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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose of the Study 

The Association of American Publishers (AAP) and the Textbook Coordinators’ Association of Texas 

(TCAT) collaborated on a study designed to document strategies used by school districts to implement 

Senate Bill 6 (SB 6). SB 6 introduced a number of changes to the instructional materials procurement 

process. It eliminated the conforming-nonconforming concept and the state maximum cost and 

expanded the options that school districts have for spending state dollars on instructional materials and 

technology. SB 6 introduced the Instructional Materials Allotment (IMA), a fund that the school districts 

may use for instructional materials, technological equipment, technology services, and salaries of 

personnel. School districts may now elect to use State Board of Education-adopted instructional 

materials, commissioner-adopted instructional materials, or non-adopted instructional materials. They 

may now purchase equipment rather than, or in addition to, instructional content. Each school district’s 

IMA decreases with each expenditure and school districts are responsible for managing their allotments 

through each academic year and biennium.  

Twenty-one textbook coordinators participated in three focus groups during TCAT’s annual conference 

in December 2011. The focus groups provided anecdotal descriptions of some of the processes used to 

implement the new legislation. In January 2012, TCAT administered an online survey with many of the 

same topics discussed in the focus groups. Respondents to the online survey also had the opportunity to 

answer open-ended questions about their planning, express concerns, and make recommendations to 

improve the instructional materials ordering process. One hundred and nine textbook coordinators 

responded to the online survey.  

Topics  

In the focus groups and online survey, textbook coordinators addressed a range of topics related to the 

planning processes that took place in their school districts following passage of SB 6. Among the 

questions they addressed were:  

 How aware were textbook coordinators of proposed changes during and after the legislative 

session? What were the primary sources of information? 

 How did school districts disseminate information about SB 6 to staff in order to begin the planning 

processes?  

 Was the information from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and other sources about SB 6 

beneficial? 

 Who were the stakeholders involved in planning expenditures from the IMA? 

 Were there any difficulties with the requisitions and disbursement processes? 

 To what extent did STAAR influence the school districts’ decisions related to expenditures from the 

IMA? 

 Will school districts spend all of their 2011-12 Instructional Materials Allotments? 

 Other issues, concerns, and recommendations (focus groups and survey). 

 Descriptions of planning and implementation practices (survey respondents). 
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 Recommendations for improving the instructional materials ordering and distribution process.  

 

Findings 

The general conclusions derived from the study include the following:  

Knowledge of SB 6. Most textbook coordinators followed the activity of the Texas Legislature through 

the 2011 session. Seventy-four percent of survey respondents indicated that they had a basic 

understanding of the new legislation when the school year 2011-12 began. Fifteen percent of 

respondents had a thorough understanding of SB 6 and were prepared for implementation when the 

2011-12 school year began.  

Focus group participants and survey respondents indicated that TCAT played a prominent role in 

disseminating information about impending legislation. After enactment of SB 6, TCAT and the Texas 

Education Agency (TEA) were both instrumental in providing recommendations for successful 

implementation of the new legislation. 

Organizing and Disseminating Information. Textbook coordinators played a major role after enactment 

of SB 6 in organizing school district resources to address the districts’ instructional materials and 

technology needs. 

Quality of Information from TEA and Other Sources. Focus group participants and survey respondents 

were positive about the information that TEA and TCAT provided within a limited amount of time. 

Thirty-three percent of the survey respondents indicated that they had not seen information provided 

by the media. Twenty-eight percent indicated that the information from the media was not helpful and 

36% indicated that it was somewhat helpful. The “media” included the Internet, newspapers, radio, and 

television.  

Stakeholders Involved in Planning. School districts planned and implemented SB 6 using a team 

approach to make decisions related to the IMA. The survey results indicate a wide range of participation 

in the planning by key sectors of the school districts, including the textbook coordinator, technology, 

curriculum, the business office, principals, and the superintendent or designee.  

Requisitions and Disbursements. Textbook coordinators had very few problems with the requisitions 

process. Focus group and survey participants reported that most problems with the new disbursement 

process had been resolved. The survey included an opportunity for respondents to submit 

recommendations to improve the requisitions and disbursement processes. See Section 5 for more 

information.  

The Influence of STAAR on IMA Expenditures. STAAR was a major factor in school districts’ 

expenditures using the IMA.  

IMA Expenditures. Sixty percent of survey respondents indicated that their school districts would have a 

balance in their IMA accounts at the end of the 2011-12 school year. Twenty-five percent of the 

respondents indicated that they would most likely have a balance at the end of the 2012-13 school year. 

Most focus group participants did not know if their school districts would spend the entire IMA set aside 
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for the first year of the biennium. Most felt that their school districts would spend most, if not all, of the 

IMA by the next legislative appropriation in 2013.  

Survey respondents indicated that they had used, or expected to use, their IMAs for software and 

technological equipment such as tablets, smart phones, smart boards, and computers. 

Other Issues and Concerns. Focus group participants discussed a number of other issues in addition to 

the topics listed here. Some of the topics included the age of textbooks, the need for a system that 

school districts can use to sell or exchange surplus inventory, the limitations of the IMA, particularly for 

small districts, and the need for some additional improvements to the disbursement process. See the 

full report for more detail on those issues.  

Effective Practices. Textbook coordinators described numerous practices that assisted them throughout 

this implementation year. Examples include making maximum use of oversight committees to approve 

disbursement requests, creating special forms to use for the disbursement process, and maintaining a 

checklist of the many steps in the disbursement process. Section 4 includes descriptions of additional 

effective practices. 

Recommendations for Improving the Ordering and Distribution Process. Textbook coordinators 

submitted several recommendations for improving the instructional materials ordering and distribution 

process. They recommended creating a system within EMAT that would enable school districts to share 

information about their used, out-of-adoption, and surplus instructional material. They could then 

contact school districts to exchange, sell, or donate the surplus instructional material. 

Textbook coordinators also recommended that TEA or TCAT develop EMAT training videos and materials 

that could serve as refresher courses for experienced coordinators or as an orientation for new textbook 

coordinators. Section 5 includes a list of additional recommendations. 
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THE CHALLENGES OF CHANGE: IMPLEMENTING SENATE BILL 6 

1. Purpose of the Study 

Senate Bill 6 (SB 6)1 introduced a number of changes to the instructional materials procurement process 

including the creation of the Instructional Materials Allotment (IMA). School districts may use their IMAs 

to purchase instructional materials, technological equipment, technology services, salaries, and other 

products and services approved by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). In using the IMA, SB 6 requires 

that school districts give priority to instructional materials that support student performance on the new 

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR). To implement the new legislation 

effectively, TEA recommended that school districts form IMA decision teams to include the 

superintendent, business office, principals, technology coordinator, textbook coordinator, teachers, and 

curriculum coordinator.2 The teams would consider the short-term and long-term fiscal needs of the 

district, the instructional materials and technology needs, and the need for equipment and other 

services eligible for purchase using IMA funds. The new process would greatly expand the role of several 

key staff in the district including technology staff, the business office staff, and the textbook 

coordinator.  

The focus groups provided an avenue where textbook coordinators could discuss their planning 

processes, share experiences, and assist in documenting this major shift in policy. The online survey 

offered participants the opportunity to address the same issues with the additional option to comment, 

express concerns with the new process, and offer recommendations to improve the process. The focus 

group discussions and online survey centered on several major themes: 

 How aware were textbook coordinators of proposed changes during and after the legislative 

session? What were the primary sources of information? 

 How did school districts disseminate information about SB 6 to staff in order to begin the 

planning processes?  

 Was the information from TEA and other sources about SB 6 beneficial? 

