Mathematics Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM 9 10 11 12  
Grade 9 14 86    9
Grade 10 10  90   10
Grade 11 20  40 40  10.5
Grade 12 25    75 12
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

Shown in Exhibit 2.4.6:

• All high school grade level mathematics artifacts had examples that were content mismatches when 
compared to the teacher designated TEKS:  grade 9, 14%; grade 10, 10%; grade 11, 20%; and grade 12, 
25%.  Some examples of mismatches included TEKS that required real-world problems and justification 
of solutions, but the artifact worksheets were just lists of numeric problems to solve.

• Grade 11 artifacts were on grade level in 40% of the samples; 40% were noted to be below grade level; 
and 20% were not matched in content.  The examples of artifacts below grade level included TEKS 
that required solving quadratics and square roots when the artifacts included only simple, one variable 
expressions to factor.

• Grades 9, 10, and 12 were averaged to be at grade level.  However, grade 11 was five-tenths below 
grade level.  Only artifacts that were content matches with TEKS were utilized for this analysis.
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Science artifacts were compared to Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills objectives as well.  Summary 
information for the elementary grades follows in Exhibit 2.4.7:

Exhibit 2.4.7

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades K-5  
With Science Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on the 

Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM K 1 2 3 4 5  
Kindergarten 17 83      0
Grade 1   100     1
Grade 2 50   50    2
Grade 3     100   3
Grade 4      100  4
Grade 5 17     33 50 4.6
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

As can be seen in Exhibit 2.4.7:

• Grades 1, 3, and 4 artifacts were matched with their grade level TEKS in 100% of the science examples.

• Kindergarten artifacts were noted to be on grade level in 83% of the reviewed samples.  Seventeen 
percent of the artifacts did not match the teacher-designated TEKS.  An example of a content mismatch 
was an artifact that required students to identify things they pulled or pushed.  The TEKS expected 
students to observe and describe the patterns in which objects move, straight line, zig-zag, etc.

• Artifacts were on grade level when compared to TEKS objectives in 50% of the second grade examples.  
However, 50% were not congruent with the designated TEKS.  Examples of mismatches included the 
designation of multiple TEKS when artifacts did not cover all the TEKS content, and an assignment on 
object patterns that was designated with a TEKS on magnetism.

• Science artifacts in grade 5 were at grade level in 50% of the reviewed samples, below grade level in 
33%, and not matched with the TEKS in 17%.  One example below grade level included a TEKS that 
required students to explore the uses of mechanical, light, thermal, electrical, and sound energy.  The 
artifact simply expected students to identify with multiple-choice responses several types of energy.  

• Utilizing only the artifacts that matched TEKS, the average artifact grade level in science was at the 
appropriate TEKS grade level for elementary grades K-4.  Grade 5 was calculated to be below grade 
level by four-tenths.
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The middle level science calibration information can be found in Exhibit 2.4.8.

Exhibit 2.4.8

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades 6-8  
With Science Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM 6 7 8  
Grade 6  100   6
Grade 7   100  7
Grade 8 10   90 8
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

Illustrated in Exhibit 2.4.8:

• Science artifacts for grades 6 and 7 were associated with their designated grade level TEKS in all cases.

• Grade 8 artifacts were found to be at the appropriate grade level in 90% of the examples.  Ten percent 
of the artifacts did not have TEKS that matched in content.  One content mismatch occurred when the 
TEKS referred to plate tectonics and predicting catastrophic events; the artifact was a representation of 
aquatic life forms.

• The average grade was assessed to be at the designated grade level for all grades, 6-8.  Those artifacts 
in grade 8 that were content mismatches were not used to compute the average grade level.

Exhibit 2.4.9 displays auditors’ analysis of science artifacts for content alignment to the TEKS.  In cases in 
which multiple courses were noted on artifacts for one grade level, they were analyzed and combined in one 
grade level category.  Courses utilized for the artifact and TEKS analysis included grade 9-Biology; grade 
10-Chemistry; grade 11-Physics and Integrated Physics and Chemistry; and grade 12-Environmental Systems, 
Aquatics, and Earth and Space Science.

Exhibit 2.4.9

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades 9-12  
With Science Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on the 

Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level Standards Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM 9 10 11 12  
Grade 9  100    9
Grade 10 12  88   10
Grade 11    100  11
Grade 12     100 12
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

Found in Exhibit 2.4.9:

• High school science artifacts were noted to be completely on grade level in grades 9, 11, and 12.
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• Grade 10 artifacts were congruent with their designated grade level in 88% of the reviewed samples.  
Twelve percent of the artifacts were content mismatches.  One mismatch occurred because the TEKS 
required students to demonstrate mass conservation during chemical change; the artifact only expected 
students to balance the chemical reactions.

• The average grade level for high school science artifacts was assessed to be at the designated grade 
levels for all grades, 9-12.  Grade 10 TEKS mismatches were not included in the computation of the 
average grade level.

Lastly, the auditors reviewed the student artifacts for social studies and completed the same calibration analysis.  
Exhibits 2.4.10, 2.4.11, and 2.4.12 display this information for elementary, middle, and high school levels.

Exhibit 2.4.10

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades K-5  
With Social Studies Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM K 1 2 3 4 5  
Kindergarten 14 72 14     0.2
Grade 1 17 17 66     0.8
Grade 2    100    2
Grade 3 17    83   3
Grade 4 33     67  4
Grade 5       100 5
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

As seen in Exhibit 2.4.10:

• In social studies, 100% of the artifacts for grades 2 and 5 were judged to be aligned in content with the 
designated TEKS.

• Kindergarten social studies artifacts were found to be one grade level above in 14% of the examples, 
while 72% were on level.  Fourteen percent of the kindergarten artifacts were content mismatches.  In 
the case judged to be above grade level, the TEKS required only identification of flags, and the artifact 
expected students to identify similarities and differences in those symbols.

• Grade 1 artifacts matched in 66% of the reviewed samples; 17% were below grade level; and 17% were 
not matched in content.  An example of an artifact judged to be below grade level was a worksheet 
booklet about Benjamin Franklin.  The designated TEKS expected comparison of multiple historical 
figures. 

• Eighty-three percent of the third grade social studies artifacts were found to be on grade level.  Seventeen 
percent were not congruent with their designated TEKS.  An incongruency existed in one case because 
the artifact was an invention advertisement; the TEKS required the student to identify the impact of 
scientific breakthroughs and new technology.

• Grade 4 artifacts were on grade level in 67% of the examples, with 33% mismatched in content.  One 
mismatch was an artifact that asked students to place missions on a map of Texas, while the TEKS 
required students to summarize European exploration motivations.

• When reviewing the social studies artifacts that matched TEKS, grades 2-5 were found to be on grade 
level.  Kindergarten was noted to be two-tenths above grade level and first grade was two-tenths below.
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The middle school level (6-8) calibration information for social studies is displayed in Exhibit 2.4.11.  

Exhibit 2.4.11

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades 6-8  
With Social Studies Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM 6 7 8  
Grade 6  100   6
Grade 7   100  7
Grade 8    100 8
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

Noted in Exhibit 2.4.11:

• One-hundred percent of social studies artifacts for middle level grades (6-8) were determined to be on 
grade level.  

• Because all social studies artifacts were matched in content with their designated TEKS, all were on 
grade level.

Exhibit 2.4.12 shows the content alignment for grades 9-12.  Courses used for the grade level calibration 
analysis were:  Grade 9-World Geography; Grade 10-World History; Grade 11-U.S. History and Psychology; 
and Grade 12-Government and Economics.  

Exhibit 2.4.12

Grade Level Content Calibration of Student Artifacts in Grades 9-12  
With Social Studies Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS)

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade Level 
Noted on 
Artifact

Percent of Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level TEKS Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade 
Level

 CM 9 10 11 12  
Grade 9  100    9
Grade 10 50  50   10
Grade 11 25   75  11
Grade 12 43    57 12
CM = Content Mismatch not included in average grade level computation.

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.4.12:

• Social studies artifacts in grade 9 were on grade level in 100% of the cases reviewed.

• Fifty percent of the grade 10 artifacts were not matched with their designated TEKS.  Fifty percent were 
judged to be on grade level.  Content mismatches occurred in some cases because of the number of 
TEKS designated as mastered in one artifact.  Usually, all TEKS content was not covered.  In another 
case, the artifact was about slavery, while the TEKS required students to describe the roles of women.

• Grade 11 artifacts were judged to be at the appropriate grade level in 75% of the examples.  Twenty-five 
percent were content mismatches.  Mismatches occurred when multiple TEKS were listed as mastered, 
but artifacts did not address all TEKS components.
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• Grade 12 social studies artifacts were on grade level in 57% of the samples reviewed.  Forty-three 
percent were not congruent with the designated TEKS.  In some cases, multiple TEKS were listed 
without complete adherence in the artifacts.  Another example was a TEKS that required students to 
understand the executive and legislative branches of government; the artifact dealt with political parties.

• Because only the artifacts that were matched to TEKS were utilized for the grade level average 
calculation, all high school grade levels were found to be on level.

Exhibit 2.4.13 provides a summary of calibration data for all core content areas.  By comparing the actual level 
of difficulty with the expected grade level, auditors arrived at a calculation of the number of years or months 
behind or above grade level for each content area at each grade level.  Each month is considered to be one-tenth 
of a school year (e.g., an average of two months below grade level is seen as -0.2, and a score of zero (0) denotes 
the average of the sample artifacts was on grade level).

Exhibit 2.4.13

Content Calibration Summary of All Core Subject Areas  
And Years/Months Behind or Above Grade Level K-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Grade 
Level

English 
Language 

Arts
Mathematics Science Social Studies

K 0 0 0 +0.2
1 0 0 0 -0.2
2 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0
4 -0.1 -0.2 0 0
5 -0.3 0 -0.4 0
6 0 0 0 0
7 -0.2 0 0 0
8 0 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 0
10 0 0 0 0
11 0 -0.5 0 0
12 0 0 0 0

Noted in Exhibit 2.4.13:

• In English language arts, the reviewed artifacts in kindergarten, grades 1-3, 6, and 8-12 were on grade 
level in this content area.  The three other grade levels were found to be deficient.  Grade 4 was one 
month behind, grade 7 was two months behind, and grade 5 was three months behind grade level. 

• In mathematics, two grades were behind their grade level when sampling artifacts (4 and 11).  Grade 4 
was two months behind grade level, while grade 11 was five months behind.

• In science, all artifacts were noted at the appropriate grade level in all cases except grade 5.  Science 
artifacts in grade 5 were four months behind grade level.

• In social studies, 11 grade levels and courses were at grade level expectations.  Grade 1 was found to be 
two months behind.  Kindergarten was two months ahead of grade level expectations.

• Grades 2, 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 12 artifacts were on grade level in all core areas.  Kindergarten was on grade 
level in three of the four core areas and ahead of grade level in social studies.
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Overall, auditors found that the selected student work artifacts in Little Elm ISD were at or above grade level 
across the core content areas in 8 of 13 grade levels.  Grades 4 and 5 artifacts were assessed to be below grade 
level in two of the four core areas.  There was one example of social studies artifacts above grade level in 
kindergarten.  Auditors observed that teachers were not always successful in determining the matching grade 
level TEKS with the submitted artifacts.  A high number of content mismatches across content areas and grade 
levels were found with the highest proportion of mismatches identified in all content areas within elementary 
grades artifacts and English language arts across all grade level spans.  

Cognitive Type Analysis

Cognitive type is an indicator of the level of thinking required to carry out a given task.  Auditors expect 
the cognitive types of the written, taught, and tested curriculum to be congruent with each other, preventing 
students from being surprised by any cognitive demands placed on them during high stakes testing situations.  
The various assignments and activities collected in district classrooms (artifacts) should reveal a range of 
cognitive demands enabling students to have ample opportunities to practice cognitive skills they will need to 
be successful on assessment material.

Because Little Elm ISD personnel most often used Bloom’s Taxonomy to illustrate higher order thinking 
strategies, auditors used this same instrument to perform an analysis of cognitive type for the artifacts presented.  
Exhibit 2.4.14 displays Bloom’s Taxonomy in detail.  

Exhibit 2.4.14

Description of Cognitive Types in Bloom’s Taxonomy
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Cognitive 
Domain Definition of Type Additional Clarification Comments

Knowledge Includes those behaviors and 
test situations that emphasize the 
remembering, either by recognition 
or recall, of ideas, material, or 
phenomena.

Ranges from the specific and relatively concrete 
types of behaviors to the more complex and 
abstract ones, including the interrelations and 
patterns in which information can be organized 
and structured.

Remembering is the major psychological 
process involved.

Comprehension When confronted with a 
communication, written or oral, they 
are expected to know what is being 
communicated and to be able to make 
some use of the material or ideas 
contained in it.

Three types:  translation, interpretation, and 
extrapolation.

Emphasis is on the grasp of the meaning and 
intent of the material.

Application Apply comprehension in a situation 
new to the student without prompting; 
requires transferring of knowledge and 
comprehension to a real situation.

Emphasis is on the remembering and bringing 
to bear upon given material the appropriate 
generalizations or principles.

Analysis Break down the material into its 
constituent parts, make explicit the 
relationships among the elements, 
and then recognize the organizational 
principles of the arrangement and 
structure that hold together the 
communication as a whole.

Emphasis is on the breakdown of the material 
into its constituent parts and detection of the 
relationship of the parts and of the way they are 
organized.

Not to be confused with comprehending the 
meaning of something abstract (which is 
comprehension).
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)
Description of Cognitive Types in Bloom’s Taxonomy

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Cognitive 
Domain Definition of Type Additional Clarification Comments

Synthesis Putting together elements and parts 
so as to form a whole, to a pattern or 
structure not clearly there before.

Focus on creative ability of the student but 
within limits of a framework.

Must draw upon elements from many sources 
and put these together in a structure or pattern 
not clearly there before.

Should yield a product.
Evaluation Making of judgments about the value, 

for some purpose, of ideas, works, 
solution, methods, material, etc.

Involves use of criteria as well as standards for 
appraising the extent to which particulars are 
accurate, effective, economical, or satisfying.  
May be quantitative or qualitative.

Are not opinions but judgments based on 
criteria.

Source:  Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, Benjamin Bloom, Editor, Longman, 1956
©2013 CMSi

Auditors examined 478 core area artifacts used in the previous analyses, including pre-kindergarten, and noted 
the cognitive type of each.  Those totals were divided by the total number of artifacts in that core content area 
to determine the percentage.  Data were arranged by grade levels, elementary (Pre-K-5), middle school (6-8), 
and high school (9-12).  The following exhibits display the cognitive analyses of the four core content areas: 
English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.  

Exhibit 2.4.15 displays the cognitive analysis for English language arts in the elementary grades (Pre-K-5).

Exhibit 2.4.15

English Language Arts Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades Pre-K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
34%

Comprehension
34%

Application
31%

Synthesis
1%

ELA Level of Cognitive Demand Pre-K-5 
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Exhibit 2.4.15 reveals the following:

• In English language arts, the largest percentages of artifacts were knowledge and comprehension, each 
with 34% at the elementary level.

• Application artifacts showing appropriate use of generalizations or principles in new situations were 
noted in 31% of the samples provided.

• Of the higher bands of cognition, only synthesis was found in 1% of the elementary English language 
arts artifacts.

• No elementary artifacts were considered to be of the analysis or evaluation type.

Cognitive analysis for middle grades (6-8) is displayed in Exhibit 2.4.16:

Exhibit 2.4.16

English Language Arts Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
5%

Comprehension
50%

Application
45%

ELA Level of Cognitive Demand 6-8

In Exhibit 2.4.16, it may be noted:

• Most of the English language arts artifacts at the middle school level (50%) required comprehension, 
the use of information or conceptual knowledge, or to discern content. 

• Application was the second highest cognitive artifact category with 45% of the ELA artifacts requiring 
this type of thinking.  Many student narratives were included, which required the use of knowledge and 
comprehension skills to develop a product.

• Knowledge, recalling a fact, procedure, or piece of information, was noted in 5% of the middle level 
artifacts.

• None of the reviewed artifacts fell within the analysis, synthesis, or evaluation categories, the highest, 
most demanding cognitive levels.
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The cognitive level review for the high school level grades (9-12) is shown in Exhibit 2.4.17:

Exhibit 2.4.17

English Language Arts Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
3%

Comprehension
20%

Application
77%

ELA Level of Cognitive Demand 9-12

Noted in Exhibit 2.4.17:

• At the high school level in English language arts, most of the reviewed artifacts were found in the 
application category (77%).  Many writing assignments required students to generalize, utilize, and 
transfer learned principles.

• Comprehension artifacts were noted as the second highest category with 20%.  These activities were 
often textual excerpts to which the students responded.

• Knowledge, the lowest form of cognitive demand, was found in 3% of the high school English language 
arts artifacts.

• No ELA artifacts at the high school level were judged to be in the analysis, synthesis, or evaluation 
categories, the highest levels of cognition.
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Auditors’ analysis of mathematics artifacts for cognitive type in grades Pre-K-12 is displayed in Exhibits 2.4.18 
through 2.4.20.  Exhibit 2.4.18 presents the analysis for grades Pre-K-5:

Exhibit 2.4.18

Mathematics Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades Pre-K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
98%

Application
2%

Math Level of Cognitive Demand Pre-K-5

Found in Exhibit 2.4.18:

• The elementary math artifacts were primarily worksheets, which were found to be at the knowledge 
level of Bloom’s Taxonomy (98%).  For the most part, students were required to remember information.

• Two percent of the artifacts met the application definition, expecting students to generalize and make 
use of learned principles.

• Comprehension and the higher-level categories of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation were not exhibited 
in the elementary math artifacts provided.
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The cognitive analysis for mathematics in grades 6-8 is displayed in Exhibit 2.4.19:

Exhibit 2.4.19

Mathematics Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
93%

Comprehension
7%

Math Level of Cognitive Demand 6-8

As can be seen in Exhibit 2.4.19:

• The largest percentage of artifacts in mathematics, grades 6-8, was judged to be the knowledge category 
(93%).  This occurred because most of the artifacts were worksheet activities containing multiple 
problems to solve.

• Comprehension, grasping the meaning and intent of material, was noted in 7% of the artifacts.

• Application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation were not found in the middle level mathematics artifacts 
provided.



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 108

The same analysis for high school grades (9-12) is shown in Exhibit 2.4.20:

Exhibit 2.4.20

Mathematics Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
96%

Comprehension
4%

Math Level of Cognitive Demand 9-12

Exhibit 2.4.20 shows:

• Mathematics artifacts in grades 9-12 were primarily in the knowledge category of Bloom’s Taxonomy 
(96%).  Most of the artifacts were worksheet activities with multiple math problems for students to 
solve.

• Students were asked to use comprehension skills in 4% of the math artifacts.

• High school math artifacts were not noted in application, analysis, synthesis, or evaluation, the most 
demanding cognitive categories.
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The Exhibits 2.4.21 through 2.4.23 display the cognitive analyses for science.  Exhibit 2.4.21 displays the 
cognitive analysis for the elementary grades (Pre-K-5).

Exhibit 2.4.21

Science Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades Pre-K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
31%

Comprehension
18%

Application
46%

Synthesis
5%

Science Level of Cognitive Demand Pre-K-5

Noted in Exhibit 2.4.21:

• Most of the elementary science artifacts were found to be at the application level (46%), requiring 
students to transfer knowledge and comprehension to a new situation.  Several student artifacts included 
experimentation narratives requiring interpretation.

• Thirty-one percent of the science artifacts were judged to be the knowledge type, requiring recognition 
or recall.  They tended to be worksheets requiring simple student responses.

• Comprehension, grasping the meaning of material, was found in 18% of the elementary artifacts.

• Synthesis, utilizing creativity and utilization of multiple sources to yield a product, was noted in 5% 
of the artifacts.  A scientific research project was one example.  The other two higher order categories, 
analysis and evaluation, were not evident in any of the artifacts provided.
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Exhibit 2.4.22 shows the cognitive types found in middle school grades science artifacts:

Exhibit 2.4.22

Science Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
28%

Comprehension
4%

Application
48%

Analysis
4%

Synthesis
16%

Science Level of Cognitive Demand 6-8

Found in Exhibit 2.4.22:

• Middle level science artifacts were found to be in all Bloom’s Taxonomy categories except evaluation, 
the highest type.

• Forty-eight percent, the highest percentage, was found in the application category.  Students had to 
remember material and bring the information to bear in a new situation.  Science experiments and 
associated interpretations fell into this category.

• Twenty-eight percent of the science artifacts were the knowledge type, the lowest cognitive category.  
These tended to be worksheet activities.

• Synthesis, one of the higher order thinking skills, was found in 16% of the artifacts.  Research requiring 
multiple sources of information resulting in a new, creative product was one example.

• Analysis, another higher order thinking skill, was judged to be in 4% of the middle level artifacts.  A 
science lab project requiring students to break down the components of an original scientific experiment 
and explain each was one example found in eighth grade.
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Exhibit 2.4.23 show cognitive demand of high school science artifacts:

Exhibit 2.4.23

Science Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
67%

Comprehension
5%

Application
19%

Synthesis
9%

Science Level of Cognitive Demand 9-12

Exhibit 2.4.23 displays:

• High school science artifacts were primarily at the knowledge level, 67%.  Most of the artifacts presented 
were worksheet activities requiring students to remember material.

• Application activities were noted in 19% of the science artifacts.  High school physics artifacts required 
students to transfer knowledge and apply it to real situations in student-designed experiments and 
explanations.

• Synthesis, one of the higher order thinking skills, was found in 9% of the high school science artifacts.  
AP Physics required a creative product derived from multiple sources with a rocket project.

• Comprehension, a lower order thinking skill, was found in 5% of the science artifacts.

• The higher order categories of analysis and evaluation were not found in any of the high school science 
artifacts.
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Cognitive types of social studies artifacts in grades Pre-K-12 are displayed in Exhibits 2.4.24 through 2.4.26.  
Exhibit 2.4.24 presents the analysis for grades Pre-K-5:

Exhibit 2.4.24

Social Studies Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades Pre-K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
31%

Comprehension
23%

Application
33%

Analysis
5%

Synthesis
8%

Social Studies Level of Cognitive Demand Pre-K-5

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.4.24:

• In the elementary social studies artifacts, all cognitive types were found except the highest type, 
evaluation.  

• Application was noted in the highest percentage of social studies artifacts, 33%.  Artifacts expected 
students to translate knowledge and comprehension information in original writing assignments.

• Knowledge, the lowest cognitive type, followed closely with 31% of the elementary social studies 
artifacts.  Generally, simple worksheets accounted for this type.

• Comprehension, requiring the grasp of meaning and intent of the material, was found in 23% of the 
artifacts.  Students were asked to read selections and respond to associated questions.

• Synthesis, formulating a pattern or structure not present before, was found in 8% of the social studies 
artifacts.  One example was a fourth grade assignment in which students were to determine the 
requirements for a voyage of exploration and seek funding.  Students researched various sources to 
determine resources and potential sponsors.

• Lastly, analysis was noted in 5% of the elementary social studies artifacts when students were asked 
to dissect a historical picture and comment on the constituent parts and their relationship to each other.
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Exhibit 2.4.25 shows the analysis for grades 6-8:

Exhibit 2.4.25

Social Studies Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
4%

Comprehension
53%

Application
30%

Synthesis
13%

Social Studies Level of Cognitive Demand 6-8

Found in Exhibit 2.4.25:

• The predominant cognitive demand category at the middle level in social studies was comprehension 
with 53%.  Students were usually required to read some type of selection and comment on the 
information in various formats.

• Application activities were noted in 30% of the social studies artifacts.  Students had to transfer 
knowledge and comprehension to a new situation.  Generally, these were student narratives describing 
particular time periods or individuals.

• Synthesis, a higher level of cognitive demand, was found in 13% of the elementary artifacts.  This 
occurred when students created products drawing from multiple sources such as the seventh grade 
timeline model.

• Knowledge, the lowest cognitive type,  was found in only 4% of the social studies artifacts at the middle 
school level.

• There were no middle level social studies artifacts judged to be in the analysis or evaluation categories.
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Cognitive types in social studies artifacts for grades 9-12 are shown in Exhibit 2.4.26:

Exhibit 2.4.26

Social Studies Student Artifacts by Cognitive Type Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Knowledge
20%

Comprehension
32%Application

20%

Synthesis
24%

Evaluation
4%

Social Studies Level of Cognitive 9-12

Exhibit 2.4.26 reveals the following:

• Analysis was the only cognitive type not found in the high school social studies artifacts.

• Comprehension was the most frequent cognition type with 32%.  Generally, students were presented 
with written information and asked to respond to questions based on that information.

• Twenty-four percent, comprising the second highest category, were noted as synthesis artifacts.  These 
artifacts required students to research multiple sources resulting in a unique product such as the U.S. 
History assignment requiring the creation of time period newspapers.

• Knowledge and application followed with 20% of the social studies artifacts in each category.

• Evaluation was found in 4% of the high school social studies artifacts.  U.S. History required a research 
project that included salient criteria for judgement of the piece.

Overall, auditors noted that both the elementary and middle school grade spans employed a high proportion of 
the least engaging contexts in all grade levels.  No examples of higher-order thinking skills (analysis, synthesis, 
or evaluation) were identified among any of the mathematics artifacts across all grade levels.  High school 
(9-12) artifacts demonstrated much higher proportions of engaging contexts in science and social studies than 
other curricular areas and all grade levels examined.

All thinking skills, high and low, are needed within the context of the classroom.  While there is no specific 
recommendation for the proportion of higher-order to lower-order thinking skills, the lower-order skills are 
intrinsic to the higher-order, meaning that districts that work to promote greater cognitive complexity are 
simultaneously building memory, understanding, and application while extending student thinking beyond 
those levels.  Research has also determined that cognitive complexity is inherently more engaging to students, 
meaning that it will sustain their interest better than lower-level recall and comprehension can.
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Auditors noted that across all grade levels, the proportion of higher to lower-order thinking skills fluctuated.  
Again, there is no specific recommendation for this proportion, but the general trend is for higher order thinking 
skills to increase as students move up the grades and are more capable of handling tasks such as extended writing 
or engaging in formalized reasoning.  To some extent, lower-order skills are more necessary at the lower grades, 
but the ability to reason, to evaluate and support evaluation with evidence, and to synthesize information into 
new forms should be present at all grade levels.  Exhibits 2.4.27 through Exhibit 2.4.30 show the comparison of 
higher- to lower-order thinking skills present in artifacts broken out by grade level.  Note that lower-order types 
include knowledge, comprehension, and application, while higher-order types include analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation.  Exhibit 2.4.27 specifically presents the comparison for English language arts.

Exhibit 2.4.27

Bloom’s Cognitive Types Proportion Comparison for English Language Arts
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Pre-K-5 6-8 9-12
Higher Order 1% 0% 0%
Lower Order 99% 100% 100%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

ELA Thinking Skills Comparison
Grades Pre-K-12

As can be seen in Exhibit 2.4.27:

• In English language arts, across all grade levels, only 1% of the artifacts was found to be in the three 
higher order categories (analysis, synthesis, or evaluation).  This occurred in the elementary level.

• Cognitive demand was primarily at the lower levels (knowledge, comprehension, or application) with 
100% in the secondary grades (6-12) and 99% at the elementary level (Pre-K-5).
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Exhibit 2.4.28 displays the comparison of higher- to lower-order thinking skills that were present in the 
mathematics artifacts.  

Exhibit 2.4.28

Bloom’s Cognitive Types Proportion Comparison for Mathematics
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Pre-K-5 6-8 9-12
Higher Order 0 0 0
Lower Order 100% 100% 100%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Math Thinking Skills Comparison
Grades Pre-K-12

Exhibit 2.4.28 shows the following:

• Mathematics artifacts were completely in the lower band of cognitive thinking skills across all grade 
levels.

• No math artifacts required analysis, synthesis or evaluation.

Exhibit 2.4.29 displays the cognitive type comparison for science artifacts.

Exhibit 2.4.29

Bloom’s Cognitive Types Proportion Comparison for Science
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Pre-K-5 6-8 9-12
Higher Order 5% 20% 28%
Lower Order 95% 80% 72%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Science Thinking Skills Comparison
Grade Pre-K-12
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Found in Exhibit 2.4.29:

• The highest proportion of higher-level thinking skills in science (28%) occurred at the high school 
level.

• Twenty percent of middle level science artifacts were in the analysis, synthesis, or evaluation categories.

• The lowest proportion of high cognitive demand artifacts occurred at the elementary level with only 5% 
of the samples in these categories.

Exhibit 2.4.30 displays the proportion comparison for cognitive types in social studies:

Exhibit 2.4.30

Bloom’s Cognitive Types Proportion Comparison for Social Studies
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Pre-K-5 6-8 9-12
Higher Order 13% 13% 28%
Lower Order 87% 87% 72%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Social Studies Thinking Skills Comparison
Grades Pre-K-12

Exhibit 2.4.30 depicts the following:

• High school social studies artifacts had the highest proportion of higher-order thinking skills with 28% 
in the analysis, synthesis, or evaluation categories.

• The middle level and elementary were identical with 13% of their social studies artifacts requiring 
higher cognitive demand.

In general, the proportion of lower-order thinking skills was prevalent across all grade spans and content areas.  
The greatest proportion of lower-order thinking skills were found in elementary grades.  No higher-order 
thinking skills were found by auditors among the English language arts or mathematics artifacts across all 
the grade level spans, Pre-K-12.  Social studies artifacts demonstrated the highest proportions of higher-order 
thinking skills except for middle school science (20%). which was 7% higher than social studies (13%).

Analysis of Context Types

Context, another deeper dimension of alignment, refers to how students demonstrate learning – not the content, 
but the method in which mastery of the content must be demonstrated by the student.  Context is an important 
consideration for districts because it can dramatically affect a student’s ability to succeed.  A multiple-choice 
worksheet activity differs greatly from an essay assignment.  Student assignments that require single operations 
to reach answers are different from those that require multiple step thinking or tasks with complexity.  Ideally, 
day-to-day classroom assignments given to students will prepare them for the types of context they will find 
on formative and summative assessments.  The doctrine of “No Surprises” dictates that students be prepared 
ahead of time for the contexts they will likely encounter on state and national assessments, and that the students 
actually be taken even farther in their understanding to ensure success on high stakes tests.  Practicing the ways 
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in which a student might be assessed is one way that a district can increase the chances of success.  In order to 
determine what those contexts will be, districts must access released items from the assessments given by their 
state.  It should be noted, however, that sometimes state tests do not utilize either engaging contexts or employ 
items of high cognitive demand, and in those cases, it is incumbent on the district to ensure that the students go 
beyond the low expectations of the test.  

Contexts also determine the level of cognitive engagement students will likely experience during a lesson.  
Cognitive engagement is the level to which the student is intellectually interested and participating in the 
activity.  Certain types of contexts – ways in which students are called upon to demonstrate their learning—are 
inherently less engaging than others and, therefore, less likely to promote retention of the material.  Students 
identifying the properties of minerals using fill-in-the-blank worksheets and a textbook chapter will be less 
engaged that those who have mineral samples at their workstations that they are expected to observe, tactically 
examine, and subsequently record properties.  For most students, particularly those who don’t learn as readily, 
the second method is more likely to increase understanding for application.  They will be more cognitively 
engaged and will, therefore, learn more.  Exhibit 2.4.31 shows the types of contexts.

Exhibit 2.4.31

Context Types
Little Elm Independent School District 

November 2018

Context
Real World/ 

Simulated Real 
World

Test-Like Classroom 
Activity

Meaningful 
Writing

Explanation This type of 
context replicates 
activities found in 
the real world.  It 
is often a hands-on 
activity.

This context replicates 
activities and tasks from 
released test items or from 
other exit exams in use by the 
district, such as AP exams.  It 
allows students to practice 
skills prior to the test.  It is 
important to note that quizzes 
and tests from a classroom 
setting do not necessarily fall 
into this category.

This context is 
comprised of 
activities that are 
unlikely to be 
found outside a 
classroom.

This context 
requires students 
to use higher-
order thinking 
skills to complete 
the writing.  The 
writing is usually 
of an extended 
nature.

Examples Writing a business 
letter; building a 
ramp to measure 
acceleration 
and velocity; 
researching a 
historical period 
and designing 
costumes for a play 
set in that period; 
planning a travel 
itinerary; creating 
a budget using 
salary and expense 
information; 
learning songs in a 
target language.

Marking a bubble sheet; 
selecting from multiple choice 
items; constructing a short 
answer; writing an extended 
response; writing an essay; 
fill-in-the-blank and true/false 
questions.

Vocabulary 
worksheets; 
answering 
questions at 
the end of a 
chapter; solving 
math problems; 
marking 
geographical 
features on a 
map; labeling 
parts of a cell; 
locating examples 
of figurative 
language in a 
poem; fill-in-the-
blank worksheets.

Researching, 
formulating, 
and defending 
a position; 
analyzing and 
critiquing a piece 
of literature; 
hypothesizing, 
testing, and 
evaluating a 
theory or premise; 
writing a personal 
narrative utilizing 
techniques 
learned in class.
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It should be noted that all contexts are and should be utilized in classrooms as appropriate.  However, Test-Like 
and Classroom contexts are less engaging for students than Real World and Meaningful Writing contexts.  At 
the very least, there should be a balance of contexts, but the more engaging contexts are, the more likely they 
are to promote the most learning.

Auditors examined the provided artifacts from the Little Elm ISD to determine their contexts and expressed 
those results in a series of exhibits.  Exhibits 2.4.32 through 2.4.34 show the context types in English language 
arts for grades K-12.

Exhibit 2.4.32 shows the analysis of the English language arts artifacts for context types in elementary grades 
(Pre-K-5):

Exhibit 2.4.32

Artifact Context Types in English Language Arts Grades Pre-K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Test-Like
32%

Classroom 
Activity

64%

Meaningful Writing
4%

ELA Context Pre-K-5

Found in Exhibit 2.4.32:

• Classroom Activities were the predominant type of elementary artifact context in English language arts 
with 64%.  This was primarily due to the abundance of worksheet type of artifacts.

• Test-Like artifacts occurred in 32% of the elementary ELA examples.  They included many extended 
response and essay activities.

• Meaningful Writing artifacts were noted in only 4% of the elementary English language arts artifacts.  
This context requires higher order thinking skills.

• No Real World artifacts were found in the elementary samples presented.
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Context type of English language arts artifacts for middle school grades (6-8) are shown in Exhibit 2.4.33:

Exhibit 2.4.33

Artifact Context Types in English Language Arts Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Classroom 
Activity

53%

Meaningful 
Writing

47%

ELA Context 6-8

As can be seen in Exhibit 2.4.33:

• The predominant context type was Classroom Activities (53%).  There were many vocabulary and 
comprehension question worksheets.

• Test-Like activities made up the remaining percentage with 47%.  The middle level ELA artifacts 
contained multiple choice items, short answers, and extended responses, including essays.

• There were no examples of Real World and Meaningful Writing.
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Exhibit 2.4.34 displays context types of the English language arts artifacts for high school grade span (9-12):

Exhibit 2.4.34

Artifact Context Types in English Language Arts Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Test-Like
77%

Classroom 
Activity

23%

ELA Context 9-12

Exhibit 2.4.34 shows:

• Most high school English language arts artifacts (77%) were found to be the Test-Like context because 
of the predominance of essays, extended responses, and short answers.

• Classroom Activities, activities unlikely to be found outside a classroom, were noted in the remaining 
23% of the high school artifacts presented.

• No Real World or Meaningful Writing contexts were found in the ELA artifacts presented.
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Exhibits 2.4.35 through 2.4.37 show the context types in mathematics for grades Pre-K-12.  Exhibit 2.4.35 
displays the analysis for grades Pre-K-5):

Exhibit 2.4.35

Artifact Context Types in Mathematics Grades Pre-K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Real World
2%

Test-Like
17%

Classroom 
Activity

81%

Math Context Pre-K-5

Found in Exhibit 2.4.35:

• Classroom Activities was the predominant context type found in the elementary mathematics artifacts 
with 81%.  Primarily, this was due to the number of worksheets with problem solving presented.

• The Test-Like context was in 17% of the artifacts due to the replication of formal examinations.

• Real World context was noted in 2% of the mathematics artifacts because students were directed to 
design a game in the fifth grade.

• No Meaningful Writing examples were noted in elementary mathematics artifacts.
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Exhibit 2.4.36 displays auditors’ analysis of context types in mathematics in grades 6-8:

Exhibit 2.4.36

Artifact Context Types in Mathematics Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Test-Like
7%

Classroom 
Activity

93%

Math Context 6-8

Exhibit 2.4.36 depicts:

• Classroom Activities was the primary context utilized in the middle level mathematics artifacts (93%).  
They were primarily problem-solving worksheets.

• Test-Like contextual examples were noted in 7% of the artifacts in grades 6-8 because of the inclusion 
of actual tests or practice tests replicating state requirements.

• No Real World or Meaningful Writing contexts were found in the mathematics artifacts.
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Context types of mathematics artifacts for in high school grades (9-12) are represented in Exhibit 2.4.37:

Exhibit 2.4.37

Artifact Context Types in Mathematics Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Test-Like
12%

Classroom 
Activity

88%

Math Context 9-12

Exhibit 2.4.37 shows the following:

• At the high school level in mathematics, 88% of artifacts were of the Classroom Activity context.  Most 
of the artifacts were worksheets requiring students to solve lists of problems.

• Test-Like contextual activities occurred in 12% of the mathematics artifacts.  These examples were 
primarily multiple-choice practice examinations.

• No examples of Real World and Meaningful Writing contexts were found at the high school level.
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Exhibits 2.4.38 through 2.4.40 show the context types in science for grades K-12.  Exhibit 2.4.38 shows the 
analysis of science artifacts in elementary grades.

Exhibit 2.4.38

Artifact Context Types in Science Grades Pre-K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Real World
10%

Test-Like
36%Classroom 

Activity
49%

Meaningful 
Writing

5%

Science Context Pre-K-5

As can be seen in Exhibit 2.4.38:

• The predominant context found in the elementary science artifacts was Classroom Activities with 49%.  

• The Test-Like context followed with 36%.  This type of context replicated formal examinations.

• Real World contexts were noted in 10% of the elementary science artifacts.  Primarily, this context was 
noted in science hands-on activities in which students were researching their hypotheses.

• Meaningful Writing occurred in 5% of the science artifacts.  Researching and evaluating scientific 
principles in an extended writing assignment was an example.
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Auditors’ review of the science artifacts for context types in middle school grades (6-8) is represented in Exhibit 
2.4.39:

Exhibit 2.4.39

Artifact Context Types in Science Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Real World
16%

Test-Like
20%

Classroom 
Activity

60%

Meaningful 
Writing

4%

Science Context 6-8

Exhibit 2.4.39 notes:

• The Classroom Activity context comprised most of the science artifacts at the middle level (60%).

• Test-Like contexts were noted in 20% of the science artifacts.

• Real World contexts were found in 16% of the middle level artifacts.  An example included a tectonic 
brochure assignment in the eighth grade.

• Meaningful Writing contexts were noted in 4% of the science artifacts presented.  An example included 
hypothesizing, testing, and evaluating the results of an experiment in writing.
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Exhibit 2.4.40 displays context types of science artifacts in high school grade span (9-12):

Exhibit 2.4.40

Artifact Context Types in Science Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Test-Like
48%

Classroom 
Activity

33%

Meaningful 
Writing

19%

Science Context 9-12

Shown in Exhibit 2.4.40:

• Test-Like contexts were noted in most of the high school science artifacts (48%).  Tasks presented in 
the artifacts replicated formal examinations, including short answers and essays.

• Classroom Activities followed with 33% of the high school artifacts in this contextual category.

• Nineteen percent of the science artifacts were judged to be the Meaningful Writing context.  Activities 
that included research and extended writing, drawing on higher order thinking skills, were examples.

• No Real World contexts were found in the high school science artifacts.
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Exhibits 2.4.41 through 2.4.43 show the context types in social studies for grades Pre-K-12.

Exhibit 2.4.41

Artifact Context Types in Social Studies Grades Pre-K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Real World
3%

Test-Like
43%

Classroom 
Activity

44%

Meaningful 
Writing

10%

Social Studies Context Pre-K-5

As can be seen in Exhibit 2.4.41:

• The predominant context in the elementary social studies artifacts was Classroom Activities (44%), 
closely followed by the Test-Like context with 43%.

• Meaningful Writing was noted in 10% of the social studies artifacts.  Researching historical figures and 
defending their political positions were examples of this type of context.

• The Real World context was found in 3% of the elementary social studies artifacts.  An example was a 
grade 3 invention advertisement.
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Exhibit 2.4.42 displays auditors’ analysis of context types in social studies in grades 6-8:

Exhibit 2.4.42

Artifact Context Types in Social Studies Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Real World
17%

Test-Like
17%

Classroom 
Activity

53%

Meaningful 
Writing

13%

Social Studies Context 6-8

Displayed in Exhibit 2.4.42:

• Most of the middle school social studies artifacts were found to be Classroom Activity context.  The 
preponderance of worksheet type activities was responsible for this result.

• Both Test-Like and Real World contexts comprised 17% of the artifacts each.  Real World activities 
included flow maps with presentation requirements in the 7th grade.

• The Meaningful Writing context was noted in 13% of the social studies artifacts.  A timeline writing 
project in grade 7 was one example.
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Context types for artifacts in high school grades (9-12) are represented in Exhibit 2.4.43:

Exhibit 2.4.43

Artifact Context Types in Social Studies Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Real World
24%

Test-Like
20%

Classroom 
Activity

48%

Meaningful 
Writing

8%

Social Studies Context 9-12

Found in Exhibit 2.4.43:

• At the high school level in social studies, artifacts were noted to be in the Classroom Activity context 
category in most cases (48%).  

• Real World contexts occurred in 24% of the reviewed social studies artifacts.  A World Geography 
tourism brochure was an example.

• Test-Like contexts comprised 20% of the high school artifacts.  They included examination replicas 
and essay questions.

• Lastly, Meaningful Writing contexts were noted in 8% of the social studies artifacts at the high school 
level.  Examples included detailed research papers.

Overall, auditors noted that mathematics employed the largest proportion of the least engaging contexts in all 
grade levels.  Similarly, submitted artifacts in English language arts only exhibited 4% of Meaningful Writing 
activities at the elementary grades span, with no writing required at the middle or high school grade spans.  
Auditors further noted that students who attend Little Elm ISD schools do not appear to be required to write 
about mathematics, as no mathematics artifacts analyzed by auditors included any type of Meaningful Writing.  
Based on the analysis of artifacts, the higher the grade level the more likely students are to be required to write 
about science in any extended way.  Meaningful Writing examples were found in 19% of science artifacts 
at the high school level, but only 4% in elementary and 5% in middle school levels.  Social studies artifacts 
demonstrated higher proportions of engaging contexts than other curricular areas at all grade levels examined.
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AVID learning strategies being used by a high school student at Zellars Alternative Center

Analysis of Curriculum Access and Use

To learn more about the use of the district’s written curriculum, the auditors deployed two online surveys as 
part of their data collection process.  One collected self-reports of curriculum use by classroom teachers, and 
the other garnered perceptions of campus administrators about their knowledge and efforts to support teachers 
in their use of the district’s written curriculum.

Within the teachers’ survey, participants were presented with a list of six predetermined curriculum documents, 
resources, and activities.  Using the list, they were asked to select which of the examples they used most 
frequently to plan and deliver instruction in their classrooms.  Respondents were given the opportunity to 
select all options that applied.  A total of 217 teachers responded to this survey question.  Of the teachers 
who responded, 188 reported using their “own ideas and/or resources” as their most frequently used resource 
for planning and delivering classroom curriculum and instruction; the next most often reported curriculum 
resources used were “online resources provided/suggested by the district.”  The least selected response was the 
district curriculum, indicated by 93 survey responses.  

The online survey also inquired about the degree to which teachers used the district curriculum documents.  
To learn more, auditors asked teachers to indicate their level of use of the district’s curriculum documents 
and aligned instructional resources in their instruction.  Seventy-three percent of the 208 responding teachers 
either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement, “I use the district’s curriculum documents and aligned 
instructional resources in my instruction.”

It was further noted from the online survey that 62% of reporting teachers asserted that the district’s curriculum 
was easily accessible.  However, only 29% rated it as “useful” for instructional planning.  

Individuals serving as Little Elm ISD campus administrators were expected to and expressed responsibility 
for supporting classroom teachers in their efforts to deliver the district curricula.  Seventy-nine percent of the 
responding campus administrators agreed with the online survey statement, “I have had adequate training in 
the district curricula enabling me to support teachers’ delivery of instruction.”  When asked about the teachers’ 
training to use the district’s instructional resources, only 29% agreed that teachers had received adequate 
training.  

In summary of analyzed survey data, teachers most commonly reported use of their own ideas and resources to 
plan and deliver classroom instruction.  The survey data also corroborated statements provided to auditors by 
teachers and district and campus administrators regarding the freedom available to teachers for their selection 
and use of resources to deliver instruction.  Auditors found that the autonomy afforded to teachers and leaders 
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for curriculum resource selection has produced inconsistent use of a wide variety of curriculum documents 
across content areas, schools, and classrooms in the district.  Without all teachers and leaders consistently using 
and supporting the use of an aligned, high quality district curriculum, it is unlikely all students will have equal 
access to the adopted curriculum with comparable opportunities for achievement.  

On-site interviews and online surveys surfaced the following comments demonstrating some teachers lack 
awareness or understanding about the district curriculum:

• “Lack of viable curriculum (district weakness).”  (Campus Administrator)

• “To my knowledge the district does not design curriculum in my subject area.”  (Teacher)

Auditors heard conflicting comments from teachers and administrators regarding the availability, accessibility, 
or in some cases nonexistence, of curriculum documents.

• “Teachers are on resources overload.  Because they have so many resources, they’re overloaded by 
having to sort through all of the resources to plan lessons.”  (District Administrator) 

• “It would be great to have a scope and sequence that has lessons embedded for all subjects.  The district 
has purchased a lot of great resources for staff, but teachers have to use their time to figure out when to 
use what.”  (Campus Administrator)

• “Every campus has something different (curriculum).”  (Teacher)

• “There are not many (curriculum) documents to use, and I am constantly searching for my own things 
and paying for them.”  (Teacher)

Overall, auditors found that the use of the district’s written curriculum documents varied from classroom to 
classroom and across schools in Little Elm ISD.  Board policies, job descriptions, and curriculum documents 
failed to consistently and adequately articulate expectations for district written curricula use and responsibilities 
for monitoring curriculum delivery (see Findings 1.1, 1.3, 2.1, and 3.1). Teacher and campus administrator 
survey comments along with on-site interview data demonstrated a lack of understanding about, and confidence 
in, the written curriculum.  This confusion, plus the autonomy permitted to teachers, has resulted in the 
inconsistent use of curriculum documents, where they exist.  While the district did have adopted textbooks 
available to teachers for use, the written curriculum documents did not consistently link the adopted resources 
for instructional delivery.  Based on teachers reported minimal use of the district’s written curriculum, unclear 
expectations related to use, and the freedom availed for instructional resource selection, auditors found that 
curriculum use was inconsistent and, therefore, was impeding equal access to the district’s written curriculum 
by all students.  

Summary

In summary, the quality of the curriculum documents in the Little Elm Independent School District was 
inadequate to provide teachers with consistent and clear direction for effective planning or teaching.  There 
were no examples of curriculum documents that met the minimum audit standard of 12 in the grade spans for 
core or non-core content areas.  While most of curriculum documents reviewed by auditors included student 
learning expectations, most to all lacked references to aligned instructional resources and approaches. This 
contributed to the autonomy exercised by teachers and professional learning communities to self-select and/
or develop their own resources for use in instructional delivery.  The analyzed student artifacts showed a lack 
of consistent matching to the TEKS and high stakes testing expectations in content, context, and cognition. 
Overall, the perceived quality, alignment, and use of the written curriculum documents were insufficient to 
guide instruction or provide consistency across the Little Elm ISD in the delivery of the written, taught, and 
tested curriculum, thereby limiting students’ equal access to learning across classrooms, grade levels, school 
campuses, and student groups (see Recommendation 2). 
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STANDARD 3: The School District Demonstrates Internal Consistency and 
Rational Equity in Its Program Development and Implementation.
A school system meeting this Curriculum Audit™ standard is able to show how its program has been created as 
the result of a systematic identification of deficiencies in the achievement and growth of its students compared to 
measurable standards of pupil learning.

In addition, a school system meeting this standard is able to demonstrate that it possesses a focused and coherent 
approach toward defining curriculum and that, as a whole, it is more effective than the sum of its parts, i.e., any 
arbitrary combinations of programs or schools do not equate to the larger school system entity.

The purpose of having a school system is to obtain the educational and economic benefits of a coordinated and 
focused program for students, both to enhance learning, which is complex and multi-year in its dimensions, and 
to employ economies of scale where applicable.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Little Elm Independent School District:

The TCMAC-CMSi auditors expected to find a highly-developed, articulated, and coordinated curriculum in the 
school system that was effectively monitored by the administrative and supervisory staffs at the central and site 
levels.  Common indicators are:

• Documents/sources that reveal internal connections at different levels in the system;

• Predictable consistency through a coherent rationale for content delineation within the curriculum;

• Equality of curriculum/course access and opportunity;

• Allocation of resource flow to areas of greatest need (Equity);

• A curriculum that is clearly explained to members of the teaching staff and building-level administrators 
and other supervisory personnel;

• Specific professional development programs to enhance curricular design and delivery;

• A curriculum that is monitored by central office and site supervisory personnel; and

• Teacher and administrator responsiveness to school board policies, currently and over time.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Little Elm Independent School District:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard Three.  Details follow within 
separate findings.

The district offers many professional learning opportunities for teachers and limited offerings for other employee 
groups. Board policies regarding professional learning lack specificity, and although the district has developed a 
written professional learning plan to provide guidance regarding the many critical aspects of professional learning, 
it is not fully implemented and lacks crucial components. Professional development lacks coordination at the 
campus level and a clearinghouse to promote productivity.  Auditors determined that the current professional 
development program is unlikely to accomplish the intended goal of improved human capacity for better teaching 
and higher levels of student learning. 

Auditors found that observed instructional practices were inconsistent with the district’s expectations. During 
classroom visits, the auditors documented teacher-centered, large group direct instruction as the dominant teacher 
behavior; the most common student activity observed was completing a worksheet. Although the board and 
district leadership have expressed an expectation for higher-level thinking in classroom activities, the cognitive 
levels most often observed were knowledge and comprehension. Further, auditors observed little differentiated 
instruction, limited delivery of other effective teaching practices, and limited use of technology as a teaching tool 
during classroom visits. Although district leadership recognizes the value of instructional monitoring, clearly 
established expectations, procedures, and an overarching focus for instructional monitoring were not evidenced. 
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Finding 3.1:  The district values professional learning as a means to build capacity and positively 
affect student achievement; however, the newly created professional learning plan has not been fully 
implemented, resulting in fragmentation of efforts and failure to realize the intended purpose of 
professional development for a school system—improved instruction leading to increased learning for 
all students.

A well-planned professional development program is an essential component of a district’s efforts to achieve its 
mission and goals and to connect curriculum design and classroom delivery. Effective professional development 
is research-based and driven by multiple forms of data, individualized to allow for differentiation for both the 
teacher and the learner, and provides all staff members with the skills and knowledge needed to meet the 
needs of very diverse student populations. A high-quality professional development program is guided by a 
comprehensive plan that is linked to the goals of the district’s long-range planning efforts. Such a plan is based 
on identified needs, offers a variety of professional development models, incorporates sufficient follow-up and 
support to ensure effective classroom use, and provides training for staff at all levels of the district. Professional 
development is the primary vehicle to achieve the overall purpose of improving teacher effectiveness and 
increasing student achievement. 

Effective professional development is defined and coordinated at the district level, with a limited number of 
focus areas at any given time and opportunities to revisit key areas of training from one year to the next to 
deepen the learning and move it from awareness level into practice. In addition, an effective professional 
development program includes a systematic feedback process and multiple evaluation methods to determine 
effectiveness in terms of results attained. Successful professional development programs share commonalities, 
but the most effective programs always articulate and communicate to stakeholders a clear, focused mission and 
vision. Professional development begins with a careful analysis of data and a comprehensive needs assessment 
to determine strengths and weaknesses in curriculum delivery and to provide a starting point for the initial 
planning phase. 

Training must be job-embedded and offer a variety of delivery models that will mirror expectations for delivery of 
classroom instruction with attention focused on providing training that is at the depth and complexity necessary 
to meet the expectations of the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). Students learn in vastly different 
ways today than in the past, and educators must respond to those ever-changing needs; likewise, teachers are 
learning in new ways, and professional development must evolve to meet the needs of today’s adult learner. 

To determine the adequacy and effectiveness of the professional development program in Little Elm ISD, 
auditors examined district policies, relevant job descriptions, district and campus improvement plans, 
professional development planning documents, sessions offered, and other professional development related 
information. The district administered an online survey to all classroom teachers and principals/assistant 
principals in Little Elm ISD to determine their perceptions regarding the effectiveness of the professional 
learning program. Auditors also conducted interviews with the superintendent, board members, district and 
campus administrators, teachers, and other staff regarding professional development plans, procedures, and 
course offerings within the district. 

Overall, the auditors found the professional development program (referred to as professional learning in the 
district) in the Little Elm ISD to be inadequate to prepare employees for district-wide curriculum management 
and delivery. The district has a recently developed, but not fully implemented, professional learning plan 
created in Fall 2018.  The district has established a clearinghouse for professional learning at the district level, 
but not at the campus level. The position responsible for this critical component of a successful curriculum 
management system is the Director for Professional Learning and Advanced Academics who reports to the 
Deputy Superintendent. The job description for the director’s position indicates heavy involvement in advanced 
academic duties in addition to the duties related to professional learning.  Examples of professional learning 
planning found in other district documents and on the district website meet some of the criteria for planning 
and design; however, the auditors did not find evidence of the coordination of professional development efforts, 
monitoring, and evaluation to ensure improvement in practice, as well as institutionalization of effective 
strategies that result in high levels of achievement for all students.
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Board policies were presented to auditors related to professional learning as seen in Finding 1.1, Exhibit 1.1.4, 
Criterion 3.2, indicating the policies directing professional learning are not adequate.  

Teacher assisting engaged learners in this ELL class at Little Elm High School

The auditors used CMA criteria to assess the effectiveness of the district’s professional learning program 
in policy, planning and design delivery, and evaluation.  In order for professional learning to be considered 
adequate, 70% or 13 of 18 characteristics must meet adequacy requirements.  Since Little Elm ISD has a newly 
developed plan, the auditors reviewed the plan and other district documents to determine adequacy.  Exhibit 
3.1.1 provides the characteristics and the auditors’ assessment.

Exhibit 3.1.1

Quality Characteristics for Professional Development  
Auditors’ Assessment of Professional Development Program

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Characteristics
Auditors’ Rating

Met Not Met
Policy
1. Has policy that directs staff development efforts. Partial*
2. Fosters an expectation for professional growth. Partial*
3. Is for all employees. X
Planning and Design
4. Is based on a careful analysis of data and is data-driven. X
5. Provides for system-wide coordination and has a clearinghouse function in place. X
6. Provides the necessary funding to carry out professional development goals. X
7. Has a current plan that provides a framework for integrating innovations related to 

mission. X

8. Has a professional development mission in place. X
9. Is built using a long-range planning approach. X
10. Provides for organizational, unit, and individual development in a systemic manner. X
11. Focuses on organizational change—staff development efforts are aligned to district 

goals. Partial*
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Exhibit 3.1.1 (continued)
Quality Characteristics for Professional Development  

Auditors’ Assessment of Professional Development Program
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Characteristics
Auditors’ Rating

Met Not Met
Delivery
12. Is based on proven research-based approaches that have been shown to increase 

productivity. X

13. Provides for three phases of the change process: initiation, implementation, and 
institutionalization. X

14. Is based on human learning and development and adult learning X
15. Uses a variety of professional development approaches. X
16. Provides for follow-up and on-the-job application necessary to ensure improvement. X
17. Expects each supervisor to be a staff developer of staff supervised. X
Evaluation
18. Requires an evaluation of process that is ongoing, includes multiple sources of 

information, focuses on all levels of the organization, and is based on actual change 
in behavior.

X

Total 2 16
Percentage Met 11%

*Partial ratings are tallied as not met.
©2018 CMSi

As indicated in Exhibit 3.1.1, the district’s current professional development program meets 11% of the audit 
criteria, less than the 70% required for adequacy.  Details supporting the analysis follows.

Policy: 

Characteristic 1:  Has policy that directs staff development efforts

As indicated in Finding 1.1, Exhibit 1.1.4, Criterion 3.2, auditors found some policies that address professional 
learning expectations.  Board Policy BJA (Local) requires the superintendent to oversee and monitor a staff 
development program for effectiveness related to performance; and Board Policy EH (Local) directs the board 
of trustees to provide funding for professional learning.  However, policies were not presented that direct the 
development and implementation of a district professional learning plan or require a process for implementation 
of professional learning initiatives.  Nor is there policy that directs the regular evaluation of the impact of 
professional learning on student achievement.  This characteristic was rated partially met.

Characteristic 2:  Fosters an expectation for professional growth

Board Policy EH (Local) Curriculum Design fosters an expectation for professional growth for teachers.  “Staff 
development shall be provided for teachers on research-based approaches to teaching,” and “Teachers shall seek 
and actively participate in appropriate, ongoing professional development.”  Policy references related to other 
positions within the district are general and not directive in nature.  This characteristic was rated partially met.

Characteristic 3:  Is for all employees

Board policies as noted in Characteristic 2 above are general in nature with regard to professional learning for 
employees other than teachers.  Auditors also examined professional learning course offerings for Little Elm 
ISD for the 2017-18 school year and the 2018-19 school year to date and found sessions primarily for teachers 
and fewer Learning for Leaders sessions for campus administrators and certain district administrators.  Course 
offerings for the summer Summit 2018 did not identify the intended audiences for individual sessions; nor did 
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records for the previous school year delineate attendees by position.  Neither policies nor other district documents 
addressed professional learning for support staff such as instructional aides or specialists. The following interview 
comment was noted from a district level administrator, “Professional learning doesn’t exist for all staff across the 
district.”  This characteristic was rated as not met.

Planning and Design: 

Characteristic 4:  Is based on careful analysis of data and is data-driven

The newly created professional learning plan indicates the intention of data use and analysis for professional 
learning.  The auditors found some of the professional learning sessions relate to district goals.  However, the 
auditors found little evidence that current professional learning offerings are developed in response to identified 
needs based on carefully analyzed data.  One teacher commented on the online survey, “The professional 
development from the district is usually not relevant to my grade level.”  This characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 5:  System-wide coordination with a clearinghouse function

Coordination for the professional learning program in Little Elm ISD is assigned to the Director for Professional 
Learning and Advanced Academics.  Professional learning activities at the district level are processed through 
the office of the director.  The district also has a system called TalentEd, a professional learning and appraisal 
management system that allows employees to enroll in LEISD professional learning, submit out-of-district courses 
for credit, and track their own professional learning in relation to their professional goals.  And although much 
of the professional learning occurs on the individual campuses, the district does not provide for a clearinghouse 
function at the campus level for professional learning.  The following interview comments were noted:

• “We have very little oversight on campus professional learning.  Campuses can have whatever professional 
learning they want on their campus.” (District Administrator)

• “At the beginning of the year we get a mind explosion with all the professional learning.”  (Teacher) 

This characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 6:  Provides necessary funding

Professional learning offered at the district and campus levels over the last school year include book studies, 
out-of-district trainings, out-of-district consultants, as well as other trainings that require financial support.  
During interviews, teachers commented on opportunities for travel to conferences related to their subject area.  
Additionally, online survey data from campus principals/assistant principals and teachers indicate adequate 
professional learning opportunities to meet the needs of students.  Professional learning opportunities were 
offered in a minimum of 15 areas over the last school year as noted from the teacher online survey data.  Eighty-
four percent of all teachers who responded to the online survey indicated they had sufficient training to meet the 
needs of their students through differentiated instruction; and 75% indicated they had sufficient training to meet 
the cultural needs of their students.  Additionally, 100% of campus administrators indicated via the survey that 
the current professional development meets their personal professional needs; and 92% indicated that there was 
adequate funding for teacher professional development to meet the diverse needs of students.  Funding related to 
professional learning was rated met.

Characteristic 7:  Plan providing a framework

The professional learning plan presented to the auditors creates a basic framework for district professional learning 
and individual learning.  The sessions for the 2017-18 school year and the 2018-19 school year to date are also 
district level.  The plan does not include a framework for campus level professional learning.  This characteristic 
was rated not met.

Characteristic 8:  Has a professional development mission in place

The PLAN for Professional Learning in LEISD mission states in part, “We see it as our duty to build capacity in 
employees as instructional leaders and become the Destination District for teachers, administrators, specialists, 
administrative assistants, and support staff as well as students.”  This characteristic was rated met.
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Characteristic 9:  Is built using a long-range planning approach

Although Little Elm ISD has a newly developed professional learning plan in place and some of the course 
offerings are offered in subsequent years, there is no evidence that professional development in the district 
is guided by a long-range planning approach.  To the contrary, auditors heard the following from a district 
administrator, “The professional development plan is new within the year, but not fully implemented.”  This 
characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 10:  Provides for organizational, unit, and individual development

The auditors found evidence of district (organizational) professional learning days, campus days, and 
individualized professional learning based on choice.  However, the auditors found no evidence of a systematic 
approach to approve and monitor campus learning or differentiated professional learning based on participant 
need.  The district did not provide documentation to show connectivity between professional development and 
the three levels of development – organizational, unit, and individual.  This characteristic was rated not met.  

Characteristic 11:  Focuses on organizational change—professional development efforts are aligned to 
district goals  

The Little Elm Independent School District Improvement Plan for 2018-19 has six goals.  In a review of 
professional learning offerings, the auditors found that the first goal, “Provide rigorous and relevant curriculum 
and instruction for a strong foundation for student success in college and career,” is addressed in professional 
learning as indicated in the teacher online survey.  Teachers were asked to indicate all areas of focus for 
professional learning for the current year.  Exhibit 3.1.2 shows the teachers’ responses:

Exhibit 3.1.2

Teacher Survey Results Regarding Focus of Professional Learning
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
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As indicated in Exhibit 3.1.2:  

• The most frequently cited areas were data analysis, language arts, research-based instructional strategies, 
mathematics, use of formative assessment, differentiated instruction, use of technology, and strategies 
for English Language Learners.  

• Classroom management, science, and social studies also were noted.

While the survey data indicate that professional learning opportunities are aligned with one goal of the district, 
it must be noted that they do not align with the other five district goals.  This characteristic was rated partially 
met.

Delivery: 

Characteristic 12:  Is based on proven research-based approaches that have been shown to increase 
productivity

The Little Elm ISD professional learning plan includes a statement that all professional learning sessions are 
required to follow a consistent process for planning, design, delivery, and reflection.  However, the auditors 
found no evidence that an informal or formal approach to ensuring that professional learning offerings are 
evaluated in advance for quality or that they incorporate research-based approaches to the improvement of 
practice.  Teacher survey data indicated that most of the training at the district and campus levels is rated as 
average as noted in Exhibit 3.1.3. 

Exhibit 3.1.3

Quality and Relevance of Professional Development
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018
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As indicated in Exhibit 3.1.3:

• District, campus, and region/state trainings were rated similarly by teachers in Little Elm ISD.

• District trainings were rated as excellent or above average by 38% of teacher respondents, while 45% 
of campus and region/state trainings were rated as excellent or above average.

• Teacher respondents rated roughly 50% of all trainings at the district, campus, and region/state levels 
as average.

This characteristic was rated not met.
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Characteristic 13:  Provides for initiation, implementation, and institutionalization

The auditors found no evidence of a formal structure for ensuring consistent follow-up or subsequent levels of 
professional development that would likely result in a change in professional practice and institutionalization.  
Their conclusion was confirmed by interview comments as noted below:

• “We get a lot of professional learning opportunities, but we are lacking in how to do it.   We get the 
‘what’ it is but ‘how’ to use it doesn’t occur.”  (Teacher)

• “We failed on long-term professional learning. We don’t need anything new. We need to get good at 
what we are doing now.” (District Administrator)

This characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 14:  Is based on human learning and development and adult learning

The professional learning plan presented to auditors for review is based on adult learning theory.  The plan 
includes research on effective adult learning experiences, including opportunities for adults to interact with the 
content, ask questions, and make personal connections.  Intentional reflection is included in the recommended 
approaches to facilitation of professional learning sessions.  However, as mentioned in Characteristic 12, 
auditors found no system in place to determine the quality of content delivered via professional learning.  This 
characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 15:  Uses a variety of professional development approaches

Although the professional learning plan includes a section on designing effective adult learning experiences that 
outlines various strategies such as inquiry/questioning, differentiation, teaming/partnering, choice and voice, 
the auditors found no district system in place to manage, monitor, or evaluate the delivery methodology of 
professional learning at all levels of the system.  Once full plan implementation occurs, various approaches may 
be utilized.  This characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 16:  Provides follow-up and requires on-the-job application

The auditors found an expectation in the professional learning plan for reflection and application.  The plan 
states, “Intentional reflection is essential for the transfer of knowledge.  This helps participants process the 
content, make connections, and personalize the learning.  There must be time built into learning to allow for 
the application of new knowledge and skills.  If adults do not practice what they learn within 15 minutes, they 
lose it.”  However, no consistent or adopted focus for follow-up and on-the-job application were identified.  
Comments from district personnel include:

• “No one is held accountable after professional learning is completed—one and done—so you don’t 
grow.”  (Teacher)

• “We have implementation fatigue when it comes to PD.” (District Administrator)

This characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 17:  Expects each supervisor to be a staff developer

Board Policy BJA (Local) requires the superintendent to oversee and monitor the staff development program 
for effectiveness.  In Board Policy EH (Local) the principal is required to provide professional learning 
opportunities.  Neither policy explicitly states that the supervisor is to be a staff developer.  

While most job descriptions address professional learning for personal growth or indicate the need to provide 
opportunities for others’ growth, only two job descriptions specifically include a duty to provide professional 
learning.

• Director for Digital Learning: “Provide staff development to teachers and administrators in the use of 
teaching techniques that incorporate technology in the delivery of existing curriculum.”

• Associate Principal: “Helps in providing proper training, guidance and support for staff members with 
regard to student discipline management issues.”
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The district lacks a system-wide expectation for supervisory personnel to provide professional learning to their 
faculties and staffs; therefore, this characteristic was rated not met.

Evaluation: 

Characteristic 18:  Requires an evaluation process

The auditors found no evidence that the effectiveness of professional learning activities has been evaluated 
in terms of specific outcomes concerning teaching practices or student learning, utilizing multiple sources of 
information to indicate an actual change in behavior.  This characteristic was rated not met.  

Summary

The Little Elm ISD offers many professional development opportunities, including a summer Summit, and 
programs for new teachers and aspiring leaders.  The district has also partially implemented a newly developed 
professional learning plan.  However, the district does not have a comprehensive plan for professional learning 
to provide the clarity of design, delivery, assessment, and follow-up necessary to accomplish the intended 
outcome of professional development—improvement of human capacity to promote increased learning by all 
students.  The district also lacks a clearinghouse for all levels of professional learning, resulting in efforts that 
are fragmented across the district (see Recommendation 4).

Finding 3.2:  Observed teaching strategies do not consistently reflect the district’s expectations for 
curriculum delivery.  Instructional monitoring is fragmented, failing to accomplish the intended goal of 
improved teaching and learning.

Delivery of the written curriculum with high fidelity to the content, context, and cognitive type is a key variable 
in a district’s ability to positively impact student achievement.  Further, research-based teaching strategies that 
are focused on student engagement and critical thinking promote student learning in all segments of the student 
population, regardless of gender, ethnicity, or socioeconomic status.  In high performing school districts, the 
leadership establishes explicit expectations regarding the nature and quality of instruction; communicates those 
expectations to teachers; and establishes an ongoing cycle of monitoring, providing feedback, and revising 
content or approach for continued improvement of learning by all students.

To determine district expectations for classroom instructional and monitoring practices, auditors reviewed 
board policies, the district’s mission statement, the Little Elm ISD improvement plan, job descriptions, and 
other district documents.  Auditors also utilized information from interviews and online surveys of teachers 
and campus administrators concerning instructional and monitoring practices.  During the site visit, auditors 
observed instruction in 178 classrooms on all campuses in the district.

The auditors found that current instructional practices inconsistently reflect the district’s expectations.  
Teaching practices observed during the site visits revealed that the most common teacher behavior was teacher-
centered, large group direct instruction, and the most common student activity was completing a worksheet.  
The cognitive types of activities in most classrooms visited were at the lower tiers of Bloom’s Taxonomy 
(knowledge and comprehension); and classrooms were most likely to be in Quadrant A or B as related to Rigor 
and Relevance.  In contrast to what teachers and principals reported on the online surveys, the auditors observed 
little differentiated instruction focused on meeting individual learning needs of students.  The use of technology 
as a tool to promote high levels of learning was not observed.  The auditors found district policy references 
to curriculum/instructional monitoring and found evidence of instructional monitoring; however, policy does 
not explicitly outline expectations, and the interview and online survey data do not indicate that monitoring is 
focused and consistent.

Instructional Practices

The Curriculum Audit has no bias regarding specific instructional strategies that should be used to promote 
mastery of the curriculum as long as the strategies used achieve the intended goal.  Instructional delivery 
is “loosely held.”  However, a general expectation is that students are academically engaged in the learning 
process.
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Auditors reviewed board policies to determine district expectations for delivery of the written curriculum.  As 
indicated in Finding 1.1, Exhibit 1.1.4, Criterion 3.3, existing board policies do not adequately address delivery 
of the district’s written curriculum.  The Little Elm ISD Improvement Plan for 2018-19 says only, “Provide 
targeted, data driven instruction utilizing dedicated personnel.”  The district strategic plan does not speak to 
expectations for delivery of the written curriculum.  The following job descriptions related to instructional 
delivery are vague and do not clearly outline responsibilities:

• Teacher: “Plan and use appropriate instructional and learning strategies, activities, materials, equipment, 
and technology that reflect understanding of the learning styles and needs of student’s [sic] assigned 
and present subject matter…”

• Principal: “Defines expectations for staff performance with regard to instructional strategies…”

• Instructional/Curriculum Coordinator: “Define expectations for staff performance with regard to 
instructional strategies and support implementation of strategies.”

The district-adopted teacher appraisal system, T-TESS, includes the following indicator, “The teacher 
differentiates instruction, aligning methods and techniques to diverse student needs.”  While the expectations 
found in board policy, district plans, job descriptions, and teacher appraisal documents were general in nature, 
the auditors did find a few expectations for instructional practices during the on-site visit through interviews 
and responses to online surveys.  Those expectations and the sources include: 1) Clear learning targets, either 
written or oral—interviews; 2) High cognitive demand—interviews and online surveys; 3) Use of the Rigor/
Relevance Framework—interviews and documents provided on-site; 4) Differentiated instruction—campus 
walk-through templates and professional learning sessions; and 5) Use of instructional technology to engage 
and empower learners—interviews and technology plan.

To determine how the expectations of the district matched actual observed activities in the classrooms, as well 
as the predominant activities of teachers and students, auditors visited classrooms and noted information from 
each observation.  Auditors visited 120 elementary classrooms, 31 middle school classrooms, and 27 high 
school classrooms, a total of 178 classrooms.  The data gathered from the visits provide a snapshot view of 
classroom instruction at a specific point in time, with validity based on the assumption that what the auditors 
saw represented an average day at the campus and in each classroom.  The purpose of the classroom visits was 
not to evaluate, but to “mirror” to the district what the auditors observed and compare the observations with the 
district expectations for instructional practices.

Exhibit 3.2.1 presents the definitions for the categories used in classifying teacher and student activities.

Exhibit 3.2.1

Explanation of Recorded Classroom Instructional Practices

Teacher Instructional Activities
Direct Instruction-

Large Group/Teacher-
Centered

Teacher is verbally leading the entire class through a learning activity, e.g., 
lecture, demonstration, overhead projector, or low-level questions and answers.

Direct Instruction-
Small Group/Teacher-

Centered

Teacher is verbally leading a small group of students through a learning activity, 
e.g., lecture, demonstration, overhead projector, or low-level questions and 
answers.

Direct Instruction-
Large Group/Student-

Centered

Teacher is verbally leading large group activities where students are actively 
engaged in discussion or generating and answering high-level questions.

Direct Instruction-
Small Group/Student-

Centered

Teacher is verbally leading small group activities where students are actively 
engaged in discussion or generating and answering high level questions.

Individual Instruction Teacher is sitting with one student, teaching, reteaching, or otherwise meeting a 
student’s individual needs.
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Exhibit 3.2.1 (continued)
Explanation of Recorded Classroom Instructional Practices

Teacher Instructional Activities

Assisting
Teacher is working with students in pairs, small lab groups, or individually about 
specific steps or actions the student(s) should use, not simply providing praise or 
feedback.

Monitoring Teacher is circulating about the classroom visually monitoring the students as they 
work.

Giving Directions Teacher is orally giving directions to the whole group or a small group of students 
for an upcoming classroom activity.

Not Engaged with 
Students

Teacher is seated at his/her desk without students (e.g., correcting papers, taking 
attendance, reading, or doing other paperwork or computer work).

Student Activities

Transition Students are transitioning from one activity to another, such as putting away 
materials or moving to another location in the room to begin another activity.

Warm-up/Review Students are working on a warm-up activity at the beginning of a class period or 
reviewing previously learned objectives.

Reading-Whole Class 
or Small Groups

At least two-thirds of the students in the class are reading silently or in small 
groups, and all students are reading the same book.

Reading-Individual 
Choice At least two-thirds of the students in the class are reading a book of their choice.

Projects/Lab/Hands-on/ 
Centers

Students are working on a project, completing a science lab procedure, working 
individually or in small groups independently at centers while the teacher is 
working with a small group, or other hands-on type of learning experience.

Watching a Video Students are watching a video presentation of content.
Taking a Test Students are taking a test.

Passive Listening
Students are listening to a lecture or directions given by the teacher without 
opportunity to actively participate in a discussion.  Includes situations where the 
teacher is asking low-level questions that require only short, factual answers.

Active Listening and 
Participating

Students are listening to the teacher or other students while actively involved in 
discussion and meaningful questioning.  Includes opportunities where students 
are allowed to discuss with their peers such as “turn and talk” before answering 
whole-group.

Using Computer/Other 
Technology

Students are engaged in an activity using computers, graphing calculators, smart 
board, or other technical equipment or applications.

Completing a 
Worksheet Students are completing a prepared worksheet.

Using Manipulatives Students, typically in pairs or small groups, are using manipulatives or engaged in 
hands-on opportunities such as foldables or math manipulatives.

Writing
At least two-thirds of the students in the class are writing independently or 
in small groups.  Writing refers to sentence, paragraph or essay writing, not 
completing worksheets.

Exhibits 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 display the results of the data the auditors collected on teacher and student behaviors 
during classroom visits.  The percentage of frequency was based on the number of classrooms where data were 
collected.  Auditors collected only one predominant behavior each for the teacher and students (as a group) as 
they entered the classroom.  Exhibit 3.2.2 shows the predominant teacher activities observed.



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 144

Exhibit 3.2.2

Predominant Teacher Activity During Classroom Observations
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

20%

16%

16%

14%

13%

11%

4%

3%

3%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Direct instruction to large group: teacher-centered

Direct instruction to large group: student-centered

Assisting students

Monitoring students

Direct instruction to small group: student-centered

Giving directions

At desk or not engaged with students

Individual instruction

Direct instruction to small group: teacher-centered

As noted in Exhibit 3.2.2:

• The teacher activity most observed was direct instruction to large group: teacher-centered in 20% of the 
178 classrooms visited.

• Teachers giving direct instruction to large group: student-centered and assisting students were each 
observed in 16% of the classrooms.

• In 4% of the classrooms across the district, teachers were sitting at their desks, unengaged with students, 
when the auditors entered the classroom. 
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Exhibit 3.2.3 displays the predominant student learning activities observed during the classroom visits.

Exhibit 3.2.3

Predominant Student Learning Activity During Classroom Observations
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

18%

17%

16%

10%

9%

8%

5%

4%

3%

3%

2%

2%

2%

1%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Completing a worksheet

Listening:  active (participating)

Project/Lab/Hands-on/Centers

Reading:  whole class or small groups

Using computer or other technology

Listening:  passive

Taking a test

Other (e.g., guest speaker, reward activity)

Using manipulatives

Writing

Transition

Warm-up/Review

Watching a video

Reading:  individual choice (differentiated)

As noted in Exhibit 3.2.3:

• The student activity most observed in all classrooms visited was completing a worksheet, at 18%.

• Active listening at 17% and project/lab/hands/on/centers at 16% were the next most frequent activities 
observed.

• Students were observed reading as a whole class or in small groups in 10% of the classrooms, compared 
to differentiated reading seen in only 1% of classrooms observed.

Auditors also observed that students were academically engaged in their work in over 50% of classrooms 
visited, and that they were compliant in the other classrooms.  

A comparison of the district’s expectations as noted previously and what the auditors observed when they 
visited classrooms is provided in the following exhibits and discussion.  It must be noted in this analysis that the 
auditors were in each classroom for a short period of time (three to five minutes) and captured only what they 
observed during that time.
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Expectation #1:  Clear Learning Targets

When students are aware of what they are learning and why, they are more likely to be focused, engaged, and 
successful in learning.  The auditors assessed this expectation by determining if the learning target or objective 
for the lesson was posted in the classroom, verbally stated by the teacher, or verbally reported by a student when 
queried.  The results are displayed in Exhibit 3.2.4.

Exhibit 3.2.4

Evidence of Clear Learning Targets
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Yes
83%

No
17%

As indicated in Exhibit 3.2.4, auditors observed or heard the learning target in 83% of the visited classrooms.  
Auditors also looked to see if the posted learning targets were aligned with classroom content and activities at 
the time of the classroom visit.  The auditors found a match in 61% of classrooms observed; they found no match 
in 9% of the classrooms; and they were unable to determine if there was a match in 30% of the classrooms.

Expectations #2 and #3:  High Cognitive Demand

Challenging students to think at high levels of cognition and perform at high levels of complexity promotes 
a deeper understanding of concepts being taught, allowing them to utilize the knowledge or skill in more 
demanding or real-world situations.  Auditors assessed the expectation for high cognitive demand by recording 
the predominant cognitive level of activity, according to Bloom’s Taxonomy (see Exhibit 2.4.23), and by 
determining rigor and relevance based on the rubric utilized by Little Elm ISD.  The data are presented in 
Exhibits 3.2.5 and 3.2.6.



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 147

Exhibit 3.2.5

Levels of Cognition (Bloom’s Taxonomy) Observed
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Unable to 
determine

10%

Knowledge
36%

Comprehension
28%

Application
21%

Analysis
5%

As noted in Exhibit 3.2.5:

• The predominant level of cognition observed in 36% of classrooms observed was at the knowledge 
level where students locate or recall knowledge.

• Comprehension, constructing meaning from instructional messages (oral, written, and graphic 
communication), also a low-level cognitive activity, was observed in 28% of classrooms visited.

• In 21% of classrooms, students were carrying out or using a procedure in a given situation independently, 
or applying the learning.

• Analysis was observed in only 5% of classrooms observed, and synthesis and evaluation were not 
observed.



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 148

The Rigor/Relevance rubric includes four quadrants, with Quadrant A at the lowest level on both the knowledge 
taxonomy and the application model with the teacher doing most of the work; and Quadrant D at the highest 
level of both the taxonomy and model with the student thinking and working.  Exhibit 3.2.6 shows what the 
auditors observed during classroom visits.

Exhibit 3.2.6

Rigor/Relevance Quadrants Observed
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

7%

29%

38%

14% 13%

0%

5%

10%
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30%
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40%

No discernible
learning activity

occurring

A - Teacher
Works

B - Student
Works

C - Student
Thinks

D - Student
Works and Thinks

As noted in Exhibit 3.2.6:

• Quadrant B – Student Works was observed in 38% of classrooms observed.

• Quadrant A – Teacher Works was observed in 29% of classrooms observed.

• Quadrant C – Student Thinks and Quadrant D – Student Works and Thinks were observed in 14% and 
13% of classrooms, respectively.

• The auditors were unable to discern the learning activity in 7% of classrooms visited.