 Who were the stakeholders involved in planning expenditures from the IMA? 

 Were there any difficulties with the requisitions and disbursement processes? 

 To what extent did STAAR influence the school districts’ decisions related to expenditures from 

the IMA? 

 Will school districts spend all of their 2011-12 Instructional Materials Allotments? What are 

some of the anticipated expenditures (e.g., technology, salaries)? 

 Other issues and concerns. 

                                                           
1
 See Section 10 of this report for more information on Senate Bill 6. See also: 

http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/tlodocs/821/billtext/pdf/SB00006F.pdf#navpanes=0 
2
 Information related to the decision teams and their responsibilities is located on the TEA website at:  

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index2.aspx?id=2147501677, District Administrator Training via TETN. 

http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/tlodocs/821/billtext/pdf/SB00006F.pdf#navpanes=0
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index2.aspx?id=2147501677
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 Effective practices. 

 Recommendations for improving the ordering and distribution process. 

2. Methodology 

The focus group moderator conducted three focus groups on December 6, 2011 at the annual meeting 

of the Textbook Coordinators’ Association of Texas (TCAT) in San Marcos, Texas. The first group included 

textbook coordinators from school districts with 20,000 or more students. Group 2 included textbook 

coordinators from school districts with fewer than 20,000 students but more than 5,000. Group 3 

included textbook coordinators from school districts with fewer than 5,000 students. The focus group 

organizers grouped participants according to size of districts based on the assumption that coordinators 

from similar-sized districts would most likely share common experiences.  

One hundred and nine TCAT members participated in an online survey in January and February 2012. 

The questions on the survey paralleled the focus group discussion topics and allowed participants to 

comment on their experiences during the SB 6 implementation process. This report does not use 

participants’ names, school districts, and other identifying information to assure anonymity. 

Participation in the focus groups and online survey was voluntary and participants did not receive 

compensation. Sections 8 and 9 of this report include information related to focus group and online 

survey participants. 

3. Findings 

3.1.  How aware were textbook coordinators of proposed changes during and 

after the legislative session ? What were the primary sources of 

information? 

Survey Question: During the 2011 legislative session, were you aware that the Texas Legislature was 
considering a major change in the instructional materials ordering and funding process? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

I was unaware of changes being considered. 13 12.0% 

I was aware but only generally. 64 59.2% 

I was aware of many details of the proposed legislation. 32 28.7% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0%3 

Survey Question: Select only the PRIMARY source of information regarding proposed changes to the 

instructional materials ordering and purchasing process during the legislative session. 

                                                           
3
 Totals may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
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Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

I was uninformed.  6 5.5% 

School administrators. 7 6.4% 

The media (e.g., newspaper, radio, television, internet). 10 9.2% 

Education Service Center. 3 2.7% 

Textbook Coordinators’ Association of Texas (TCAT). 54 49.5% 

Texas Education Agency (TEA). 19 17.5% 

Other. 10 9.2% 

No responses. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Survey Question: Select the sources of information regarding proposed changes to the instructional 

materials ordering and purchasing process after the legislative session. Select all that apply. 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

I was uninformed. 2 0.1% 

School administrators. 17 8.0% 

The media (e.g., newspaper, radio, television, internet). 11 5.2% 

Education Service Center. 28 13.1% 

TCAT. 84 39.4% 

TEA. 64 30.0% 

Other (please specify). 7 3.3% 

TOTAL 213  NA 
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Survey Question: When school year 2011-2012 began, to what degree did you understand the 

Instructional Materials Allotment? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

I did not understand the IMA at all. 11 10.1% 

I had a basic understanding of the IMA. 81 74.3% 

I had a complete understanding of how the IMA works. 17 15.6% 

No responses 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Focus Groups. Two of the focus group participants had only a minimal awareness of proposed changes 

and learned about them when they returned to school for the 2011-12 school year. With the two 

exceptions, the participants kept abreast of the legislative activities through a variety of information 

sources and were knowledgeable of the new legislation when the school year began. Two participants 

represented school districts that had designated individuals to monitor the legislature’s progress in 

person. They provided briefings on a regular basis to the curriculum department and administration. 

Self-monitoring via webcasts was common among focus group participants from each of the three 

groups. Although most were only able to monitor committee meetings periodically due to their daily 

duties, most had conversations regularly with colleagues within the school district and with other TCAT 

members about the legislative activities.  

A Group 1 participant began monitoring the sessions during 

the spring and had periodic briefings with the curriculum 

staff and superintendent. The textbook coordinator 

participated in a proactive process that included drawing 

up scenarios that they expected would cover a range of 

outcomes from the legislative session, including forecasts 

of their IMA level. A Group 2 participant described a 

comparable situation in the school district where the 

textbook coordinator was designated to keep track of the 

progress. The remainder of the participants from the three 

groups were aware of proposed changes during the session 

but began serious planning activities after receiving 

information on the specific amounts in their allotments.  

The majority of focus group participants cited TCAT as a major source of information. In Group 1, a focus 

group participant was the designated person to maintain close communication with TCAT to learn of 

new developments with the proposed changes. Another Group 1 participant described how “tapping 

into” TCAT and the information they had was very useful, particularly for coordinators with little 

experience. A Group 2 participant credited TCAT’s regional organizations of textbook coordinators for 

their role in providing updates to members. Group 3 participants recalled that TCAT provided 

● ● ● 

I started looking at the legislation in 

April. I then spoke to curriculum and to 

the superintendent. We started 

planning for several scenarios and had 

Plans A, B, and C lined up. 

Focus Group Participant 

● ● ● 
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information on proposed legislation at the December 2010 annual meeting, prior to the beginning of the 

2011 legislative session. 

A Group 2 participant cited an Education Service Center as a source of information during the legislative 

session. A Group 3 participant learned of the proposed legislation from the website of the Texas 

Association of School Boards (TASB). Three Group 3 participants kept informed, but only minimally 

through the media, including television and newspapers.  

One Group 2 participant credited a publisher for helping to explain the proposed changes. Following the 

conversation with the publisher, the coordinator began an e-mail discussion about the proposed 

changes with colleagues and textbook coordinators from other school districts.  

A superintendent from a school district represented in Group 3 began actively informing staff about the 
proposed changes through the district’s website, through e-mail, and using a school district newsletter.  

3.2.  How did school districts disseminate information about SB 6 to staff  in 

order to begin the planning processes?  

Survey Question: How did your school administration communicate the changes in SB 6 to school 

personnel? Select all that apply. 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

School administration did not communicate the  

changes in Senate Bill 6. 20 10.9% 

Staff meetings. 35 19.1% 

District website. 4 2.2% 

District newsletters. 5 2.7% 

Meetings with department leaders 48 26.2% 

Meetings with principals. 59 32.2% 

Other (please specify). 12 6.6% 

TOTALS 183  NA 
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Survey Question: How helpful was the information you received from your administration about SB 6?  

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

I have not received information from my  

administration. 29 26.6% 

It has not been helpful. 14 12.8% 

It has been somewhat helpful. 38 34.8% 

It has been very helpful. 25 22.9% 

No responses. 3 2.7% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Focus Groups. School districts represented in the three focus groups used web postings, newsletters, 

and messages to campus coordinators and principals to communicate information about SB 6. One 

school district sent information to parents about the new legislation. Although the central 

administration offices disseminated the information to the campuses, a common theme voiced by 

textbook coordinators in the three focus groups was that curriculum departments and the 

administration looked to the textbook coordinator as the primary resource. The Group 1 participants 

nodded in agreement when a participant described how the textbook coordinator was the designated 

information source for the administration. The participant explained that with new options for the 

school district, curriculum directors, the superintendent, and other administrators looked to the 

textbook coordinator for information and direction. 