Expectation #4:  Differentiated Instruction

Differentiated instruction within the regular classroom promotes progress toward mastery of the learning 
objective.  While in classrooms, auditors observed whether teachers were meeting the individual needs of 
students by observing what the teachers and students were doing.  The auditors checked for differentiation 
of content, context, and cognitive type.  The “content” refers to the topic or subject of a learning objective.  
“Context” refers to the way in which the learning is demonstrated or implemented.  “Cognitive type” refers to 
the type(s) or level(s) of thinking involved in the learning objective.  The following was noted: 

• The auditors observed evidence of content differentiation in 14% of classrooms, indicating no content 
differentiation in 86% of classrooms.

• The auditors observed evidence of context differentiation in 12% of classrooms, with no differentiation 
noted in 88%.

• Cognitive differentiation was observed in 8% of classrooms visited, while no differentiation was 
observed in 92% of classrooms. 



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 149

Expectation #5:  Use of Instructional Technology to Engage and Empower Learners

The Little Elm ISD has a technology plan (see Finding 1.2) with a goal to “…utilize relevant technological 
tools to engage and empower learners both in and beyond the classroom…” During classroom observations, the 
auditors looked to see if technology was available to teachers and students, and if and how that technology was 
being utilized.  Exhibit 3.2.7 displays the auditors’ observations. 

Exhibit 3.2.7

Use of Technology by Teachers and Students
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

13%

27%

41%

19%

23%

8%

37%

31%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Active Use

Passive Use

Technology available but not in use

No technology available

Students Teacher

As noted in Exhibit 3.2.7:

• Teachers were using technology, passive or active, in 40% of classrooms observed.

• Students were utilizing technology, passive or active, in 31% of classrooms observed.

• Technology was available but not utilized by teachers in 41% of classrooms, and available but not in 
use by students in 37% of classrooms observed.

• No technology tools were observed as available in 19% of classrooms for teachers and in 31% of 
classrooms for students.
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The auditors also classified the use of technology according to the Substitution, Augmentation, Modification, 
and Redefinition (SAMR) model as described below in Exhibit 3.2.8: 

Exhibit 3.2.8

SAMR Model of Technology Use

Level Definition Examples Functional Change 
Substitution Computer 

technology is used 
to perform the 
same task as was 
done before the use 
of computers. 

Students print out 
worksheet, finish it, and 
pass it in. Teachers use 
a Smart Board as an 
overhead projector. 

No functional change in teaching and 
learning. There may well be times when 
this is the appropriate level of work 
as there is no real gain to be had from 
computer technology. One needs to decide 
computer use based on possible benefits. 
This area tends to be teacher-centric 
where the instructor is guiding all aspects 
of a lesson. 

Augmentation Computer 
technology offers 
an effective tool to 
perform common 
tasks. 

Students take a quiz using 
a Google Form instead of 
using pencil and paper. 
Teachers use a Smart Board 
interactively during the 
lesson. 

There is some functional benefit 
here in that paper is being saved and 
students and teacher can receive almost 
immediate feedback on student level of 
understanding of material. This level starts 
to move along the teacher/student-centric 
continuum. The impact of immediate 
feedback is that students may begin to 
become more engaged in learning. 

Modification This is the first 
step over the line 
between enhancing 
the traditional 
goings-on of the 
classroom and 
transforming 
the classroom. 
Common 
classroom tasks are 
being accomplished 
through the use 
of computer 
technology. 

Students are asked to write 
an essay around the theme 
“And This I Believe....” 
An audio recording of 
the essay is made along 
with an original musical 
soundtrack. The recording 
will be played in front 
of an authentic audience 
such as parents or college 
admission counselors. 
Students use a Smart Board 
to interact with content. 

There is significant functional change 
in the classroom. While all students are 
learning similar writing skills, the reality 
of an authentic audience gives each 
student a personal stake in the quality 
of the work. Computer technology is 
necessary for this classroom to function, 
allowing peer and teacher feedback, easy 
rewriting, and audio recording. Questions 
about writing skills increasingly come 
from the students themselves. 

Redefinition Computer 
technology allows 
for new tasks that 
were previously 
inconceivable. 

A classroom is asked to 
create a documentary 
video answering an 
essential question related 
to important concepts. 
Teams of students take on 
different subtopics and 
collaborate to create one 
final product. Teams are 
expected to contact outside 
sources for information. 

At this level, common classroom tasks 
and computer technology exist not as 
ends but as supports for student-centered 
learning. Students learn content and 
skills in support of important concepts as 
they pursue the challenge of creating a 
professional quality video. Collaboration 
becomes necessary, and technology allows 
such communication to occur. Questions 
and discussion are increasingly student 
generated. 

Data Source: Dr. Ruben Puentedura (http://www.hippasus.com) 
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Based on the SAMR model, the auditors observed substitution in 46% of classrooms where technology was in 
use and augmentation in 8% of classrooms where technology was in use.  Modification and redefinition were 
not observed.

The auditors also looked for the use of effective teaching strategies during classroom observations.  The teaching 
strategies and percentage of classrooms where they were observed are as follows (multiple strategies may have 
been observed in one classroom):

• Providing feedback – 32% of classrooms

• Cues and prompts – 27% of classrooms

• Reinforcement – 20% of classrooms

• High level questioning – 14% of classrooms

• Time for practice, review, and application – 13% of classrooms

• No effective teaching strategies observed – 43% of classrooms

In summary, the auditors found that current district documents do not clearly outline expectations for delivery 
of the curriculum across the district.  They further found that instructional practices inconsistently reflect 
the district’s expectations that were revealed through interview and online survey data.  The following was 
observed:  1) Learning targets were evident in over 80% of classrooms visited, with a clear connection between 
the target and the learning in 61%;  2) Cognitive demand related to Bloom’s Taxonomy was primarily observed 
at the lower levels of knowledge and comprehension, and teachers and students were observed in the lower 
Quadrants A and B of the rigor and relevance framework—Teacher Works and Student Works;  3) Differentiated 
instruction was observed in only 14% of all classrooms; 4) The use of instructional technology by teachers was 
observed in less than half of the classrooms, and student use of technology was noted in only one-third of all 
classrooms visited; and 5) Providing feedback and providing cues/prompts were the most commonly observed 
effective teaching strategies.  However, no effective teaching strategies were observed in 43% of all classrooms.  

Instructional Monitoring

Academic success for students depends on having a quality curriculum available to teachers and effective 
instructional delivery of that curriculum.  To ensure effective delivery of a high-quality curriculum, how 
well the delivery is aligned to state standards, and that teaching is differentiated to meet individual student 
needs, instruction must be monitored on a consistent basis throughout the district.  As instructional leaders, 
campus administrators are the first line of accountability and support for the effective and aligned delivery of 
curriculum.  To monitor instruction, administrators need a clearly defined curriculum aligned to state standards 
at the appropriate depth and complexity and a specific instructional model as a guide.  

Monitoring involves multiples practices.  Lesson plans should be monitored to ensure linkage to curriculum 
scope and sequence, appropriate instructional levels, and alignment to the district’s curriculum for the subject 
and grade level taught. Instruction should be monitored to verify that the appropriate objectives are being taught, 
that research-based instructional strategies are being used, that aligned formative assessments are used, and that 
assessment results are being used to differentiate instruction and improve student achievement.  Resources 
should be calibrated to ensure content is on level and students are cognitively engaged in learning that promotes 
critical and higher-level thinking.  

Auditors reviewed board policies to determine district expectations for instructional monitoring.  As indicated 
in Finding 1.1, Exhibit 1.1.4, Criterion 3.4, existing board policies do not adequately address monitoring of 
curriculum delivery. Board Policy EH (Local) lists some basic strategies for monitoring the implementation of the 
curriculum to include:  observations and conferences, walk-through observations, curriculum planning meetings, 
periodic review of curriculum documents, and lesson monitoring.  Auditors found references to monitoring 
in job descriptions for the Principal, Instructional/Curriculum Coordinator, and Assistant Superintendent for 
School Improvement and Accountability; however, the references are vague and lack specificity.
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Overall, the auditors determined that principals in the Little Elm ISD visit classrooms with varying frequency; 
additionally, the perceptions of how often they visit differ based on data from the teacher online survey and 
the campus administrator online survey.  They also found that direction for the philosophy and purposes 
of monitoring, as well as guidelines for how to monitor, are inadequately defined in district policy, district 
documents, and in practice.  Much of the monitoring that occurs is tied to the teacher appraisal/evaluation 
process.

Auditors found that principals for all eight campuses were using walk-through forms in addition to the T-TESS 
(Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System) rubrics for evaluation.  Two of the campuses provided multiple 
walk-through forms to the auditors.  Additionally, the Little Elm ISD shared the LEISD System Walk form that 
district administrators use for campus walk-throughs.  The auditors found that while these walk-through forms 
have some common elements, they also differ from campus to campus (see Exhibit 3.2.12).

The auditors surveyed campus administrators on how often they visited classrooms.  Exhibit 3.2.9 presents 
information collected from the principal survey.

Exhibit 3.2.9

Frequency of Classroom Visits Reported by Principals
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Daily or almost daily
8%

At least weekly
46%

At least monthly
46%

I visit each classroom in my building:

As noted in Exhibit 3.2.9:

• Forty-six percent of campus administrators reported visiting classrooms at least weekly.

• Forty-six percent of campus administrators also reported visiting classrooms at least monthly.

• Eight percent of campus principals indicate they visit classrooms on a daily basis.
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The auditors then asked teachers via the online survey how frequently they see their building administrators in 
the classroom.  Exhibit 3.2.10 presents this information.

Exhibit 3.2.10

Frequency of Campus Administrator Classroom Visits Reported by Teachers
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Daily or almost daily
5%

At least weekly
35%

At least monthly
45%

I rarely see my 
principal/assistant 

principal in my classroom
15%

How often does your principal or assistant principal visit your 
classroom to observe instruction?

As noted in Exhibit 3.2.10:

• One-third (35%) of the teachers indicate that campus administrators visit their classrooms on a weekly 
basis.

• Forty-five percent of teacher respondents indicate campus administrators visit their classrooms at least 
monthly.

• Five percent of teachers report principals observe daily, and 15% indicate they rarely see their campus 
administrators.
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Auditors then surveyed teachers to see if they perceive feedback received from campus and district administrators 
as useful.  Exhibit 3.2.11 displays teacher responses.

Exhibit 3.2.11

Perceived Useful Feedback from Campus and District Administrators as Reported by Teachers
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

No feedback
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Feedback is
always useful

Feedback is
somewhat

useful

Feedback is
not useful

Principal 19% 59% 21% 1%
Assistant Principal 11% 63% 23% 3%
District Administrator 52% 32% 13% 3%
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Exhibit 3.2.11 shows that teachers perceive principal and assistant principal feedback as always useful or 
somewhat useful at least 80% of the time.  District administrator feedback is given less often and is perceived 
to be less useful to the teachers.
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In order to understand the focus of what campus administrators look for during monitoring visits, auditors 
reviewed campus level walk-through forms and asked campus administrators what they looked for when they 
visited a classroom via the online survey and during interviews.  Responses were grouped in correlating terms 
and listed as a frequency table.  The results are shown in Exhibit 3.2.12.

Exhibit 3.2.12

What Campus Administrators Look For During Classroom Visits  
Campus Administrator Online Survey
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Monitored during walk-throughs Frequency Monitored during walk-throughs Frequency
Student Engagement 11 Questioning Strategies 1
Learning Targets 9 Aligned Lesson Plan 1
Instructional Strategies 5 Fluid Learning 1
Rigor 4 Cognitive Level of Lesson 1
Differentiated Instruction 3 Power Zone 1
Instruction Aligned to Standards 3 Relevance of Learning 1
Student Work 2 Clarity of Lesson 1
Assessment 2 AVID Notes 1
Student Collaboration 2 Teacher Support for Students 1
Student Writing 2 Literacy Strategies 1
Classroom Environment 2 Mastery Learning 1
Classroom Procedures/Routines 2 Academic Conversations 1

Exhibit 3.2.12 lists a total of 24 different topics that campus administrators reported looking for during classroom 
visits.  While student engagement and learning targets were reported with the highest frequency, half of the 24 
were only listed by one campus administrator.  This again indicates that a philosophy, purpose, and focus for 
monitoring are lacking in the district.

Discussion – Instructional Monitoring

Instructional monitoring is crucial to the delivery of an aligned curriculum.  When monitoring occurs, students 
have greater opportunity for access to the curriculum at the appropriate level of learning and level of rigor.  
Likewise, when effective instructional strategies are utilized regularly, students have a greater opportunity to 
achieve mastery of the curriculum.  Conversely, when instructional monitoring does not occur in a focused 
manner with high frequency, effective instruction is less likely to occur; students are not afforded the opportunity 
for equal access to the learning in the most effective manner possible; and student achievement suffers.  The 
primary responsibility for instructional monitoring falls to the campus administrator(s).  Instructional leadership, 
rather than campus management, must become a priority for the campus administration, since student learning 
outweighs all other areas of responsibility and is the very thing that suffers when instructional monitoring does 
not occur with high frequency and a sharp focus. 

It is evident from survey data that campus administrators in Little Elm ISD are not in classrooms with a 
frequency that allows for instructional monitoring at a high level.  Teachers and campus administrators differ 
in their perceptions of frequency and the value of feedback from the campus administrator.  Additionally, the 
focus of the instructional monitoring lacks direction, which may result in confusion and frustration for the 
teaching staff.  It is also evident from classroom observations by the auditors that the instructional expectations 
as outlined previously in this finding are not consistently evident in classrooms across the district. 

An expectation exists in the Little Elm ISD that campus administrators supervise teachers.  However, the focus 
for instructional monitoring and the frequency of the monitoring of the curriculum are inconsistent across the 
district.   
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Since the district administration has the primary responsibility for setting the direction for teaching and learning 
in the district, it is imperative that instructional monitoring expectations be clear, concise, and closely monitored 
to ensure that campuses across the district adhere to the district philosophy, vision, and goals.  Only then will all 
students across the district have access to an aligned curriculum, consistently taught using effective instructional 
strategies and assessments, and resulting in improved learning opportunities.  

Summary

District expectations for instructional delivery of the adopted curriculum are inadequate to support teaching 
and learning for all students. The lack of strong policy and inclusion of expectations in district plans creates 
an environment for the use of inconsistent and unfocused instructional practices across the district.   Teaching 
practices observed during site visits revealed that the most common teacher behavior was teacher-centered, large 
group direct instruction, and the most common student activity was completing a worksheet.  The cognitive types 
of activities in most classrooms visited were at the knowledge and comprehension levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy.  
The auditors observed little differentiated instruction focused on meeting individual learning needs of students, 
and the use of technology as a tool to promote high levels of learning was not observed.  The auditors also 
found that district policy is inadequate to support curriculum/instructional monitoring; and while they found 
evidence of instructional monitoring occurring in the district, online survey data and classroom observations by 
the auditors do not indicate that monitoring is focused and consistent to support the improvement of teaching 
and learning in the Little Elm ISD (see Recommendation 2).
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STANDARD 4: The School District Uses the Results from District-Designed and/
or -Adopted Assessments to Adjust, Improve, or Terminate Ineffective Practices 
or Programs.
A school system meeting this audit standard has designed a comprehensive system of assessment/testing and 
uses valid measurement tools that indicate how well its students are achieving designated priority learning goals 
and objectives.  Common indicators are:

• A formative and summative assessment system linked to a clear rationale in board policy;

• Knowledge, local validation, and use of current curricular and program assessment best practices;

• Use of a student and program assessment plan that provides for diverse assessment strategies for varied 
purposes at all levels—district, school, and classroom;

• A way to provide feedback to the teaching and administrative staffs regarding the effectiveness of 
classroom instruction, how it is evaluated and subsequently improved;

• A timely and relevant database upon which to analyze important trends in student achievement;

• The degree to which specific programs have clear vision and direction and are actually producing 
desired learner outcomes or results;

• A database to compare the strengths and weaknesses of various programs and program alternatives, as 
well as to engage in equity analysis;

• A database to modify or terminate ineffective educational programs;

• A method/means to relate to a programmatic budget and enable the school system to engage in cost-
benefit analysis; and

• Organizational data gathered and used to continually improve system functions.

A school district meeting this audit standard has a full range of formal and informal assessment tools that 
provide program information relevant to decision making at classroom, building (principals and school-site 
councils), system, and board levels.

A school system meeting this audit standard has taken steps to ensure that the full range of its programs is 
systematically and regularly examined.  Assessment data have been matched to program objectives and are used 
in decision making.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Little Elm Independent School District:

The auditors expected to find a comprehensive assessment program for all aspects of the curriculum, Pre-K 
through grade 12, which:

• Was keyed to a valid, officially adopted, and comprehensive set of goals/objectives of the school 
district;

• Was used extensively at the site level to engage in program review, analysis, evaluation, and 
improvement;

• Was used by the policy-making groups in the system and the community to engage in specific policy 
review for validity and accuracy;

• Was the foci and basis of formulating short- and long-range plans for continual improvement;

• Was used to establish costs and select needed curriculum alternatives; and

• Was publicly reported on a regular basis in terms that were understood by key stakeholders in the 
community.
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Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Little Elm Independent School District:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard Four.  Details follow within 
separate findings.

In Standard Four the focus is on assessment, including: the scope of the curriculum assessed, planning for 
assessment, and the use of assessment and program evaluation data.

Little Elm ISD board policies are inadequate in providing direction for comprehensive student and program 
assessment planning. Although the district is assessing students and data are being made available, auditors 
found planning for student assessment and program evaluation to be inadequate. Board policies, job descriptions, 
and other district documents, combined with interviews and campus observations, provide no evidence of 
a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan. While some district documents contain 
elements of a comprehensive plan, clear direction for the design of a student assessment and program evaluation 
system is absent as are procedures that direct the use of data to guide instructional decision making and to 
determine if programs are actually producing desired results.   

The scope of the assessed curriculum in Little Elm ISD is inadequate to provide data for curriculum and 
instructional change to improve student achievement. Only 39% of the core curriculum is formally assessed 
across the district. Despite the prevalence of teacher-created unit assessments for state tested areas, 61% of the 
core courses taught lack formal assessments that would yield student achievement data to guide instructional 
decision making and inform the evaluation of strategies and programs across the district. 

Overall, auditors found that, in general, student achievement trends were flat in all subjects and all grade 
levels, with decreasing academic performance in grades 3-8 reading. District results vary when compared to 
state averages for all subjects and all grades, including grades 3-8 reading and math. Achievement gaps remain 
between groups and cohort groups from 2013-14 through 2017-18 school years. An analysis of years to parity 
in reading and math for economically disadvantaged students and English Language Learners (ELL) compared 
to their respective peers (grades 3-8) show gaps will not be closed under the current practices of the district.

Finding 4.1: The district’s comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan is inadequate 
to support sound instructional decision making to improve student achievement and to determine if 
programs are producing desired results.

A formal comprehensive assessment plan guides the collection, analysis, dissemination, and use of data 
to facilitate informed decision making for the design and delivery of the curriculum. An effective plan for 
assessment of student learning and evaluation of educational programs is a vehicle for examining the quality of 
student performance and determining if programs are producing desired results. When a district lacks a plan for 
assessing student achievement and evaluating programs, or the plan is not adequate, the board of trustees and 
educational leaders may lack systematic procedures for collecting reliable evidence regarding the effectiveness 
of programs, student learning, and instructional strategies. Further, parents and students may receive incomplete 
or inaccurate feedback about student learning. 

To determine the scope and quality of the district’s assessment and program evaluation planning, auditors 
reviewed board policies, job descriptions, a draft District Assessment Management Plan, and other assessment 
documents. Auditors also reviewed survey data from campus administrators and teachers and conducted 
interviews with board members, administrators, and teachers. Classrooms visits throughout the district garnered 
further information regarding assessment direction and practices in Little Elm ISD. 

The auditors found board policies to be inadequate in providing direction for comprehensive student and 
program assessment planning. Although board policies were found to have some connections to student 
assessment or program evaluation (see Exhibit 1.1.5, Criterion 4.1 and 4.2), auditors found they were inadequate 
to support effective feedback. Board policies indicated the intent to measure student achievement and program 
effectiveness; however, auditors found little evidence of specificity regarding elements that might be found in a 
comprehensive plan for student assessment and program evaluation. Auditors found the focus of board policy 
was on summative evaluation through state-mandated assessments and procedural guidelines established by the 
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state of Texas. Auditors did not find an expectation for the development of a comprehensive plan or planning 
process to clearly direct the review, analysis, evaluation, and improvement of instructional programs or the use 
of student assessment data to determine program efficacy (see Finding 5.2). In addition, no policy was found to 
require the entire taught curriculum to be measured for effectiveness or the evaluation of existing programs and 
services at all levels of the organization on a cyclical basis.

Job descriptions contain varying levels of responsibility for oversight of the district’s assessment program 
with a heavy focus on compliance to the state assessment program. Assessment responsibilities for district-
level administrators refer generally to the planning, implementation, development, and evaluation of an overall 
assessment system. For example, the following statements are found in the job description for Assistant 
Superintendent for School Improvement and Accountability: 

• Provides leadership in development, implementation, and evaluation of district assessment services.

• Works collaboratively with others in articulating the vision and role of the district assessment program. 

The remaining responsibilities for this position focus on meeting timelines and ensuring compliance with the 
state assessment program:

• Provides leadership and expertise to principals and other district personnel to ensure successful 
implementation of the state and district-wide assessment program, state and federal programs, and 
accountability.

• Meets timelines and deadlines for the state assessment program.

• Upholds legal and ethical standards as directed by the state assessment program.

The lone responsibility for writing assessments falls on the Instructional/Curriculum Coordinator job description. 
However, the generic Teacher job description designates some assessment responsibility in tasking this position 
with “Conducting ongoing assessment of student achievement through formal and informal testing.”

A variety of job descriptions at all levels of the organization refer to the evaluation of educational programs. 
Job descriptions for Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent, Assistant Superintendents, along with district 
level coordinators and campus level administrators, include some level of responsibility for the evaluation of 
programs. This broad inclusion of program oversight within job descriptions indicates the district’s recognition 
of the importance of a comprehensive, data-driven process for the implementation and evaluation of educational 
programs. However, job descriptions do not provide specificity to ensure adequate coverage of decision-making 
responsibilities related to program evaluation, nor do they designate to any position the overall responsibility 
and accountability for program evaluation. 

Overall, board policies and job descriptions lacked specific direction for an effective student assessment and 
program evaluation plan. All documents reviewed were inadequate in assigning responsibility for designing 
and carrying out a comprehensive system, which includes formative and summative assessment results to guide 
instructional decision making and program evaluation. 

Auditors expected to find a comprehensive system of utilizing assessment data to measure the effectiveness 
of the curriculum design, delivery, and program evaluation to meet student needs. Auditors were presented 
with a draft Assessment Management Plan indicating a work in progress in examining the quality of student 
performance and determining if programs are actually producing desired results. Overall, the plan was found 
to be inadequate when evaluated using the characteristics of a comprehensive student assessment and program 
evaluation plan, as shown in Exhibit 4.1.1.
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Exhibit 4.1.1

Characteristics of a Comprehensive Student Assessment and Program Evaluation Plan
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Characteristic (The plan…)
Auditors’ Rating
Met Not Met

1. Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the student assessment plan 
and directs both formative and summative assessment of the curriculum by course and 
grade in congruence with board policy.  Expects ongoing formative and summative 
program evaluation; directs use of data to analyze group, school, program, and system 
student trends.

X

2. Includes an explicit set of formative and summative assessment procedures to carry out 
the expectations outlined in the plan and in board policy.  Provides for regular formative 
and summative assessment at all levels of the system (organization, program, student).

X

3. Requires that formative, diagnostic assessment instruments that align to the district 
curriculum be administered to students frequently to give teachers information for 
instructional decision making.  This includes information regarding which students need 
which learner objectives to be at the appropriate level of difficulty (e.g., provides data 
for differentiated instruction).

X

4. Provides a list of student assessment and program evaluation tools, purposes, subjects, 
type of student tested, timelines, etc. Partial*

5. Identifies and provides direction on the use of diverse assessment strategies for 
multiple purposes at all levels—district, program, school, and classroom—that are both 
formative and summative.

X

6. Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the central office staff and school-based staff 
for assessing all students using designated assessment measures, and for analyzing test 
data.

Partial*

7. Specifies the connection(s) among district, state, and national assessments. X
8. Specifies the overall assessment and analysis procedures used to determine curriculum 

effectiveness. X

9. Requires aligned student assessment examples and tools to be placed in curriculum and 
assessment documents. X

10. Specifies how equity issues will be identified and addressed using data sources; controls 
for possible bias. X

11. Identifies the components of the student assessment system that will be included in 
program evaluation efforts and specifies how these data will be used to determine 
continuation, modification, or termination of a given program.

X

12. Provides for appropriate trainings for various audiences on assessment and the 
instructional use of assessment results. X

13. Delineates responsibilities and procedures for monitoring the administration of the 
comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan and/or procedures. Partial*

14. Establishes a process for communicating and training staff in the interpretation of 
results, changes in state and local student achievement tests, and new trends in the 
student assessment field.

X

15. Specifies creation of an assessment data system that allows for the attribution of costs 
by program, permitting program evaluations to support program-based cost-benefit 
analyses. 

X

Total 2 13
Percentage Met 13%

*Partial ratings are tallied as not met.
©2018 CMSi
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In order to be considered adequate, 70% of the characteristics need to be present. As shown in Exhibit 4.1.1, 2 
of the 15 characteristics (13%) of a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan were met in 
the analysis of the district’s draft Assessment Management Plan.  While auditors found that the district’s process 
includes some elements of an effective plan, the document lacks specificity regarding how to clearly carry out 
the process of a student assessment and program evaluation plan to effectively support sound instructional 
decisions and determine if programs are actually producing desired results. 

Characteristic 1: Describes the philosophical framework

No board policy or district document was found that described a philosophical framework or expectation of 
assessment usage for ongoing formative and summative data in program evaluation; neither did auditors find 
direction in district documents for the use of data to analyze group, school, program, and system student trends. 
This characteristic was rated not met. 

Characteristic 2: Includes an explicit set of assessment procedures

No policy or district document provides direction on the design and use of assessment data by appropriate 
personnel to support an assessment and program evaluation plan. The district has begun an assessment process 
but without clarity in assessment procedures. One district administrator stated, “There were no systematic 
standards for district assessments until this year.” This characteristic was rated not met. 

Characteristic 3: Requires assessments aligned to the district’s curriculum

Auditors found common district assessments being developed for core content state-tested areas, based on 
units of instruction. Furthermore, auditors found that common assessments are developed from released state 
assessments, which ensures alignment. This characteristic was rated met.

Characteristic 4: Provides a list of student assessment and program evaluation tools

While a list of assessment tools was included in the district’s draft Assessment Management Plan, the purpose 
and use for the assessments are not clearly delineated in the evaluation of programs or instructional practices. 
This characteristic was rated partially met.

Characteristic 5: Identifies and provides direction for diverse assessment strategies

Auditors found no written expectation for the use of diverse formative or summative assessment strategies at 
the district, program, school, or classroom level. Comments during interviews were indicative of the lack of 
expectations for diverse assessments; one district administrator stated, “You are probably not going to see a lot 
of formative assessment.” This characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 6: Specifies roles and responsibilities

The assignment of roles and responsibilities for student assessment are present at all levels of the organization 
and referenced in Board Policy EH (Local). Some roles are outlined in the draft Assessment Management Plan; 
however, documents lack specificity and clarity in assigning responsibilities for the analysis of assessment data. 
This characteristic was rated partially met.

Characteristic 7: Specifies connections among assessments

Auditors found no specificity in connections among district, state, and national assessments. This characteristic 
was rated not met.

Characteristic 8: Specifies assessment and analysis procedures

Auditors found a data analysis process in the draft Assessment Plan outlining an overall procedure for data 
usage to determine mastery of the curriculum. The draft plan states that “PLCs are trained to develop formative 
assessments and analyze data to guide instructional decision making and to ensure mastery of the curriculum.”  
The plan outlines the process of administering pre-assessments to narrow the scope of instruction and then assess 
the taught curriculum from teacher developed unit assessments. Data provided from the assessed curriculum is 
then used to reteach if necessary and form targeted groups for interventions. This characteristic was rated met.
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Characteristic 9: Requires aligned assessment examples

Documents provided to auditors contained no expectation that aligned student assessment examples be included 
in curriculum guides and assessment documents. The following teacher survey comment demonstrates frustration 
in the alignment of curriculum and assessment: “Assessment plan needs to be improved, unit overviews given 
teachers in math need to be completed before teachers are expected to use them, more coordination from the 
math coordinator.” This characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 10: Specifies how equity issues will be addressed

Auditors found no evidence of planning to address biases in assessment data results. This characteristic was 
rated not met.

Characteristic 11: Identifies components of a student assessment system

Auditors found no evidence identifying components or procedures specifying how data will be utilized in 
decision making to modify, adjust, or selectively abandon a program. This characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 12: Provides appropriate training

Auditors were not provided with evidence of a plan to provide appropriate training for staff members at all 
levels on formative and summative assessment results and connected use in classroom instruction and program 
evaluation. Comments from district personnel during interviews were reflective of the lack of training. 
One campus administrator stated, “We know where [students] are after the assessments, now what?” This 
characteristic was rated not met.

Characteristic 13: Delineates responsibilities for monitoring the assessment program

While the draft Assessment Management Plan indicates the teacher is responsible for monitoring the formative 
and summative assessments related to driving instruction, no evidence was provided to auditors delineating the 
responsibilities for monitoring the administration of the overall assessment and program evaluation plan. This 
characteristic was rated partially met.

Characteristic 14: Establishes a communication process

Auditors found no evidence of a process for communicating assessment changes, training staff in the interpretation 
of assessment results, or providing guidance on new trends in the assessment field. This characteristic was rated 
not met.

Characteristic 15: Specifies creation of assessment data system

Auditors found no evidence specifying the creation of an assessment data system that allows for the attribution 
of costs by program, and permits program evaluations to support program-based cost-benefit analyses. This 
characteristic was rated not met.

Summary

Overall, Little Elm ISD is assessing students, and data are being made available. However, auditors found 
planning for student assessment and program evaluation to be inadequate. Board policies, job descriptions, 
and other district documents, combined with interviews and campus observations, indicate a lack of sufficient 
evidence of a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan. While some district documents 
contain elements of a comprehensive plan, clear direction for the design of a student assessment and program 
evaluation system is absent as are procedures that direct the use of data to guide instructional decision making 
and to determine if programs are actually producing desired results (see Recommendation 5). 

Finding 4.2: The scope of the district’s student assessment program is inadequate to provide data for 
curriculum and instructional changes to improve student achievement.

Summative and formative assessment data provide the basis for decisions regarding curriculum design and 
delivery through evidence of student achievement across grade levels and content areas. Ongoing and timely 
student achievement data verify the alignment between the written, taught, and tested curriculum. Data help 
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district leaders evaluate the effectiveness of the district’s delivered curriculum. A comprehensive, well-
articulated student assessment program allows the district to measure the effectiveness of the taught curriculum 
in attaining desired levels of student achievement. 

Without a comprehensive assessment program, district leaders cannot make informed decisions concerning the 
effectiveness of its curriculum and instruction. Effective assessment programs require student achievement to 
be formally evaluated in every taught course at every grade level. When the scope of the assessment program 
does not meet the standard, the school system lacks the evidence needed to determine progress in student 
learning and the status of educational programs.

For this finding, a formal assessment is defined as an administratively mandated standardized assessment for 
all district students in a grade level or course. Results for the formal assessments are available at the district 
level and utilized for district decision making. The following information is also valid in relation to formal 
assessments:

• Both formative and summative assessments are considered to be formal if they meet the criteria for 
standardized and administrative mandate.

• State and national tests are considered formal assessments if they are mandated for all Little Elm ISD 
students in a grade level.

• Teacher-made assessments are not counted as formal assessments unless they are standardized district-
wide and mandated by administrative regulation for all the district’s students in a course or grade level.

• Assessments that are mandated for all students in a particular subgroup are considered formal 
assessments if their results are collected at the district level. An example is the Texas English Language 
Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS).

• Assessments that are given by specialists to diagnose individual student learning difficulties are not 
considered formal assessments for the purpose of this finding.

While auditors found that formal assessment was prevalent across some grade levels in core content areas, the 
overall scope of student assessment is inadequate to provide sufficient data to monitor instruction and guide 
instructional decision making. The lack of adequate assessment data may hinder teachers in their efforts to make 
informed decisions regarding curriculum and instructional changes to improve student achievement. 

To determine the scope of formal assessment in the Little Elm ISD, auditors reviewed board policies, job 
descriptions, course offerings, assessment documents, assessment reports, and assessment calendars. In 
addition, survey data from campus administrators and teachers were reviewed and interviews conducted with 
board members, administrators, and teachers. Auditors visited classrooms throughout the district to gain further 
information regarding the scope of assessment. 

The auditors found board policies to be inadequate in providing direction for the development of formal 
assessments for all taught courses across all grade levels. Board policies provide minimal connections to the 
required scope of student assessment as evaluated in Exhibit 1.1.5, Criterion 4.1. Board policies indicate the 
intent to measure student achievement through the state assessment system required for state accountability. 
Policies presented to auditors do not address summative assessment to evaluate curriculum design and 
appropriateness, nor do they address formative assessment to evaluate the effectiveness of delivery and guide 
teachers in monitoring of student progress. Auditors did not find board policy requiring assessment of all 
subjects taught at all grade levels. 

While job descriptions reference duties and responsibilities related to general oversight and implementation of 
the assessment program, as well as the use of assessment data (see Finding 4.1), auditors did not find guidance 
in job descriptions for responsibilities related to assessment scope. Overall, policies and job descriptions do not 
provide evidence of a requirement for formal assessment of all content areas across all grade levels. 
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The Little Elm ISD assessment program includes both state-mandated and locally required assessments. The 
district’s current expectation is the administration of unit Common Summative Assessments (CSAs) in all state 
tested core content areas. These assessments are developed by core content teachers usually in Professional 
Learning Communities (PLC). Individual teacher or classroom assessments are not included in the scope since 
these are administered at the discretion of the teacher and may vary by classroom. 

Auditors examined district provided assessment information to identify formal tests administered in the district. 
Exhibit 4.2.1 describes major assessments administered in Little Elm ISD.

Exhibit 4.2.1

Formal Assessments of Student Performance
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Assessment Description
Advanced Placement 

(AP)
College Board’s Advanced Placement (AP) Program enables students to pursue 
college-level studies, with the opportunity to earn college credit, advanced 
placement, or both, while still in high school. HB 1992 ensures that students 
attending a Texas public university receive credit for any exam score of 3 or 
higher. 

American College Test 
(ACT)

The ACT is one of two standardized tests widely used for college admissions. 
Institutions of higher education use the ACT in conjunction with high school GPA 
to predict college grades, retention, and college graduation rates. In some cases, 
the ACT essay is used for placement and/or scholarship purposes.

Benchmark  
Assessments

District teacher-developed tests used to provide a snapshot of curriculum 
attainment to inform instructional adjustments. Benchmarks are administered at 
various times throughout the school year.

Children’s Progress 
Academic Assessment 

(CPAA)

Child-friendly, formative assessment appropriate for Pre-K–Grade 2, CPAA helps 
engage and motivate elementary school learners with diagnostic screening and 
progress monitoring for RTI.

Credit by Exam These measures are available to recover credit or advance credit at a campus grade 
level.

Developmental Reading 
Assessment (DRA)

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) is a formative, criterion-referenced 
reading assessment in which teachers are able to systematically observe, record, 
and evaluate changes in student reading performance. DRA is a research-based 
and validated test that identifies students’ strengths and abilities as readers in a 
quick, one-on-one conference.

NWEA’s Measures of 
Academic Progress 

(MAP)

MAP assessments are computer-adaptive achievement tests in Mathematics and 
Reading. Data from the MAP assessments are used in universal screening and 
progress monitoring of students with respects to RTI in grades 2 through 12.

Preliminary Scholastic 
Aptitude Test (PSAT)

PSAT is a national norm-referenced exam given to all 10th and 11th graders. The 
PSAT provides practice for college entrance exams. PSAT establishes a baseline 
for college and career readiness as students enter high school.

Scholastic Aptitude test 
(SAT)

SAT is a College Board product and is one of two standardized tests widely used 
for college admissions. Institutions of higher education use SAT in conjunction 
with the high school GPA to predict college grades, retention, and college 
graduation rates. In some cases, the SAT essay is used for placement and/or 
scholarship purposes.
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Exhibit 4.2.1 (continued)
Formal Assessments of Student Performance

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

State of Texas 
Assessments of 

Academic Readiness 
(STAAR)

STAAR are state-mandated tests designed to measure the extent to which 
students are able to apply the knowledge and skills defined in the state-mandated 
curriculum (TEKS) in English Language Arts, Reading, Writing, Math, Science, 
and Social Studies. STAAR Alternative is for selected students who have 
significant cognitive disabilities and are receiving special education services. 
STAAR L is for linguistically accommodated students offered for the final time in 
December 2016. STAAR M is offered to provide embedded supports designed to 
help students with disabilities access the content being assessed.

Teacher developed 
assessments (CSA)

Teacher-created assessments usually developed through campus PLCs with the 
intent to be used as common formative unit assessments in core content tested 
areas.

Tejas Lee Tejas Lee is a valid and reliable assessment tool that measures a student’s reading, 
comprehension, and reading-related skills in Spanish. It is used kindergarten 
through second grade to help teachers identify a student’s strengths, problem 
areas, and monitor student progress over the course of the school year.

Texas Assessment of 
Knowledge and Skills 

(TAKS)

TAKS is an exit level test used to measure mastery of the state-mandated 
curriculum in English Language Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies. Examine 
are students enrolled in grade 9 in 2010-11 or earlier. Students must pass all four 
subject areas to meet assessment graduation requirements for a Texas public 
school diploma.

Texas English Language 
Proficiency Assessment 

System (TELPAS)

TELPAS is used to assess the progress of Limited English Proficient (LEP) 
students in learning the English language in K-12.

Texas Success Initiative 
Assessment (TSI)

TSI is an assessment for junior and senior students who have not met college 
readiness benchmarks on the SAT or ACT. The assessment is designed to inform 
Texas higher education institutions if students are ready for college level course 
work in the general areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. Assessment results 
help determine what type of course or intervention will best meet students’ needs 
to help them become better prepared for college level course work.

Data Sources: draft Assessment Management Plan, District Testing Calendar, State Testing Calendar, College Board

Exhibit 4.2.1 shows categories of assessments that are administered in Little Elm ISD. The description of the 
assessment provides information about the type of test and its intended use. 
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In order to assess the scope of student assessment in Little Elm ISD, auditors examined district provided 
documents related to assessments. Assessments listed in Exhibit 4.2.2 represent formal assessments administered 
in kindergarten through grade 12. Required state and district assessments or district assessments offered to all 
students, are indicated with an “X.” Assessments administered to selected students are indicated with an “S.” 

Exhibit 4.2.2

Formal Assessments of Student Performance
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Assessment
Grade

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Advanced Placement (AP)          S S S S
American College Test (ACT)            S S
Children’s Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) X X X           
Credit by Exam S S S S S S S S S S S S S
Developmental Reading Assessment X X X X X X        
NWEA’s Measures of Academic Progress (MAP)   X X X X X X X X X X X
Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT)           X X  
Scholastic Aptitude test (SAT)            S S
State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR):
 ELAR/Reading    X X X X X X     
 Math    X X X X X X     
 Writing     X   X      
 Science      X   X     
 Social Studies         X     

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness End-of-Course (STAAR EOC):
 Algebra I         X X    
 English I          X    
 English II           X   
 Biology          X    
 U.S. History          X X   

Teacher developed unit assessments (CSA)
 ELAR/Reading    X X X X X X     
 Math    X X X X X X     
 Writing     X   X      
 Science      X   X     
 Social Studies         X     
 Algebra I         X X    
 English I          X    
 English II           X   
 Biology          X    
 U.S. History          X X   
Tejas Lee S S S           
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)             X
Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment 
System (TELPAS) S S S S S S S S S S S S S

Texas Success Initiative Assessment (TSI)           S   
Key: X=Required state or district assessment; S=Given to select students; blank space indicates no formal assessment given
Data Sources: draft Assessment Management Plan, District Testing Calendar, district assessment documents
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Exhibit 4.2.2 shows the following:

• Students in grades K-5 are assessed in reading and mathematics. 

• Science is formally assessed in grade 5, 8, and in Biology by the district and state.

• Social Studies is formally assessed in grade 8 only by the district and state.

• Teacher developed unit assessments mirror the state-mandated assessments at the appropriate grade 
levels.

Exhibits 4.2.3 through 4.2.6 show the scope of formal assessments for core content areas district-wide at 
elementary, middle, and high school levels, including a K-12 summary.  Exhibits detail formal assessments 
administered by course and grade level. The scope of the student assessment refers to the presence of some form 
of tightly held state or district assessment for state-tested core content areas. 

Exhibit 4.2.3

Scope of Formal Assessment for Grades K-5
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Courses Offered

Courses Offered by Grade 
Level Total 

Courses 
Taught

Total 
Courses 
Formally 
Assessed

Percent 
Assessed

K 1 2 3 4 5

Core Content Area Courses
Reading X X X X X X 6 6 100%
Writing X X X X X X 6 6 100%
Mathematics X X X X X X 6 6 100%
Science O O O O O X 6 1 17%
Social Studies O O O O O O 6 0 0%

Totals (Core Courses) 30 19 63%
Key: X = Course offered at grade level O = Course offered with no assessment available

Data Sources: draft Assessment Management Plan, District Testing Calendar, district assessment documents

Exhibit 4.2.3 shows the total scope of assessment for core courses at 63%. Reading, Writing, and Mathematics 
had the highest percentage of assessed courses with 100%. Social studies had the lowest percentage of courses 
formally assessed with 0%.
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Middle grades were examined for scope of formal assessments. The results are presented in Exhibit 4.2.4. 

Exhibit 4.2.4

Scope of Formal Assessment for Grades 6-8
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Courses Offered
Courses Offered by 

Grade Level
Total 

Courses 
Taught

Total Courses 
Formally 
Assessed

Percent 
Assessed

6 7 8
Core Content Area Courses

English Language Arts
English Language Arts X X X 3 3 100%
English Language Arts Pre-AP O O O 3 0 0%
ESL X X X 3 3 100%
Language Arts Enrichment O O O 3 0 0%

Total English Language Arts 12 6 50%
Mathematics
Math X X X 3 3 100%
Math Pre-AP X X  2 2 100%
Compacted Math X   1 1 100%
GAME O O O 3 0 0%
Algebra I Pre-AP  X X 2 2 100%
Geometry Pre-AP   O 1 0 0%

Total Mathematics 12 8 67%
Science
Science O O X 3 1 33%
Advanced Science O O O 3 0 0%
Science Pre-AP  O O 2 0 0%
Physics   O 1 0 0%

Total Science 9 1 11%
Social Studies
World Cultures O   1 0 0%
World Cultures Pre-AP O   1 0 0%
Texas History  O  1 0 0%
Texas History Pre-AP  O  1 0 0%
U.S. History   X 1 1 100%
U.S. History Pre-AP   O 1 0 0%

Total Social Studies 6 1 17%
Totals (Core Courses) 39 16 41%

Key: X = Course offered at grade level; O = Course offered with no assessment available; Blank = Course not offered at grade level
Data Sources: draft Assessment Management Plan, Course Guide, District Testing Calendar, District assessment documents

Exhibit 4.2.4 shows the total scope of assessment for core courses in grades 6-8 at 41%. Mathematics had 
the highest percentage of assessed courses with 67%. Science had the lowest percentage of courses formally 
assessed with 11%. 
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High school grades were examined for scope of formal assessments. The results are presented in Exhibit 4.2.5. 

Exhibit 4.2.5

Scope of Formal Assessment for Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Courses Offered
Total 

Courses 
Taught

Total 
Courses 
Formally 
Assessed

Percent 
Assessed

Core Content Area Courses
English Language Arts
English I 1 1 100%
English I Pre-AP 1 1 100%
English I SOL 1 0 0%
English II 1 1 100%
English II Pre-AP 1 1 100%
English II SOL 1 0 0%
English III 1 0 0%
AP English Language & Composition 1 1 100%
Dual Credit English 1301 1 0 0%
Dual Credit English 1302 1 0 0%
OnRamps English III 1 0 0%
English IV 1 0 0%
AP Literature & Composition 1 1 100%
OnRamps English IV 1 0 0%
Dual Credit English Literature 1 0 0%
Dual Credit English Composition 1 0 0%

Totals (English Language Arts) 16 6 38%
Mathematics
Algebra I 1 1 100%
Geometry 1 0 0%
Geometry Pre-AP 1 0 0%
Algebra II 1 0 0%
Advanced Quantitative Reasoning 1 0 0%
Pre-Cal 1 0 0%
Pre-Cal Pre-AP 1 0 0%
Dual Credit Elem Analysis 1 0 0%
Dual Credit Calculus 1 0 0%
AP Statistics 1 1 100%
Dual Credit Stats 1 0 0%
Statistics and Business Decision Making 1 0 0%
Math Models 1 0 0%
Algebraic Reasoning 1 0 0%
Statistics 1 0 0%
AP Calculus AB 1 1 100%
AP Calculus BC 1 0 0%
Dual Credit College Algebra 1 0 0%
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Exhibit 4.2.5 (continued)
Scope of Formal Assessment for Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered
Total 

Courses 
Taught

Total 
Courses 
Formally 
Assessed

Percent 
Assessed

Core Content Area Courses
Mathematics
OnRamps Algebra 1 0 0%
OnRamps Pre-Calculus 1 0 0%

Totals (Mathematics) 20 3 15%
Science
Biology I 1 1 100%
Biology I Pre-AP 1 0 0%
IPC 1 0 0%
Chemistry 1 0 0%
Chemistry Pre-AP 1 0 0%
Physics 1 0 0%
Physics I Pre-AP 1 0 0%
Anatomy & Physiology 1 0 0%
Aquatic Science 1 0 0%
Biology AP 1 1 100%
Chemistry AP 1 1 100%
Earth & Space Science 1 0 0%
Environmental Systems 1 0 0%
Environmental Science AP 1 1 100%
Forensic Science 1 0 0%
Medical Microbiology 1 0 0%
Physics AP 1 1 100%
Physics C AP: Mechanics 1 1 100%
Physics C AP: Electricity & Magnetism 1 1 100%
Research & Design 1 0 0%

Totals (Science) 20 7 35%
Social Studies/History
World Geography 1 0 0%
Human Geography AP 1 0 0%
World History 1 0 0%
World History AP 1 0 0%
U.S. History 1 1 100%
U.S. History AP 1 1 100%
U.S. Hist 1301 Dual Credit 1 0 0%
U.S. Hist 1302 Dual Credit 1 0 0%
Government 1 0 0%
Government AP 1 1 100%
Economics 1 0 0%
Economics/Macroeconomics AP 1 1 100%
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Exhibit 4.2.5 (continued)
Scope of Formal Assessment for Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered
Total 

Courses 
Taught

Total 
Courses 
Formally 
Assessed

Percent 
Assessed

Core Content Area Courses
Social Studies/History
European History AP 1 1 100%
Psychology 1 0 0%
Psychology AP 1 1 100%
Sociology 1 0 0%
Govt 2305 Dual Credit 1 0 0%
Econ 2301 Dual Credit 1 0 0%
Soci 1301 Dual Credit 1 0 0%
Psyc 2301 Dual Credit 1 0 0%
Social Studies Research Methods 1 0 0%

Totals (Social Studies/History) 21 6 29%
Totals (Core Courses) 77 22 29%

Data Sources: draft Assessment Management Plan, Course Guide, District Testing Calendar, District assessment 
documents

Exhibit 4.2.5 shows the total scope of assessment for core courses at 29%. English Language Arts has the 
highest percentage of assessed courses with 38%. Mathematics has the lowest percentage of courses formally 
assessed with 15%.

A summary of scope for formal assessments for core content courses in grades K-12 is presented in Exhibit 
4.2.6. 

Exhibit 4.2.6

Summary of Scope of K-12 Formal Assessment 
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

 
Grades/Courses 

Requiring 
Assessment

Grade/ 
Courses 
Assessed

Percent 
Assessed

Core Content Area Courses
Elementary (Grades K-5) 30 19 63%
Middle School (Grades 6-8) 39 16 41%
High School (Grades 9-12) 77 22 29%

Totals (Core Courses) 146 57 39%
Data Sources: draft Assessment Management Plan, Course Guides, District Testing Calendar, District 
assessment documents

Exhibit 4.2.6 shows the following:

• The total scope of assessment for all core courses K-12 was 39%.

• Elementary grades K-5 had the highest percentage of assessed courses with 63%. 

• High school had the lowest percentage of courses formally assessed with 29%.
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Auditors determined the scope of assessment for core subjects for grades K-12 to be 39%, which does not meet 
the audit standard of 100% for core academic subject areas. Auditors were not presented with assessments for 
non-core subject areas; thus, non-core course assessments were not examined against the audit standard of 70%. 

“There’s a leader in us all” at Hackberry Elementary

Auditors gathered survey data from campus administrators and teachers and conducted interviews with board 
members, administrators, and teachers. District-wide classroom visits were also conducted during the on-site 
visit to gain further information regarding the scope of assessment. The following comments reflect the district’s 
practice in assessment scope:

• “Not all subjects have assessments for each grade and unit.” (Teacher)

• “The assessments are currently only in the testable subjects and grade levels.” (District Administrator)

• [District Strength] “…for core subjects we have a great testing program to help with building quality 
assessments on individual, school and district levels.” (Teacher Survey)

• “Assessment plan needs to be improved, unit overviews given teachers in math need to be completed 
before teachers are expected to use them, more coordination from the math coordinator.” (Teacher 
Survey)

Summary

The scope of the assessed curriculum in Little Elm Independent School District is inadequate to provide data 
for curriculum and instructional change to improve student achievement. Only 39% of the core curriculum is 
formally assessed across the district. Despite the prevalence of teacher created unit assessments for state tested 
areas, 61% of the core courses taught lack formal assessments that would yield student achievement data to 
guide instructional decision making and inform the evaluation of strategies and programs across the district (see 
Recommendation 5).

Finding 4.3: Student assessment data show declining scores in reading with assessment scores falling below 
the state average in most cases for both reading and mathematics; continuing gaps exist in assessment 
results for economically disadvantaged and English Language Learner subgroup populations.

In effective school districts, leaders monitor student achievement trends closely using a variety of assessment 
instruments to determine how well students are mastering the intended curriculum and to evaluate the 
effectiveness of programs. Student achievement data provide a district with feedback that allows personnel to 
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determine the effectiveness of a district’s delivered curriculum. Regular review of data trends and disaggregated 
assessment data provide leaders with insight for monitoring program and district effectiveness over time, and 
in measuring performance in comparison to other subgroups, districts, or even states. Analysis of data enables 
district leaders to see how their students perform from one grade level to the next, as well as make informed 
modifications and adjustments to curriculum and instruction that will generally result in improved student 
achievement. 

Comparative data trends provide information on how assessment results change over time. An effective system 
with quality control shows improved performance for all students, while achievement gaps among student 
groups are reduced. Analysis of disaggregated achievement results and trends from the same assessments 
allow the district to identify groups of students in need of greater levels of support. Identifying gaps in student 
achievement between subgroups allows for resources to be directed to the areas of greatest need. 

Enrollment trends for Little Elm ISD were analyzed, with auditors noting an increase in enrollment for the 
district. While the percentage enrollment of the economically disadvantaged and English Language Learner 
(ELL) subgroups remained flat over the five-year period analyzed, the number of students enrolled in each 
subgroup increased. Auditors examined assessment data to determine achievement trends across the district and 
within the two subgroups. State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) results were reviewed 
as found in the Texas Academic Performance Reports (TAPR). Other disaggregated assessment results were 
provided by the district, since the 2017-18 TAPR report was not available at the time of the audit. In addition, 
Texas implemented revised math TEKS in grades 3-8 in 2014-15, and those TEKS were assessed for the first 
time in 2015-16; consequently, math data were not included in the state’s TAPR report for the 2014-15 school 
year. 

Overall, auditors found district student achievement trends were flat when analyzing data for students who 
scored proficient or higher in all subjects at all grade levels. Trends in grades 3-8 reading were mostly 
downward, falling below state averages in most cases by 2017-18. District math results varied when compared 
to state averages for grades 3-8, falling below state averages in most cases by 2018. Achievement gaps between 
groups and cohort groups of students remained prevalent from 2013-14 through 2017-18 school years. “Years to 
parity” analysis of reading and math assessments from grades 3-8 for economically disadvantaged and English 
Language Learners (ELL) compared to their respective peers show gaps will never be closed under current 
practices of the district. 

Exhibit 4.3.1 compares district enrollment trends to economically disadvantaged and English Language Learners 
(ELL) enrollment trends from 2013-14 to 2017-18.

Exhibit 4.3.1

Enrollment by School Year for District, Economically Disadvantaged,  
And English Language Learners

Little Elm Independent School District
2013-14 to 2017-18

School Year District 
Enrollment

Economically 
Disadvantaged

English Language 
Learner (ELL)

Number % of 
Enrollment Number % of 

Enrollment
2013-14 6,607 3,164 47.89 1,134 17.16
2014-15 6,921 3,099 44.78 1,265 18.28
2015-16 7,171 3,127 43.61 1,248 17.40
2016-17 7,361 3,130 42.52 1,367 18.57
2017-18 7,768 3,530 45.44 1,418 18.25

Difference 1,161 366 -2.45 284 1.09
Source: TAPR 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, District provided data 2018
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Exhibit 4.3.1 shows the following: 

• District enrollment has increased by 1,161 students since 2013-14.

• Economically disadvantaged enrollment increased by 366 students over the past five-year period.

• English Language Learners have increased by 284 students over the past five years.

• The English Language Learners population has increased by 1.09%.

• The Economically Disadvantaged student population has decreased by 2.45% since 2013-14.

Auditors found that the overall student enrollment of the district is increasing as is the number of economically 
disadvantaged and ELL students. 

Auditors examined state and district performance trends for the district’s student population. Exhibit 4.3.2 
shows the overall district performance compared to the economically disadvantaged and ELL populations for 
students scoring proficient or above in all subjects across all grade levels. 

Exhibit 4.3.2

Comparison of District, Economically Disadvantaged, and English Language Learners  
Student Performance by Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Above  

In All Subjects All Grade Levels
Little Elm Independent School District

2013-14 to 2017-18
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Source: TAPR 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, District provided data 2018

Exhibit 4.3.2 shows the following:

• The percentage of Little Elm ISD students scoring proficient or above on all subjects at all grade levels 
has remained flat over the five-year period analyzed.

• The largest gap of 21 points exists between district students and ELL students in the 2014-15 school 
year. 

• The smallest gap of 6 points exists between district students and economically disadvantaged in the 
2013-14 and 2015-16 school years. 

Overall, auditors found relatively flat performance for all groups of students analyzed, while significant 
achievement gaps exist between the overall population of students and the two subgroups of economically 
disadvantaged students and ELL students on the STAAR from 2013-14 to 2017-18 in all subjects at all grade 
levels. 
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Exhibits 4.3.3 and 4.3.4 compare district performance for total students, economically disadvantaged students, 
and ELL students scoring proficient or above on STAAR for all grade levels in reading and math from 2013-14 
to 2017-18. 

Exhibit 4.3.3

Comparison of District, Economically Disadvantaged, and English Language Learners  
Student Performance by Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient  

And Above in Reading for All Grade Levels
Little Elm Independent School District

2013-14 to 2017-18
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Exhibit 4.3.3 shows the following:

• The percentage of Little Elm ISD students scoring proficient or above on STAAR reading has decreased 
over a five-year period for district students, economically disadvantaged students, and ELL students.

• The largest gap of 19 points exists between district students and ELL students in the 2013-14 school 
year. 

• The smallest gap of 5 points exists between district students and economically disadvantaged students 
in the 2013-14 school year. 
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Exhibit 4.3.4

Comparison of District, Economically Disadvantaged, and English Language Learners  
Student Performance by Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Above  

In Mathematics for All Grade Levels
Little Elm Independent School District

2013-14 to 2017-18
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Exhibit 4.3.4 shows the following:

• The percentage of Little Elm ISD students scoring proficient or above on STAAR mathematics has 
increased over a five-year period for district students, economically disadvantaged students, and ELL 
students.

• The largest gap of 25 points exists between district students and ELL students in the 2014-15 school 
year. 

• The smallest gap of 4 points exists between district students and economically disadvantaged in the 
2014-15 school year. 

Overall, auditors found downward trends in STAAR reading performance for student groups analyzed, 
while significant achievement gaps exist between district students and the two subgroups of economically 
disadvantaged students and ELL students from 2013-14 to 2017-18. Auditors also found a slight upward trend 
in math STAAR performance for groups of students analyzed, while achievement gaps between the district’s 
student population and subgroups of economically disadvantaged and ELL student populations remained over 
the five-year period. 
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Auditors also examined state and district performance trends in reading and mathematics for grades 3-5 on the 
STAAR for a five-year period. Exhibits 4.3.5 and 4.3.6 show the district’s trend data compared to the state from 
2013-14 to 2017-18. Note that the state did not administer a math test in the 2014-15 school year. 

Exhibit 4.3.5

Comparison of State and District Reading Performance  
By Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Above in Grades 3-5 on the STAAR

Little Elm Independent School District
2013-14 to 2017-18

District State District State District State
Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5

2013-14 82 76 79 74 92 86
2014-15 81 77 77 74 90 87
2015-16 79 73 82 75 86 81
2016-17 80 73 72 70 89 82
2017-18 76 77 76 73 83 84
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Source: TAPR 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, District provided data 2018

Exhibit 4.3.5 shows the following:

• District reading performance in grade 3 decreased from 82% passing in 2013-14 to 76% passing in 
2017-18.

• District reading performance in grade 4 decreased from 79% passing in 2013-14 to 76% passing in 
2017-18.

• District reading performance in grade 5 decreased from 92% passing in 2013-14 to 83% passing in 
2017-18.

• District reading performance remained at or above the state average for grades 3-5 from 2013-14 to 
2016-17.

• Reading performance fell below the state average in grades 3 and 5 in the 2017-18 school year while 
remaining above state average for grade 4. 
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Exhibit 4.3.6

Comparison of State and District Mathematics Performance  
By Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Above in Grades 3-5 on the STAAR

Little Elm Independent School District
2013-14 to 2017-18

District State District State District State
Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5

2013-14 74 71 75 71 90 88
2015-16 79 75 83 73 91 86
2016-17 80 78 77 76 93 87
2017-18 70 78 81 78 87 91
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*Note: No STAAR math was administered in the 2014-15 school year.
Source: TAPR 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, District provided data 2018

Exhibit 4.3.6 shows the following:

• District math performance in grade 3 decreased from 74% passing in 2013-14 to 70% passing in 2017-
18.

• District math performance in grade 4 increased from 75% passing in 2013-14 to 81% passing in 2017-
18.

• District math performance in grade 5 decreased from 90% passing in 2013-14 to 87% passing in 2017-
18.

• District math performance remained above the state average for grades 3-5 from 2013-14 to 2016-17.

• Performance in grades 3 and 5 fell below the state average in 2017-18, while grade 4 remained above 
the state average.

Overall, auditors found varied performance in reading for grades 3-5, with reading scores falling below state 
average on STAAR in grades 3 and 5 in 2017-18. Auditors also noted a varied trend in math performance for 
grades 3-5, with the district’s STAAR performance falling below the state average in grades 3 and 5 for the 2017-
18 school year.
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Auditors next examined state and district performance trends in reading and mathematics for grades 6-8 on the 
STAAR for a five-year period. Exhibits 4.3.7 and 4.3.8 show the district’s trend data compared to the state from 
2013-14 to 2017-18 school years. Note that the state did not administer a math test in the 2014-15 school year. 

Exhibit 4.3.7

Comparison of State and District Reading Performance  
By Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Above in Grades 6-8 on the STAAR

Little Elm Independent School District
2013-14 to 2017-18

District State District State District State
Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8

2013-14 76 78 81 76 94 90
2014-15 77 77 74 76 93 88
2015-16 69 69 72 71 91 87
2016-17 66 69 71 73 88 86
2017-18 68 69 69 74 81 86
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Source: TAPR 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, District provided data 2018

Exhibit 4.3.7 shows the following:

• District reading performance in grade 6 decreased from 76% passing in 2013-14 to 68% passing in 
2017-18.

• District reading performance in grade 7 decreased from 81% passing in 2013-14 to 69% passing in 
2017-18.

• District reading performance in grade 8 decreased from 94% passing in 2013-14 to 81% passing in 
2017-18.

• District reading performance in grade 6 dropped below the state average by 2% in 2013-14, by 3% in 
2016-17 and by 1% in 2017-18. 

• District reading performance in grade 7 dropped below the state average by 2% in 2014-15, by 2% in 
2016-17, and by 5% in 2017-18. 

• District reading performance in grade 8 remained above state average in the 2013-14 through the 2016-
17 school years and fell below the state average by 5% in 2017-18.
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Exhibit 4.3.8

Comparison of State and District Mathematics Performance  
By Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Above in Grades 6-8 on the STAAR

Little Elm Independent School District
2013-14 to 2017-18

District State District State District State
Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8

2013-14 71 79 55 68 89 86
2015-16 74 72 59 69 89 82
2016-17 79 76 52 70 88 85
2017-18 82 77 68 72 84 86
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*Note: No STAAR math was administered in the 2014-15 school year.
Source: TAPR 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, District provided data 2018

Exhibit 4.3.8 shows the following:

• District math performance in grade 6 increased from 71% passing in 2013-14 to 82% passing in 2017-
18.

• District math performance in grade 7 increased from 55% passing in 2013-14 to 68% passing in 2017-
18.

• District math performance in grade 8 decreased from 89% passing in 2013-14 to 84% passing in 2017-
18.

• District math performance in grade 6 dropped below the state average by 8% in 2013-14. 

• District math performance in grade 7 dropped below the state average by 13% in 2013-14, by 10% in 
2014-15, by 18% in 2016-17, and by 4% in 2017-18. 

• District math performance in grade 8 remained above the state average in the 2013-14 through the 
2016-17 school years and fell below the state average by 2% in 2017-18.

Overall, auditors found a downward performance in STAAR reading for grades 6-8, while results varied in 
comparison to state averages within grade levels from year to year. Mathematics STAAR performance in grades 
6-8 showed a varied trend analysis going up some years and down in others while varying below and above 
state averages from year to year.
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Auditors further examined district performance trends in reading and mathematics for cohort groups in grades 
4-8 on the STAAR for a five-year period.  Exhibits 4.3.9 and 4.3.10 provide a comparison of the district’s cohort 
trend data with overall student population, economically disadvantaged students, and ELL student populations 
from 2013-14 to 2017-18 school years. Note that the state did not administer a math test in the 2014-15 school 
year. 

Exhibit 4.3.9

Comparison of Cohort Students Grades 4-8 Performance  
By Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Above in Reading on STAAR

Little Elm Independent School District
2013-14 to 2017-18
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Exhibit 4.3.9 shows the following:

• The percentage of Little Elm ISD cohort students scoring proficient or above on STAAR reading has 
varied considerably over a five-year period for district students, economically disadvantaged students, 
and ELL students.

• The trend gap between district students and both the economically disadvantaged subgroup and ELL 
subgroup has widened from 2013-14 through 2017-18 school years.

• The largest gap of 42 points exists between district students and ELL students in the 2017-18 school 
year. 

• The smallest gap between the district students and either of the two identified cohort groups is 5 points, 
which exists between district students and economically disadvantaged in the 2017-18 school year. 

• Reading scores drop dramatically for students in all groups beginning in 6th grade.  This startling 
decline is not rectified even after three years of middle school, as the scores never fully recover for any 
of the three sub groups.
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Exhibit 4.3.10

Comparison of Cohort Students Grades 4-8 Performance  
By Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient and Above in Mathematics on STAAR

Little Elm Independent School District
2013-14 to 2017-18
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Exhibit 4.3.10 shows the following:

• The percentage of Little Elm ISD cohort students scoring proficient or above on STAAR mathematics 
has varied considerably over a five-year period with district students, economically disadvantaged 
students, and ELL students.

• The trend gap between district students and both the economically disadvantaged students and ELL 
students has widened from 2013-14 through 2017-18 school years.

• The largest gap of 20 points exists between district students and ELL students in the 2015-16 and 2017-
18 school years. 

• The smallest gap of 5 points exists between district students and economically disadvantaged in the 
2017-18 school year. 

Overall, auditors found a varied performance in STAAR reading for cohort groups starting in grade 4 and 
continuing through grade 8 from 2013-14 to 2017-18. During this same time period gaps between economically 
disadvantaged and ELL student groups widened significantly. Performance in STAAR math for cohort groups 
analyzed over the five-year period showed varied results with an upward trend. Gaps in STAAR math closed 
somewhat between the district students and economically disadvantaged students, while growing between 
district students and ELL students from 2013-14 to 2017-18.

Years to Parity

With the gaps in scores found from the exhibits above, auditors determined that a “years to parity” analysis was 
warranted. “Years to Parity” is a numerical estimate of the predicted trend of measured achievement differences 
between two or more groups with three or more years of testing data. Assuming that poverty, race, gender, or 
other ethnic or demographic differences should not predict differences in achievement levels, conventional 
wisdom is that group differences in achievement are the result of disparate, inadequate, or ineffective educational 
experiences rather than ethnic or demographic characteristics. Moreover, the expectation in a curriculum 
management audit is that all such groups should achieve at comparable levels—demonstrating parity or 
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equivalency in achievement if not at the time of measurement, then with intervention at some demonstrable and 
reasonable future point in time.

If differences are observed between groups, it is important to determine what the system is doing in regard to 
such differences and how progress is being made, if any. Key points of rationale in this determination include 
the following:

• If achievement trends indicate disparities among or between groups and those trends continue without 
intervention, it is likely that the disparity may continue at the same ratio.

• If achievement disparities between groups continue with existing interventions, then it is useful to 
determine how long it will take to close the gap between groups if nothing else is done. This determination 
results in an estimate of how many years it will take to reach parity between and among groups (“years 
to parity”) and provides data to measure progress toward group equivalency.

• The “years to parity” determination places the existing gaps in perspective, even when gains are taking 
place. The “years to parity” determination provides educational leaders with a reference point for 
deciding whether or not the rate of progress is acceptable to the system. 

• The “years to parity” determination also helps to determine whether or not progress needs to be 
accelerated and/or requires different or more intensive interventions or actions by system leaders.

Auditors performed years to parity analysis using five years of data in reading and mathematics performance 
on STAAR for subgroups of economically disadvantaged and English Language Learners (ELL) and their 
corresponding peers.  STAAR tests in reading and math are administered each year starting in grade 3 and ending 
in grade 8, thus enabling the comparison of cohort groups from one year to the next. STAAR End-of-Course 
exams are administered starting in grade 9. 

Auditors chose to look at a cohort group of students as they moved from one grade level to the next to determine 
if the achievement gap was closing. Exhibits 4.1.11 and 4.1.12 show the “Years to Parity” analysis as applied 
to the achievement gaps present in a cohort of Free and Reduced Lunch students and Non-Free and Reduced 
Lunch students from grades 4-8 in both reading and mathematics using the STAAR assessment data.

Exhibit 4.3.11

Years to Parity STAAR Reading Grades 4-8 Cohorts  
Results for Free and Reduced Lunch vs. Non-Free and Reduced Lunch

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Reading Cohort Groups 2014 
Grade 4

2015 
Grade 5

2016 
Grade 6

2017 
Grade 7

2018 
Grade 8

Non-Free and Reduced Lunch 80.7 92.5 78.5 76.5 87
Free and Reduced Lunch 74.6 88.3 59.7 63.8 74.2

Difference 6.1 4.2 18.8 12.7 12.8
Change in Difference (1st year difference-Final year difference) -6.70
Gain by Year (Change in difference) / (number of years - 1) -1.68

Years to Parity (Final Year gap/gain by year) Never

Exhibit 4.3.11 shows the following:

• The largest difference between Non-Free and Reduced Lunch students and Free and Reduced Lunch 
students was in grade 6 with a gap of 18.8 percentage points.

• The smallest difference between Non-Free and Reduced Lunch students and Free and Reduced Lunch 
students was in grade 5 with a gap of 4.2 percentage points.

• Non-Free and Reduced Lunch students are losing ground when compared to their Free and Reduced 
Lunch peers and would likely never achieve parity in reading without intervention.
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Exhibit 4.3.12

Years to Parity STAAR Mathematics Grades 4-8 Cohorts  
 Results for Free and Reduced Lunch vs. Non-Free and Reduced Lunch

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Mathematics Cohort Groups 2014 
Grade 4

2015 
Grade 5

2016 
Grade 6

2017 
Grade 7

2018 
Grade 8

Non-Free and Reduced Lunch 81.2 79.3 85.8 72.1 88.6
Free and Reduced Lunch 70.2 73.6 64.3 54.9 80.3

Difference 11 5.7 21.5 17.2 8.3
Change in Difference (1st year difference-Final year difference) 2.70
Gain by Year (Change in difference) / (number of years - 1) 0.68

Years to Parity (Final Year gap/gain by year) 12.2

Exhibit 4.3.12 shows the following:

• The largest difference between Non-Free and Reduced Lunch students and Free and Reduced Lunch 
students was in grade 6 with a gap of 21.5 percentage points.

• The smallest difference between Non-Free and Reduced Lunch students and Free and Reduced Lunch 
students was in grade 5 with a gap of 5.7 percentage points.

• Non-Free and Reduced Lunch students are gaining ground when compared to their Free and Reduced 
Lunch peers showing the gap being closed in 12.2 years.

Overall, gaps in reading and math between cohort groups of Free and Reduced lunch students and their peer 
counterparts starting in grade 4 will not be closed by the district in the future under the current circumstances. 

Auditors also chose to look at a cohort group of ELL students as they moved from one grade level to the next 
to determine if the achievement gap was closing. Exhibits 4.1.13 and 4.1.14 show the “Years to Parity” analysis 
as applied to the achievement gaps present in a cohort of ELL students and Non-ELL students from grades 4-8 
in both reading and mathematics using the STAAR assessment data.

Exhibit 4.3.13

Years to Parity STAAR Reading Grades 4-8 Cohorts  
 Results for English Language Learners vs. Non-English Language Learners

Little Elm Independent School District 
November 2018

Reading Cohort Groups 2014 
Grade 4

2015 
Grade 5

2016 
Grade 6

2017 
Grade 7

2018 
Grade 8

Non-ELL 79.5 93.1 74.6 74.2 86.5
ELL 72.3 81.7 38.9 44.3 38.6

Difference 7.2 11.4 35.7 29.9 47.9
Change in Difference (1st year difference-Final year difference) -40.70
Gain by Year (Change in difference) / (number of years - 1) -10.18

Years to Parity (Final Year gap/gain by year) Never

Exhibit 4.3.13 shows the following:

• The largest difference between Non-ELL students and ELL students was in grade 8 with a gap of 47.9 
percentage points. 

• The smallest difference between Non-ELL students and ELL students was in grade 4 with a gap of 7.2 
percentage points.
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• ELL students are losing ground when compared to their Non-ELL peers as the years to parity is a 
negative number, demonstrating parity would never be achieved.

Exhibit 4.3.14

Years to Parity STAAR Mathematics Grades 4-8 Cohorts  
Results for English Language Learners vs. Non-English Language Learners

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Mathematics Cohort Groups 2014 
Grade 4

2015 
Grade 5

2016 
Grade 6

2017 
Grade 7

2018 
Grade 8

Non-ELL 80.2 79 78.9 66.6 88
ELL 62.4 68.7 55.6 43.3 64.8

Difference 17.8 10.3 23.3 23.3 23.2
Change in Difference (1st year difference-Final year difference) -5.40
Gain by Year (Change in difference) / (number of years - 1) -1.35

Years to Parity (Final Year gap/gain by year) Never

Exhibit 4.3.14 shows the following:

• The largest difference between Non-ELL students and ELL students was in grades 6 and 7 with a gap 
of 23.3 percentage points.

• The smallest difference between Non-ELL students and ELL students was in grade 5 with a gap of 10.3 
percentage points.

• ELL students are losing ground when compared to their Non-ELL peers as the years to parity is a 
negative number, demonstrating parity would never be achieved Overall, gaps in reading and math 
between cohort groups of ELL students and their peer counterparts starting in grade 4 will not be closed 
by the district under the current circumstances. 

Alignment of the written, taught, and tested curricula optimizes a student’s chance for success on high stakes 
assessments by preparing the student to deal with the contextual, content, and cognitive demands of state tests. 
Although the district may increase interventions to reach underachieving subgroups based on tests results, the 
lack of a tightly held district curriculum focus (see Finding 2.2), aligned to quality instruction and assessment, 
makes it increasingly unlikely that the district can close achievement gaps in the near future. 

Formative Assessment 

Auditors found the use of district developed assessments being utilized across state-tested core content areas. 
Through interviews and district provided documents, auditors found that the development of Common Summative 
Assessments (CSA) is primarily produced by content area teachers in Professional Learning Communities. 
Development of CSAs began in the 2017-18 school year with some content areas, while others are being 
developed as the 2018-19 school year progresses. No professional development was found with regard to the 
development of formal assessments (see Finding 3.1). Comments from interviews and survey results confirm 
the lack of professional development surrounding the development and use of formal assessments.

• “Teachers write tests. The year at a glance doesn’t match current year or units taught. There is little to 
no training of current expectations (unless it’s recess/Link).” (Teacher)

• “We are lacking in that [formal assessment training]. We need help.” (Campus Administrator)

• “Curriculum is not up to par as far as unit tests provided in all subjects.” (Teacher)

• “Assessment plan needs to be improved; unit overviews given teachers in math need to be completed 
before teachers are expected to use them.” (Teacher)
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• “I don’t like the unit assessments that have been created, especially the ones that were created using 
SchoolCity. The questions aren’t like the STAAR test, and it isn’t organized like the STAAR test.” 
(Teacher)

• “The first time, when my teammate and I thought we could move forward with new assessments for a 
new unit, we were told we needed different assessments for our current unit because the district needed 
a different kind of data, so we spent most of the day redoing assessments with different formatting and 
requirements. If we had been told about this specific requirement in the beginning, we could have spent 
the day much more productively.” (Teacher) 

Studying land formations at Hackberry Elementary

Since the district assessment process is in its initial phase, and district personnel have expressed interest in 
establishing a quality system, auditors are providing the assessment analysis rubric shown in Exhibit 4.3.15 to 
rate the presence of minimum basic components of formative assessment in a school system. 

Exhibit 4.3.15

Formative Assessment Analysis Frame 1: Minimal Components

Point 
Value Criteria

1. Formal formative student assessments for all curriculum standards/objectives are available for teacher use in 
determining students’ initial acquisition of learning

0 No district formative student assessments to determine initial acquisition of learning are in place for any of 
the curriculum standards.

1 Formative assessments to determine students’ initial acquisition of learning are in place for some of the 
curriculum, including at least two or three academic core areas at a minimum of six grade levels.

2 Formative student assessments to determine initial acquisition of learning are in place for all required core 
academic courses (mathematics, language arts, science, and social studies) in grades 2-12.

3 Formative assessments are in place to determine students’ initial acquisition of learning for all required and 
elective subject areas and all grades/courses.
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Exhibit 4.3.15 (continued)
Formative Assessment Analysis Frame 1: Minimal Components

Point 
Value Criteria

2. Informal formative assessments are available for all appropriate course/grade standards/objectives for teachers to 
use prior to teaching a standard to determine if students possess necessary prerequisites (the concepts, knowledge, 
and skills that are required before students can successfully master the intended standard or objective)

0 No district formative student assessments to determine prerequisite knowledge of learning are in place for 
any of the curriculum standards.

1 Formative student assessments to determine student prerequisite knowledge of learning are in place for some 
of the curriculum, including at least two or three academic core areas, at a minimum of six grade levels.

2 Formative student assessments to determine student prerequisite knowledge of learning are in place for all 
required core academic courses (mathematics, language arts, science, and social studies) in grades 2-12.

3 Formative student assessments to determine student prerequisite knowledge of learning are in place for all 
required and elective subject areas and all grades/courses.

3. Informal formative assessments for all standards/objectives are in place for teachers to use prior to teaching a 
standard to determine prior student mastery

0 No district formative student assessments to determine students’ prior mastery of learning are in place for 
any of the curriculum standards.

1 Formative student assessments to determine prior mastery of learning are in place for some of the 
curriculum, including at least two or three academic core areas at a minimum of six grade levels.

2 Formative student assessments to determine students’ prior mastery of learning are in place for all required 
core academic courses (mathematics, language arts, science, and social studies) in grades 2-12.

3 Formative student assessments to determine students’ prior mastery of learning are in place for all required 
and elective subject areas and all grades/courses.

4. Pools of informal student assessment items for all curriculum standards/objectives are available for teachers to 
use during their ongoing instruction to diagnose students’ current status of learning—both initial acquisition and 
sustained mastery

0 No district item pools for informal district formative student assessments are available for teachers’ use as 
part of their ongoing instruction around the standards.

1 Item pools for informal formative student assessments are available to determine student learning for some 
of the curriculum, including at least two or three academic core areas at a minimum of six grade levels.

2 Item pools for informal formative student assessments are available to determine student learning for all 
required core academic courses (mathematics, language arts, science, and social studies) in grades 2-12.

3 A variety of informal formative student assessments are available to determine student learning for all 
required and elective subject areas and all grades/courses.

5. Formative student assessments are treated as diagnostic tools rather than summative tools

0 Formative student assessments are generally seen as summative in nature or the distinction between the two 
is not reflected in their use.

1 Some formative student assessments are used appropriately, but most are seen and/or used as summative 
instruments. Grades are often assigned for scores.

2 Many formative student assessments are being used appropriately, but there is some use of the assessments 
in a summative way. In some cases, grades are assigned for scores.

3
Formative student assessments are generally used appropriately as diagnostic tools. No grades are given 
on the assessments; rather, teachers use the information from these assessments to guide their instructional 
decisions regarding each student’s needs.

©2018 CMSi

Formative assessments have become an important subject for educators as more states are utilizing high stakes 
summative assessments for school accountability. Administrators and teachers are eager to know how well 
students are doing throughout the course of instruction, rather than waiting on the results of state testing at the 
end of the year. The development of quality formative student assessments aligned with a tightly held written 
and taught curriculum produces reliable data. The data can be used to make appropriate informed instructional 
decisions based on the mastery of the district’s curriculum. 
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Summary

Overall, auditors found student achievement trends were flat in all subjects and all grades, with mostly downward 
trends in grades 3-8 reading. District results varied when compared to state averages with all subjects and all 
grades, including grade 3-8 reading and math. Reading and math achievement mostly fell below state averages 
by the end of the five-year period analyzed. Achievement gaps between groups and cohort groups of students 
remained prevalent from 2013-14 through 2017-18 school years. Years to parity analysis of reading and math 
assessments from grades 3-8 for economically disadvantaged and English Language Learners (ELL) compared 
to their respective peers show gaps will not be closed under the current practices of the district. The lack of 
quality formal assessments tied to a tightly held written and taught curriculum will likely continue to produce 
gaps between groups of students in the district (see Recommendation 5).
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STANDARD 5: The School District Has Improved Productivity.
Productivity refers to the relationship between system input and output.  A school system meeting this standard 
of the TCMAC-CMSi Curriculum Audit™ is able to demonstrate consistently improved pupil outcomes, even 
in the face of diminishing resources.  Improved productivity results when a school system is able to create a 
consistent level of congruence between major variables in achieving enhanced results and in controlling costs.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Little Elm Independent School District:

While the attainment of improved productivity in a school system is a complex process, caused in part by the 
lack of a tight organizational structure (referred to as “loosely coupled”), common indicators of a school system 
meeting this audit standard are:

• Planned and actual congruence among curricular objectives, results, and financial allocations;

• A financial database and network that can track costs to results, provide sufficient fiduciary control, and 
be used as a viable database in making policy and operational decisions;

• Specific means that have been selected or modified and implemented to attain better results in the 
schools over a specified time period;

• A planned series of interventions that have raised pupil performance levels over time and maintained 
those levels within the same cost parameters as in the past;

• School facilities that are well-kept, sufficient, safe, orderly, and conducive to effective delivery of the 
instructional program; and

• Support systems that function in systemic ways.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Little Elm Independent School District:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard Five.  Details follow within 
separate findings.