A participant from Group 2 and another from Group 3 described how their superintendents took an 

active role in monitoring the legislative session and keeping staff informed. One superintendent posted 

comments on the district’s website about legislative activity although most comments pertained to 

subjects other than instructional materials. The textbook coordinator monitored activity related to 

instructional materials and disseminated the information within the school district.  

The second superintendent was very “proactive” during the legislative session, having taken several trips 

to Austin to speak with legislators about funding. As in Groups 1 and 2, it was the textbook coordinator 

who followed the specific activities related to instructional materials and who began the planning 

process when TEA posted the information about SB 6, the IMA, and the recommended team approach 

to planning. A textbook coordinator in Group 3 described how the secondary curriculum director and 

the textbook coordinator then met with a representative from the business office. 

3.3.  Was the information from TEA and other  sources about SB 6 beneficial?  

After enactment of SB 6, TEA posted a letter to administrators detailing the changes in the instructional 

materials purchasing process, including the IMA. The letter included links to more specific guidelines and 

recommendations that school districts could use to begin their planning processes. In late July 2011, TEA 
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announced a series of videoconferences using TETN (Texas Education Telecommunications Network). 

The three TETN sessions included a session for administrators and two sessions aimed at preparing 

textbook coordinators for the new disbursement process and for changes in the requisitions process 

using EMAT. In early August 2011, TEA informed school districts of their specific IMAs and EMAT opened 

for orders shortly thereafter.  

Throughout the various forms of communication issued by TEA were recommendations for establishing 

priorities for using the IMA, developing the team approach to planning for the IMA, and for 

documenting purchases outside of the state adoption process and requesting disbursement from their 

IMAs.  

Survey Question: How helpful was the information about SB6 that TEA posted on its website? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

I did not view the website information. 10 9.1% 

It was not helpful. 6 5.5% 

It was somewhat helpful. 69 63.3% 

It was very helpful. 24 22.0% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Survey Question: How helpful were the TETN sessions? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

I did not view the TETN sessions. 11 10.0% 

They were not helpful. 1 <1.0% 

They were somewhat helpful. 51 46.7% 

They were very helpful. 46 42.2% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 
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Survey Question: Has information you received from the media been helpful to you (e.g., newspapers, 

radio, television, Internet)? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

I have not seen information from the media. 36 33.0% 

Information has not been helpful. 30 27.5% 

Information has been somewhat helpful. 39 35.7% 

Information has been very helpful. 2 1.8% 

No response 2 1.8% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Focus Groups. Participants in all three focus groups were positive about the efforts TEA made to inform 

school districts of the changes resulting from SB 6 and to assist them with planning for their instructional 

materials and technology needs. Group 1 participants were particularly pleased with the opportunity 

that audience members had to ask questions following each TETN session. Although the second and 

third TETN sessions included some of the same questions as the first, focus group participants agreed 

that this was a positive aspect of the sessions because hearing the answers multiple times was 

beneficial. The TETN sessions allowed audience members to hear questions and comments from TCAT 

members, other school district personnel, and TEA. Focus group participants agreed that this was a 

positive aspect of the TETN sessions. 

Several of the Group 1 participants were unable to view 

the TETN sessions when TEA conducted them. TEA 

subsequently posted the sessions on the web so that 

textbook coordinators were able to view them at their 

convenience. Group 1 participants, some with duties in 

addition to their duties as textbook coordinators, were 

particularly positive about the web postings of the TETN 

sessions. 

Focus group participants generally agreed that the information from TEA was beneficial, some to the 

point of feeling that they could not have done their jobs without the information. There was still some 

frustration among participants, however, who expressed the need for more clarification from TEA 

regarding specific areas of the ordering process. A new textbook coordinator felt that TEA’s information 

did not stress adequately the need to complete requisitions in a specific order (e.g., continuing 

contracts, new adoptions, supplemental science). The participant acknowledged that being new to the 

position and not knowing the specific language of the instructional materials ordering process 

contributed to the frustration. The same focus group participant also voiced concern that TEA did not 

devote enough time in the TETN sessions to answering questions about specific issues or challenges that 

textbook coordinators had on their minds.  

● ● ● 

The TETNs were very beneficial. That is 

how our central office staff, 

superintendent, everyone really learned. 

Focus Group Participant 

● ● ● 
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A veteran textbook coordinator in Group 1 reflected on the “different” language used by TEA and 

textbook coordinators and noted that terminology should be a component of new coordinators’ 

training. The participant explained that new textbook coordinators often go into a discussion with TEA 

or with other coordinators without knowledge of the terminology. Other Group 1 participants added 

that the examples “consumables,” “OA,”, and “continuing contracts” are terms that are not familiar to a 

new textbook coordinator. This causes anxiety and frustration for first-year coordinators.  

Another concern expressed by a focus group participant was that the information on the more 

traditional EMAT requisitions process was beneficial but that TEA did not spend enough time on the 

disbursement process. The participant explained that information presented at the TCAT meeting 

(December 2011 in San Marcos, Texas) helped to clarify the information, documentation, and record-

keeping requirements of the disbursement process. A Group 1 participant echoed the concern that TEA 

did not provide all the guidance school districts needed but acknowledged that TEA had only a limited 

amount of time to prepare for all they needed to do. 

3.4.  Who were the stakeholders involved in planning expenditures from the 

IMA? 

Following enactment of SB 6, TEA issued recommendations that included participation by a range of 

stakeholders in planning for expenditures from the IMA. The agency recommended that school districts 

involve textbook coordinators, representatives from technology departments, curriculum, teachers, 

business offices, principals, and superintendents. The focus group discussions and online survey 

included questions related to stakeholders’ involvement in planning expenditures from the IMA. 

Textbook Coordinators’ Involvement 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Not involved. 14 12.8% 

Involved, but only occasionally. 10 9.1% 

Involved on a regular basis. 32 29.3% 

Very involved. 53 48.6% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

  



13 
 

Curriculum staff’s involvement 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Not involved. 8 7.3% 

Involved, but only occasionally. 20 18.3% 

Involved on a regular basis. 34 31.1% 

Very involved. 46 42.2% 

I do not know. 0 0.0% 

No response. 1 <1.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Principals’ involvement 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Not involved. 23 21.1% 

Involved, but only occasionally. 37 33.9% 

Involved on a regular basis. 21 19.2% 

Very involved. 26 23.8% 

I do not know. 2 1.8% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Business office staff’s involvement 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Not involved. 23 21.1% 

Involved, but only occasionally. 30 27.5% 

Involved on a regular basis. 36 33.0% 

Very involved. 19 17.4% 

I do not know. 1 <1.0% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 00.0% 
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Technology staff’s involvement 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Not involved. 21 19.2% 

Involved, but only occasionally. 41 37.6% 

Involved on a regular basis. 25 22.9% 

Very involved. 21 19.2% 

I do not know. 1 <1.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Superintendents’ or designees’ involvement 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Not involved. 12 11.0% 

Involved, but only occasionally. 23 21.1% 

Involved on a regular basis. 33 30.2% 

Very involved. 37 33.9% 

I do not know. 2 1.8% 

No response. 2 1.8% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Parents’ involvement 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Not involved. 78 71.5% 

Involved, but only occasionally. 13 11.9% 

Involved on a regular basis. 3 2.7% 

Very involved. 0 0.0% 

I do not know. 15 13.7% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 
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Focus Groups. All school districts represented in the focus groups used a form of team planning to 

assess instructional materials and technology needs. All included the curriculum departments in the 

initial meetings. In Group 1, a participant explained that the planning process began immediately 

following the TETN sessions in which TEA recommended the team approach to planning. The textbook 

coordinator met with the superintendent’s cabinet, informed them of the changes, and shared 

information from the TETN session. The group then began discussing specific needs and involved the 

technology staff in the discussions. Another Group 1 participant 

described the school district’s formation of an oversight committee 

to discuss the instructional materials and technology needs of the 

district and plan for expenditures. Approximately half of the districts 

represented in Group 1 involved their technology departments in 

the initial meetings regarding expenditures from the IMA. In the 

districts where the initial meetings included technology staff, the 

focus of their involvement was to select technology applications 

subscriptions. In Group 2, a participant explained that the planning 

committee consisted of only the curriculum director and textbook 

coordinator. They first ordered instructional materials and 

subsequently informed the business office of the orders and 

informed technology staff of the IMA balance after placing the 

orders for instructional materials.  