Auditors determined that the existing budget development process lacks direct linkages to other departmental 
goals or curricular priorities.  No program evaluation analyses are presently in place to inform cost benefit 
decision making.  A formal, routine effort has not been made to link student achievement or program performance 
feedback to budgetary decisions.  While district leaders are aware of the importance of cost-benefit processes, 
no formal or informal return-on-investment procedures are currently in place. Additionally, participation in 
the budget planning processes at the district lacks full inclusion of stakeholders, and at the campus level lacks 
consistency across the district. 

The auditors found student data are readily available to district leaders to make informed decisions about program 
effectiveness. While student data is used within the district to make decisions about classroom instructional 
decisions, the district lacks a systemic process for the use of data for proper implementation, continuation, and 
termination of programs.  No clearinghouse exists to determine program effectiveness for the continuation or 
elimination of student programming.

The Little Elm ISD is presently experiencing major building renovation and construction to address the problem 
of increasing enrollment.  The opening of two new facilities in the next year will help address facility concerns. 
The master facilities plan is in the process of being implemented and is actively utilized.

Finding 5.1:  District budget development and decision making are not aligned to the district’s curricular 
goals and priorities, nor are there adequate cost-benefit analyses within the financial network to assure 
maximum productivity.

A school system’s productivity is enhanced by budgetary decisions based on program needs, goals, and 
priorities. Productivity is improved when clear linkages exist between the curriculum and the budget. These 
increases in productivity are achieved through cost-benefit analyses and require a clear delineation of costs 
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compared to documented system gains, or results obtained from allocations. Such linkages provide for a 
budgetary process that is driven by curriculum needs, priorities, and goals. Linkages between the budget and 
curriculum are critical and document how the district allocates fiscal resources to support and implement its 
programs. Thus, the budget is the numerical expression of the curriculum and should mirror program priorities. 
A budget development process focused on supporting the school system’s highest priorities is always critical, 
and is especially important when that system is faced with fiscal constraints requiring programs and services to 
be reduced. When the budget does not reflect curricular goals and priorities, it is less likely that students will 
receive the educational benefits intended by the district leaders.

To determine the extent of the connection between curriculum and budget in the Little Elm Independent 
School District, auditors interviewed board members and district employees, including the Superintendent, 
Associate Superintendent/Chief Financial Officer, Deputy Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent for School 
Improvement and Accountability, principals, and board members. They also reviewed district documents 
including fiscal audit reports, board policies, and procedures used by the district to prepare, implement, monitor, 
and evaluate the budget.   Documents reviewed are displayed in Exhibit 5.1.1.

Auditors determined that financial decision making and budget development processes lack cost-benefit 
analyses and are not adequately linked to curricular goals and priorities. While a budgetary planning process is 
in place, the auditors found an absence of direct linkages between department goals and budget priorities.  No 
formal, routine effort has been made to link student achievement or program performance feedback to budgetary 
decisions. Additionally, participation in the budget planning processes at the district lacks full inclusion of 
stakeholders, and at the campus level lacks consistency across the district.  

Board policies related to district budgeting were determined to be inadequate, as described in Exhibit 1.1.6, 
Criterion 5.1.  Auditors noted that Board Policy EH (Local) requires performance-driven budgeting.  However, 
no direction is provided in either policy or regulation as to how that is to be accomplished.   

Job descriptions related to budget planning are summarized below:

• The duties for the Superintendent are addressed through Board Policy BJA (Local):

 ○ Oversee a budget development process that results in recommendations based on District priorities, 
available resources, and anticipated changes to district finances.

 ○ Oversee budget implementation to ensure appropriate expenditure of budgeted funds, to provide 
for clear and timely budget reports, and to monitor for effectiveness of the process.

 ○ Ensure that District investment strategies, risk management activities, and purchasing practices are 
sound, cost-effective, and consistent with District policy and law.

 ○ Maintain a system of internal controls to deter and monitor for fraud or financial impropriety in the 
District. 

• The Chief Financial Officer provides executive leadership for financial operations of the district.  Primary 
purpose is to “…ensure that financial management and business functions and activities are operated in 
a legal and efficient manner to provide maximum support and contribution to the instructional program 
of the School District. The CFO is responsible to provide direction and leadership for the short-term 
and long-term financial and business operations of the district while maintaining financial transparency 
with the district’s Board of Trustees, district personnel, and community members.  Additionally, one 
of the major responsibilities is to “Assist the Superintendent in identifying financial and business 
operational goals, strategies, and plans to support the achievement of the district mission.”

• The job description for the Deputy Superintendent includes no major responsibility in regard to district 
finances or budgeting, other than to “Coordinate, direct, evaluate and provide leadership for the overall 
educational support services (campus principals, special programs, teacher and student engagement, 
and curriculum) at the district level.”
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• The job description for the Assistant Superintendent of School Improvement and Accountability 
requires that person to compile budgets and cost estimates based on assessment program needs.  

• The job description for all principal positions requires the principal to “Develop campus budgets based 
on documented program needs, estimated enrollment, personnel and other fiscal needs. Keeps programs 
within budget limits. Maintains fiscal control. Accurately reports fiscal information.”

Taken together, these policies and job descriptions do not provide adequate policy guidance for curriculum-
based budget planning (see Finding 1.1).

The district has experienced a steady increase in student enrollment (see Exhibit 0.2) and tax receipts, reflected 
in a corresponding increase in district revenues and operating expenditures over the past five years.  Exhibit 
5.1.1 displays this increase in revenue and operating expenditures.  Unassigned fund balances have increased 
as a reflection of the district’s solvency ratio.  Fund balances and solvency ratios are also displayed in tabular 
form in Exhibit 5.1.1.

Exhibit 5.1.1

Comparison of General Fund Revenues, Expenditures, and Fund Balance/Solvency
Little Elm Independent School District

2014-2018

Fiscal Year Assessed 
Valuation Revenues Expenditures Fund Balance 

(Unassigned) Solvency Ratio

2014 1,827,535,484 50,748,444 52,291,252 13,623,246 0.97
2015 2,024,680,644 54,884,439 53,058,485 15,235,434 1.03
2016 2,280,846,409 63,635,676 62,393,678 18,946,037 1.02
2017 2,673,026,804 67,554,911 62,302,429 19,670,314 1.08

2018* Not Available 66,112,188 65,781,182 Not Available Not Available
*Based on Budgeted Financial Data
Source:  TEA PEIMS District Financial Actual Reports 2014 – 2017; TEA PEIMS District Financial Budget Report 2018

Auditors noted the following from Exhibit 5.1.1: 

• Assessed valuation has increased 46.3% from 2014 through 2017.

• Revenue has increased by 30.3% from 2014 through 2018.

• Expenditures have increased by 25.8% from 2014 through 2018.

• Unassigned fund balance has increased by 44.4% percent over the past four years. 

• Solvency ratio has averaged 1.025 over the past four years.

During the review, the district’s unassigned general fund balances and solvency ratio were further analyzed.  
To determine the district’s solvency, auditors compared the district’s total general fund expenditures to their 
total general fund revenues.  A solvency ratio is calculated by dividing the district’s total general fund revenues 
by their total general fund expenditures.  During three of the past four years, expenditures have not exceeded 
revenues, while in one of the past four years expenditures exceeded revenues.  Exhibit 5.1.2 displays a historical 
account of the district’s solvency ratio from 2014 to 2017.
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Exhibit 5.1.2

District Solvency Ratio
Little Elm Independent School District

2014-2017
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As can be noted in Exhibit 5.1.2,

• The district’s total solvency ratio has met or exceeded the recommended 1.03 in two of the past four 
years.

• The district’s total solvency ratio has ranged from 0.97 in 2014  to 1.08 in 2017.

• The district’s solvency ratio has averaged 1.025 during the last four years.

Whenever a district sustains a solvency ratio of greater than 1.0, the general fund balance should increase.  
Exhibit 5.1.3 displays the general fund balance from 2014-2017.

Exhibit 5.1.3

District’s Unassigned Fund Balance
Little Elm Independent School District

2014-2017
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As can be noted in Exhibit 5.1.3,

• The district has a fund balance that has increased 44.4% over four years.
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• The unassigned fund balance in each of the past four years has exceeded the Board Policy CE (Local) 
requirement to maintain at least 24% of the total expenditure requirement, as follows: FY 14 (26.1%), 
FY 15 (28.7%), FY 16 (30.4%), and FY 17 (31.6%).    

The auditors used six criteria for a curriculum-driven budget to assess the quality of the Little Elm ISD’s budget 
processes. These criteria and the auditors’ assessments are shown below in Exhibit 5.1.4.

Exhibit 5.1.4

Components of a Performance-based Budget and Adequacy of Use  
In the Budget Development Process

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Performance-based Budget Criteria
Auditors’ Rating
Met Not Met

1. Tangible, demonstrable connections are evident between assessment of 
operational curriculum effectiveness and allocations of resources. X

2. Rank ordering of program components is provided to permit flexibility in budget 
expansion, reduction, or stabilization based on changing needs or priorities. X

3. Each budget request or submittal shall be described so as to permit evaluation of 
consequences of funding or non-funding in terms of performance or results. X

4. Cost benefits of components in curriculum programming are delineated in budget 
decision making. X

5. Budget requests compete for funding based upon evaluation of criticality of need 
and relationship to achievement of curriculum effectiveness. X

6. Priorities in the budget are set by participation of key educational staff in the 
allocation and decision-making process.  Teacher and principal suggestions and 
ideas for budget priorities are reflected and incorporated in budgeting decisions.

Partial*

Total 0 6
Percentage Met 0

*Partial ratings are tallied as not met.
©2018 CMSi

Exhibit 5.1.4 reveals that all six components of a curriculum-driven budget are not met.  As a result, the budget 
planning process, at 0% adequacy, in the Little Elm ISD fails to meet audit standards of 70% adequacy. A 
further discussion of the six criteria follows:

Criterion 1: 

Budget allocations are not connected to assessments of program effectiveness required by Criterion 1, primarily 
because a comprehensive system of program evaluation does not exist in the district (see Finding 4.3).

The Curriculum and Learning Budget Process, October 2018 document describes the budget development 
process for administrators charged with budget development in their respective campuses and departments. In the 
introduction, this document states that the Assistant Superintendent for School Improvement “will oversee the 
development, implementation, and day-to-day operations of the Curriculum and Learning Budget.”  However, 
no mention of this responsibility is described in the job description for this position, as discussed earlier.  This 
document also details the process for a comprehensive needs assessment in each department to determine 
needs and wants.  Also, “the budget will be developed based on the instructional needs and priorities of the 
district maintaining focus on the district cornerstones and board goals.” In discussion with district personnel, no 
mention was made about this process.  This criterion was rated not met.
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Criterion 2: 

The 2018 Curriculum and Learning Budget Process document states that coordinators will “prioritize with actual 
costs” their requests for programming and expenses for the following year.   Also, principals shall complete 
their needs assessment and submit line item budgets to the finance office, but no mention is made of how needs 
are determined or if they constitute a prioritized list or are rank ordered in any way.  Although rank ordering of 
program components is not prohibited by policy, neither is it an expected practice nor are processes provided to 
achieve this goal.  Auditors ranked this criterion as not met.

Criterion 3:

The absence of a comprehensive program evaluation system in the district prevents a full description of the 
consequences of funding or not funding. The criterion was rated not met.

Criterion 4: 

The department lacks the processes to conduct meaningful cost-benefit analyses. While data systems are in 
place, there is no evidence of cost-benefit analysis occurring.  In discussion with district staff, auditors learned 
that program planning and district fiscal planning essentially occur separately. This was confirmed by comments 
from district staff, as follows:

• “Cost benefit and return on investment, we don’t do it.  It is hard to do in education.” (District 
Administrator)

• “We don’t do a cost benefit analysis or return on investment in terms of education. Are we getting a 
return on an investment?  We don’t have a way to determine that.”  (District Administrator)

This criterion was rated not met.

Criterion 5:

Auditors learned through discussion with district personnel that building budgets are essentially an allocation 
based on enrollment, with additional funds provided for at-risk and ESL students.  For 2018-19 these amounts 
are as follows:  high school ($150 per student), middle schools ($115 per student), elementary schools ($103 per 
student). At-risk allocations are $80 per student. ESL allocations are $65 per student.  The district establishes a 
2% contingency to allow for meeting above allocation needs during the year.  Criteria has not been established 
to determine if such allocation requests meet cruciality of need or are based on curriculum effectiveness.  
Comments confirm a lack of process to evaluate the worthiness of requests:

• “We have to do a better job with our above allocation requests.” (District Administrator)

• “If there is a request for a new program, we will fund it.” (District Administrator)

These steps do not verify cruciality of need, how it is to be established, or links to curriculum effectiveness.  
This criterion was rated not met.

Criterion 6: 

Board Policy BQA (Local): Planning and Decision-Making Committee establishes the District Improvement 
Council and requires that the committee membership consist, in addition to the superintendent and district 
level leadership, administrative professional staff, teachers, special populations staff, classified staff, parents, 
community representatives, and business members.  

The District Improvement Council (DIC) is a “decision-making and advisory group for the Superintendent 
and School Board in matters of district planning, operations, policies, and procedures.”  One of the roles of the 
committee is to provide the superintendent with “feedback and advice.” 

Additionally, a school finance subcommittee of board of trustee members convenes regularly.  The meeting 
topics are generally school finance related, but not specific to the district budget.  District budgeting information 
is reserved for full board discussion/presentation.
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Survey data collected from campus administrators indicate that uniform processes for stakeholder involvement 
are inconsistent with policy expectations.  In response to the question, “What is the best description of how 
your DISTRICT budget is developed or determined each year?” campus administrators’ responses indicated 
that 75% felt that the district budget is developed by central office personnel, with no input from campus staff, 
board members, or other community/parents.  

In response to the question, “What is the best description of how your BUILDING budget is developed or 
determined each year?” campus administrators’ responses indicated that 50% felt that the building budget is 
developed by the campus leadership team, 25% by the principal or central office, and 25% by a team that 
includes stakeholders and community members.

The lack of clarity in budget planning participation is a reflection of the indistinct direction provided by board 
policies and expectations as expressed through district planning documents (see Findings 1.1 and 1.2).  While 
participation across district and campus stakeholder groups is present in some cases, consistent participation 
and the authority of the decision-making groups is unclear or not present in the budgeting process.

This criterion was rated partially not met. 

In summary, the auditors concluded that district policies and procedures to direct the budget development 
processes are inadequate by audit standards.  Financial decision making and budget development lack any type 
of cost-benefit analysis and are not adequately linked to program effectiveness to provide maximum educational 
productivity.  While there is an awareness of the need to establish cost-benefit processes, it is a task that has 
eluded district administration at this point (see Recommendation 6).

Finding 5.2: The district lacks a systemic process for the use of data to inform effective decision making 
for the implementation, continuation, or termination of programs.

The use of data from a variety of sources is essential for sound curriculum management and responsible 
decision making in planning for various district functions such as instructional planning. Critical assessment 
resources include formative, benchmark, and summative student test data; survey and follow-up studies; 
audits and reviews; and teacher/administrator evaluations. Formative types of school-based feedback, such as 
classroom visit data and information gleaned from collaborative team analysis of student and staff work, can 
also inform decision making at important junctures. The resulting data from these various sources serve as a 
basis for improving instruction to facilitate student achievement, as well as to inform such work as appropriate 
comprehensive strategic planning, staff development and program evaluation planning, and data-driven budget 
prioritization.

Effective districts have an assessment process that is ongoing and systematic. Administrators and teachers 
demonstrate a clear understanding of how students are assessed on required testing instruments, including 
the standards, types of questions, and level of the concepts, skills, and knowledge students must master to 
be successful. In those school systems, test results are well understood so that all administrators and teachers 
know how to analyze important trends in the instructional program, as well as areas of strength and weakness 
by classroom, groups of students, and individual students. Each teacher and school leader makes frequent 
use of assessment data to design classroom instruction aimed at improving student achievement. Surveys and 
program evaluations, where they are used, provide additional information regarding needs identification that 
can significantly impact decisions at the district and school levels.

Auditors reviewed Little Elm Independent School District board policies, improvement plans, job descriptions, 
and other district provided documents that reflect the collection and use of data to inform classroom and 
programmatic decision making. Auditors also reviewed survey data from campus administrators and teachers 
and conducted interviews with board members, administrators, and teachers. Classrooms visits were conducted 
throughout the district to gain further information regarding the district’s process for the implementation, 
continuation, and termination of programs.

Overall, the auditors found student data are readily available to district leaders to make informed decisions 
about program effectiveness. However, the district lacks a systemic process for the use of data for proper 
implementation, continuation, and termination of programs.
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Auditors examined board policies to determine the expectations for data usage for program implementation, 
monitoring, and termination. Board policies address an expectation for the evaluation of educational programs 
as well as comprehensive needs assessment as a prerequisite for program planning. However, collectively, these 
policies do not provide the details of data-driven decision making needed for determining the effectiveness of 
district programs (see Exhibit 1.1.5, Criterion 4.3 and 4.4).

Additionally, auditors examined job descriptions to determine roles and responsibilities related to program 
evaluation. Job descriptions at all levels of the organization refer to the evaluation of educational programs. Job 
descriptions for Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent, Assistant Superintendents, along with district level 
coordinators and campus level administrators, include some level of responsibility for program evaluation. 
Broad inclusion of program oversight and evaluation within job descriptions indicates the district’s recognition 
of the importance of a comprehensive, data-driven process for the implementation and evaluation of educational 
programs. However, job descriptions do not provide specificity to ensure adequate coverage of decision-making 
responsibilities related to program evaluation, nor do they designate to any position overall responsibility and 
accountability for the evaluation of programs. 

The following job descriptions mention some level of responsibility for program evaluation:

• Superintendent is to “Conduct periodic evaluations of all programs and operations to determine 
improvements needed to reach goals of district and campus improvement plans.”

• Executive Director for Educational Services is to “Plan, implement, and evaluate instructional programs 
with teachers and principals including learning targets, instructional strategies, and assessment 
techniques.”

• Director of Curriculum and Learning Services is responsible for “Obtaining and evaluating achievement 
data to examine curriculum and instruction program effectiveness.”

• Principal includes a responsibility to “Regularly consult the campus-level committee about planning, 
operation, supervision, and evaluation of campus education programs.”

District job descriptions include some generic references to analysis of programs. However, job descriptions do 
not provide specificity or assign detailed responsibilities for the use of data to guide program decisions or for 
the monitoring, reporting, or evaluation of district programs.

Auditors examined district documents for examples of how data were being utilized to guide instruction, 
including teacher responses to online survey questions related to the use of formative and summative assessment 
data. 
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Exhibit 5.2.1 summarizes teacher responses regarding the frequency and use of assessment data. 

Exhibit 5.2.1

Teacher Response to the Question:   
“How frequently do you use the results of assessments to plan instruction?”

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Answer Choices Responses
Daily 14.49% 31
Several times a week 21.50% 46
Weekly 42.99% 92
Monthly 9.35% 20
Rarely or not at all 3.27% 7
N/A 8.41% 18

Total Responses 214

Exhibit 5.2.1 shows the following:

• 35.99% of the teachers responded they used assessment results daily or several times per week.

• 3.27% of teachers responded rarely or not at all.

• 52.34% of the teachers responded they used assessment results either weekly or monthly.

Teachers also were asked about the use of student data. The results from 209 teacher responses are displayed 
in Exhibit 5.2.2.

Exhibit 5.2.2

Teacher Response to the Statement:  
“I use student assessment data for the following”

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Answer Choices Responses
To give grades 63.16% 132
To plan reteaching 88.04% 184
To refer students for intervention 69.86% 146
To place students in small groups for targeted instruction 82.30% 172
To place students in the correct course or level 32.06% 67

Total Responses 209

Exhibit 5.2.2 shows the following:

• 88.04% of the teachers indicated that they use assessment data “To plan reteaching.”

• 82.3% of the teachers use the data “To place students in small groups for targeted instruction.”

• 69.86% of the teachers use data “To refer students for intervention.”

• 63.16% of teachers answered they use data “To give grades.”

Overall, decisions are being made around reteaching, to refer students for interventions, and to assign grades.  
Teachers are utilizing assessment data in decision making, but not in a unified or coordinated effort to improve 
instructional practices with consistency across the district. 
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Auditors were not presented with any documents or verifiable data analysis showing that the district evaluates 
programs prevalent throughout the system. Auditors examined interview data related to the district’s systemic 
use of data for program decision making. The following comments reflect the district’s nonexistent practice in 
program evaluation. 

• “I assume that programs are evaluated before being requested, but I do not know that for a fact.” 
(District Administrator)

• “If there is a request for a new program, we will fund it [without an evaluation component].” (District 
Administrator)

• “I cannot think of a program that the board has approved based upon its own merits; rather we approve 
the overall budget.” (Board Member)

• “It is not very often that we get a report on a new program and if it is working.” (Board Member)

• “We have too many different programs and goals which make it hard to know what to place value on.” 
(Teacher Survey)

Overall, the auditors did not find any systemic process for the utilization of data for programmatic evaluation 
purposes. No system of feedback is present that supports the implementation, continuation, or termination of 
programs.

With the lack of a formal program evaluation plan in place, auditors felt it necessary to provide the district 
with a listing of the characteristics of a quality program evaluation plan or process to enable district leaders to 
develop a plan. Exhibit 5.2.3 provides a listing of the characteristics. 

Exhibit 5.2.3

Characteristics of a Quality Program Evaluation Plan or Process

1. Describes board or administrative directives to have program evaluation procedures in place
2. Specifies procedures for program evaluation, including needs assessment and formative 

evaluation and summative evaluation methods
3. Specifies the proficiencies of persons responsible for conducting the evaluation, enhancing 

likelihood that findings achieve maximum credibility and acceptance
4. Expects multiple measures designed to obtain accurate and reliable data about the goals and 

objectives of the program 
5. Provides for multiple measures of data collection to be used, including both quantitative and 

qualitative data 
6. Directs ongoing formative assessments for the first two years for any new program 

implementation and summative evaluation at the end of the third year
7. Directs that all existing programs undergo a program evaluation at least every three years
8. Expects procedures used in the evaluation process to be clearly described
9. Specifies that program evaluation reports clearly describe the program, including its context, 

purposes, and procedures 
10. Expects program evaluation reports to be utilized to support timely decisions regarding 

program effectiveness, identify both strengths and weaknesses of the program, and include 
findings and recommendations for continuation as is, modification, or termination 

11. Directs program evaluation designs to be practical, ethical, and cost effective, and to 
adequately address relevant political issues

12. Expects all proposals for the initiation of new program to include needs assessment data, a 
description of formative and summative evaluations, and data collection procedures

©2018 CMSi
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Summary

Auditors found the district lacks a systemic process for the use of data to guide implementation, continuation, 
and termination of programs. No program assessment or program evaluation plan was provided to the 
auditors. While data are available to the district to help make informed decisions, no formal process exists to 
support improvement of programs and instruction based on student achievement data. Teachers were found to 
primarily use data to reteach struggling students and assign grades. Auditors did not find any board policies that 
specifically address the use of data to guide program management or evaluation. Auditors also did not find any 
job descriptions assigning roles and responsibilities for how data are to be used for the formal implementation, 
continuation, and termination of programs (see Recommendation 5).

Finding 5.3:  The facility planning process is rated adequate and is being actively utilized to help guide 
major renovation, remodeling, and new construction in the district to alleviate current facility capacity 
needs.

Providing adequate educational facilities is a major responsibility of the board of trustees and district 
administration.  The learning environment of a school district must be clean, safe, and pleasant to support the 
effective delivery of the curriculum.  The design of the school facility, adequacy of space, and flexibility of 
use should support and enhance the instructional program.  Facilities need to be designed and maintained in a 
manner that conveys to students, parents, staff, and community members that the educational setting is a high 
priority.

Long-range facilities planning is imperative for effective use of funding and real estate to meet both current and 
future student needs.  Planning should be based on the careful analysis of all factors that impact the learning 
environment such as enrollment trends, curriculum needs, demographic changes, instructional practices, special 
educational requirements, technology advancements, and the support services needed to maintain the system.  
Long-range planning ensures that a district is prepared financially for the task of maintaining the quality of the 
existing facilities and the possibility of future construction or renovation.

Student collaboration area in the newly renovated Little Elm High School

Auditors reviewed board policies, facilities planning documents, and other documents related to school buildings 
and grounds.  The audit team visited each of the district’s schools and many classrooms where instruction 
was taking place to gather information on the learning environment and any special problems or impediments 
that may exist in facilities.  The auditors attended particularly to overall maintenance, physical atmosphere, 
accessibility, safety, and use of the buildings.  Interviews were conducted with board members, administrators, 
and teachers.
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The auditors concluded that the Little Elm ISD is presently experiencing major building renovation and 
construction to address the problem of increasing enrollment.  The master facilities plan is in the process of 
being implemented and is actively utilized. 

Several board policies were presented to auditors relevant to the area of facilities as described in Exhibit 1.1.6, 
Criterion 5.3.  One job description describes elements of facility planning related to curriculum and instruction 
needs:

• The job description for the position Executive Director of Operation Services describes a major 
responsibility to “work with other personnel in projecting student enrollments, staffing needs, building 
and facilities’ needs and usage, energy needs, capital equipment needs, and other items for district and 
individual school improvement.”

Auditors visited all school buildings and conducted a visual inspection of classroom spaces, grounds, and other 
structures related to teaching and learning.  Exhibit 5.3.1 lists the buildings visited, capacity, enrollment, and 
the auditor’s perception of the condition. 

Exhibit 5.3.1

Facility Capacity, Enrollment, and Condition
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Name Maximum 
Capacity

Functional 
Capacity Enrollment Condition

Brent Elementary 934 749 686 Adequate
Chavez Elementary 934 749 686 Adequate
Hackberry Elementary 912 729 669 Adequate
Lakeview Elementary 912 729 581 Adequate
Oak Point Elementary 912 729 772* Adequate
Prestwick Elementary (EE-5) 402 321 444* Inadequate
Total Elementary 5,006 4,006 3,838
Prestwick Middle (6-8) 432 345 326 Inadequate
Lakeside Middle 1,500 1,200 1,474* Inadequate
Little Elm High School 2,500 2,000 2,127* Adequate
Zellars Alternative N/A N/A N/A Adequate
Total Secondary 4,432 3,545 3,927*
TOTALS 9,438 7,551 7,765*
Functional capacities are based on 80% of maximum capacity
*Exceeds functional capacity
N/A – Zellars Alternative serves transitional students who are assigned to other buildings for enrollment purposes.
Condition Key:  Adequate = New or newly remodeled; Aging = Older but functional; Inadequate = Fails to meet learner needs
Source:  District Provided Data

As displayed in Exhibit 5.3.1:

• Current enrollment exceeds functional capacity in four buildings: Oak Point Elementary, Prestwick 
Elementary, Lakeside Middle School, and Little Elm High School.

• Total current enrollment exceeds functional capacity.

• Three buildings were deemed inadequate by auditors.  The issues are overcrowded classrooms, crowded 
hallway areas during passing time between classes, and designed student collaboration spaces being 
used as classroom areas due to overcrowding.

• All buildings were very clean and well maintained.
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No single comprehensive facilities plan was presented to auditors.  In the absence of a single facilities plan, an 
analysis of the presented documents and audit criteria used to evaluate them are included in Exhibit 5.3.2:

Exhibit 5.3.2

Comparison of Facilities Planning Efforts to Components  
Of a Comprehensive Long-range Facilities Plan

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Components of a Comprehensive Long-Range Facilities Plan
Auditors’ Rating
Met Not Met

1. Philosophical statements that reflect community aspirations and the educational 
mission of the district and their relationship to short- and long-range facilities 
goals

X

2. Enrollment projections that take into account any known circumstances that may 
change the pupil population X

3. The current organizational patterns of the district and identification of possible 
organizational changes necessary to support the educational program X

4. Identification of educational programs considered by designers of capital projects 
for renovation or addition of school facilities X

5. A detailed evaluation of each facility, including assessment of structural 
integrity, mechanical integrity and efficiency, energy efficiency, operations and 
maintenance, and health and safety requirements

X

6. Prioritization of needs for renovation of existing facilities and the provision of 
additional facilities X

7. Cost analysis of potential capital projects to meet the educational needs of the 
district, including identification of revenues associated with capital construction X

8. Procedures for the involvement of all stakeholders of the school community in 
the development and evaluation of the long-range facilities plan X

Total 7 0
Percentage Met 100%

©2018 CMSi

As described in Exhibit 5.3.2, the documents presented to auditors for review exceed 70% adequacy and satisfy 
the criteria for a comprehensive, long-range facilities master plan.  The following provide a brief discussion of 
each criteria and auditors’ assessment of associated district plan components.

Criterion 1:  Philosophical Statement

Board Policies BJA, CL, CLB and CS discuss the need for adequate facilities in reference to safety, security, 
cleanliness, energy conservation, maintenance, and support of district operation.  Additionally, the Department of 
Operational Services identifies as their departmental mission “to provide and maintain a clean, safe, and healthy 
environment for each individual we serve.”  This is followed by five goals, in the areas of communications, 
aesthetics, customer service, learning, and culture. The criterion was rated met.    

Criterion 2:  Enrollment Projections

The Growth Forecast, prepared by Powell ECC and based on the Templeton Demographics Study of 2018 
contains 10-year enrollment projections from 2018 until 2027.  Projections are included for both maximum and 
functional capacity and the incorporation of possible portable units.  Growth forecasts predict an increase of 
1,300 students over the next 5 years.  This criterion was rated met. 
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Criterion 3:  Educational Program Support

Enrollment studies and demographic housing patterns within the district have been utilized to determine the 
following:

• Placement of new school construction to meet future housing patterns.

• Remodeling and expansion of several buildings, including the recently completed remodeling of Little 
Elm High School.

• Construction of two new middle schools to open in 2020.

This criterion was rated as met.  

Criterion 4:  Educational Program Needs 

With a philosophical statement connecting the facility expectations in relation to the educational programming 
mission of the district (see Criterion 1 above), it becomes possible for facility planners to incorporate facility 
design to support the educational mission of the district.  As a result, while planning documents, and, to a lesser 
degree, board policies, provide a thorough and comprehensive survey of the structural integrity and capacity 
expectations of the district, there is no connectivity between the facilities and how they will be utilized to 
support the educational programming in the district. 

Auditors were not provided with an educational program document, as required in Board Policy CS (Legal).  
However, during interviews with district administrators, auditors learned of several facility design initiatives 
that have been incorporated into new construction to support learning environments that are unique to the 
district, including laboratory space, collaboration areas for students, moveable furniture, and teacher meeting 
space.  Auditors learned in interviews of facility enhancements:

• “The new buildings will have lab space, collaboration areas for students, Project Based Learning areas, 
movable furniture, and teacher collaboration space.” (District Administrator)

• “We have already modified space for collaboration in Powell, Lakeside Middle, Brent, and Prestwick.” 
(District Administrator)

While no written systemic plan is in place to link educational program needs to facility design, processes have 
been implemented to address the expectations of linking facility renovations to educational program priorities.  
This criterion was rated as met.

Criterion 5:  Facility Needs Assessment

The Siemens, Inc. Infrastructure and Operations Facility Audit, 2018 includes a description of each school 
building, its infrastructure, and analysis of mechanical systems, system efficiencies, and health and safety 
requirements. This criterion was rated as met.
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Natural light and a clean, sleek design enhance the environment at newly remodeled Little Elm High School

Criterion 6:  Renovation and New Construction Prioritization

This data, provided to auditors through several Little Elm ISD website links found under Construction Services, 
present a prioritized list of options to alleviate the facility issues with potential costs and benefits of facility 
options. This criterion was rated as met.

Criterion 7:  Capital Cost Analysis

The Huckabee Facility Assessment Report provides an analysis for the cost and revenues needed to facilitate 
upgrades, maintenance, and potential building repairs, remodeling, and new construction.  Additionally, multi-
year costs and revenue sources were developed by the district to achieve desired facility project goals.  This 
was confirmed by district personnel in interviews with auditors: “When planning the new buildings, we held 
multiple workshops with the superintendent, teachers, department heads, community members, and parents and 
talked about their needs and requests.”  (District Administrator).  The criterion was rated as met.

Criterion 8:  Stakeholder Involvement

As part of a recent $239,500,000 bond levy election (2017) to support new construction and renovations, 
opportunities were provided for stakeholder input through survey data and public meetings as to needs and 
expectations related to existing and long-range facilities planning.  Additionally, the district website provides 
ongoing updates on the progress for all facility projects.  The criterion was rated as met. 

The auditors concluded that the Little Elm ISD has taken recent steps to address enrollment capacity concerns.  
The facility planning process is rated adequate and is being actively utilized to help guide major renovation, 
remodeling, and new construction in the district to address facility needs in the future.  Additionally, educational 
priorities and instructional needs are taken into consideration in the remodeling, renovation, and design of 
construction projects (see Recommendation 3).
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE TCMAC-CMSI CURRICULUM AUDIT™ TEAM 
FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE LITTLE ELM INDEPENDENT SCHOOL 
DISTRICT
Based on the four streams of data derived from interviews, documents, site visits, and online surveys, the 
TCMAC-CMSi Curriculum Audit™ Team has developed a set of recommendations to address its findings 
shown under each of the standards of the audit.

In the case of the findings, they have been triangulated, i.e., corroborated with one another.  In the case of the 
recommendations, those put forth in this section are representative of the auditors’ best professional judgments 
regarding how to address the problems that surfaced in the audit.

The recommendations are presented in the order of their criticality for initiating system-wide improvements.  
The recommendations also recognize and differentiate between the policy and monitoring responsibilities of the 
board of trustees, and the operational and administrative duties of the superintendent of schools.

Where the TCMAC-CMSi audit team views a problem as wholly or partly a policy and monitoring matter, the 
recommendations are formulated for the board of trustees.  Where the problem is distinctly an operational or 
administrative matter, the recommendations are directed to the superintendent of schools as the chief executive 
officer of the school system.  In many cases, the TCMAC-CMSi audit team directs recommendations to both 
the board and the superintendent, because it is clear that policy and operations are related, and both entities are 
involved in a proposed change.  In some cases, there are no recommendations to the superintendent when only 
policy is involved or none to the board when the recommendations deal only with administration.

Audit recommendations are presented as overarching goals for the board and/or the superintendent, followed 
by the specific objectives to carry out the overarching goals.  The latter are designated “Governance Functions” 
and “Administrative Functions.”

Recommendation 1: Adopt and implement updated, revised, or new board policies to provide clear 
direction for the educational program and operational functions and to clarify expectations regarding 
organizational coordination and decision making.  Redesign the organizational chart to adhere to the 
audit principles of sound organizational management. Strengthen and update job descriptions to support 
curricular linkages and reflect impending organizational changes. 

A comprehensive set of school board policies is necessary to guide the management of a school system and 
express the expectations and intentions of the elected body legally charged with governance of the school 
district. Current, sound policies provide an updated legal framework for school district program operations and 
help create educational focus for ongoing decision making at schools and at the district level. Policies are relied 
upon to be a source of reference for district management as they deal with recurring issues and make operational 
decisions to promote consistency of administrative practices and cohesion of organizational functions. 
Administrative regulations that outline for central and site leaders the expectations in policy implementation 
are beneficial for effective coordination.

Likewise, quality control lies at the heart of a well-managed educational system. School systems demonstrate 
quality control through a clear set of policies that establish direction, coherent planning processes focused on 
system goals, and a functional table of organization and related job descriptions that set the structure to support 
achievement of mission and goals. 

Auditors determined that Little Elm Independent School District lacks sufficient mechanisms for quality control 
in the areas of policy and organizational structure to realize the district’s strategic direction.

Current board policies for Little Elm Independent School District do not provide adequate direction or 
communicate clear expectations for curriculum management and educational program management or for 
related administrative and operational functions (see Findings 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 4.1, and 5.1). Some policies broadly 
allude to critical functions of curriculum management without giving clear expectations; others establish some 
direction but do not meet audit criteria for clarity. The policies require few elements of a data-driven planning 



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 206

function, an effective curriculum management system, a comprehensive student assessment and program 
evaluation system, or use of data for decision making (see Findings 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 4.1, and 5.1). Administrative 
regulations and procedural documents used to interpret and operationalize board policies are minimal. 

The auditors’ recommended actions address the primary needs in the area of policies and regulations as identified 
through audit analysis (see Finding 1.1). Additional recommendations in this report also identify specific areas 
of policy weakness. The actions need to be addressed during the next 6 to 12 months in order to establish 
clear parameters for management of the educational program, operations, and related functions; to support 
effective coordination of responsibilities; and to communicate expectations regarding the follow-up actions 
recommended in this report.

Board Policy

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Board of Trustees of Little Elm 
Independent School District:

G.1.1: Direct the superintendent to prepare and present for review and adoption drafts of new policies or revised 
policies that will meet the criteria outlined in Exhibits 1.1.2 through 1.1.6 and address policy deficiencies pointed 
out in each of the findings and accompanying recommendations within this report.  Address these revisions as a 
priority in order to establish clear communication of direction for educational program management and sound 
operation of the district.  If necessary, contract with the Texas Association of School Boards or other creditable 
agency to assist with this task.

G.1.2: Establish an ongoing policy review and update schedule to avoid policies being outdated and ignored. 
Incorporate Texas Association of School Boards’ legal information as legislative changes occur, and include 
language needed to specify clearly the local board’s additional intent and expectations.

G.1.3: Direct the superintendent to establish a mechanism to ensure all administrators’ understanding of policies 
and the expectation that policies be followed throughout the district. Likewise, direct the superintendent to 
prepare administrative procedures for consistent implementation of policies.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Superintendent of Little Elm 
Independent School District:

A.1.1: Assist the board in implementing G.1.1 through G.1.3 above. Provide draft policy language that offers 
clarity of expectations where needed to meet the audit criteria in Exhibits 1.1.2 through 1.1.6 and other findings 
within the audit report.

A.1.2: Identify the policies most in need of specificity for central and site administrative coordination and 
consistency, and develop administrative regulations/procedures for those policies. Examples are: processes 
for development of curriculum (see Appendix E, Sample Curriculum Development Policy); expectations of 
curriculum monitoring, including classroom room walk-through procedures; procedures for implementation 
and monitoring of the effects of professional development. 

A.1.3: Provide updated policies and regulations/procedures to all administrators, with copies available for staff 
at the work sites, electronically or otherwise.  Update policies and procedural documents on the district website 
as soon as feasible to enable ready internal and external access to the most current versions.  Ensure that the 
publicized documentation of policies refers to the most recent review and approval for continuation or the most 
recent revision of previously existing policies.

A.1.4: Include discussion of updated policies and regulations in administrative meetings as revisions are 
completed, highlighting particular areas of policy at regular meetings; monitor for consistent implementation 
at all campuses.

A.1.5: Establish a system to maintain policy congruence with current state and federal laws, regulations, and 
other requirements as well as accuracy of local board intent in critical areas such as curriculum instruction, 
student assessment, and program evaluation.
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A.1.6: Develop and implement a strategy for clarifying points of decision making in critical areas such as 
curriculum, program adoption, assessment, professional development, instructional technology, and determining 
exceptions to program guidelines. In administrative team meetings, engage in activities such as matrix design 
by focusing first on decisions, especially those related to points of responsibility. Within the matrix, identify 
both perceptions and intent for those decisions to establish clarity, and create a document to help ensure uniform 
understanding among units within the system.

Table of Organization and Job Descriptions

Successful organizations have an organizational chart and accompanying job descriptions that provide the 
structure and working parameters for a well-organized, focused, and efficient administrative team.  Quality 
control and productivity depend on clear communication of the responsibilities and relationships of the 
organization. Effective relationships among leadership positions support the smooth operation of schools and 
support the focus on students and learning.  

Auditors determined that the district table of organization is ineffective as an oversight tool for the board of 
trustees. More specifically, the table of organization violates several rules of organizational management in 
the areas of span of control, full inclusion, scalar relationships, line and staff relationships, logical grouping of 
functions, and chain of command.  Auditors determined that job descriptions met audit criteria in all areas (see 
Finding 1.3).

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Board of Trustees of Little Elm 
Independent School District:

G.1.4: Direct the superintendent to revise the Little Elm Independent School District Organizational Chart, 
resolving issues cited by the auditors (see Finding 1.3).

G.1.5: Direct the superintendent to propose a continuation or adjustment to the organizational chart to the board 
of trustees for review and adoption annually.

G.1.6: Direct the superintendent to begin the process of reviewing and updating job descriptions, resolving 
issues cited by the auditors and impending changes due to audit organizational recommendations (see Finding 
1.3).

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm Independent School 
District Superintendent:

A.1.7: Revise the Little Elm Independent School District Organizational Chart to comply with audit criteria 
for sound organizational management (see Exhibit 1.3.2). Consider the recommended organizational chart 
presented in Appendix F that includes the following elements.

Scalar Relationships: Arrangement of positions with similar responsibilities and compensation are placed on 
the same horizontal plane. 

• Clean up the random placement on the table.  Each level of responsibly should have its own horizontal 
plane.

 ○ Level 1: Top Administration and Leadership Team

 ○ Level 2:  Executive Directors/Principals

 ○ Level 3:  Directors

 ○ Level 4: Teachers, Coordinators, and Assistant Directors

• Visually elevate Deputy Superintendent to a place slightly above other Assistant and Associate 
Superintendents to reflect level of responsibility and remuneration.
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Full Inclusion: All persons working within the district carrying out its essential functions should be depicted on 
the table of organization.  Add the following positions presently missing from the table; this will also correct 
the Span of Control issue as cited in Finding 1.3.

• Principals

• Teachers

• Curriculum Coordinators

• Assistant/Associate Principals

Chain of Command:  To comply with the expectation that supervisors not oversee an excessive number of 
employees (7-12), thereby hampering program effectiveness, the following adjustments to direct line reporting 
should be made:

• Limit direct line reporting to the Deputy Superintendent to those personnel in the curriculum area.

• Reassign reporting of principals to the Assistant Superintendent of School Improvement.

Line and Staff Functions: Those administrators carrying out the primary mission of the district should not be 
confused with those supporting it.  

• The Assistant Superintendent of School Improvement and Accountability is responsible for directing 
assessment in the district.   These assessment duties should be housed on the curriculum side, with 
reporting to the Deputy Superintendent who also supervises all duties relating to curriculum.  Remove 
the word “Accountability” from the title, revise the job description, and assign accountability to a 
separate staff member under curriculum.

• Likewise, the Director of Data Processing and Information Services, who develops student assessment 
data for teacher use, is best placed on the curriculum side.

• Principals are currently listed as reporting to the Deputy Superintendent.  Since the Deputy 
Superintendent also supervises all curriculum and instructional practices, the principals would more 
logically be placed in a separate line with other personnel responsible for implementation of the written 
curriculum (teachers and assistant principals).  As currently listed, principals (line position) are included 
with curriculum writers, staff developers, and assessment writers (staff positions), which is a violation 
of audit principles.  

Logical Grouping: The clustering of similar duties and tasks is employed in order to keep supervisory needs to 
a minimum.

• Move Federal Program Director (essentially a budgeting position) out of curriculum and into the fiscal 
department to better correspond to other budgeting responsibilities.

• Move Director of Guidance (currently assigned to the Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources 
and Student Services) to the curriculum area.  Guidance is a direct student service with a curriculum 
that should interface with all other curricula.

• Separate the job description for the role of Director of Professional Development, which also includes 
responsibilities as supervisor of Gifted and Talented programming, Advanced Placement, dual credit, 
and AVID.  These additional duties would best be served by a director/coordinator with singular 
assignment to G/T, AP, and AVID student programming.

• Change the title of Executive Director of Educational Services (a position currently in flux) to Executive 
Director of Instructional Services, responsible for supervision of digital learning and libraries, 
instructional practices, and professional development. 

A.1.8: Review the revised organizational chart with the board of trustees, and submit it for adoption.

A.1.9: Conduct an annual review of the organizational chart, and propose adjustments or continuation of the 
organizational chart to the board of trustees.
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A.1.10: Review and update job descriptions to comply with characteristics illustrated in Exhibit 1.3.3 of this 
report, and submit to the board of trustees for adoption.  Address the following issues:

• Ensure that chain of command elements are updated to match the revised organizational chart.

• In job descriptions for positions with responsibility for curriculum, assessment, instructional 
supervision, or professional development, strengthen job description language (where needed) to 
include responsibility for these curricular linkages (see Exhibit 1.3.4).  Use precise language when 
describing the duties.

• Create/revise job descriptions where they are missing or for newly created positions or adjusted duties 
based upon this recommendation (e.g., Deputy Superintendent, Director of Professional Development, 
Assessment Coordinator, Assistant Superintendent School Improvement, etc.).

• Include employee qualifications to reflect the needs of student populations (e.g., Spanish fluency, 
experience working with low income children, etc.).

• Include teacher and administrator responsibilities that reflect the district instructional model and 
curriculum emphasis (special skills or trainings required). 

• Eliminate outdated job descriptions for positions that are no longer part of the district’s organizational 
structure.

• Ensure that all job descriptions are dated and approved by the board of trustees.

Summary

These policy recommendations, if implemented during the next 6 to 12 months, will establish clear parameters 
for management of the educational program, operations, and related functions; to support effective coordination 
of responsibilities; and to communicate expectations regarding the actions recommended in this report.

Likewise, successful school districts have an organizational chart and accompanying job descriptions that 
provide the structure and working parameters for a well-organized, focused, and efficient administrative team.  
Quality control and productivity depend on clear communication of the responsibilities and relationships of the 
organization. Effective relationships among leadership positions support the smooth operation of schools and 
support the focus on students and learning.  

Recommendation 2:  Develop and implement a curriculum management plan that establishes an 
aligned curriculum available to all students and supports attainment of student learning goals.  Design 
a comprehensive K-12 curriculum for all core and non-core content areas that is vertically, horizontally, 
and deeply aligned to state and national standards and assessments.  Establish expectations for the 
selection and use of aligned instructional resources.  Develop and implement standardized instructional 
models for curriculum delivery to align classroom practices with system expectations and strengthen 
unity in monitoring practices for the supervisory role of principals in improving achievement of students.

The work in school districts of delivering quality instruction to every student and ensuring each child’s academic 
success is irrefutably daunting. Ensuring that every student has access to and masters the very best quality 
curriculum along with purposeful and carefully planned learning must be found at every level of the school 
system.  Therefore, written curriculum documents must be in place that focus and direct system efforts on 
achieving a quality, deeply-aligned curriculum and strong system for instructional delivery and educational 
equity.

A quality curriculum is based on the principle that the written, taught, and tested curricula are aligned. To 
be truly effective, not only must they be aligned in content, but also in context and cognitive type.  Context 
refers to the way in which something is learned or practiced.  The cognitive type refers to the type of cognitive 
functioning children engage in when accomplishing a task or practicing a skill. The first step for assuring 
alignment begins with quality written curriculum guides that specify what content is to be taught and suggests 
the best ways to approach that content, as well as the contexts necessary for students to attain mastery and the 
desired cognitive type of student engagement. A quality guide also presents an assortment of aligned resources 
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and materials that support instructional goals, and a series of formative, diagnostic assessments and sample 
test items so teachers know when students have mastered the intended objectives. The next step ensures that 
the written curriculum is delivered effectively, using aligned student artifacts, along with district-expected 
strategies and approaches described in the guides and in accompanying district documents, and in a way that 
communicates high expectations for all students and allows for individualization of learning and successful 
differentiation of instruction.

Once a district has the key components of the aligned curriculum in the design (all written aspects of the 
curriculum, including the expectations for what its implementation should look like), managing the delivery of 
that curriculum involves professional development, monitoring, and feedback to determine whether the delivery 
is effective.  Teaching practices, student classroom activities, and curriculum delivery are only effective if the 
student’s experience results in increased academic success. Classroom instructional practices must show a 
relationship to research-based effective teaching and learning, and teaching to mastery of the curriculum must 
be provided for all students according to their needs. Constant and valid classroom monitoring and evaluation 
must take place to assure that all subgroups of the student population are experiencing learning success.

At the time of the audit, the Little Elm Independent School District curriculum planning documents that auditors 
reviewed were found inadequate in quality to provide for sound curriculum management (see Finding 2.1).  
Written curriculum documents were adequate in scope at the elementary grade level, but inadequate at the 
middle, and high school levels (see Finding 2.2).  The quality of curriculum documents across all grade spans 
was found inadequate to direct teaching and to promote alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum 
(see Finding 2.3).  None of the curriculum documents presented to auditors met basic audit quality standards.  
Teacher curriculum use was inconsistent across the district as a result of high rates of teacher autonomy in the 
selection and use of resources and lack of monitoring of curriculum delivery (see Findings 2.3 and 3.2).

This recommendation is divided into three sections to allow for a better description of the multiple phases of 
curriculum management development:

• Section I: Curriculum Management Planning

• Section II: Curriculum Design and Development

• Section III: Curriculum Delivery and Monitoring

I. Curriculum Management Planning

Based on their findings, the auditors recommend the development and implementation of a comprehensive 
curriculum management system that is focused on a planned approach to every aspect of curriculum design and 
delivery—its development, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and revision—so that student learning for 
all children is maximized.  To put such a system in place and support these functions, the auditors recommend 
the following actions to the Little Elm ISD board of trustees and superintendent.  Full implementation of these 
recommendations should take three to five years for all core content areas.

Governance Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm ISD Board of Trustees:

G.2.1:  Revise and/or develop policies (see Appendix E) to clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the 
board of trustees, district administrators, central office administrators/personnel, campus-level administrators, 
and teachers regarding curriculum.  Incorporate into these policies the responsibilities outlined under the 
administrative functions section of this recommendation. 

G.2.2: Direct the superintendent (or designee) to define a plan for the development, revision, delivery, 
monitoring, and assessment of curriculum.  The plan is intended to serve many purposes: (1) to define the 
processes surrounding the continuous evaluation and development of curriculum; (2) to provide guidelines for 
what a finished product should look like; and (3) to clarify which tasks and responsibilities are classroom-level, 
campus-level, or district-level.  This plan should also incorporate the district’s mission statement and goals, and 
integrate the main goals of the future strategic plan.  It should explicitly coordinate functions across departments 
(such as curriculum design and development, curriculum delivery, professional development, and assessment), 
so any confusion about responsibilities and positions is minimized and gaps and overlaps diminished.  The plan 
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should include all the curriculum management components outlined in A.2.2 and described in Exhibit 2.1.2, 
and should also include:

• The definition of curriculum functions and components that are tightly held vs. those that are loosely 
held (see Exhibit 2.1.1);

• The definition and expectation of an aligned written, taught, and tested curriculum in all three dimensions 
(content, context, and cognitive type);

• The expectation of a K-12 scope and sequence of specific learning goals, benchmarks, and objectives 
that form the backbone of all curriculum guides and that meet and exceed the TEKS;

• A requirement that all courses offered be supported by quality written curricula that align with the 
TEKS and high stakes testing; and

• Formal board of trustees’ adoption of all written curricula prior to implementation.

Require that planning, particularly timelines for curriculum development and revisions, within and among 
departments and schools be aligned to the curriculum management plan, especially in the area of providing 
professional development necessary to support effective curriculum delivery.

Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm ISD Superintendent:

A.2.1:   Assist the board of trustees to revise and/or develop policies that define the roles of the board, district 
administrators, and teachers regarding curriculum.  For example, the board is primarily responsible for adopting 
curriculum; administrators are responsible for overseeing its development, evaluation, and revision, as well 
as for monitoring its implementation; and teachers are responsible for delivering the adopted curriculum and 
sometimes assisting in the writing or reviewing of the curriculum, with assistance from outside consultants or 
district administrators.

A.2.2:  Develop a curriculum management plan for directing the design, delivery, monitoring, evaluation, and 
revision of curriculum.  The plan should address the following areas (also see Exhibit 2.1.2):

1. A philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum:  What are the underlying beliefs of 
district leadership regarding how children learn, what constitutes effective teaching, what is the teacher’s 
role, what is the student’s role, and what is a district’s role in making available or ensuring a student’s 
education?  Defining the beliefs and philosophy establishes the foundation for what curriculum should 
look like, what the district’s and schools’ respective roles are in providing each child with an education, 
and what an effective, engaging classroom might look like.  Defining the philosophical framework must 
take place before defining and training teachers in the instructional model, and all curriculum work, 
including both design and delivery, should reflect that same philosophy.

2. Direction for how state and national standards will be included in the curriculum:  Will the 
district use a backloaded approach, in which the curriculum is derived from high-stakes tested learnings 
(topological and/or deep alignment), and/or a frontloaded approach, which derives the curriculum from 
the TEKS (but in a refined, more specific format)? 

3. Stages of curriculum development:  The different stages in developing and revising the written 
curriculum as specified.  These might include backloading and released item analysis; reviewing 
for alignment with external/target assessments in all three dimensions (content, context, cognition); 
assessing the complexity, rigor, and measurability of objectives; placing objectives in an articulated, 
K-12 sequence that expects mastery of content 6-9 months before it is encountered on the STAAR 
or other high stakes tests; developing mastery-level projects and activities with accompanying 
rubrics;  validating the existing objectives, materials, and resources against multiple external sources, 
such as AP standards or for rigor, and student-centered, active learning; and creating a bank of high 
quality assessment items and formative/diagnostic assessment instruments to support differentiated, 
individualized instruction.  
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4. Staff roles and responsibilities for curriculum management:  Who is responsible for which tasks?  
How do positions and departments with overlapping responsibilities work in concert to produce 
improvements in the written curriculum and in classroom instruction? This aspect of the plan delineates 
which tasks are primarily classroom-based, which are school-based, which are department/position-
based, and which are board-based.  For example, it is the board’s responsibility to determine the 
content of the educational program, in congruence with state law, and to approve and adopt the written 
curriculum.  It is the teachers’ role to deliver the curriculum effectively (so students master it), and 
the principals’ role to monitor its delivery (to assure alignment) and support teachers in delivering the 
curriculum.

Monitoring of classroom activities should be carried out by principals and other designated support 
personnel (such as assistant principals or academic coaches) to identify and promote productive practices 
that support learning, correct or eliminate practices that do not, and identify professional development 
needs. Clarify how monitoring responsibilities of any school-based personnel complement one another 
to prevent duplication of effort or possible conflicts in carrying out monitoring responsibilities.

5. A format and included components for curriculum guides:  What are the aspects or components 
of the written curriculum that are non-negotiable, for consistency in every content area, and the other 
aspects that are “fluid?”  Curriculum guides should include, minimally, the criteria presented in Exhibit 
2.3.1 and preferably suggested student projects or activities that integrate all the expectations for 
rigorous student engagement and learning described in part in Finding 3.2.

6. Requirement that each core content area has a focused set of precise student objectives and 
standards:  These should be derived from the TEKS, be reasonable in number so the student has 
adequate time to master the content, be very specific so teachers clearly understand what mastery 
of these objectives look like and what the standard of performance is, and be measurable (written in 
measurable terms and linked to formative assessment measures).

7. Multiple contexts and cognitive types:  The written curriculum should not only specify the content of 
the student objectives, but also include multiple contexts and suggestions for activities and approaches 
that engage students in critical thinking, and analytical cognitive types (suggested but not mandated, 
unless it is an assessment).

8. Design of curriculum to support differentiation and other expectations for delivery:  Curriculum 
guides should be designed so that they support teachers’ differentiation of instructional approaches 
(to match student preferences and learning styles), and teachers’ selection of student objectives at the 
right level of difficulty (to meet students’ academic needs). This ensures that those students who need 
prerequisite concepts, knowledge, and skills are moved ahead at an accelerated pace, so they don’t fall 
further and further behind, and that students who have already mastered the objectives are also moved 
ahead at a challenging pace.  

Whole group, one-size-fits-all approaches cannot meet the majority of students’ academic needs.  
District curriculum leaders must define what true academic differentiation looks like and how teachers 
can manage so many different skill levels and varying content knowledge in the classroom without 
holding certain students back or leaving other students behind.  This is critical to meeting the needs of 
academically at-risk populations and must be supported by the design of the curriculum in addition to all 
district documents that describe expectations for delivery, such as the essential elements, expectations, 
and components identified in Finding 3.2.

9. Timing, scope, and procedures for a periodic cycle of curriculum and resource review/
development:  This ensures that every content area is addressed and has a written curriculum that 
facilitates effective, rigorous instruction, and that curriculum is kept up-to-date, particularly with 
changes in state standards or requirements as well as with testing modifications or changes.   The cycle 
should also include procedures for when/how often to finalize updates and revisions to the written 
curriculum, so teachers can rely on the accuracy of their content and prepare for anticipated changes 
and revisions.  Such a cycle should also establish the timeline for reviewing the alignment, quality, and 



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 213

rigor of adopted resources and materials, and direct their revision or replacement where and when they 
are inadequate.  ALL resources that are referenced or suggested by the written curriculum should be 
screened for rigor, appropriateness, cultural relevance, alignment to district expectations for instruction 
and student engagement, variations in context, and for content alignment.  Weaknesses and gaps should 
be identified, and supplemental resources included.  Note that resources and materials are loosely held; 
these should be suggested, to assist teachers in their instructional planning, but not mandated.  Teachers 
need defined flexibility in selecting vetted and aligned resources to meet individual student needs.

10. Assessment beliefs and procedures to determine curriculum effectiveness and use of data:  What 
are all the instruments that will be used to measure progress toward meeting goals, including the goal 
of students’ mastering curriculum objectives?  How will the data be used, who will use it, and how will 
it be collected, analyzed, and disseminated to teachers, administrators, and concerned stakeholders?  

11. Use of formative and summative assessments:  There must be an expectation for formative 
assessments, included in the curriculum guides, that teachers can use whenever needed to evaluate 
student progress in mastering objectives (or to determine whether they already know content about to 
be taught).  These assessments are part of a comprehensive battery of tools.  The availability and quality 
of formative, diagnostic assessment tools are critical to being able to determine, and meet, students’ 
individual academic needs.

12. A staff development program linked to curriculum design and delivery:  Professional development 
is necessary to prepare teachers to deliver the curriculum in accordance with the board’s performance 
expectations.  This includes support in the classroom to ensure that training and curriculum materials 
are properly used (see Recommendation 4).

13. Monitoring the delivery of curriculum:  The procedures, philosophy, and intent for monitoring the 
delivery of curriculum are defined.  Multiple means of monitoring (as well as multiple purposes) are 
suggested, as well as a well-defined and cohesively implemented classroom walk-through process 
(Downey, et al).

14. Communication plan:  A plan is necessary for communicating among and across departments and 
levels of the district regarding the process of curriculum design and delivery (which also includes 
professional development and assessment) to maintain constancy of effort, focus, and continuity.

A.2.3:  Make periodic reports to the board regarding the progress in managing curriculum district-wide, using 
data from formative and summative assessments, as well as from monitoring practices.  The importance of 
quality, deeply-aligned written curriculum that raises expectations for student performance and supports those 
expectations with critical resources for teachers cannot be overstated.  Curriculum is a key component in 
ensuring better teaching and higher achievement.  Planning for its development, implementation, and revision 
is essential to impacting student learning in every classroom.

II. Curriculum Design and Development

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm Independent School District 
Board of Trustees:

G.2.3:  Require that efforts to develop the written curriculum begin immediately; require that decisions regarding 
content areas to receive priority be data-based. (For example, if math is an area of concern for many individuals 
and there is little consistency in its delivery, focusing on that content area first might be sensible.)

G.2.4: Establish a common definition of curriculum, and contrast it with the TEKS and commercially-produced 
materials and resources.  Include this definition in policy.

G.2.5: Direct the superintendent to review the concepts of deep curriculum alignment, and require that those 
concepts form the basis for curriculum design efforts across the district (see step A.2.7).

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm Independent School 
District Superintendent:



Little Elm Independent School District Audit Report Page 214

A.2.4:  Define the components and characteristics that need to be included in a document to be considered a 
“model” curriculum guide.  Review the components and characteristics identified and discussed in Finding 2.3.  
The following components are minimum requirements:

1. Objectives (tightly-held):  The objectives used in Little Elm ISD curriculum guides were inconsistently 
formatted, and many were taken directly from the TEKS. Objectives should be “refinements” of the 
TEKS: a specific restatement of the intended skill or knowledge to be learned, the (many) contexts 
in which it is to be learned and practiced, and the standard of performance by which a teacher knows 
mastery of that skill or knowledge has been achieved. These should all align closely with the TEKS, but 
these specific learner objectives give the teacher more precise information of what mastery looks like 
and clearly define which objectives are assigned to which grade or instructional level (so the first grade 
objective is clearly different from the second, and so on).

The number of objectives included in the guide must also be manageable.  It is better to focus on fewer 
objectives and address them more “deeply” than include an entire of battery of objectives that teachers 
“might” touch on.  Review all objectives for evidence of rigor, and integrate into the objectives across 
all content areas expectations for the essential elements and cognitively engaging instruction.

Giving teachers a clear continuum of student learning from kindergarten through grade 12 allows them 
to move students ahead at an appropriate pace if the students are on-level, or to accelerate them if they 
are behind.  This is easier when the teacher knows exactly where a student is on the continuum of 
learning, what content is next in the sequence, and what students have mastered when they come into 
the classroom (particularly important in cases of high mobility).

2. Assessment (tightly-held):  Specific examples of how each objective will be assessed, with what tools, 
and when must be included in the written curriculum documents. District common assessments must 
be cross-referenced throughout, specifying when, how, and with what instrument each objective will 
be evaluated.  Relying solely on released test items or commercially produced assessments or unit/
chapter tests is insufficient; the sample items to be included should be items based on deconstructed, 
released test items that have been altered and “deepened” to provide students with a challenge level 
ensuring their success on a multitude of test items related to the same content (English and Steffy, 
2001).  Additional diagnostic assessments are needed to supplement the district common assessments, 
which serve as a minimal benchmark but lack cognitive rigor and contextual alignment to STAAR.  
Teachers must have tools with which to continuously evaluate student progress and move them at the 
appropriate, individualized pace in all content areas.  Consider more authentic approaches that integrate 
into daily instruction and are more project-based in nature, particularly those assessment tools that 
require writing.  

3. Prerequisites/Scope and Sequence (tightly-held):  Place the learner objectives (K-12) within a scope 
and sequence document to allow teachers to easily discern what content and skills students come in 
with, and what content and skills they are responsible for seeing students leave with.  Such a document 
helps distribute accountability and eliminates gaps and overlaps in student learning—an important 
factor in an educational environment that must make the most of the time allowed with students.  This 
will also facilitate greater articulation of the curriculum from one level to the next and assure greater 
coordination across a single level or course, as the mapping out of objectives is already completed, and 
any “misinterpretation” of the TEKS is avoided.

4. Suggested Strategies and Approaches (loosely-held):  This item is a critical part of ensuring high 
expectations for students and achieving deep alignment to provide teachers, particularly inexperienced 
teachers, with support in deciding ways to teach the assigned objectives. Flexibility is always allowed 
in how teachers approach a given objective, but this component provides teachers with invaluable, 
research-proven suggestions if they want or need them. It is important not to confuse loosely-held with 
complete autonomy—teachers have flexibility, but there may still be guidelines in place surrounding 
the nature and types of activities and approaches that are used in district classrooms.  For example, 
district leaders may reasonably expect the selected strategies to be responsive to student learning styles, 
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be cognitively and actively engaging, and be effective in improving student learning.  Latitude must be 
allowed, however, for teachers to select strategies in an effort to respond to the varying individual needs 
in their classroom; there should be rationale for an approach or strategy that ties back to student learning 
and ultimate success.  The suggested strategies should be developed to ensure they incorporate those 
contexts and cognitive types known to be part of the tests in use, and these strategies and suggested 
student activities and projects allow students to become familiar with the contexts and cognitive types 
before encountering them on the high stakes tests. This is the main tenet of the “doctrine of no surprises.”  

However, such strategies should not ONLY align with test contexts.  A wide variety of authentic, 
student-centered contexts is recommended to ensure a more broad-based, real-life application of the 
concepts, skills, and knowledge so that students can connect personally with the learning, be more 
actively and cognitively engaged, and see the overall value of their learning.

The strategies observed in classrooms at the time of the audit were of varying quality and rigor.  
Classroom-based activities and strategies should always meet and exceed the rigor found on state 
assessments (STAAR).  Students should be challenged in the classroom, not by a high stakes assessment.  

5. Resources and Materials (loosely-held):  Every book, recommended professional resource, audiovisual 
aid, technological enhancement or program, and other resource should be listed (after ensuring teachers 
have all resources that are necessary) in the written curriculum and referenced by objective/strategy, 
AFTER it has been screened for rigor, quality, developmental appropriateness, and alignment with the 
content, contexts, and cognitive types of the objectives.  All suggested materials and resources should 
have been analyzed for deep alignment to the curriculum and the tests in use; modifications are also 
included in the guide to improve alignment.  Materials and resources are suggested—as with strategies 
and approaches, not required—to allow teachers and buildings flexibility in selecting those materials 
most effective and appropriate for their students.  However, in cases with extremely high mobility, 
adherence to the sequence of units or objectives in the curriculum guide by teachers across schools 
becomes more important.  This consistency in WHAT is taught is critical to ensure better transitions 
for students moving from school to school (while allowing for flexibility in how the content is taught).

Beyond these components, the format for the guides should be determined.  These do not necessarily need to 
be identical for all content areas, but within content areas it is recommended that a common format be selected 
and adhered to for consistency across the district.  The degree of variation in curriculum guides is up to district 
leaders.  Refer to Finding 2.3 for additional information concerning characteristics of a quality curriculum.  A 
unit-based format, which allows for flexibility in pacing within several weeks, supports differentiation over 
a format that is a compilation of suggested daily lessons.  The format and design of curriculum must support 
delivery, as pacing for individual students can vary within a normal year.

A.2.5:  Reflect in the design of the curriculum the expectation that instruction will be differentiated to 
accommodate individual student needs (academic) and learning styles (see Findings 2.3 and 3.2).  This requires 
supporting fluid groupings of students (pairs, small groups, etc.), Response to Intervention and English learner 
approaches in addition to the basic suggestions for remediation and enrichment within the guides themselves.  
Include in the curriculum design components and characteristics that reflect the district’s philosophy and beliefs 
concerning effective delivery. Design must support delivery.  Make these expectations an integral part of the 
guides, not a stand-alone document.

A.2.6:  Take steps to assure that all courses have a corresponding curriculum.  Set priorities for curriculum 
development or revision.  This will be a major undertaking and may take three to five years to complete, 
depending on the availability of outside assistance.  In the official course list, indicate which courses are offered 
at each building during the current school year (see Finding 2.2).

A.2.7:  As curriculum is developed, engage in a deep alignment analysis to ensure that the objectives, resources, 
and strategies included in curriculum guides are deeply aligned to the tests in use in all three dimensions—
content, context, and cognitive type. 
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A.2.8:  Wherever possible, integrate expectations for instruction (see Finding 3.2).  When these are integrated 
within all core content area courses, it is more likely to become an institutionalized expectation and practice.  
Require principals to monitor whether these approaches are implemented in the classroom.  Continue to train 
teachers in these approaches, and monitor for their impact on curriculum delivery.

A.2.9:  Work in tandem with staff development personnel to prepare trainings for teachers in using and effectively 
implementing the written curriculum.

A.2.10:  Develop an administrative regulation (supporting the newly developed curriculum policy that requires 
alignment of any proposed instructional program to the district curriculum prior to adoption, purchase, and/
or implementation.  The procedure should apply to all instructional programs, whether recommended for 
implementation at the district, campus, or classroom level.  The administrative regulation should outline the 
process of alignment in content, context, and cognitive type to the TEKS and STAAR.  A high-performing 
district has only one written curriculum.

III. Curriculum Delivery and Monitoring

Instruction

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm ISD Board of Trustees.

G.2.6: Engage in a broad-based conversation between and among internal and external district stakeholders 
to identify instructional strategies the board expects to be enacted in all classrooms throughout the district.  
Conversations might address the following:

a. The aligned curriculum shall be delivered with fidelity in all classrooms across the district.

b. Instruction that differentiates for the needs of all students (e.g., special education, English learner, 
gifted and talented) shall be provided as appropriate.

c. Instruction requiring higher-order thinking skills based on Bloom’s Taxonomy shall begin as early as 
pre-kindergarten and expand in focus through grade 12.

d. Instruction will extend beyond the classroom to connect to real work and jobs.

e. Technology will be used to enhance instruction and learning all content areas at all grade levels.

G.2.7: Direct the superintendent to develop administrative regulations that define a set of instructional 
expectations or an instructional model to be adopted in classrooms throughout the district.  

G.2.8:  Direct the superintendent to regularly evaluate the effectiveness of the delivery of curriculum across 
the district.  Such an evaluation should use data from multiple sources:  common assessments, summative 
assessments, informal classroom observation monitoring data, and formal teacher observations.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm ISD Superintendent:

A.2.11:  Lead the board in determining priority strategies for the delivery of instruction, as described in G.2.6 
by conducting a review of best practices and high impact strategies that are effective with the diverse student 
populations (cultural and economic) to promote a higher level of learning by all students.  Provide summary 
information to the board and others in the process to facilitate an informed decision regarding instructional 
priorities.  Provide supportive information for each strategy (e.g., facilities, equipment, materials, and special 
training needed) so the board will understand the implications of their choices.  After priorities are established, 
widely disseminate to all teachers and campus-level administrators a summary of the research-supported 
instructional strategies set as priorities by the board. 

A.2.12:  Prepare for curriculum implementation.  At least six months to one year prior to rolling out any new 
curriculum, consider doing the following:

• Field-test the curriculum.  Pilot the resource materials, assessments, and any other supporting resources.

• Collect preliminary data concerning the pilot curriculum’s effectiveness in terms of student achievement 
and from teacher feedback.
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• Revise field-tested curriculum guides based on feedback.

• Submit the curriculum for adoption by the board.

Provide written curriculum guides for all teachers, and extensively train them in their content and in the 
suggested strategies and approaches, within the context of a recommended set instructional expectations or 
instructional model.

A.2.13:  Define the set of instructional expectations or instructional model expected to be used in classrooms 
across the district.  This is not intended to be a prescriptive, tightly-held requirement.  Rather, the instructional 
model is intended to provide a clear picture of what district leaders want and expect effective and rigorous 
instruction to look like.  Use Finding 3.2 as a starting point.  Instructional expectations should all be integrated 
into one consolidated document adopted by the board of trustees.

Monitoring

Monitoring is the primary means by which district leaders evaluate the degree to which curriculum is delivered 
with fidelity and to which the instructional model is reflected in classroom activities and instruction. Monitoring 
is an absolutely critical facet of effective implementation.  It is about supporting and facilitating quality and 
effective curriculum delivery, not just looking for it. No matter who is involved in monitoring (it can be carried 
out by multiple positions within a building and even by teachers amongst themselves), the principal should 
remain the instructional leader on the campus.

Governance Functions: The following action is recommended to the Little Elm ISD Board of Trustees.

G.2.9:  Adopt a policy that requires the superintendent to create an administrative regulation defining the 
expectations for monitoring instruction.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm ISD Superintendent.

A.2.14: Develop an administrative regulation that outlines the who, what, how, and why of instructional 
monitoring with the ultimate goal of supporting instruction and increasing student achievement.  

A.2.15:  Hold building principals clearly accountable for instructional leadership in the schools, including 
monitoring of curriculum implementation and performance evaluation of all staff.  Clarify that curriculum 
and program positions are to assist the principals and coach teachers, but that the principals are the overall 
supervisors and evaluators of classroom teachers.

A.2.16:  Develop a system for consistent monitoring of curriculum implementation throughout the district.  
Instructional administrators should observe the curriculum being taught in the classrooms on a regular basis, 
per board policy (see Recommendation 1).  The following strategies are recommended for the structure of 
curriculum monitoring in the district:

• Determine the curriculum objective that is being learned in the classroom and the cognitive type of 
thinking that is being employed.

• Compare taught objectives to the district curriculum guide for congruence.

• Determine the alignment of activities/resources to the objective(s) being taught.

• Determine effective teaching practices taking place with attention to differentiated instruction to meet 
students’ needs.

• Note other objectives and teaching practices observed throughout the classroom.

• Plan when and how feedback will be given to teachers to assist them in growing professionally.
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Summary

The weakness in curriculum management and quality outlined in Standard 2 must be addressed across all 
current and future curriculum documents.  The creation of a comprehensive curriculum management plan will 
provide for cohesion, clear articulation, and improved teacher support across all grade levels, content areas, 
and school campuses.  The Little Elm Independent School district must also adopt consistent, high quality 
curriculum documents for all core and non-core content areas and grade levels.  Instructional expectations and 
district-wide consistent monitoring to determine curriculum effectiveness will provide valuable information to 
determine district effectiveness in supporting achievement for all students.  

Recommendation 3: Provide for focus and clarity through consistent district, campus, and departmental 
planning. Develop written plan documents that meet audit criteria, have a reasonable number of 
achievable objectives, and are communicated to all stakeholders.  Ensure that departmental plans for 
professional development, program evaluation, instructional technology, and assessment are aligned to 
district and school improvement plans and the curriculum management plan.  Use system performance 
data to identify gaps between current status and desired outcomes. 

Development and implementation of comprehensive written plans that address professional development, 
interventions, program evaluation, instructional technology, facilities, and assessment provide district leaders 
with quality information to make intentional decisions about all aspects of the educational system related to 
student learning.  These plans communicate to the public how district leadership addresses accountability in 
the local school system.  In addition, focused and coordinated departmental plans align a system’s resources 
effectively and efficiently to the implementation of the district’s written curriculum.

Effective planning is essential to focus and organize district and school resources to meet the changing needs 
of students. Long-range planning provides a systemic means to sustain constancy of purpose as a district works 
to meet its goals.  Comprehensive planning increases the probability that effective programs, practices, and 
facilities will be available to students regardless of growth, economic changes, and other changes within the 
community at large.

The auditors found that the Little Elm Independent School District board policies are available to direct 
planning and plans (see Finding 1.1); however, the three levels of planning analysis conducted by the auditors 
and reported in Finding 1.2 indicate that planning, the district improvement plan and strategic plan, the school 
improvement plans and Commitment to Excellence plans, and the technology plan are inadequate to provide 
clear and coordinated direction for achieving maximum benefit from human and financial resource expenditure.  
Additionally, some elements of curriculum management planning (see Finding 2.1), professional development 
planning (see Finding 3.1), instructional technology implementation (see Finding 3.2), and assessment and 
program evaluation planning (see Finding 4.1) are evident, but fail to meet the level of quality needed to support 
increased achievement and growth for all students (see Finding 4.3). Facility planning is adequate (see Finding 
5.3), and recent renovations and future building plans link collaboration and project-based learning with group 
meeting spaces and collaboration areas.

Planning in the Little Elm ISD must become more focused and coordinated.  The following specific actions are 
recommended to the board of trustees and the superintendent.  Full implementation of these recommendations 
should take from two to three years.

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm ISD Board of Trustees:

G.3.1: With assistance from the superintendent, adopt new and/or revise existing board policies to provide 
clear, concise, and comprehensive direction to the Little Elm ISD administration to:

1. Engage in quality annual planning and develop plans at the district, campus, and department levels that 
fulfill the district’s belief in continuous improvement at all levels of the organization.

2. Engage in formal curriculum and assessment management planning, and long-range technology, 
professional development, and facilities planning to focus and promote productivity district-wide.
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3. Create and implement a performance-based budget development process that links planning and plan 
priorities to the allocation of resources (see Recommendation 6).

4. Submit an annual summative evaluation of all plans to the board of trustees for review and discussion.  
This could be accomplished at a regular board meeting or at a board retreat for planning and budget 
development for the next fiscal year.

G.3.2: Provide all necessary resources, including financial resources, for implementation of the following 
administrative actions.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm ISD Superintendent:

A.3.1: Assist the board in drafting new and/or revising existing board policies as referenced in G.3.1.

A.3.2: Develop administrative regulations to further detail and provide guidance for the board policies related 
to planning.  Administrative regulations should stipulate that the respective planning process or plans include 
Curriculum Audit quality characteristics as designated:

• District-wide planning (see Exhibit 1.2.2)

• Comprehensive district-wide plan (see Exhibit 1.2.3)

• Campus plans (Appendix G)

• Curriculum management planning (see Recommendation 2)

• Assessment and program evaluation management planning (see Recommendation 5)

• Professional development planning (see Recommendation 4)

• Facilities planning (see Exhibit 5.3.2)

• Instructional Technology planning and implementation (see Appendix H)

A.3.3: Designate district-wide oversight of planning and plans to a central office administrator at the director 
level or higher.  This person should serve as a consultant or resource for all planning in the district to ensure 
alignment and full coverage of all major efforts as well as unduplicated efforts.  Ensure that school improvement 
plans are included in the oversight with the following role assignment:

• Assistant Superintendent of School Improvement – Working with the building administrators and 
improvement teams, this position is directly responsible for the oversight of the development, approval, 
and implementation of elementary and secondary school improvement plans (see Recommendation 1).

A.3.4: Working within the board policy and administrative regulation framework, create a new comprehensive 
planning process that requires clear and explicit connections between all planning efforts and the Little Elm ISD 
priorities as referenced in A.3.2. Within this framework:

1. Expand the comprehensive district-wide planning process to include the characteristics displayed in 
Exhibit 1.2.2 that were rated as inadequate (i.e., policy expectation for planning; well defined vision 
and direction for the district; using data to influence planning and direction for the system—beyond 
student achievement data; aligning the budget development and adoption process with planning; 
determining where major decisions are made, campus or district level; leadership that adjusts to 
discrepancies between current realities and desired status; staff involvement in meaningful decisions 
through improvement planning, task forces, or other means; and aligning professional development to 
planning).

2. Work with Little Elm ISD principals in determining how to best develop, manage, and evaluate plans 
that are true guidance documents rather than compliance documents.  The annual district plan should, 
at a minimum, fulfill all of the characteristics listed in Exhibit 1.2.3. All campus plans should, at a 
minimum, include the characteristics described in Appendix G.  Provide professional development 
to principals and campus staff in the planning and plan development process, including how to write 
measurable objectives, establish criteria for evaluating outcomes and objectives, conduct formative 
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plan evaluation, and document checkpoints during the year for revisions necessitated by changes in the 
environment, etc. Direct principals via job descriptions (see Finding 1.3) and the performance review 
process to monitor plan implementation and to apprise the supervising administrator of any major 
problems or delays in reaching goals.

3. Work with department directors and coordinators to develop a standardized format for improvement 
plans, and develop plans for all units/departments that provide staff (support) functions.  The focus of 
these plans should be continuous improvement of the processes provided by the unit/department, not 
student achievement improvement. The expectation is that improved staff processes will support the 
campus efforts in improving student learning, even though indirectly. Require the same implementation, 
monitoring, and evaluation steps described in number 2 above.

4. Develop curriculum and assessment management plans that incorporate the elements displayed in 
Recommendation 2 and Recommendation 5. These plans are critical for providing comprehensive 
planning coverage for all aspects of a mandated district-wide, high-quality, aligned Pre-K-12 curriculum 
to students attending all campuses.  Submit the plans to the Little Elm ISD board of trustees for 
approval.  Assign the Deputy Superintendent to lead the development, implementation, management, 
and evaluation of the plans, with day-to-day responsibility delegated to various program directors (see 
Recommendation 1).

5. Revise the current professional learning plan to become a comprehensive professional learning plan, 
with the Director for Professional Development responsible for plan development, with oversight from 
the Executive Director for Instructional Services. This plan should be priority-based and include all 
characteristics referenced in Recommendation 4. The foundation for the professional development plan 
must be the Little Elm ISD goals and identified professional needs of the individual, unit/department, 
and organizational levels of employees required to successfully achieve the goals.  Focus should be on 
implementing high impact practices in the classroom for improved learning by all students, as well as 
monitoring of delivery of those practices (see Recommendation 2).

6. Direct the Director for Digital Learning and Library Services to work with the Executive Director 
for Instructional Services, as well as other internal and external stakeholders, to revise the district’s 
technology plan to a comprehensive, long-range plan that reflects the district’s vision for use of 
emerging technology as a teaching and learning tool.  Include all the elements of a high-quality long-
range technology plan referenced in Appendix H.

7. Continue to review and revise the long-range facilities planning process to remain current with the 
district education philosophy, and incorporate into all future facility designs.

A.3.5: Schedule informal and formal conversations with key internal stakeholders regarding the importance 
and value of having written plans that are truly roadmaps to reach the desired destination in the most effective 
and efficient manner possible. Plans must be dynamic, ever-changing documents for continual reference and 
guidance.