In the school districts represented in Group 1 (larger school 

districts), there were different levels of involvement by the financial officers and superintendents. Chief 

financial officers were involved in planning when the superintendents were involved. They were 

involved at different times in the process, and they were involved for different reasons. For example, a 

financial officer was involved in the planning meetings because the proposed expenditures from the IMA 

had to go to the local board of trustees for approval. In another school district represented in Group 1, 

the chief financial officer was involved only peripherally in the initial planning but planned to become 

more involved with the district’s disbursement requests. A Group 2 participant explained that the chief 

financial officer, the curriculum director, and the textbook coordinator were the only stakeholders 

involved in the initial planning for IMA expenditures. 

A Group 2 participant explained the process used in the school district. The textbook coordinator 

formed the planning committee. After ensuring that everyone understood the details of SB 6, the 

textbook coordinator formed subcommittees for the new adoptions under Proclamation 2011. When 

the members of the subcommittees stated their instructional materials needs, the coordinator and 

subcommittee members took specific steps to make certain that the district did not over-order or 

under-order instructional materials. After subcommittee members submitted their instructional 

materials needs, the textbook coordinator calculated all requests and brought the information to the 

original committee. Each member who requested instructional materials explained the rationale for the 

request to the full committee. When the committee approved the request, the textbook coordinator 

placed the order.  

 
I shared the information from 

the TETN sessions with our 

business manager, our assistant 

superintendent in charge of 

business, the superintendent, 

and the curriculum directors. 

Then I spoke with our 

technology director and the 

principals. 

Focus Group Participant 

 
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Another Group 2 participant explained that the planning committee involved the textbook coordinator, 

the technology department, curriculum coordinator, the bilingual education department, and the 

special education department. The textbook coordinator showed calculations for a range of ordering 

options. The options included instructional materials for all students in some subjects, classroom sets in 

other subjects, prekindergarten systems in one scenario, and no prekindergarten systems in another. 

The group established priorities and the textbook coordinator placed the initial order. Following the 

initial order, principals and campus design coaches became part of the planning process. The discussions 

then turned to spelling and handwriting and the subjects and grade levels for which class sets of 

instructional materials would suffice. The group scheduled another meeting for January 2012 to look at 

the IMA balance and make additional decisions. Until that time, the discussions were limited to the 

textbook coordinator and the curriculum director.  

In another school district, also represented in Group 2, the first activity was to organize a budget 

committee that included the textbook coordinator, curriculum director, and technology director. The 

group created a budget that listed the instructional materials ordered in the previous school year. 

Before the group agreed to order technology applications subscriptions or licenses, they examined prior 

usage and questioned every item to make certain the item was essential and that the district would use 

it. The planning group commented that school districts had been “spoiled little kids,” ordering all 

instructional materials available because “Daddy was paying for them.” Now that the school district was 

responsible for managing the IMA, the district made decisions carefully, based on prior usage, potential 

usage in the current year, and the balance in the IMA. The group set priorities for the fall semester, the 

spring semester, and the next school year. 

In Group 3, a participant explained that the initial 

meetings included the assistant superintendents 

responsible for the business office and curriculum 

department. The group expanded after the initial 

meetings to include technology and principals. The 

textbook coordinator served as a facilitator for the 

meetings initially and then assumed responsibility 

for creating scenarios for different levels of 

expenditure. Using a spreadsheet, the textbook 

coordinator could show the impact on the IMA of 

ordering instructional materials in a subject for 

100% of their students. Using the options, the 

school district ordered for 100% of their students in some subjects, such as English language arts, and 

fewer instructional materials in other subjects. For some subjects, the district placed orders for online 

content only and print versions for others. 

A common theme throughout the discussions in Group 2 was the need to exercise caution and examine 

the options carefully before making decisions. There was a general acceptance that instructional 

materials would arrive later than in previous years but the need for careful planning outweighed the 

need to order instructional materials as soon as possible. 

 
In years past, we ordered so much because we 

could. When they said, “It’s your money now,” we 

said, “Whoa!” Now, we consider how we used the 

materials in prior years and whether we will need 

them in the future. 

Focus Group Participant 

 
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3.5.  Were there any diff iculties with the r equisit ions and disbursement 

processes? 

Survey Question: Did you have any difficulties placing requisitions using EMAT? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Yes. The problem is still unresolved. 2 1.8% 

Yes. The problem was resolved. 18 16.5% 

No problems using EMAT. 86 78.8% 

We have not placed orders yet using EMAT. 1 <1.0% 

Our district/school does not use EMAT. 0 0.0% 

No response. 2 1.8% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Survey Question: Did your school district submit a request for disbursement of funds from the IMA?  

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Yes. 78 71.5% 

No. 29 26.6% 

No response. 2 1.8% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Survey Question: Did you have any difficulties with the disbursement process? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Yes. The problem is still unresolved. 2 1.8% 

Yes. The problem was resolved. 25 22.9% 

No. 70 64.2% 

No response. 12 11.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Survey Question: Please explain any difficulties you had using EMAT and how the issues were resolved. 

If a problem is still unresolved, please explain. 
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Survey Participants’ Comments 

EMAT and data entry issues 

1. The shipping and handling fields in EMAT need revision. If you order a program and use 

“Instructional Materials Disbursement,” several of the fields do not match, such as the subject field, 

the language field, and the grade level. We should be able to select multiple levels such as K-12.  

2. In “Instructional Materials Disbursement,” "# of students served," the field is limited to four 

characters. If you have 10,500 students, you can only enter “9999.”  

3. In the "% of TEKS” field, 100% is the maximum and there are four spaces where the field only needs 

three.  

4. There is space for only 250 characters in “Technology Disbursement.” This is not enough to describe 

a technology especially if it is a new program.  

5. In the “Language” field, there are only two choices, English or Spanish. How do we handle ordering a 

third language?  

6. In “Subjects,” we ordered a credit recovery program that deals with several subjects. Selecting 

multiple fields would be more accurate than selecting one.  

7. There needs to be a field for shipping and receiving disbursements. 

8. The information required for input of disbursement funds is difficult to acquire and very time-

consuming. In addition, the categories in drop-down boxes do not lend themselves to easy 

identification of specific materials. 

9. I did not add the shipping costs to the disbursement and had to pay it from my budget. When TEA 

was processing the disbursement, they called to inform me that I could have included the shipping 

costs. I appreciated the call and will remember this for the next time. 

10. I had problems with shipping costs. TEA was very helpful in showing me the process. 

11. I could not place a supplemental order because my annual order was incomplete on the initial order. 

I had to submit a “fake zero quantity order” and TEA approved it so I could continue with 

supplemental orders. The process delayed my order by one day. 

12. I did not know if it was safe to punch the button. The system did not do what I expected it to do 

when I expected it to do it. TEA prompted me, and helped solve the problem. 

13. The only problem I had was when I tried to include shipping and handling on a disbursement 

request. Some of the fields that required information did not apply to shipping and handling.  The 

messages that I received when I reached a certain threshold of allotment use alarmed me because I 

did not really understand what they meant. I was concerned that I had exceeded my allotment. I 

emailed TEA and they explained that the messages were warning me that I was getting close. 
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Approval of disbursement requests 

14. We placed technology-related orders that TEA had indicated were appropriate for a disbursement 

request. Those requests sat unfilled. When we called TEA, they told us that they were not sure that 

the requests were eligible. I placed calls to my state senator and state representative. TEA approved 

the requests but many vendors had to wait an extended period for payment. 

15. At the beginning, it took so very long to get disbursement requests approved and receive the funds. 

The process has since become much better. 

EMAT reports 

16. I had problems pulling reports but they were due to the pop-up blockers and security settings we 

use in our district. Our IT department has since resolved the problem. 

17. We had problems getting reports to come up when requested. 

TEA instructional materials staff told me to hold down the 

control key while making the request. It works! The first time 

applying for instructional materials through the disbursement 

area, it is sometimes difficult to know what to answer. This is 

especially true when requesting shipping costs. When I asked 

those questions, TEA’s instructional materials staff resolved 

them immediately. 

ISBN, copyright information  

18. It is difficult to order instructional materials that do not have 

copyright information, publisher information, and ISBN. This 

makes it difficult to fill out the disbursement request correctly. 

There is also confusion regarding open-source and supplemental 

instructional materials. 

19. It is hard to find the materials you need if you do not have the ISBN for a particular item. It is time-

consuming to search for the materials even when you do have the ISBN. 

Focus Groups. The requisitions process went very smoothly for the school districts represented in the 

three focus groups. In all three groups, participants agreed that the EMAT system is very user-friendly, 

even for the first-time user. Much of the credit, according to Group 2 participants, goes to training by 

TCAT and to guidance from TEA. 

Participants exchanged thoughts about the requisitions process using EMAT, and the disbursement 

process. The three groups expressed an appreciation for the reports that are available in EMAT. The 

reports include the IMA expenditures to date and other product and service information. According to 

the participants, the reports are valuable tools for tracking expenditures and monitoring the IMA 

balance.  

 
The IMA report is probably the 

best thing about EMAT. Here is 

where you started, here are 

your requisitions and 

disbursements, and here is 

what you have left. A very clean 

form is at your fingertips. It is 

wonderful. 

Focus Group Participant 

 
 



20 
 

Each group expressed the need for additional “tweaking” of the EMAT system. They discussed the need 

for a field specifically for shipping information and the need to correct the field for percentage of TEKS 

addressed. The field currently has room for four numerals rather than three that would indicate 100%. 

In addition, participants described the need for more than four spaces in the field for number of 

students served and for additional space to describe technology services. The current space allows only 

250 characters. 

Participants in Group 2 discussed the documentation required in the disbursement process. Several 

made comments about the quantity of information required. All three groups discussed problems with a 

specific aspect of the documentation process that requires school districts to note the percentage of 

TEKS addressed in non-adopted instructional materials. They expressed concern that this information is 

not readily available for non-adopted products and that providing this information to TEA would require 

an in-depth review by the curriculum staff. One of the Group 2 participants called publishers and 

requested information on TEKS coverage. The publishers informed the textbook coordinator that the 

information was not available for non-adopted products. Another Group 2 textbook coordinator was 

concerned that publishers might state that the materials meet 100% of the TEKS but not have the 

documentation to support the claim. A Group 3 participant was successful in obtaining the information 

on TEKS addressed from a publisher.   

A Group 1 participant explained the practice used in the school district for requesting disbursements. 

The textbook coordinator developed a form for use in the district. When a teacher or administrator 

requested a disbursement, they filled out the form, including product or service information, percentage 

of TEKS addressed, and all the information required by TEA. The person who made the request included 

a signature on the form and the textbook coordinator placed the order. The participant explained that 

this process adds an accountability measure. The person submitting the request, rather than the 

textbook coordinator, is the responsible party for the IMA expenditure. The participant shared this 

practice with other textbook coordinators throughout the TCAT conference and agreed to send the form 

to anyone requesting it. In addition to developing the disbursement request form for use in the school 

district, the textbook coordinator described the value of using spreadsheets to estimate costs and 

manipulate data as needed. 

When the focus group moderator asked participants if they had had trouble with the disbursement 

process, there was general agreement that the process took longer than they wished. However, most 

understood that this is a new process and TEA was working on making the process smoother. A Group 3 

participant explained that approval of the first disbursement request took three weeks. TEA approved 

the second request within a week. The Group 3 participants repeated the concern about the lack of 

information on TEKS coverage for non-state-adopted instructional materials.  

3.6.  To what extent did STAAR influence school district s’ decisions related to 

expenditures from the IMA?  

SB 6 established priorities for using the IMA, including the requirement that school districts use the IMA 

to purchase instructional materials to assist in satisfying performance standards on the state 
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assessments. Texas will administer the new State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) 

in 2012. The focus group discussions and online survey included the following question related to the 

influence of STAAR on IMA expenditures. 

Survey Question: To what extent did the new STAAR influence your decisions on instructional materials? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

STAAR did not influence our decisions. 5 4.5% 

STAAR was a minor factor in our decisions. 23 21.1% 

STAAR was a major factor in our decisions. 53 48.6% 

I do not know. 25 22.9% 

No response. 3 2.7% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Focus Groups. In Group 1, participants acknowledged that they based their decisions on the 

instructional materials their school districts needed to perform well on the new tests. One of the school 

districts represented in Group 1 uses C-SCOPE, the curriculum management system developed by the 

Texas Education Service Center Curriculum Collaborative (TESCCC).4 The participant explained that 

although C-SCOPE covers the TEKS for most subjects, the school district re-examined its needs in light of 

STAAR and delayed the orders for new instructional materials in order to complete the review. Another 

school district, using an oversight committee, decided that it needed new English language arts 

instructional materials immediately and placed the orders as soon as possible. STAAR had a major 

influence on the decision as well.  

A third Group 1 participant commented that new instructional materials in science, rather than 

supplemental only, would have been more valuable than new English language arts materials in 

preparing for STAAR. The participant’s school district ordered class sets of English language arts 

materials because they had also purchased resources other than the state-adopted language arts 

instructional materials. Consequently, the district 

has surplus instructional materials for language arts, 

ordered from previous adoptions and never used.  

In Group 2, participants discussed the need to 

reserve some of their IMA until after STAAR testing 

in order to determine their needs more effectively 

for next school year. Other topics discussed in 

Group 2 included the need for updated science 

materials after the first STAAR administration. Prior 

to ordering instructional materials, one of the school 

                                                           
4
 For more information on C-SCOPE and TESCCC see: http://www.cscope.us/index.html. 

 
Our curriculum coordinator was very concerned 

about STAAR. I think all curriculum people are. 

Focus Group Participant 

 

http://www.cscope.us/index.html
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districts represented in Group 2 asked publishers whether they would update their materials after the 

first STAAR administration. Publishers’ responses to that question played heavily in their decisions. In 

this particular situation, publishers agreed to update instructional materials using the Internet and by 

introducing new consumable materials to better assist in preparing for the STAAR. 

In Group 3, a participant explained that STAAR was the only reason for requesting a disbursement from 

the IMA. The specific need was for elementary science materials. The new supplemental science 

materials, adopted in 2011, covered the revised TEKS for grades five through high school science. The 

school district’s strategy for performing well on the STAAR included the acquisition of updated science 

materials for elementary students that would help build a stronger foundation for the later grades. 