A.3.6: In concert with the board president, establish an annual schedule to present evaluation results of all major 
plans in an open public meeting. This report should include how progress toward goals and objectives is to be 
used as feedback for improvement and subsequent year goals.

Successful implementation of these governance and administrative recommendations will create an environment 
for the Little Elm ISD to be successful in establishing and institutionalizing a comprehensive planning process 
for district-wide curriculum management. Quality district, school, and department plans will focus planning on 
the main priorities of the district and reduce unnecessary impediments to success. Collectively, these efforts will 
promote the district’s goal of providing rigorous and relevant learning for all students.
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Recommendation 4: Develop a comprehensive professional learning program, with a quality plan as 
the foundation, that is tightly aligned to the district’s priorities and centrally coordinated for increased 
productivity.

The goal of quality professional learning is to increase the human capacity of all staff in the execution of 
their responsibilities to promote accomplishment of the organization’s mission and priority goals. In education 
systems, this overarching goal translates to developing the skills of teachers, administrators, and support 
personnel in the effective design and delivery of curriculum and support functions. Professional learning is a 
key factor in ensuring the alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum. Special emphasis must be 
placed on developing teachers and principals to use and monitor instructional strategies that meet the needs of 
all students and to implement the adopted curriculum to support differentiation and student-responsive teaching. 
Additionally, effective professional learning must be aligned with district goals and priorities to maximize the 
use of available time and coordinated at the central office level to promote efficiency and productivity. 

Auditors found the Little Elm ISD professional learning program inadequate to prepare instructional and 
administrative staff to deliver the district’s curriculum (see Finding 3.1). The district offers many professional 
learning opportunities, but leadership has not established adequate policies or administrative regulations to 
provide clear direction for professional learning (see Finding 1.1). Further, leadership has not developed a 
comprehensive professional learning plan that provides direction for the coordination, implementation, and 
evaluation of professional learning efforts that result in high levels of achievement for all students. Finally, a 
clearinghouse to coordinate professional learning across the district has not been established.

To eliminate the deficiencies found in the Little Elm ISD professional learning program, the auditors offer the 
following recommendations to the board and superintendent. The professional learning plan should be complete 
within one year. All other recommendations should be completed within two years. 

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Board of Trustees of the Little Elm 
ISD:

G.4.1: Direct the superintendent to draft wording for a new board policy that requires a comprehensive 
professional learning plan and provides increased control and direction for professional learning throughout 
the district. 

G.4.2: Direct the superintendent to develop administrative regulations that detail the components of the 
professional learning plan described in G.4.1. The plan should incorporate, at a minimum, the 18 characteristics 
of quality professional learning as described in Exhibit 3.1.1. 

G.4.3: Direct the superintendent to revise the current plan or develop a new comprehensive professional 
learning plan as described in G.4.1 and G.4.2 and implement a professional learning program that ensures 
district-wide consistency, continuity, and quality control. The plan should evolve from consideration of the 
following minimum factors: 

• District mission, vision, and strategic priorities; 

• Performance review data; 

• Curriculum delivery monitoring data; 

• Student assessment data; 

• Program evaluation data; 

• Student equity needs; 

• Technology integration as both a teaching and learning tool; and 

• Staff member needs assessment, including both professional and support staff. 

G.4.4: Commit adequate resources to implement the administrative actions in this recommendation.
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G.4.5: Require the superintendent to present an annual report of professional learning initiatives and evaluative 
data on their impact on student achievement. Effectiveness of professional learning is best measured in terms 
of observed changes in classroom instruction resulting in increased student achievement, not in dollars spent or 
numbers in attendance. 

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Superintendent of the Little Elm 
ISD: 

A.4.1: Draft wording for a new policy to direct the development and implementation of a comprehensive written 
professional learning plan that aligns with the district improvement plan and all other district and campus 
planning documents. 

A.4.2: Assign appropriate staff to oversee the development of the comprehensive written professional learning 
plan with the Deputy Superintendent as the ultimate responsible party for development.

A.4.3: Define roles and responsibilities for all other district personnel in terms of professional learning 
responsibilities, participation, monitoring, and evaluation. Update district job descriptions to include these 
attributes. 

A.4.4: When the board approves the professional learning policy described in G.4.1 and A.4.1, prepare the 
administrative regulations addressed in G.4.2, incorporating the 18 characteristics of quality professional 
development plans. 

A.4.5: Revise the current or develop a new multi-year professional learning plan that is consistent with the 
administrative regulations described in A.4.4. Formalize the connections among the district’s written curriculum, 
instructional practices, appraisal system, and professional learning program. Involve internal and external 
stakeholders in the development of the plan. 

A.4.6: Publish and widely communicate the new professional learning policy, administrative regulations, and 
plan to all internal stakeholders. 

A.4.7: Establish a district-level clearinghouse for all campus and district-level professional learning activities, 
and assign appropriate staff responsibility for oversight. The overarching, multi-purpose of a clearinghouse is 
to ensure alignment of all professional learning activities (campus and district) to district priorities, facilitate 
coordination of all professional learning efforts to reduce of duplication, and promote increased productivity. 

A.4.8: Determine priority areas for professional learning across the district in alignment with needs assessment 
and long-range planning goals. Determine professional learning offerings that are differentiated for the needs 
of administrators, teachers, and support staff, according to their experience and performance review results. 
Select only a few initiatives for focus, thereby giving administrators and teachers time to deepen their level 
of understanding and implementation of priority practices over the course of several years. Consider selection 
from the following areas: 

• Improvement of curriculum development, revision, and deep alignment techniques for the district 
curriculum design team (see Findings 2.2 and 2.3); 

• Implementation of the written curriculum using the district’s preferred instructional strategies, including 
those determined effective in reducing the achievement gap based on wealth (see Finding 3.2); 

• Use of assessment data as feedback for improvement (see Finding 4.3); 

• Prevention and elimination of campus and district-based inequalities and inequities;

• Use of effective strategies for the selection, implementation, and evaluation of interventions;

• Enhanced use of Professional Learning Communities as a venue for more effective planning; and 

• Conversion to a performance-based process for budget development to promote a more equitable 
distribution of funds based on cost-benefit analysis (see Finding 5.1). 
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A.4.9: Determine a consistent and coordinated process to provide for professional learning follow-up through 
observation, practice, feedback, and coaching by both administrators and classroom support teachers. Ensure 
that administrators attend prioritized professional learning sessions along with teachers to support the monitoring 
function across the district and to enhance feedback efforts. 

A.4.10: Determine how professional learning offerings will be differentiated for the needs of administrators, 
teachers, and support staff. Consider use of performance review, informal and formal walk-throughs, and 
supervisor as well as employee needs assessment data. 

A.4.11: Provide an annual report to the board on progress toward the goals identified in the professional learning 
plan, based on student achievement (see Finding 4.3). 

Implementing these recommendations will promote the development and implementation of a comprehensive 
professional learning program that is focused on improving the human capacity of all district employees, with 
special focus on those with line responsibility for achieving the district’s mission of improved teaching and learning 
for all students. Further, the coordination of professional learning efforts will promote increased productivity of 
the financial resources currently being spent on professional learning activities across the district each year. 

Recommendation 5: Develop a comprehensive district student assessment and program evaluation plan that 
provides for systemic collection, analysis, dissemination, and application of reliable student achievement 
and program evaluation results to improve student performance. Establish a formalized process for 
selection, implementation, and evaluation of programs, utilizing data that will be used as feedback for 
initiation, modification, continuation, or termination of programs and instructional practices.

Effective system-wide student assessment and program evaluation processes provide district and school staff with 
quality feedback to guide informed instructional decisions ranging from design and delivery of curriculum to 
effectiveness of programs and interventions. Evaluation strategies are determined in advance, and implementation 
of programs and interventions are monitored on a regular basis. Reports of progress or problems identified through 
student achievement data provided on a periodic basis help to guide implementation, continuation, or elimination 
of programs.

Auditors found board policies, job descriptions, and other district documents together are inadequate in providing 
direction for district-wide comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation planning (see Findings 1.1 
and 4.1). The district has initiated in the core content tested areas formal assessments, which are inadequate in 
scope to guide informed curricular decision making for purposeful improvements in student achievement (see 
Finding 4.2). Student achievement trends are flat in all subjects and all grades, with mostly downward trends 
in grades 3-8 reading. District results varied when compared to state averages with all subjects and all grades, 
including grades 3-8 reading and math. Achievement gaps between cohort groups and their respective peers 
are prevalent in reading and math and will not be closed under the current practices of the district (see Finding 
4.3). Furthermore, auditors found planning for student assessment and program evaluation to be inadequate and 
lacking system connectivity for formalized decision making with regard to the implementation, continuation, and 
termination of programs (see Finding 5.2).

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm Independent School District 
Board of Trustees:

G.5.1: Direct the superintendent to draft a policy for review and adoption that provides a framework for 
comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation. Include in the policy that formal student assessment 
be required in all areas and at all grade levels, including formative data to inform instructional decisions and 
summative data to evaluate both the effectiveness of the curriculum and individual student mastery of the 
curriculum. Include in the policy direction for summative student mastery reports to be presented annually to the 
board aligned with curriculum objectives for every course or subject area at every grade level.

G.5.2: Direct the superintendent to draft a policy to ensure that benchmark assessments and formative measures 
are in place in every course taught within every grade level, aligned to state standards, implemented across the 
system, and used to inform instructional decisions and monitor progress at the student, class, grade, school, 
program, and district levels.
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G.5.3: Direct the superintendent to draft policy outlining criteria for the selection, implementation, and 
evaluation of programs at the district and school levels. Include in the policy the requirement that all programs 
must be adopted by the board prior to implementation and undergo a systems review process linked to student 
achievement data at least every three years. Include in the policy a requirement that program evaluations 
are reported to the board to ensure the attainment of student outcomes. Require cost-benefit analysis within 
evaluation reports.

G.5.4: Commit adequate resources to the development and maintenance of a comprehensive student assessment 
and program evaluation system, including sufficient resources to ensure the capacity to generate and analyze 
student achievement data generated by the system. 

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Superintendent of Little Elm 
Independent School District:

A.5.1: Develop and present to the board for adoption policies recommended in G.5.1, G.5.2 and G.5.3. 

A.5.2: Develop administrative procedures to support the implementation of the student assessment and program 
evaluation plan described in G.5.1 and that include the following elements:

• Describe the philosophical framework for the student assessment and program evaluation plan, 
considering factors such as overall purposes and goals of student assessment, alignment to mission and 
curriculum, scope of assessment, types and uses of assessments, quality of assessment instruments, 
standards for professional development for assessment, management of the assessment process, and 
standards for analysis and dissemination of assessment results.

• Include a formative and summative assessment system to carry out board policy.

• Provide for regular formative and summative assessment at all levels of the system.

• Provide for frequent diagnostic instructional assessments aligned to the district curriculum, which 
teachers will use to make ongoing decisions, including assigning student objectives at the appropriate 
level of difficulty.

• Provide a list of assessment tools, purpose, subjects, type of students tested, timelines, and related 
information.

• Identify and provide direction on the use of diverse assessment strategies for multi-purposes at all 
levels of the system.

• Specify roles and responsibilities of administrative and campus level staff for assessing all functions 
and operations of the system.

• Specify overall assessment procedures and analysis procedures to determine curriculum effectiveness.

• Specify equity issues and data sources.

• Require aligned assessment examples and tools to be placed in curriculum, instruction, and assessment 
guides.

• Provide appropriate training for various audiences on assessment.

• Delineate the responsibilities and procedures for monitoring formative and summative assessment 
design, implementation, and results.

• Establish a process for communicating procedures, results, and trends of student achievement data.

A.5.3: Design and implement a comprehensive, system-wide formative assessment framework that includes:

• Formal formative assessments for all curriculum objectives that are available for teacher use in 
determining initial acquisition of learning;

• Informal formative assessments for all objectives that are in place for teachers to use prior to teaching 
an objective to determine prior student mastery;
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• Informal formative assessments for all appropriate course/grade level objectives that are available for 
teachers to use prior to teaching an objective to determine pre-requisite knowledge; and

• Pools of informal assessment items for all objectives that are available for teachers to use during 
instruction to diagnose the current status of learning.

A.5.4: Develop administrative procedures to support the criteria for the selection, implementation, and 
evaluation of programs at the district and school levels described in G.5.3 that include the following elements:

• Specifies procedures for program evaluation, including needs assessment and formative evaluation and 
summative evaluation methods.

• Specifies the proficiencies of persons responsible for conducting the evaluation, enhancing likelihood 
that findings achieve maximum credibility and acceptance.

• Expects multiple measures designed to obtain quality accurate and reliable data about the goals and 
objectives of the program. 

• Provides for multiple measures of data collection to be used, including both quantitative and qualitative 
data. 

• Directs ongoing formative assessments for the first two years for any new program implementation and 
summative evaluation at the end of the third year.

• Directs that all existing programs undergo a program evaluation at least every three years.

• Expects procedures used in the evaluation process to be clearly described.

• Specifies that program evaluation reports clearly describe the program, including its context, purposes, 
and procedures.

• Expects program evaluation reports to be utilized to support timely decisions regarding program 
effectiveness, identify both strengths and weaknesses of the program, and include findings and 
recommendations for continuation as is, modification, or termination.

• Directs program evaluation designs to be practical, ethical, and cost effective, and to adequately address 
relevant political issues.

• Expects all proposals for the initiation of new programs to include needs assessment data, a description 
of formative and summative evaluations, and data collection procedures.

A.5.5: Develop a prioritized list of programs to be evaluated with timelines for review.

A.5.6: Establish an annual schedule for the review of program evaluations with appropriate administrative staff. 
Include cost-benefit analysis within the program review.

A.5.7: Provide professional development for administrators and teachers assigned to lead the process of data 
analysis for program reviews.

A.5.8: Identify fiscal resources available to effectively support the design, implementation, and assessment of 
programs and interventions.

These recommendations, when implemented, should give the district a means of ensuring consistent, appropriate 
use of data to assess student progress and evaluate programs and interventions, analyze results, and ensure such 
results are used to make sound decisions about curriculum, instruction, and programs.  Additionally, assessment 
and evaluation data will be available for use in informing students, parents, and other stakeholders of the 
effectiveness of district staff in educating their students.  
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Recommendation 6: Develop and implement a three-year plan that fully aligns district resources to 
curricular goals and strategic priorities and that includes systematic cost-benefit analyses to assure that 
expenditures are producing desired results and are directed to the areas of greatest need.

Linkages between the budget and programs that lead to predetermined priorities, goals, and strategies for 
improving student achievement are critical to the district’s overall success. Intended results are lost or delayed 
when no thorough, systemic process is in place to ensure that the financial plan represents the district’s learning 
priorities. To allocate resources without comprehensive evaluation of results ignores the annual opportunity to 
strategically re-establish priorities and aggressively pursue intended results with new direction. In the absence 
of such comprehensive budgeting practices, system-wide effectiveness is often a matter of chance and special 
political interests than of intentional design.

The auditors found that the system’s budgeting process historically has been lacking in critical steps and 
elements that provide connections from data to decisions and from allocations to results (see Finding 5.1).  
While a budgetary planning process is in place, the auditors found an absence of direct linkages between 
department goals and budget priorities.  No formal, routine effort has been made to link student achievement or 
program performance feedback to budgetary decisions.  The lack of effective cost-benefit processes has resulted 
in an inability of the district to determine the effectiveness of programming weighed against the program cost.  
In short, productivity of programs cannot be determined.

Essentially, the Little Elm Independent School District needs to refine and revise budgeting processes to ensure 
that the district, while financially secure, accomplishes its mission to deliver quality learning experiences to its 
student clientele.  The recommendations that follow are aimed at helping the system cope with the phenomenon 
of increasing enrollment, facility renovation and construction, and rising academic expectations.

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Independent School District’s 
Board of Trustees:

G.6.1: Direct the superintendent to prepare for board consideration a new policy and revised related job 
descriptions to provide overall direction for budgeting using criteria noted in Exhibit 5.1.4.

G.6.2: Direct the superintendent to establish procedures and prepare and/or revise documents that communicate 
the budgeting process and goals throughout the system, and require budget and staffing proposals to reflect a 
direct connection to established data-driven priorities.

G.6.3: Direct the superintendent to set a budget development timeline to incorporate procedures identified in 
A.6.3.

G.6.4: Require, as part of the budget development process, a presentation from the administration to communicate 
how the proposed budget addresses the goals and priorities and responds to student and program evaluation 
data. The presentation should include an evaluation based upon measurable criteria of the effectiveness of 
the previous year’s budget in achieving district priorities and those programs and interventions that are being 
revised or terminated on the basis of lack of effectiveness or lack of specificity in their objectives or intentions. 
This presentation should specifically address achievement results connected to the budget proposals.

G.6.5: Direct the superintendent to establish a three-year plan that when implemented, beginning with fiscal 
year 2020, will lead to successful accomplishment of actions G.6.1 through G.6.4.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Little Elm Independent School 
District’s Superintendent:

A.6.1: Draft and propose the policy identified in G.6.1, and revise related job descriptions to include specific 
budget and related financial responsibilities in time for implementation in the 2019-20 fiscal year.

A.6.2: Establish procedures and prepare and/or revise budget documents that communicate the budgeting 
process and the goals the system is attempting to address, and require budget and staffing proposals to reflect a 
direct connection to the established data-driven priorities and assessment results (see G.6.2).
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A.6.3: Set the budget development process and timeline (G.6.3) to ensure that the budget planning processes 
are focused on specific, time-bound, and measurable goals. Clear connections must be established between the 
student performance information and the basic instructional and support areas of the budget. Undertake steps 
similar to the following to increase the connection of programs and priorities with budgeting decisions:

1. Using the current construction of your budget, identify various educational activities or programs, and 
group them into areas of need or purpose served. This may include a more expansive inclusion of sub-
components found in the current budget.

2. Assign a budget/program manager to each component. Direct them to prepare a concise and meaningful 
budget proposal for their respective areas. Ensure that building level budgets are fully accountable to 
the policy identified in G.6.1 and the requirements described in A.6.3.  Otherwise, the district is further 
subject to fragmentation, which may contribute to unequal results in achievement.

3. Goal statements need to be attached to each program area or budget request to state the program’s linkage 
to established goals and priorities, its purpose, the criteria for identifying success, and specifically how 
results will be evaluated and reported. (The actual evaluation of the program’s effectiveness should be 
physically attached to each budget package request.)

4. Each request should be described so as to permit evaluation of the consequences of funding or non-
funding in terms of performance results. It is essential that this element be added to the current budget 
planning process. Teachers and principals must participate in the actual budget decision-making process 
to assure that valid data are used, knowledge of actual practice is available, and instructional efficacy 
is served.

5. Compile the goal/linkage statements and budget packages, and give them to appropriate staff to gather 
data that best describe needed service levels, program outcomes, and cost-benefits.

6. Define program performance expectations and accountability for each program area with the involvement 
of staff (including principals, teachers, and support staff). Current results should be compared to desired 
expectations and related service level requirements. For example, to be successful, a specific program 
may need to be established at 110% of previous spending levels or at 75% of previous spending levels. 
Changes in funding may necessitate a comparable reduction from some other program or allow an 
increased allocation for another program judged to be of greater consequence.

7. Each program manager must create three to five program alternatives that deliver an adequate and 
workable program at different levels of allocation.

8. Prepare guidelines and recommendations and give them to the Chief Financial Officer, who will then 
combine all recommendations into a single budget proposal listing funding by program increments and 
corresponding line items for each incremental package.

9. Compile past cost information, especially expenditure percentages of budget, with performance data and 
recommendations to guide preliminary budget estimates. Assessment and documentation of previous 
program results are essential.

10. Appoint a budget planning team, representing the various stakeholders, which will eventually bring 
the draft budget documents to the superintendent’s executive team to study the goals, priorities, and 
parameters inherent in the decisions being made for program funding. Discussions of cost-benefit 
information are critical at this stage. Where needed, budget plans should be extended over multiple 
years to assure consistency of effort and focus (G.6.5).

11. The superintendent’s executive team must evaluate and rank order the budget packages.  Budget requests 
need to compete with each other for funding based upon data derived from evaluation of the priorities of 
need and level of program effectiveness. For example, specific academic curriculum standards should 
be set regarding students’ optimum access to and mastery of technology. Present inventories should 
be evaluated to determine the gap between current availability and access and what is judged as being 
optimum. Once completed, this budget package would compete with all other expenditures. To ensure 
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equity, an individual campus’ ability to generate its own grants or gifts should also be considered in this 
equation. The result will be that budget decisions are made deliberately on the basis of highest priority 
rather than by default.

12. Compile results of the evaluation and ranking and publish them in a tentative budget with programs 
listed in priority order. Use this draft with administrators for input before a draft is prepared for use as 
the presentation document.

13. Build the capital outlay and building improvement budgets (see Finding 5.1) from a zero base each 
year, with multi-year planning for improvements, including life-cycle replacement and preventive 
maintenance. Prioritize decisions based on health and safety factors, the impact on learning, and 
protection of investment. Identify and communicate documented parameters for decisions on needs that 
are not considered health and safety matters. Many capital needs change annually and do not reoccur 
once met and paid for, such as durable goods and construction costs. The budget planning process 
should reflect these changes while projecting life-cycle replacement cost of buildings and systems over 
five to 20 years and technology over five years.

14. Finalize budget allocations based on available revenues, the appropriation levels to be authorized, and 
program funding priorities and rankings. Prepare the recommended budget to be taken to the board of 
trustees for final evaluation and ranking.

15. Use the public hearing process to communicate broadly the financial planning link with student needs, 
program priorities, and the results sought through the actions taken. Allow time for individual comment 
and questions. Prepare the final document after considering public information and board decisions.

16. Establish final programs and services to be funded at the level approved by the board of trustees, and 
set the budget in place.

A.6.4: Design the budget management process to allow for an acceptable variation (such as a plus or minus 3 
to 5%), permitting program managers sufficient stability to achieve the desire results. Budget revisions should 
only occur when acceptable variations have been approved; failure to do so would violate board policies and 
regulations, sound accounting practices, and/or place the district financial jeopardy.

A.6.5: Provide training and consultation as needed to all affected staff members during the transition to a 
curriculum-driven budgeting process and format. In addition, all district and campus level personnel who 
have accounting or program evaluation responsibility should be required to demonstrate competency in their 
respective duties in order to avoid frustration and inefficiencies that occur when such competencies are not 
present.  

Summary

With an approach to budgeting based on individual program costs, results, and performance, the board of trustees 
and superintendent will be better equipped to monitor both finances and program effectiveness simultaneously. 
It is important to note that such a system cannot be implemented hastily. Needed policies and related job 
descriptions should be completed in the next six months. Budget package descriptions, if prepared, can remain 
in place for FY 2019-20. Evaluation components are added to each package as the district collects and interprets 
meaningful student achievement data, which should improve each year and be fully implemented in three years. 
Given this approach to budgeting, changes in funding or allocation levels are truly based on “How well are 
students doing?” rather than “How much did we spend last year?” or “How much do we think we may need?”

The Little Elm Independent School District needs a credible rationale and an effective system for appropriating 
and/or reallocating finances, especially from unproductive programs and activities to new, emerging programs 
or activities of high priority based on organizational effectiveness, changing needs of clientele, or produced 
results. Moreover, valid linkages need to be identified among organizational objectives, results, and costs in 
the process of improving quality control and system prudence with its financial resources. Such linkages will 
provide evidence to support program increases and/or decreases each year.  
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Appendix A

Auditors’ Biographical Data

Jeffrey Tuneberg, Ph.D.

Jeffrey Tuneberg has over 30 years experience in education, including 25 years as Director 
of Curriculum with the Mercer County Educational Service Center, Celina, Ohio.  His 
teaching background includes experience in urban (Cleveland, OH Public Schools) and 
suburban settings, as well as overseas (Guam).  He was selected as a Fulbright Memorial 
Fund Teacher Program representative to Japan in 1997.  Dr. Tuneberg is also an adjunct 

professor at Wright State University Lake Campus, Celina, Ohio, and Ashland University, Ohio.  Additional 
consulting includes serving as a credentialed faculty member with Battelle for Kids, Columbus, Ohio as a 
consultant to school districts on issues of teacher licensure, school improvement, and value-added student 
growth measures.  Dr. Tuneberg received his B.S. in Education, M.Ed., and Ph.D. from Bowling Green State 
University, Ohio.  He received his Curriculum Management Audit training in Lima, Ohio, in 1999 and has 
conducted or served as a lead auditor on audits in 13 states.  Dr. Tuneberg has also presented the CMSi Classroom 
Walk-Through training throughout the U.S. and Canada.

Michelle Steagall, Ed.D.

Michelle Steagall currently serves as the Chief Academic Officer for the CORE Districts 
where she works with 13 California school districts that represent more than one million 
students.  Her work is centered on school/district reform as well as accountability policy.  
Dr. Steagall’s 29 years of public school district experience in Oregon and California have 
found her in a variety of instructional and leadership roles.  Most recently, she served as a 

superintendent in two school districts, the Clay Joint Elementary and Chowchilla School Districts, both located 
in California’s diverse San Joaquin Valley.  Additional roles included nine years as an elementary principal, 
assistant principal in intermediate and elementary schools, as well as a classroom teacher in elementary and 
middle school grades.

Dr. Steagall holds a Doctorate in Educational Leadership from the University of La Verne in Southern California; 
a Master’s in Educational Administration from California State University, Fresno; and a Bachelor of Science 
in Elementary Education from Eastern Oregon University.  She has also taught Curriculum and Instruction 
courses in Administrative Credential and Master’s degree programs.  Throughout her career, she has served on 
various statewide committees with the California School Boards and the Small School Districts Associations.  
Dr. Steagall obtained her audit training in 1995 and since then has served as an auditor in five states (Texas, 
Alaska, Indiana, California, Georgia).  

Colleen E. Stearns, M.Ed.

Colleen E. Stearns has been a Pre-K-12 teacher, Reading Specialist, campus administrator, 
district program coordinator, and curriculum designer.  She currently serves as the Director 
of English Language Arts and Spanish at IDEA Public Schools, the largest charter school 
network in the United States.  Ms. Stearns earned her B.A. at Southwestern University and 
her M.Ed. in Educational Administration and M.Ed. in Advanced Literacy at Concordia 

University, Texas.  She is currently completing her Ed.D. in Curriculum & Instruction.
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Appendix A (continued)
Auditors’ Biographical Data

Ronnie Thompson, M.Ed.

Ronnie Thompson is currently Superintendent for the Liberty-Eylau Independent School 
District in Texarkana, Texas. Formally he served as Superintendent for Hooks ISD and 
Assistant Superintendent for the Texarkana Independent School District in Texarkana, 
Texas. He has also served as Executive Director of School Improvement, Associate 
Principal, Assistant Principal, and a classroom teacher.  He is an experienced teacher in the 

Career and Technology field and has served as an adjunct professor of education at Texas A&M University-
Texarkana. With 28 years of experience in education, he has extensive experience in all aspects of district 
operations: curriculum and instruction, financing, personnel, staff development, strategic planning, special 
programs, leadership and student services.

Mr. Thompson is a graduate of Texas A&M University in Business Management and received his Masters 
Degree in Educational Administration from Texas A&M University-Texarkana. He completed his Curriculum 
Management Audit Training in Arizona in 2008. 

Joy Torgerson, Ph.D.

Joy Torgerson served as the administrator responsible for the Human Resources Departments 
in both the Parkway School District in Chesterfield, Missouri, and the Shawnee Mission 
School District in Overland Park, Kansas.  She was an elementary principal and teacher 
for 26 years in the greater Kansas City area.  Her teaching experience spans kindergarten 
through university levels.  She received the Greater Kansas City Excellence in Teaching 

Award and was named as Shawnee Mission Administrator of the Year.  

She received her bachelor, master, and specialist’s degrees from Northwest Missouri State University.  She 
earned her doctorate in Educational Policy and Administration from the University of Kansas.  She completed 
her audit training in December 2000 and has served on numerous audit teams across the United States.

Susan N. Van Hoozer, M.Ed.

Sue Van Hoozer has been an educator for over 40 years.  She was a teacher at the elementary 
level and taught developmental and remedial reading in middle school and high school 
in several districts in Texas.  Mrs. Van Hoozer was an elementary principal, high school 
assistant principal, and high school principal in San Angelo, Texas.  She worked in human 
resources and served as Executive Director of Schools, supervising principals, for the San 

Angelo Independent School District.  Mrs. Van Hoozer also worked as an Administrative Services Specialist 
for Education Service Center, Region 15 in San Angelo, Texas, where she provided technical assistance and 
professional development for principals, superintendents, and school trustees.  She also taught in the Education 
Department at Angelo State University in San Angelo, Texas.  

Mrs. Van Hoozer received her B.S. and M.Ed. degrees from Angelo State University.  She completed audit 
training in Tucson, Arizona, in 2004, and has served as an auditor in Texas, California, Virginia, Mississippi, 
Wisconsin, Minnesota, New York, Kentucky, Arkansas, Arizona, and Washington.
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Appendix B

List of Documents Reviewed
by the

Little Elm Independent School District Audit Team

Document Title Original Creation Date of 
Document

Board Presentation Calendar Developed Summer 2016 
(updated annually)

Brent Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2015-2016 Fall 2015
Brent Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2016-2017 Fall 2016
Brent Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Fall 2017
Brent Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2018-2019 June 11, 2018
Brent Elementary Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
Chavez Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2015-2016 Fall 2015
Chavez Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2016-2017 Fall 2016
Chavez Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Fall 2017
Chavez Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2018-2019 July 21, 2018
Chavez Elementary Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
Course List for high school, middle schools, and elementary schools
Digital Learning SAMR Comfort Level Survey Results August 2018
Hackberry Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2015-2016 Fall 2015
Hackberry Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2016-2017 Fall 2016
Hackberry Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Fall 2017
Hackberry Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2018-2019 May 22, 2018
Hackberry Elementary Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
History of Little Elm ISD Snapshot (October 26, 2018)
Internal Memorandum: 2018-2019 Grading Guidelines Recall August 31, 2018
Internal Memorandum: 2018-2019 LEISD Grading Guidelines Update September 21, 2018
Internal Memorandum: Emails from Principals to their Staffs October 2018
Internal Memorandum: LEHS Comprehensive Needs Assessment: Process and 
Programs 2018-2019 July 2018

Internal Memorandum: LEHS Annual Check Up August 2018
Internal Memorandum: LEHS Comprehensive Needs Assessment: Student 
Achievement 2018-2019 July 2018

Internal Memorandum: Prestwick Profile Week of October 8-12 October 8, 2018
Internal Memorandum: Senior Day of Service October 10 October 10, 2018
Investment Grade Audit Project Proposed LOI with Siemens Industry, Inc. June 2018
Lakeside Middle School Campus Improvement Plan 2015-2016 Fall 2015
Lakeside Middle School Campus Improvement Plan 2016-2017 Fall 2016
Lakeside Middle School Campus Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Fall 2017
Lakeside Middle School Campus Improvement Plan 2018-2019 August 7, 2018
Lakeside Middle School Course Guide 2018-2019 November 1, 2017
Lakeside Middle School Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
Lakeview Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2015-2016 Fall 2015
Lakeview Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2016-2017 Fall 2016
Lakeview Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Fall 2017
Lakeview Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2018-2019 August 13, 2018
Lakeview Elementary Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
Little Elm High School Campus Improvement Plan 2015-2016 Fall 2015
Little Elm High School Campus Improvement Plan 2016-2017 Fall 2016
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

by the
Little Elm Independent School District Audit Team

Document Title Original Creation Date of 
Document

Little Elm High School Campus Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Fall 2017
Little Elm High School Campus Improvement Plan 2018-2019 July 26, 2018
Little Elm High School Course Guide 2018-2019 November 1, 2017
Little Elm High School Final Exam Exemption Requirements August 2018
Little Elm High School Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
Little Elm IS Board Members for past 10 years
Little Elm ISD Dual Language Random Selection Process February 9, 2018
Little Elm ISD 2nd Quarter 2018 Demographic Report prepared by Templeton 
Demographics (includes enrollment projections and trends for 10 years through 2028) August 2018

Little Elm ISD Accreditation Status August 2018
Little Elm ISD Administrative Regulation Repository (Online)

Little Elm ISD Appraisal Procedures Developed 2016  
(updated annually)

Little Elm ISD Approved Budget 2018-2019
Little Elm ISD Approved Curriculum Writing Budget Allocation 2018-2019 September 2018
Little Elm ISD Assessed Valuation 2014-2018

Little Elm ISD Assessment Management Plan In Draft, began in spring 
2018

Little Elm ISD Board Policy Manual (Online)
Little Elm ISD Budget Planning Process
Little Elm ISD Budget Planning Timeline

Little Elm ISD Building Capacity Report 2017 (updated after addition 
at HS)

Little Elm ISD Building Floor Plans 2016-17
Little Elm ISD Campus Missions Summer 2018
Little Elm ISD Campuses: Names, Addresses, and leadership

Little Elm ISD Commitment to Excellence: Continuous Improvement Model
Developed Spring 2017, 
implemented fall 2017, 

updated each fall
Little Elm ISD Common Summative Assessment Results (Online in School City)
Little Elm ISD Common Summative Assessments (Mandated for STAAR and STAAR 
EOC assessed subjects and grades) Updated annually

Little Elm ISD Common Summative Assessments Calendar July 2018

Little Elm ISD Comprehensive Communication Plan July 2017, Updated 
November 2018

Little Elm ISD Course Catalogue
Little Elm ISD Curriculum and Learning Services Meeting Notes Fall 2018
Little Elm ISD Curriculum Development Gantt Charts Fall 2016
Little Elm ISD Curriculum Guides (online via Canvas) Updated annually
Little Elm ISD Curriculum Guides CANVAS Access History Report November 29, 2018
Little Elm ISD Curriculum Revision Request Form Fall 2018

Little Elm ISD Decision Sets Developed February 1, 2017 
(continuous updates)

Little Elm ISD Demographic Data by School: 3 years disaggregated by gender, 
ethnicity, grade, and sub-groups
Little Elm ISD Deputy Superintendent Job Description
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

by the
Little Elm Independent School District Audit Team

Document Title Original Creation Date of 
Document

Little Elm ISD Digital Learning Newsletter (Smore) Sept 2015 - present
Little Elm ISD Discipline Referral Statistics for Past Three Years Disaggregated by 
Gender, Ethnicity, and Subgroups
Little Elm ISD District Education Improvement Council Decision Set: Process September 5, 2017
Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan 2018-2019 September 17, 2018
Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan 2015-2016 September 1, 2015
Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan 2016-2017 November 14, 2016
Little Elm ISD District Improvement Plan 2017-2018 December 18, 2017
Little Elm ISD District-wide ESL Certification Requirement Decision Set September 15, 2017

Little Elm ISD Document Timelines for Human Resources Developed 2016  
(updated annually)

Little Elm ISD Dual Language Protocol for Language of Instruction March 27, 2018
Little Elm ISD Employee Contracts April 2018
Little Elm ISD Employee Handbook June 2018

Little Elm ISD Enrollment Dashboard (Online) Developed Spring 2018 
(updated annually)

Little Elm ISD Enrollment in Special Programs for Past Three Years Disaggregated by 
Gender, Ethnicity, and Subgroups
Little Elm ISD Exit Interview Report 2016-2017 Fall 2017
Little Elm ISD Exit Interview Report 2017-2018 Fall 2018
Little Elm ISD Facilities Study
Little Elm ISD Facility Plan for Expected Growth Spring 2018

Little Elm ISD Federal and State Program Manual 2018-2019 Updated annually in the 
summer

Little Elm ISD Financial Audit 2016-2017
Little Elm ISD Fund Balance for Five Years
Little Elm ISD Grade Adjustment for One Way Dual Language Decision Set September 19, 2017
Little Elm ISD Grade Distribution Report
Little Elm ISD Grading Guidelines and Instructional Handbook 2018-2019 June 2018
Little Elm ISD Instructional Materials Adoption Process: Decision Set for Proclamation 
2019 August 1, 2018

Little Elm ISD Instructional Time Allocations for Elementary Schools July 30, 2018
Little Elm ISD Job Descriptions (Online) Updated 2016-17
Little Elm ISD Learning for Leaders November 2018
Little Elm ISD Learning for Leaders October 2018
Little Elm ISD Learning for Leaders September 2018
Little Elm ISD Library Collection Book Count October 2018
Little Elm ISD List of Committees
Little Elm ISD Mentoring Program 2016/17
Little Elm ISD Middle School Dual Language Participants for Spanish High School 
Credit Decision Set June 9, 2017

Little Elm ISD Operational Services Mission and Goals June 2018
Little Elm ISD Per Pupil Allocation for Three Years

Little Elm ISD Performance Dashboard (Online) Developed Spring 2018 
(updated annually)
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

by the
Little Elm Independent School District Audit Team

Document Title Original Creation Date of 
Document

Little Elm ISD Pre-Kindergarten Instructional Minutes, Assessments, and Primary 
Resources Decision Set July 9, 2017

Little Elm ISD Procedure for Calculating Overall Passing Standards for Academic 
Growth Reports Grades K-2 for Standards Based Grading August 6, 2018

Little Elm ISD Process for Monitoring LEP Monitored Students Decision Set June 9, 2017
Little Elm ISD Process for State and Federal Program Purchasing September 24, 2018

Little Elm ISD Professional Learning Plan Developed Summer 2015 
(updated annually)

Little Elm ISD Purchasing Policies and Procdures (Online) Updated Annually as needed
Little Elm ISD Retention Data for Past Three Years Disaggregated by Gender, 
Ethnicity, and Subgroups
Little Elm ISD Retention Protocol May 6, 2018

Little Elm ISD Salary Schedules Origin date unknown - 
reviewed annually

Little Elm ISD School Board Minutes (Online) Updated after approval at 
following board meeting

Little Elm ISD Sixth Grade Dual Language Spanish High School Credit Decision Set November 11, 2017
Little Elm ISD Staff Formulas 2016
Little Elm ISD State Compensatory Education At-Risk Criteria 2018-2019 October 9, 2018
Little Elm ISD State Compensatory Education At-Risk Roster Explained 2018-2019 September 7, 2018
Little Elm ISD Strategic Plan May 19, 2015
Little Elm ISD Student Assessment Data for Five Years Disaggregated by Gender, 
Ethnicity, and Subgroups
Little ELM ISD Superintendents for past 10 years

Little Elm ISD T-PESS Timeline for Principals Developed 2016  
(updated annually)

Little Elm ISD T-TESS Local Decisions Developed 2016  
(updated annually)

Little Elm ISD Table of Organization July 1, 2018
Little Elm ISD Table of Organization with Salaries for Leadership
Little Elm ISD Targeted Improvement Plan for PBMAS November 16, 2018
Little Elm ISD Teacher Work Schedules
Little Elm ISD Technology Plan 2014-15 school year
Little Elm ISD Technology Devices by Campus Report October 2018
Little Elm ISD Texas Academic Performance Report 2013-2014
Little Elm ISD Texas Academic Performance Report 2014-2015
Little Elm ISD Texas Academic Performance Report 2015-2016
Little Elm ISD Texas Academic Performance Report 2016-2017
Little Elm ISD Texas Academic Performance Report 2017-2018 (release date set for 
mid-December)

Little Elm ISD Textbook Inventory October 2017;  
Updated October 24, 2018

Little Elm ISD Unlimited Tax School Building Bonds Series 2018 April 1, 2018
Little Elm ISD Unlimited Tax School Building Bonds Series 2018A July 15, 2018
Little Elm ISD Vision, Mission, and Core Values May 19, 2015
Map of the District
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

by the
Little Elm Independent School District Audit Team

Document Title Original Creation Date of 
Document

NWEA MAP Assessment Performance for Past Three Years Disaggregated by Gender, 
Ethnicity, and Subgroups

October 3, 2018 
 (continuously updated)