Others commented that the end-of-course tests, also components of STAAR, played a major role in their 

decision-making.  

3.7.  Will school districts spend all  of their 2011-12 IMAs? 

At the State Board of Education (SBOE) meeting in November 2011, SBOE members discussed how SB 6 

affected school districts’ ordering patterns. At that time, school districts had ordered less than half of 

the projected expenditures for new instructional materials adopted under Proclamation 2011. There 

were several reasons discussed that could explain this phenomenon. One was that school districts were 

delaying their orders and taking their time to consider all the options before ordering. Another was that 

school districts were using out-of-adoption English language arts materials and conserving their IMAs for 

other products. Yet another was that school districts were using classroom sets of materials rather than 

ordering instructional materials for every student in order to conserve part of their IMA. Additional 

possible reasons included school districts selecting non-adopted instructional materials, and school 

districts using their IMAs for technological equipment, services, or salaries.  

Survey Question: How likely is it that your district will use all of its IMA this year? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Our district will use its entire Instructional Materials 

Allotment this school year. 7 6.4% 

Our district will carry over a balance to the  

2012-2013 school year 65 59.6% 

Our district may have a balance at the end of the  

2012-2013 school year. 27 24.7% 

I do not know. 10 9.1% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 
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Survey Question: Has your school district used the IMA for any of the following purposes? If so, please 
select all that apply. Leave blank if your answer is no. 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Salaries for technology support. 6 7.0% 

Technological equipment for student use 
(e.g., tablets, smart phones, smart boards, computers). 20 23.3% 

Infrastructure purchases such as cabling, Wi-Fi hardware,  
servers. 5 5.8% 

Software. 27 31.4% 

Other (please specify). 7 8.1% 

I do not know. 21 24.4% 

TOTAL 86  NA 

Survey Question: For which purposes do you expect to use the IMA? Please select all that apply. 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Salaries for technology support. 10 6.5% 

Technological equipment for student use (e.g., tablets, 

smart phones, computers). 53 34.2% 

Infrastructures purchases such as cabling, Wi-Fi 

hardware, servers. 14 9.0% 

Software. 39 25.2% 

I do not know. 17 11.0% 

Other. 22 14.2% 

TOTAL 155  NA 

Focus Groups. Group 1 participants generally agreed that it is difficult to know whether they will use the 

entire IMA for 2011-12. A Group 1 participant from a fast-growing school district explained how the 

school district is still considering several factors that will affect their IMA expenditures: technology 

applications subscriptions, continuing contracts, and additional instructional materials needed for 

student enrollment increases. The district used the previous funding model for technology and set aside 

$30 per student specifically for technology purchases. The participant also explained that there is a very 

deliberate effort to conserve as much of the IMA as possible. 

Another Group 1 participant, also from a fast-growth school district, described the careful approach that 

the school district is taking this year with regard to instructional materials. The participant explained 

that the attitude toward ordering new instructional materials has changed since the fund is finite for the 

school year and accountability for the fund lies with the school district. The district continues to rank 
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priorities for new instructional materials and technology. A major consideration is the student 

enrollment increases in the next school year. The school district will not know until closer to the end of 

the 2011-12 academic year whether they will use the entire IMA.  

Other decisions school districts must make include using online access to instructional materials rather 

than print, and whether to order class sets rather than instructional materials for every student.  

A participant described an example of how difficult it is to project accurately how much of the IMA the 

district will spend. After the school district had ordered prekindergarten systems for each 

prekindergarten teacher, special education teachers requested the systems. This was an unexpected 

request and expenditure from the IMA. Another textbook coordinator explained the challenges of being 

able to project accurately when new requests for instructional materials come from school personnel 

just learning that funds are available.  

In Groups 2 and 3, participants also described the caution that their school districts were taking when 

making decisions about the IMA. Two Group 2 participants and one Group 3 participant expressed with 

certainty that their school districts would have a balance in their IMAs at the end of the 2011-12 school 

year. The Group 3 participant explained that the school district is currently looking into purchasing C-

SCOPE and has asked TEA for confirmation that this program is an eligible IMA purchase.  

Group 3 participants agreed that the introduction of the IMA also brought a much-needed 

accountability measure for the state. They expressed hope, however, that further reductions would not 

occur every two years.  

3.8.  Other issues and concerns 

Focus Groups. The focus group discussions included topics other than the structured topics described in 

prior sections of this report. An issue for a participant in Group 1 is the mismatch between the time 

vendors give school districts a quote and the time it takes to process a disbursement request within the 

school district, receive approval from TEA, and submit a purchase order to the vendor. Vendors’ quotes, 

according to the focus group participant, are good for thirty days. After thirty days, the cost of the 

product or service increases, requiring the school district to request approval for the additional 

expenditure.  

A source of contention for Group 3 participants was the delay in knowing what their IMA would be. A 

participant noted that regardless of the decisions the SBOE makes for their adoption cycle, the 

legislature does not finalize funding for new instructional materials until May or until a special session. 

This creates a great deal of frustration for school districts trying to prepare for a school year.  

Group 3 participants also discussed the options that school districts now have to lower their 

expenditures for instructional materials and still cover the TEKS. School districts may elect to use fewer 

instructional materials or non-adopted instructional materials that cost less. A participant suggested 

that school districts could also collaborate on developing curriculum and lower their expenditures in 

that way. The group discussed the variety of ways that curriculum can now be delivered, using e-book 

readers, smart phones, and netbooks. 



25 
 

Group 3 participants expressed concern with the age of social studies and science textbooks. One 

participant cited as an example the Texas history textbooks, which still include George W. Bush as 

governor. Although the state adopted new supplemental science instructional materials in 2011, there is 

still a need for new science instructional materials. The group discussed the SBOE review and adoption 

cycle and the need for a separate technology fund comparable to the technology allotment of $30 per 

student that school districts received in previous years. 

Another issue discussed by focus group participants was that of 

surplus instructional materials. Prior to January 2004, the state 

operated the state textbook depository, a facility designed to 

maximize use of surplus textbooks. School districts have surplus 

textbooks for a variety of reasons including ordering more 

textbooks than are needed, declining enrollment, curriculum 

changes, or a combination of reasons. When the state operated the 

depository, a school district could return their surplus textbooks 

and receive credit in their inventory for the return. Depository staff 

would check all returns to ensure that the textbooks were in usable 

condition, clean up the textbooks if necessary, and place them into 

state inventory. When a school district placed an order for 

instructional materials, EMAT would automatically search the 

depository inventory and fill the order from the surplus textbooks if the specific textbooks were 

available. The depository closed in late 2003 during a downsizing of TEA. What followed was the 

creation of a “virtual” depository in which school districts posted their surplus instructional materials in 

EMAT and received orders to ship them to other school districts needing those specific titles.  

According to focus group participants, with enactment of SB 6 and 

the subsequent reconfiguration of EMAT, school districts no longer 

receive notices to ship surplus instructional materials to school 

districts requesting the titles. SB 6 now allows school districts to sell 

their used or out-of-adoption instructional materials, something 

they could not do in previous years. The SBOE rules encouraged 

school districts to donate their used instructional materials to 

charitable organizations, prisons, and private schools, and they 

often did so. A focus group participant suggested that all school 

districts post their surplus materials in EMAT or other type of 

buy/sell board and allow all school districts to view the surplus 

inventories. A textbook coordinator could then contact textbook 

coordinators from districts with instructional materials the district 

needed and a purchase or donation arrangement would result. 

Group participants explained that now that school districts could sell their used and out-of-adoption 

instructional materials, they were unsure of the market where they could sell them. Much of the 

ensuing discussion dealt with whether school districts should donate or sell their surplus and out-of-

 
There is a lot of waste out 

there. It is wasted money just 

sitting on my shelf and on 

others’ shelves – just sitting 

there. 

Focus Group Participant 

 
 

 
With the economy as it is, I 

think there needs to be a 

partnership with parents and 

school districts. We are all 

facing a shortage of funds. 

Focus Group Participant 

 
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adoption instructional materials, the prices that should be set if they sell them, who should set the 

prices, and who would pay the delivery costs. Participants agreed that surplus instructional materials are 

indicative of wasted money and suggested that this topic needed to be resolved as implementation of 

SB 6 continues.  

In Group 2, participants suggested that TCAT and TEA collaborate on a series of training sessions that 

would allow EMAT users to view actual EMAT data input. The sessions would include screenshots and 

the voice of someone walking the user through the process of data input, requisitions, and 

disbursement requests. They noted that this would be very useful for textbook coordinators who are 

new to the process or for someone needing additional assistance. It would also enable a user to go back 

for a refresher session prior to entering ordering information.  

Participants in Groups 2 and 3 expressed concern about the funding levels in the IMA. The IMAs, 

according to the participants from small school districts, are too small and do not allow them to 

purchase notebook computers, tablets, and other electronic devices, after ordering instructional 

materials to cover the TEKS. A participant expressed frustration that small districts would most likely 

continue using traditional textbooks because of the cost of purchasing and maintaining electronic 

devices. Participants noted that a majority of students have smart phones and suggested that small 

school districts form partnerships with parents and the communities to address the funding changes and 

the need to acquire new technology in their schools.  

4. Effective Planning and Implementation Practices (survey 
respondents) 

Responses from Survey Participants 

1. We met with the instructional staff and principals and selected the priority courses first. We then 

decided which subjects could use class sets. We reduced the number of licenses purchased.  

2. We developed a community of stakeholders and decision makers. 

3. Campuses and curriculum specialists submitted their lists of requests. The textbook coordinator 

prepared a report that included cost and the IMA balance. The assistant superintendent approved, 

rejected, or modified the list before placing the orders.  

4. We developed an IMA Oversight Committee (IMAOC) for any materials purchased. The associate 

superintendent for curriculum approved all requests before going to the IMAOC. Once approved by 

the committee, the requester completed the form. The form includes all necessary data for a 

disbursement request.  

5. Creating the IMA team has been invaluable. Curriculum, technology, the administration, and 

instructional materials are all involved in the decisions.  

6. We held a monthly meeting with the committee to make decisions and review proposals submitted. 

We also required all district curriculum coordinators to review proposals so we do not waste 

committee time with items that are not realistic. This was very helpful. 
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7. When the legislature approved SB 6, we sent out a letter to parents explaining that there could be 

delays in the delivery of instructional materials at the beginning of the school year. We then created 

an IMA panel of teachers, principals, coordinators, the purchasing director and the textbook 

coordinator. The committee approved all purchasing decisions. We had problems with some of the 

decisions, including not ordering math materials. 

8. Having a standing committee that meets weekly has been a 

huge help in streamlining the decision-making process. 

Whenever I need spending approval, I ask to be on the agenda. I 

usually get my answer at the next meeting. If the committee 

needs follow-up information, I come in the next week.   

9. I developed a disbursement checklist that I attach to each 

request for disbursement. It helps keep track of the many steps 

necessary to ensure compliance. 

10. Keep a spreadsheet listing of all expenditures and reconcile your 

data with TEA's Allotment Report. 

11. Learn as much as possible about the new IMA system. Have you ever seen what an educator can buy 

with limited funds? Give a teacher $20 and they will come back with 17 bags of materials that will 

help educate kids for six months. I have never seen anyone stretch a dollar like educators. I like the 

fact that the state has allowed us to do this with instructional materials. Purchasing classroom sets is 

an option that allows us to have extra money to use in other areas that are more beneficial to our 

kids. 

5. Recommendations for Improving the Ordering and Distribution 
Processes 

Focus Groups and Survey Respondents 

1. Develop a process that school districts can use to exchange, sell, or donate surplus instructional 

materials. This could be in the form of a bulletin board in EMAT or other mechanism to allow school 

districts to view other school districts’ surplus inventory and contact them to arrange the exchange, 

sale, or donation. 

2. Develop training materials that enable a textbook coordinator to walk through the requisitions and 

disbursement processes using screenshots and video of data entry into EMAT. Textbook 

coordinators could use the training materials for refresher courses and new textbook coordinators 

could acquaint themselves with EMAT prior to receiving training. 

3. Develop a decision-making model, based on TEA's guidelines. 

4. Develop clear definitions of “textbooks, “instructional materials,” and “professional resource 

material.” Are “instructional materials” for students only? Are “professional resources” for every 

teacher or every campus? Are “professional resources” grade-level resources or building resources? 

● ● ● 

Having a standing committee 

that meets weekly has been a 

huge help in streamlining the 

decision-making process.  

Survey respondent 

● ● ● 
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The IMA allows for latitude in purchasing. It also opens up a large assortment of problems. We need 

direction or best practices in this area.  

5. Textbook coordinators would have greater credibility if there were guidelines from the Texas 

Association of School Boards (TASB) or TEA related to the IMA.  

6. It would be extremely beneficial to have a set of laws/rules/regulations set forth about all aspects of 

the IMA. This would include the fact that we do not have to 

provide a textbook for each student to take home.  

7. Perhaps there could be clarification about selling out-of- 

adoption textbooks and materials.  

8. There needs to be guidance on how to remove destroyed and 

worn-out books and materials from the inventory list.  

9. We need clear guidelines for collecting money from students for 

destroying or losing instructional materials. We need guidelines 

on what to do when they refuse to pay for them. 

10. As the new legislative session approaches, please keep all of the 

TCAT (IMCAT) members updated on the progress of bills that 

might affect us. This will enable us to start planning earlier even if the bills do not ultimately pass.  

11. I would like more detail on the business side— what are the expectations and requirements for the 

IMA? 

6. Conclusions  

Senate Bill 6 introduced a number of major changes to the instructional materials ordering and 

distribution process. According to the focus group participants, TEA and TCAT were instrumental in 

providing information and guidance to school districts regarding the IMA and the instructional materials, 

equipment, and services eligible for purchase with the funds. The survey results indicate that although 

there were some difficulties with the new disbursement process, all have been resolved. There were 

very few mentions of problems with the requisitions process, even from survey participants in their first 

year as textbook coordinator.  

Policy changes often result in the discovery of new, more effective ways of doing things. Implementing 

SB 6 was no exception. With the introduction of the IMA, TEA and TCAT knew that school districts would 

need to take a fresh look at how they planned for instructional materials expenditures. TEA 

recommended a team approach to making decisions about their IMAs and TCAT provided continuous 

information and guidance throughout the implementation of SB 6. The discussions in the focus groups 

and the survey results indicate that school districts took TEA’s recommendations seriously. The textbook 

coordinators, principals, staff from curriculum, technology, the superintendent’s office, and the business 

office were involved on a regular basis, or were very involved, in planning for expenditures from the 

IMA, according to the survey results. 

● ● ● 

It would be tremendously 

helpful if TCAT and TEA could 

develop some well-done, 

professional screen casts that 

would allow people to view 

actual input into EMAT. 

Focus Group Participant 

● ● ● 
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Focus group and survey participants shared their experiences, both positive and negative, and described 

how they worked with TEA to resolve issues related to the requisitions and disbursement processes. In 

addition, textbook coordinators made numerous recommendations for improving the instructional 

materials purchasing and distribution processes.  