Oak Point Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2015-2016 Fall 2015
Oak Point Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2016-2017 Fall 2016
Oak Point Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Fall 2017
Oak Point Elementary Campus Improvement Plan 2018-2019 May 6, 2018
Oak Point Elementary Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
Prestwick STEM Academy Campus Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Fall 2017
Prestwick STEM Academy Campus Improvement Plan 2015-2016 Fall 2015
Prestwick STEM Academy Campus Improvement Plan 2016-2017 Fall 2016
Prestwick STEM Academy Campus Improvement Plan 2018-2019 September 3, 2018
Prestwick STEM Academy Course Guide 2018-2019 November 1, 2017
Prestwick STEM Academy Grades 6-8 Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
Prestwick STEM Academy Grades K-5 Master Schedule 2018-2019 Fall 2018
Professional Development Courses offered from Fall 2017 to Date
State of Texas Assessment Program
State of Texas Assessment Technical Digests
Student Demographics Dashboard: Enrollment, Enrollment by School Type, Four-
Year Enrollment Trends, Enrollment by Campus, Enrollment by Grade, Enrollment 
by Ethnicity, Enrollment by Special Populations, Economically Disadvantaged by 
Campus, Limited English Proficient by Campus

Snapshot (October 26, 2018)

Superintendent Audit Statement October 2018
Teacher Evaluations - Five Percent Random Sampling
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Appendix C

Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Core Content Area Courses
English Language Arts
English I 9-11 1 1
English I Pre-AP 9 1 1
English I SOL 9-10 1 0
ESL Lab A 9-11 1 0
English II 9-12 1 1
English II Pre-AP 9-10 1 1
English II SOL 9-11 1 0
English III 10-12 1 1
AP English Language & Composition 10-11 1 1
Dual Credit English 1301 11 1 0
Dual Credit English 1302 11 1 0
OnRamps English III 11 1 1
English IV 11-12 1 1
AP Literature & Composition 12 1 0
OnRamps English IV 12 1 0
Dual Credit English Literature 12 1 0
Dual Credit English Composition 12 1 0
Mathematics
Algebra I 9-12 1 1
Geometry 9-12 1 1
Geometry Pre-AP 9-11 1 1
Algebra II 10-12 1 1
Advanced Quantitative Reasoning 11-12 1 0
Pre-Cal 10-12 1 0
Pre-Cal Pre-AP 10-12 1 0
Dual Credit Elem Analysis 10-12 1 0
Dual Credit Calculus 10-12 1 0
AP Statistics 11-12 1 0
Dual Credit Stats 11-12 1 0
Statistics and Business Decision Making 10-12 1 1
Math Models 10-12 1 0
Algebraic Reasoning 9-12 1 1
Statistics 11-12 1 1
AP Calculus AB 11-12 1 0
AP Calculus BC 11-12 1 0
Dual Credit College Algebra 11-12 1 0
OnRamps Algebra 9-12 1 0
OnRamps Pre-Calculus 10-12 1 0
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Core Content Area Courses
Science
Biology I 9-12 1 1
Biology I Pre-AP 9-11 1 0
IPC 9-12 1 1
Chemistry 9-12 1 1
Chemistry Pre-AP 9-11 1 0
Physics 10-12 1 1
Physics I Pre-AP 11 1 0
Anatomy & Physiology 10-12 1 1
Aquatic Science 10-12 1 1
Biology AP 11-12 1 1
Chemistry AP 11-12 1 1
Earth & Space Science 10-12 1 1
Environmental Systems 10-12 1 0
Environmental Science AP 11-12 1 1
Forensic Science 11-12 1 1
Medical Microbiology 10-12 1 1
Physics AP 11-12 1 0
Physics C AP: Mechanics 12 1 0
Physics C AP: Electricity & Magnetism 12 1 0
Research & Design 11-12 1
Social Studies/History
World Geography 9-12 1 1
Human Geography AP 9-12 1 1
World History 9-12 1 1
World History AP 10 1 1
U.S. History 10-12 1 1
U.S. History AP 11 1 1
U.S. Hist 1301 Dual Credit 11 1 0
U.S. Hist 1302 Dual Credit 11 1 0
Government 11-12 1 1
Government AP 12 1 1
Economics 11-12 1 1
Economics/Macroeconomics AP 12 1 1
European History AP 10-12 1 0
Psychology 11-12 1 1
Psychology AP 11-12 1 1
Sociology 10-12 1 1
Govt 2305 Dual Credit 12 1 0
Econ 2301 Dual Credit 12 1 0
Soci 1301 Dual Credit 10-11 1 0
Psyc 2301 Dual Credit 10 1 0
Social Studies Research Methods 11-12 1 0
Total (Core Courses) 78 40
Percent of Core Courses with Curriculum 51%
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Non-Core Courses
CTE
Principles of Agriculture 10-12 1 0
Agricultural Mechanics and Metal Tech 9-12 1 1
Agriculture, Foods, and Natural Resources 9-10 1 0
Agricultural Structures Design & Fabrication 10-12 1 1
Welding I 11-12 1 1
Professional Communication 9-12 1 1
Principles of Arts, A/V Tech & Comm 9-10 1 1
Audio Video Production I 10-12 1 1
Audio Video Production II 11-12 1 1
Practicum in AV Production 11-12 1 1
Graphic Design & Illustration I 9-12 1 1
Graphic Design & Illustration II 11-12 1 1
Practicum in Graphic Design 12 1 1
Animation I 11-12 1 1
Animation II 11-12 1 1
OnRamps Arts & Entertainment Tech 11-12 1 0
Principles of Business, Marketing & Finance 9-10 1 1
Business Info Mgmt I 9-12 1 1
Advertising 9-12 1 1
Social Media Marketing 9-12 1 0
Sports & Entertainment Marketing I 9-12 1 0
Sports & Entertainment Marketing II 9-12 1 0
Practicum in Marketing 11-12 1 1
Entrepreneurship 11-12 1 1
Business Management 10-12 1 1
Personal Financial Literacy 9-12 1 0
Practicum in Business Management 11-12 1 1
Accounting I Dual Credit 11-12 1 1
Financial Analysis Dual Credit 11-12 1 1
Advanced Marketing 12 1 1
Principles of Education & Training 9-10 1 1
Lifetime Nutrition & Wellness 10-12 1 1
Human Growth & Development 10-12 1 1
Practicum in Ed & Training 12 1 0
Principles of Health Science 9-11 1 1
Medical Terminology 10-12 1 1
Pharmacology 10-12 1 1
Practicum in Health Sciences 11-12 1 1
Principles of Hospitality & Tourism 9-11 1 1
Introduction to Culinary Arts 10-12 1 1
Culinary Arts 10-12 1 1
Advanced Culinary Arts 12 1 1
PLTW Computer Science Principles 9-11 1 0
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Non-Core Courses
CTE
Computer Programming I 9-11 1 1
Computer Programming II 10-12 1 1
PLTW Cyber Security 12 1 0
Fire Medical Terminology 9-10 1 0
Principles of Law, Public Safety, Sec, & Corr 9-10 1 1
Law Enforcement I Dual Credit 10-12 1 1
Court Systems & Practices Dual Credit 10-12 1 1
Law Enforcement I 9-12 1 1
Law Enforcement II 11-12 1 1
Practicum in Law Enf 12 1 1
Principles of Engineering 10-12 1 0
PLTW Introduction to Engineering Design 9-11 1 0
PLTW Civil Engineering & Architecture 9-12 1 0
PLTW Engineering Design & Devel 11-12 1 0
Engineering Mathematics 11-12 1 1
Career Preparation I 9-12 1 1
Career Preparation II 12 1 1
Foreign Language
Chinese II 10-11 1 0
Spanish I 9-12 1 0
Spanish II 9-12 1 0
Heritage Spanish II Pre-AP 9-11 1 0
Spanish II Pre-AP 9-12 1 0
Heritage Spanish III Pre-AP 9-12 1 0
Spanish III 9-12 1 0
Spanish III Pre-AP 9-11 1 0
Spanish IV Language AP 9-12 1 0
Spanish V Literature AP 10-12 1 0
French I 9-12 1 0
French II 10-12 1 0
French II Pre AP 10-11 1 0
French III Pre AP 10-11 1 0
French IV AP Language & Comp 11-12 1 0
Online Latin II 10-11 1 0
Online Mandarin Chinese 10-12 1 0
Online American Sign Language I 9-11 1 0
Online American Sign Language II 10-12 1 0
Fine Arts
Art I 9-12 1 0
Art II Drawing 9-12 1 0
Art II Sculpture 9-12 1 0
Art II Photography 9-12 1 0
Art III Drawing 10-12 1 0
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Non-Core Courses
Fine Arts
Art III Painting 10-12 1 0
Art III Ceramics 10-12 1 0
Art III Sculpture 10-12 1 0
Art III Photography 11-12 1 0
Art IV Drawing 11 1 0
AP Studio Art - Drawing/Painting 11-12 1 0
AP Studio Art - 3D sculpture/ceramics 12 1 0
AP Studio Art - 2D Photography 12 1 0
Band I - Concert 9 1 0
Band I - Percus 9 1 0
Band I - Symph 9 1 0
Band I - Wind 9 1 0
Band II - Concert 10-11 1 0
Band II - Percus 10 1 0
Band II - Symph 10 1 0
Band II - Wind 10 1 0
Band III - Concert 10-11 1 0
Band III - Percus 11 1 0
Band III - Symph 11 1 0
Band III - Wind 11 1 0
Band IV - Concert 12 1 0
Band IV - Percus 12 1 0
Band IV - Symph 12 1 0
Band IV - Wind 12 1 0
Sub March Band 9-12 1 0
Music Appreciation Dual Credit 10 1 0
Music Theory AP 9-12 1 0
Color Guard I - IV 9-12 4 0
Choir - Chorale I - IV 9-12 4 0
Choir - Men I - IV 9-12 4 0
Choir - Women I - IV 9-12 4 0
Dance I - IV 9-12 1 0
Music I - Instrumental Ensemble I 9-12 1 0
Music I - Vocal Ensemble I 9-12 1 0
Technical Theatre I 9-12 1 1
Technical Theatre II 10-12 1 1
Technical Theatre III 11-12 1 1
Technical Theatre IV 12 1 1
Theatre Arts I 9-12 1 1
Theatre Arts II 10-12 1 1
Theatre Arts III 11-12 1 1
Theatre Arts IV 11-12 1 1
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Non-Core Courses
Fine Arts
Theatre Production I 9-12 1 0
Theatre Production II 10-12 1 0
Theatre Production III 11-12 1 0
Theatre Production IV 12 1 0
Athletics/PE
Health Education 9-12 1 0
Ind/Tm Sport - 1A 9-12 1 0
Ind/Tm Sport - 1B 9-12 1 0
Personal Fitness 9-12 1 1
Personal Fit A 9-12 1 1
Personal Fit B 9-12 1 1
Aerobic Fit 1A 9-12 1 0
Aerobic Fit 1B 9-12 1 0
Drill Team 1 & 2 9-12 2 0
Cheer Fall 1 9 1 0
Cheer Fall 2 10 1 0
Cheer Fall 3 11 1 0
Cheer Fall 4 11-12 1 0
Cheer Spring 1 9 1 0
Cheer Spring 2 10 1 0
Cheer Spring 3 11 1 0
Cheer Spring 4 11-12 1 0
Athletic Trainer I 11 1 0
Athletic Trainer II 10 1 0
Athletic Trainer III 11 1 0
Baseball - 1A 9-10 1 0
Baseball - 1B 9-10 1 0
Baseball - 2A 10 1 0
Baseball - 2B 10 1 0
Baseball - 3A 11 1 0
Baseball - 3B 11 1 0
Baseball - 4A 12 1 0
Baseball - 4B 12 1 0
BBasketball - 1A 9 1 0
BBasketball - 1B 9 1 0
BBasketball - 2A 10 1 0
BBasketball - 2B 10 1 0
BBasketball - 3A 11 1 0
BBasketball - 3B 11 1 0
BBasketball - 4A 12 1 0
BBasketball - 4B 12 1 0
GBasketball - 1A 9 1 0
GBasketball - 1B 9 1 0
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Non-Core Courses
Athletics/PE
GBasketball - 2A 10 1 0
GBasketball - 2B 10 1 0
GBasketball - 3A 11 1 0
GBasketball - 3B 11 1 0
GBasketball - 4A 12 1 0
GBasketball - 4B 12 1 0
BGolf - 1A 9 1 0
BGolf - 2A 9 1 0
BGolf - 4A 12 1 0
BGolf - 4B 12 1 0
GGolf - 1A 9 1 0
GGolf - 2A 10 1 0
GGolf - 2B 10 1 0
GGolf - 4A 12 1 0
GGolf - 4B 12 1 0
Cross Country 1A 9-12 1 0
Cross Country 2A 10 1 0
Cross Country 3A 11 1 0
Cross Country 4A 12 1 0
Football - 1A 9 1 0
Football - 1B 9 1 0
Football - 2A 10 1 0
Football - 2B 10 1 0
Football - 3A 11 1 0
Football - 3B 11 1 0
Football - 4A 12 1 0
Football - 4B 12 1 0
GSoccer - 1A 9 1 0
GSoccer - 1B 9 1 0
GSoccer - 2A 10 1 0
GSoccer - 2B 10 1 0
GSoccer - 3A 11 1 0
GSoccer - 3B 11 1 0
GSoccer - 4A 12 1 0
GSoccer - 4B 12 1 0
Soccer - 1A 9 1 0
Soccer - 1B 9 1 0
Soccer - 2A 10 1 0
Soccer - 2B 10 1 0
Soccer - 3A 11 1 0
Soccer - 3B 11 1 0
Soccer - 4A 12 1 0
Soccer - 4B 12 1 0
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Non-Core Courses
Athletics/PE
Softball - 1A 9 1 0
Softball - 1B 9 1 0
Softball - 2A 10 1 0
Softball - 2B 10 1 0
Softball - 3A 11 1 0
Softball - 3B 11 1 0
Softball - 4A 12 1 0
Softball - 4B 12 1 0
Tennis - 1A 9-12 1 0
Tennis - 1B 9-12 1 0
Tennis - 2A 10-11 1 0
Tennis - 2B 10-11 1 0
Tennis - 3A 11 1 0
Tennis - 3B 11 1 0
Tennis - 4A 12 1 0
Tennis - 4B 12 1 0
Track - 1A 9-12 1 0
Track - 1B 9-12 1 0
Track - 2A 10-11 1 0
Track - 2B 10-11 1 0
Track - 3A 11 1 0
Track - 3B 11 1 0
Track - 4A 12 1 0
Track - 4B 12 1 0
Volleyball - 1A 9 1 0
Volleyball - 1B 9 1 0
Volleyball - 2A 10 1 0
Volleyball - 2B 10 1 0
Volleyball - 3A 11 1 0
Volleyball - 3B 11 1 0
Volleyball - 4A 12 1 0
Weightlifting B - 1A 9-12 1 0
Weightlifting B - 1B 9-12 1 0
Weightlifting B - 2A 10-12 1 0
Weightlifting B - 2B 10-12 1 0
Weightlifting B - 3A 10-11 1 0
Weightlifting B - 3B 10-11 1 0
Weightlifting B - 4A 12 1 0
Weightlifting B - 4B 12 1 0
Weightlifting G - 1A 9-10 1 0
Weightlifting G - 1B 9-10 1 0
Weightlifting G - 2A 10 1 0
Weightlifting G - 2B 10 1 0
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3: Scope of the Written Curriculum in Grades 9-12

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Courses Offered Grade Levels 
Offered

Courses 
Taught

Courses with 
Curriculum

Non-Core Courses
Athletics/PE
Weightlifting G - 3A 11 1 0
Weightlifting G - 3B 11 1 0
Sports Medicine I 9-11 1 0
Sports Medicine II 10-12 1 0
Other Electives
AVID I-IV 9-12 4 0
Speech Dual Credit 12 1 0
Yearbook I 10-12 1 0
Yearbook II 11-12 1 0
Yearbook III 12 1 0
Seminar AP 10-11 1 0
Personal Finance 11-12 1 0
Newcomers’ Eng Lang Devel Lab 9-12 1 0
Reading I 9-12 1 0
Reading II 9-12 1 0
Reading III 9-12 1 0
Practical Writing 11-12 1 0
Math Lab 9-12 1 0
Journalism 9-12 1 0
Advanced Journalism: Newspaper 10-12 1 0
Debate I 9-12 1 0
Debate II 11 1 0
Creative Writing 9-12 1 0
SAT/ACT Prep 10-12 1 0
Academic Decathalon I 9-12 1 0
Academic Decathalon II 10 1 0
Academic Decathalon III 11 1 0
Academic Decathalon IV 12 1 0
PAL I 11-12 1 0
PAL II 12 1 0
GOALS 9-12 1 0
e2020 9-12 1 0
Student Leadership 9-12 1 0
Student Leadership II 10 1 0
Student Leadership III 11 1 0
Student Leadership IV 12 1 0
Lobos Leadership and Success 9-10 1 0
Total (Non-Core Courses) 306 56
Percent of Non-Core Courses with Curriculum 18%
Sources: Course Guide Little Elm High School, Little Elm ISD Educational Services - Canvas, Eduphoria, 
and District-Provided Course List
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Appendix D

Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  
On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

English Language Arts
AP English Language & Composition 10-11 Unknown 2 1 0 1 2 6
English II 9-12 Unknown 2 2 0 1 1 6
English II Pre-AP 9-10 Unknown 2 2 0 1 1 6
English I 9-11 Unknown 2 1 0 0 1 4
English I Pre-AP 9 Unknown 2 1 0 0 1 4
English IV 11-12 Unknown 2 1 0 0 1 4
English III 10-12 Unknown 3 0 0 0 0 3
OnRamps English III 11 2017 1 1 1 0 0 3
OnRamps English IV 12 2017 1 1 1 0 0 3
AP Literature & Composition 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Credit English 1301 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Credit English 1302 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Credit English Composition 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Credit English Literature 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
English I SOL 9-10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
English II SOL 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
ESL Lab A 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Language Arts Total - 17 Guides
Language Arts Mean Rating 1.0 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.4 2.3
Mathematics
Algebra I 9-12 Various 2 2 0 2 2 8
Algebraic Reasoning 9-12 Unknown 2 2 0 2 2 8
Geometry 9-12 Various 2 2 2 1 1 8
Geometry Pre-AP 9-11 Various 2 1 2 1 2 8
Statistics and Business Decision Making 10-12 2017 2 0 0 0 0 2
Algebra II 10-12 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Advanced Quantitative Reasoning 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
AP Calculus AB 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
AP Calculus BC 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
AP Statistics 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Credit Calculus 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Credit College Algebra 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Credit Elem Analysis 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dual Credit Stats 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Math Models 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
OnRamps Algebra 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
OnRamps Pre-Calculus 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pre-Calculus 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pre-Calculus Pre-AP 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Statistics 11-12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Math Total -20 Guides
Math Mean Rating 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.4 1.8
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Science
Biology I 9-12 Unknown 2 1 0 1 2 6
Physics 10-12 Unknown 2 2 0 1 1 6
Aquatic Science 10-12 Unknown 2 1 0 1 1 5
Earth & Space Science 10-12 Unknown 2 1 0 1 1 5
Environmental Science AP 11-12 2014 2 2 0 1 0 5
Biology AP 11-12 2015 2 2 0 0 0 4
Chemistry 9-12 Unknown 2 0 0 1 1 4
Chemistry AP 11-12 2014 2 2 0 0 0 4
Integrated Physics and Chemistry (IPC) 9-12 Unknown 2 0 0 1 1 4
Forensic Science 11-12 2017 2 0 0 0 0 2
Medical Microbiology 10-12 2017 2 0 0 0 0 2
Anatomy & Physiology 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Biology I Pre-AP 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chemistry Pre-AP 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental Systems 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Physics AP 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Physics C AP: Electricity & Magnetism 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Physics C AP: Mechanics 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Physics I Pre-AP 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Research & Design 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Science Total -20 Guides
Science Mean Rating 1.1 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.4 2.4
Social Studies
World History AP 10 2017 2 2 0 1 2 7
U.S. History AP 11 2017 2 2 0 1 2 7
European History AP 10-12 2017 2 2 0 1 2 7
Sociology 10-12 Unknown 2 1 0 2 1 6
Human Geography AP 9-12 2015 2 2 0 0 1 5
World Geography 9-12 Unknown 2 1 0 0 1 4
World History 9-12 Unknown 2 0 0 1 1 4
U.S. History 10-12 Unknown 2 1 0 0 1 4
Government 11-12 Unknown 2 0 0 1 1 4
Economics/Macroeconomics AP 12 2012 2 2 0 0 0 4
Psychology 11-12 Unknown 2 1 0 1 0 4
Psychology AP 11-12 2014 2 2 0 0 0 4
Government AP 12 2014 2 1 0 0 0 3
Economics 11-12 Unknown 2 0 0 1 0 3
U.S. Hist 1301 Dual Credit 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
U.S. Hist 1302 Dual Credit 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govt 2305 Dual Credit 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ 2301 Dual Credit 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soci 1301 Dual Credit 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Core Content Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Social Studies
Psyc 2301 Dual Credit 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social Studies Research Methods 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social Studies Total - 21 Guides
Social Studies Mean Rating 1.3 0.8 0.0 0.4 0.6 3.1
Core Courses Total - 90 Guides

Core Courses Total Mean Rating for Each Criterion 1.0 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.5 2.4
Data Sources: Little Elm ISD Educational Services - Canvas, Eduphoria

Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  
On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Little Elm Independent School District
November 2018 

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

CTE
Agricultural Mechanics and Metal Tech 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Welding I 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Principles of Arts, A/V Tech & Comm 9-10 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Audio Video Production I 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Audio Video Production II 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Practicum in AV Production 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Graphic Design & Illustration I 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Graphic Design & Illustration II 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Practicum in Graphic Design 12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Animation I 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Animation II 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Principles of Business, Marketing & Finance 9-10 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Business Info Mgmt I 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Advertising 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Sports & Entertainment Marketing I 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Sports & Entertainment Marketing II 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Practicum in Marketing 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Entrepreneurship 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Business Management 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Personal Financial Literacy 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Practicum in Business Management 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Accounting I Dual Credit 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Financial Analysis Dual Credit 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Advanced Marketing 12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

CTE
Principles of Education & Training 9-10 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Lifetime Nutrition & Wellness 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Human Growth & Development 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Practicum in Ed & Training 12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Principles of Health Science 9-11 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Medical Terminology 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Pharmacology 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Practicum in Health Sciences 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Principles of Hospitality & Tourism 9-11 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Introduction to Culinary Arts 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Culinary Arts 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Advanced Culinary Arts 12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Computer Programming I 9-11 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Computer Programming II 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Principles of Law, Public Safety, Sec, & Corr 9-10 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Law Enforcement I Dual Credit 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Court Systems & Practices Dual Credit 10-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Law Enforcement I 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Law Enforcement II 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Practicum in Law Enforcement 12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Engineering Mathematics 11-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Career Preparation I 9-12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
Career Preparation II 12 2017 2 0 1 0 0 3
OnRamps Arts & Entertainment Tech 11-12 N/A 0 0 1 0 0 1
Social Media Marketing 9-12 N/A 0 0 1 0 0 1
Principles of Agriculture 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Agriculture, Foods, and Natural Resources 9-10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Agricultural Structures Design & Fabrication 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Professional Communication 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
PLTW Computer Science Principles 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
PLTW Cyber Security 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Medical Terminology 9-10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Principles of Engineering 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
PLTW Introduction to Engineering Design 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
PLTW Civil Engineering & Architecture 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
PLTW Engineering Design & Devel 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
CTE Total - 60 Guides
CTE Mean Rating 1.6 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 2.4
Foreign Language
Chinese II 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish II 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Foreign Language
Heritage Spanish II Pre-AP 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish II Pre-AP 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heritage Spanish III Pre-AP 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish III 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish III Pre-AP 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish IV Language AP 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spanish V Literature AP 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
French I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
French II 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
French II Pre AP 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
French III Pre AP 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
French IV AP Language & Comp 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Online Latin II 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Online Mandarin Chinese 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Online American Sign Language I 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Online American Sign Language II 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Foreign Language Total -19 Guides
Foreign Language  Mean Rating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fine Arts
Theatre Production I 9-12 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Theatre Production II 10-12 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Theatre Production III 11-12 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Theatre Production IV 12 Unknown 2 0 0 0 0 2
Theatre Arts I 9-12 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Theatre Arts II 10-12 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Theatre Arts III 11-12 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Theatre Arts IV 11-12 Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1
Art I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art II Drawing 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art II Sculpture 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art II Photography 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art III Drawing 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art III Painting 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art III Ceramics 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art III Sculpture 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art IV Drawing 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Art III Photography 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
AP Studio Art - Drawing/Painting 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
AP Studio Art - 3D Sculpture/Ceramics 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
AP Studio Art - 2D Photography 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band I - Concert 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band I - Percus 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Fine Arts
Band I - Symph 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band I - Wind 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band II - Concert 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band II - Percus 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band II - Symph 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band II - Wind 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band III - Concert 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band III - Percus 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band III - Symph 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band III - Wind 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band IV - Concert 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band IV - Percus 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band IV - Symph 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Band IV - Wind 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sub March Band 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music Appreciation Dual Credit 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music Theory AP 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Color Guard I - IV 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Choir - Chorale I - IV 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Choir - Men I - IV 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Choir - Women I - IV 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dance I - IV 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music I - Instrumental Ensemble I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Music I - Vocal Ensemble I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Theatre I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Theatre II 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Theatre III 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Theatre IV 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fine Arts Total -51 Guides
Fine Arts  Mean Rating 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Physical Education
Health Education 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ind/Tm Sport - 1A 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ind/Tm Sport - 1B 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personal Fitness 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personal Fit A 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personal Fit B 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aerobic Fit 1A 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aerobic Fit 1B 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Drill Team 1 & 2 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheer Fall 1 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheer Fall 2 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Physical Education
Cheer Fall 3 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheer Fall 4 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheer Spring 1 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheer Spring 2 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheer Spring 3 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheer Spring 4 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Athletic Trainer I 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Athletic Trainer II 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Athletic Trainer III 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baseball - 1A 9-10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baseball - 1B 9-10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baseball - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baseball - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baseball - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baseball - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baseball - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baseball - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BBasketball - 1A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BBasketball - 1B 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BBasketball - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BBasketball - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BBasketball - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BBasketball - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BBasketball - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BBasketball - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GBasketball - 1A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GBasketball - 1B 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GBasketball - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GBasketball - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GBasketball - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GBasketball - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GBasketball - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GBasketball - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BGolf - 1A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BGolf - 2A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BGolf - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
BGolf - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GGolf - 1A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GGolf - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GGolf - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GGolf - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GGolf - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Physical Education
Cross Country 1A 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cross Country 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cross Country 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cross Country 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Football - 1A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Football - 1B 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Football - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Football - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Football - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Football - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Football - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Football - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GSoccer - 1A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GSoccer - 1B 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GSoccer - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GSoccer - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GSoccer - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GSoccer - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GSoccer - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GSoccer - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soccer - 1A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soccer - 1B 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soccer - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soccer - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soccer - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soccer - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soccer - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennis - 1A 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennis - 1B 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennis - 2A 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennis - 2B 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennis - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennis - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennis - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennis - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Track - 1A 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Track - 1B 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Track - 2A 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Track - 2B 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Track - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Track - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Track - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Physical Education
Track - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volleyball - 1A 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volleyball - 1B 9 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volleyball - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volleyball - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volleyball - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volleyball - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volleyball - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting B - 1A 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting B - 1B 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting B - 2A 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting B - 2B 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting B - 3A 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting B - 3B 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting B - 4A 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting B - 4B 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting G - 1A 9-10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting G - 1B 9-10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting G - 2A 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting G - 2B 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting G - 3A 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weightlifting G - 3B 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sports Medicine I 9-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sports Medicine II 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Athletics/Physical Education Total -119 Guides
Athletics/Physical Education Mean Rating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Electives
AVID I-IV 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Speech Dual Credit 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yearbook I 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yearbook II 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yearbook III 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seminar AP 10-11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personal Finance 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Newcomers’ Eng Lang Devel Lab 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reading I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reading II 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reading III 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Practical Writing 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Math Lab 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Journalism 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Advanced Journalism: Newspaper 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix D (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6: Auditors’ Rating of Non-Core Curriculum Documents Grades 9-12  

On the Basic Minimum Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Little Elm Independent School District

November 2018

Curriculum Document Title Grade 
Levels

Date 
Written

Criteria
Total 

Rating1 2 3 4 5
Obj. Asmt. Prereq. Res. Appr.

Other Electives
Debate I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debate II 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Creative Writing 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
SAT/ACT Prep 10-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Decathalon I 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Decathalon II 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Decathalon III 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Decathalon IV 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
PAL I 11-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
PAL II 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
GOALS 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
e2020 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student Leadership 9-12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student Leadership II 10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student Leadership III 11 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student Leadership IV 12 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lobos Leadership and Success 9-10 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Electives Total - 32 Guides
Other Electives Mean Rating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-Core Courses Total - 281 Guides

Non-Core Courses Total Mean Rating for Each Criterion 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5
Data Sources: Little Elm ISD Educational Services - Canvas, Eduphoria
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Appendix E

Sample Curriculum Development Policy

(CMSi©2013)

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW

The board recognizes the need for and value of a systematic, ongoing program of curriculum development 
and evaluation. The design and implementation of the curriculum will be consistent with the board’s adopted 
mission and applicable goals, state laws, and State Board of Education rules. The board deems it essential that 
the school system continually develop and modify its curriculum to provide a common direction of action for 
all instruction and programmatic efforts in the district and to meet changing needs. This curriculum component 
will be an integral part of the district long-range planning process. An environment to support curriculum 
delivery must be created and maintained by all functions of the organization.

While instructional differentiation is expected to occur to address the unique needs of specific students, that 
instruction shall be derived from a set of curriculum learnings common to all students. There will be equitable 
access to the curriculum for all students.

CURRICULUM PHILOSOPHY

The purpose of education is primarily imparting basic knowledge, concepts, processes, and attitudes necessary 
for the student to successfully function in society. Education recognizes the characteristics unique to each 
individual and provides a process for development and expression of each student’s innate potential and talents.

The curriculum will be designed and implemented using a competency-based curriculum approach founded on 
the belief that:

1. All students are capable of achieving excellence in learning the essentials of formal schooling.

2. Success influences self-concept; self-concept influences learning and behavior.

3. The instructional process can be adapted to improve learning. Schools can maximize the learning 
conditions for all students through clearly stated expectations of what students will learn, high 
expectations for all students, short- and long-term assessments of student achievement, and modifications 
based on assessment results.

4. Successful student learning must be based on providing appropriate educational experiences at the 
appropriate level of challenge in order to ensure maximum student achievement.

5. High levels of student achievement are the benchmarks for effective curriculum,(design) and instruction 
(delivery).

THE PLANNED AND WRITTEN CURRICULUM

The board expects that learning will be enhanced by adherence to a curriculum that promotes continuity and 
cumulative acquisition of skills and knowledge from grade to grade and from school to school. The curriculum 
should reflect the best knowledge of the growth and development of learners, the needs of learners based on the 
nature of society, the desires of the residents and taxpayers of the district, state laws, and State Board rules.  The 
focus of the curriculum will ensure:

• Emphasis on reading at grade level,

• Mastery of basic skills of writing and mathematics, and

• Objectives derived from state and national assessments.

The curriculum is designed to provide teachers and students with the board’s expectations of what students are 
to learn. Teachers are expected to teach the curriculum of the district.
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Subject area written curriculum and instructional guides shall be developed for all grade levels and subjects in 
the district. The expectations are that:

1. All curriculum will be documented in writing;

2. The curriculum will be reviewed and updated as needed on a regular cycle of review;

3. Teachers will have copies of guides and use the objectives in the guides to develop daily lesson plans; 
and

4. Administrators will work with teachers to maintain consistency between the written curriculum and the 
curriculum objectives actually taught.

Instructional resources such as personnel, textbooks, software, and other materials shall be selected based upon 
their alignment with the curriculum objectives and curriculum priorities of the district.

Staff development will be designed and implemented to prepare staff members to teach the written curriculum 
and will use effective change processes for long-term institutionalization.

THE TAUGHT CURRICULUM

The board has several expectations of the teaching process. There must be assurance that teachers and their 
colleagues are working toward a common set of student objectives. All faculty members have a responsibility 
not only to contribute to the refinements of the written curriculum, but also to teach to the curriculum objectives. 
Teachers are required to use the district curriculum and instruction guide as their primary source of instructional 
direction. The principal shall ensure that optimum use is made of available written curriculum materials and 
instructional time.

The implementation of the curriculum will be aligned with the planned and written curriculum, as presented to 
students by teachers, and the assessed curriculum. Each of these three components of the curriculum shall be 
matched to bring about a high degree of consistency.

All programs, including those for special population students, are to be aligned to the district curriculum. 
Further, they are to be integrated in their delivery approach. 

All curriculum decisions, including, but not limited to, elimination or addition of programs and courses and 
extensive content alteration, will be subject to board approval. Since the curriculum is a system decision, not 
a campus or employee decision, curriculum proposals from the employees will be presented first to central 
administration. If the proposal is acceptable at that level, it will then be presented to the board.

Curriculum and instruction guides shall be provided for all subject areas and courses to assist teachers in their 
teaching. The format for these guides will be a collaborative district-level decision. The guides will:

1. Reflect alignment to state level adopted objectives;

2. Include scope and sequence, objectives to be taught, assessments in acceptable format, aligned 
resources, time frame, and instructional strategies; and

3. Include the superintendent’s approval date on the cover. Proposed curriculum and instruction guides 
will be reviewed by external experts prior to adoption, whenever possible.

Curriculum and instruction guides will serve as the framework from which a teacher will develop units of study, 
individual lesson plans, and approaches to instruction that will serve the student’s particular needs at a particular 
time. The guides shall be used to map a logical sequence of instruction.

In addition to consistent delivery of the objectives in the curriculum, instructional delivery shall be based on 
sound teaching principles grounded in educational research. Instructional supervision efforts shall focus on 
these sound teaching principles. This systematic process shall include:

1. Establishing a school climate that continually affirms the worth and diversity of all students.

2. Expecting that all students will perform at high levels of learning.
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3. Ensuring that all students experience opportunities for personal success.

4. Varying the time for learning according to the needs of each student and the complexity of the task.

5. Having both staff members and students take responsibility for successful learning.

6. Assessing current student skills or learning for instructional assignment.

7. Analyzing the content of each objective so that instructional strategies match content and assessment.

8. When appropriate, sequencing tasks into a hierarchy of learning skills to maximize the effectiveness of 
instructional delivery.

9. Orienting students to the objectives to be learned.

10. Initial teaching to the objective(s) that provides varied approaches, adequate practice time, and multiple 
opportunities for learning and success.

11. Assessing student mastery of the objective(s) to determine the need for movement to a new instructional 
objective, extension/enrichment, or correction.

12. For those who attain mastery, progressing to the next objective offering extension or enrichment.

13. For those who do not attain mastery, providing correctives and/or using different strategies until mastery 
is attained.

Staff development will be provided for teachers on research-based approaches to teaching to provide them with 
alternative ways to view the teaching act so that they can be as effective as possible.

THE TESTED CURRICULUM

The Superintendent or designee shall establish assessment approaches for determining the effectiveness of 
instructional programming at district, campus, and classroom levels.

EVALUATION

Assessments will focus on determining the extent to which students are achieving and maintaining mastery of 
curriculum objectives, and the extent to which instructors are displaying effective conveyance of curriculum in 
the classrooms.

District staff shall design and use a variety of assessment approaches in determining the effectiveness of the 
planned and written curriculum, the taught curriculum, and instructional programs. Periodic reports shall be made 
to the board concerning these assessments. The assessed curriculum is to include the following components:

1. State-level assessments as required.

2. A district criterion-referenced assessment system that documents, records, reports, and awards credit 
for student skill attainment.

3. An assessment approach developed for all grade levels and courses.

4. A criterion-referenced information management system at the classroom and building levels for 
coordinating timely instructional planning, student assessment and placement, instructional delivery, 
and program evaluation.

5. A program evaluation component that guides program redesign around the district curriculum, as well 
as program delivery.

Teachers will conduct frequent assessment of students on the curriculum objectives. Teacher-made tests as 
well as criterion-referenced tests shall be used to determine patterns of student achievement. Teachers and 
supervisors shall use test results to assess the status of individual student achievement, to continuously regroup 
students for instruction, to identify general achievement trends of various groups of students, and to modify 
curriculum and/or instruction as warranted by assessment results.
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Principals shall review assessments to help teachers ensure the assessments are congruent with the written 
curriculum.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Board shall:

1. Approve the curriculum scopes and sequences. Adopt multiple instructional resources for teacher use 
within the constraints of state laws and State Board rules.

2. Provide funding for staff development opportunities, which focus on curriculum design and delivery 
for increased student achievement.

3. Communicate to its constituents the board’s curricular expectations.

4. Fund, through the budget process, adequate resources needed to implement the curriculum, based on 
data.

The Superintendent shall:

1. Implement the policy.

2. Annually report to the board concerning implementation.

3. Ensure that a functional decision-making structure is in place to carry out this policy.

The Chief Academic Officer shall:

1. Ensure that a master long-range plan is in place for district curriculum development, revisions, program 
assessment, and student assessment.

2. Implement the master long-range plan, providing technical and expert assistance as required.

3. Assist principals in the monitoring of the implementation of the curriculum.

The principals shall:

1. Monitor the implementation of the curriculum.

2. Translate the importance of effective curriculum and instructional practices on a regular basis.

3. Observe classes, monitor lessons, and evaluate assessment materials utilized on their campuses.

4. Use, as a minimum, the following basic strategies to monitor curriculum:

a. 45-minute observations,

b. Frequent walk-through observations,

c. Conduct or review minutes of curriculum planning meetings, and

d. Periodic review of curriculum documents.

Teachers shall:

1. Teach the district curriculum.

2. Frequently assess and document student mastery of curriculum objectives, and modify instruction to 
ensure students success.

3. Participate in curriculum development/revision activities.

BUDGET 

The administration shall ensure that the district’s budget becomes a document that reflects funding decisions 
based on the organization’s educational goals and priorities through a performance-driven budget. The budget 
development process will ensure that goals and priorities are considered in the preparation of budget proposals 
and that any decisions related to reduction or increase in funding levels will be addressed in those terms.
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Appendix F

Recommended Table of Organization
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Appendix G

Level III: Characteristics of Department and School Improvement Plan Quality  
For Design, Deployment, and Delivery

Characteristics 
1. Congruence and Connectivity:  Goals and actions are derived from, explicitly linked to, and 

congruent with the district plan’s goals, objectives, and priorities.  
2. Reasonable and Clear:  The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number of goals and objectives 

for the resources available (finances, time, people). The goals and objectives of the plan are clear 
and measurable.

3. Emergent/Fluid:  The plan allows for emergent thinking, trends, and changes that impact the 
system both internally and externally.

4. Change Strategies:  The plan incorporates and focuses on those action strategies/interventions 
that are built around effective change strategies (e.g., capacity building of appropriate staff).

5. Deployment Strategies:  The plan clearly delineates strategies to be used to support deploying 
the steps and tasks outlined in the plan (e.g., orientation to the change, staff development on the 
proficiencies needed to bring about the change, communication regarding planned change).

6. Integration of Goals and Actions:  All goals and actions in the plan are interrelated and 
congruent with one another. 

7. Evaluation Plan and Implementation: There is a written plan to evaluate whether the 
objectives of the plan have been met (not to evaluate whether or not the activities have taken 
place). Evaluation components of plans are actions to be implemented; plans are evaluated for 
their effects or results and modified as needed.  There is both frequent formative evaluation and 
summative evaluation, so that plans are revised as needed.

8. Monitoring: Systems are in place and are being implemented for assessing the status of 
activities, analyzing the results, and reporting outcomes that take place as the plan is designed 
and implemented.

©2018 CMSi
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Appendix H

CMSi Criteria for Instructional Technology Programs

Criteria
1. Board policy or administrative regulation for instructional technology exists.
2. There is a clear statement of program philosophy/vision.
3. A comprehensive view of technology exists.
4. A needs assessment has been completed and evaluated.
5. Measurable student goals and objectives exist.
6. An ongoing student assessment component exists.
7. An ongoing program assessment component exists.
8. There are comprehensive staff trainings related to existing standards and objectives.
9. Standards for hardware exist.
10. Standards and guidelines for software/applications exist.
11. Internet access standards exist.
12. The role of the school library/media center is stated.
13. A budget for program implementation/roll-out has been identified.
14. A budget for program maintenance has been identified.
15. Technology site plans are aligned with district plans.
©2018 CMSi
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