According to the textbook coordinators who participated in this study, a significant change resulting 

from SB 6 is the increased flexibility in how school districts can use state instructional materials funds. 

With the increased flexibility, however, comes increased accountability. School districts must now assess 

their instructional materials needs in light of other needs that support academic excellence such as 

technology and technology services, equipment, and salaries.  

Change can be difficult. It can be challenging. SB 6 resulted in changes and challenges for school 

districts, for TEA, and for all affected by the state’s instructional materials procurement process. The 

school districts represented in this limited study met the challenges and implemented the changes 

required in SB 6. Much of the success can be attributed to the hard work of the textbook coordinators, 

the support and guidance they received from TEA, and the technical assistance and training from TCAT.  

7. Caveat 

A focus group provides participants with an opportunity to tell a story. The stories lend perspective to a 

problem or issue at the center of the discussion. These perspectives lend context to an evaluation or 

research effort that quantitative methods such as surveys cannot collect. While both have their merits, 

readers must also understand the limitations of both. The results of the focus groups and survey 

represent the views of a limited sample of participants. Although the organizers invited participants 

from small, mid-size, and large school districts from each region of the state, readers should not 

generalize to the larger population of textbook coordinators. There are many other variables in the 

communities and school districts that make each district a unique entity. 

 

   

 
I think school districts have a greater appreciation for textbook 

coordinators—what we do and how we do it. 

Focus Group Participant 

 
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8. Focus Group Participants  

Data Group 1 (n=9) Group 2 (n=7) Group 3 (n=5) 

    

Range of total experience. 

(years in education) 

10-20+ 4-20+ 8-20+ 

Average number of years in education.     19.2     10.6      20.0 

Average Number of years as textbook 

coordinator. 

9.8 6.6 8.2 

Average number of students 

in districts represented. 

56,544      8,850     3,138 

    

    

    

Group sizes: Group 1 from school districts with 20,000+ students; Group 2 from school districts with 5,001-19,999 
students; Group 3 from school districts with fewer than 5,000 students. 
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9. Online Survey Participants 

Survey Question: What is the size of your school district? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Under 5,000 students. 54 49.5% 

5,000 to 9,999 students. 13 11.9% 

10,000 to 24,999 students. 15 13.7% 

Over25, 000 students. 26 23.8% 

No response. 1 <1.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Survey Question: How long have you been in education? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

This is my first year. 1 <1.0% 

2-5 years experience. 8 7.3% 

6-10 years experience. 11 10.0% 

More than 10 years. 89 81.6% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Survey Question: For how many years have you served as a textbook coordinator (all school districts)? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

This is my first year. 19 17.4% 

2 to 5 years. 47 43.1% 

6 to 10 years. 20 18.3% 

More than 10 years. 21 19.2% 

No response. 2 1.8% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 
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Survey Question: Which of the following best describes the community in which your school district is 

located? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Urban. 17 15.5% 

Suburban. 24 22.0% 

Independent town or city (not major urban nor suburban). 24 22.0% 

Rural. 42 38.5% 

Other. 1 <1.0% 

No response. 1 <1.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 

Survey Question: Which best describes the location of your school district? 

Answer  Number of Responses Response Ratio 

Central Texas 25 22.9% 

West Texas, including the Panhandle. 19 17.4% 

South Texas. 29 26.6% 

East Texas. 22 20.1% 

North Texas. 14 12.8% 

No response. 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 109 100.0% 
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10. Major Features of Senate Bill 6  

Enacted in 2011, Senate Bill 6 (SB 6) made significant changes to the processes used for acquiring and 

purchasing instructional materials. Prior to passage of SB 6, state-funded instructional materials were 

limited to those products adopted by the State Board of Education (SBOE) and the commissioner of 

education. The SBOE adopted instructional materials following review by state textbook review panels 

and recommendations by the commissioner of education. The primary consideration in most adoptions 

was the extent to which they addressed the state’s curriculum standards, the Texas Essential Knowledge 

and Skills, or TEKS. The State Board of Education placed instructional materials that met 100% of the 

TEKS on the “conforming” list of state-adopted instructional materials. The SBOE adopted as 

“nonconforming” those that met at least 50% of the TEKS but fewer than 100%.  

Following adoption by the SBOE, school districts in Texas were eligible to receive quantities of adopted 

materials based on the number of students enrolled in specific subjects and the “eligibility quota” 

established by the state. For example, for Algebra I, a school district could receive 105 textbooks for 

every 100 students if the eligibility quota was set at 105% for that subject. Most school districts 

routinely placed orders for 105 textbooks for every 100 students because they were eligible to do so. 

Elimination of the State Maximum Cost. Prior to passage of SB 6, the SBOE was required to establish a 

state maximum cost for each subject and grade level included in a proclamation.5 The state maximum 

cost enabled the Texas Education Agency and the SBOE to forecast the cost of instructional materials 

prior to approving and issuing the proclamation. This also provided specific information to publishers 

regarding the amount of funding dedicated to each subject and grade level in the proclamation. The 

maximum cost provision, however, also restricted publishers’ pricing options since a submission that 

was over the maximum cost would require that the districts pay the overage if they chose that product. 

School districts rarely selected instructional materials priced above the state maximum cost. The state 

maximum cost resulted in most publishers pricing their submissions at or only slightly below the state 

maximum cost and, because of the eligibility quotas explained earlier, school districts had little incentive 

to consider the cost of the instructional materials as long as they were at or below the state maximum 

cost. SB 6 eliminated the state maximum cost.  

The Instructional Materials Allotment (IMA). SB 6 introduced the Instructional Materials Allotment 

(IMA). The IMA provides a level of funding for instructional materials based on the school district’s 

student enrollment. As school districts order instructional materials or other materials and services 

eligible to purchase with the IMA, the districts’ IMA is reduced by the cost of the instructional materials 

providing school districts with an incentive to consider the cost of the products ordered and the 

quantities that are actually needed for their instructional purposes. Using the Algebra I example, school 

                                                           
5
 A proclamation is an invitation to bid instructional materials for adoption by the State Board of Education. Prior 

to SB 6, the proclamations included each subject and grade level to be considered by the SBOE, the TEKS for each 
subject and grade level, a schedule of adoption procedures, the maximum cost that the state would pay for 
instructional materials, and specification for providing files for production of Braille versions of instructional 
materials. SB 6 eliminated the state maximum cost provision. 
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districts must consider more carefully whether to order 105 textbooks for their 100 Algebra I students 

since the cost of those instructional materials will reduce the funds in their IMA.  

Additional purchasing options for instructional materials. SB 6, in establishing the IMA, also expanded 

the options for school districts with regard to instructional materials. The school districts may now use 

their IMA to purchase SBOE- or commissioner-adopted instructional materials as well as a range of non-

adopted instructional materials. For the adopted instructional materials, school districts follow the 

practice of placing their orders using the online system, EMAT.6 SB 6 also introduced an expanded 

disbursement process whereby a school district may request direct funding from its IMA to purchase 

non-adopted instructional materials, technological equipment, digital products, and a range of other 

eligible uses. The school district, upon approval of the request, receives funds to purchase those 

products or services. Expenditures for instructional materials through EMAT, or through the 

disbursement process, reduce the amount of funds in the IMA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
6
 EMAT, originally named for Educational Materials, enables school districts to place orders with the state for 

products from SBOE-adopted instructional materials and instructional materials and technological equipment on 
the commissioner’s list. The system interfaces with vendors’ ordering and fulfillment systems and with the state 
financial system. EMAT sends orders to the specific vendor who arranges shipment to the school districts. When 
orders are completed, EMAT arranges payment to the publisher for the instructional materials.  


