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Abstract 

The Texas Top Ten Percent Plan (the “plan”) guarantees students from Texas 

high schools admittance into any state university, so long as the student graduates in the 

top ten percent of his or her class. The effects of the plan with respect to the impact it has 

had on the demographic characteristics such as race and socioeconomic status at Texas’s 

flagship university — The University of Texas at Austin (“UT”) — have been widely 

studied and debated. The exhaustive study of the plan may even lead some to conclude 

that nothing more can be said about it. I beg to differ. 

The plan was enacted by the Texas legislature with the fundamental purpose of 

attaining geographic diversity at UT. Yet, studies concerning the plan have tended to 

focus solely on evaluating how well the legislation attains racial and socioeconomic 

diversity. Few studies have evaluated whether the plan has attained geographic diversity. 

Those that have, use a flawed metric — an increase in the number of feeder schools — to 

reach their conclusions.  

I fill that gap here and evaluate whether the plan has increased the geographic 

diversity of entering students at the Lone Star State’s most coveted campus.  

Evaluating admissions data from both before and after plan, I hone in on the 

geographical location of each entering freshman class at UT and find that geographic 

diversity has remained nearly the same at UT.  Before the plan, in 1997, the entering 

class at UT largely came from five of Texas’s twenty educational regions, each of which 

surrounds one of Texas’s metropolitan areas.  After the plan, the story has remained 

largely the same: the proportionate number of students coming from one of those five 

regions has remained at around 80%.   
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Chapter I 

Percent Plans: An Overview of the Policy Considerations 

“Percent plans” guarantee high school graduates that finish in the top “x” percent 

of their class automatic admission to a state university of their choice.  Currently, three 

states (Texas, California, and Florida) have enacted some form of legislation 

implementing such plans.1  

At the threshold, the debate surrounding the efficacy of percent plans surrounds 

who is admitted, not how well those admitted wind up doing. That is to say, 

commentators do not debate percent plans from the perspective of arguing that those who 

are admitted are underprepared and thus fail to do well at the competitive institutions they 

are guaranteed admission to.  In fact, studies have shown that percent-plan admits tend to 

make much higher grades in college than those not admitted pursuant to percent plans. 

“These students (who in many cases would not have been admitted any other way 

because of their lower entrance exam scores) are now performing as well in college as 

their non-top-ten-percent counterparts who scored 200-300 points higher.”2 

Proponents praise percent plans because they supposedly level the playing field 

for students across the state by comparing the scholastic merit of students to their direct 

peers.3 That is, the beauty of percent plans to these advocates is that it allows students to 

                                                
1 Lim, “Percent Plans,” 129. 

2 Torres, “Grutter v. Bollinger/Gratz v. Bollinger,” 1604. 
3 Hough, “All Deliberate Ambiguity,” 215. 
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have to compete only against those most like them (i.e., students in their same schools) 

for admittance into great colleges, alleviating concerns of educational advantages and 

disadvantages that a student raised in one locale may have as compared to another student 

raised miles away and that attends, say, a more affluent school district. 

This effect, however, gives voice to a differing contingent of advocates. Some 

contend that because percent plans treat all high schools equally in terms of who is 

guaranteed admission, percent plans, while providing opportunity to some, do so only by 

taking it from others.4 In other words, these critics contend that the plans, by 

guaranteeing admission to students based solely on the criterion of class rank, 

disadvantage students who fall outside of the designated percent but have stronger 

credentials (e.g., extracurricular activities and standardized test scores) than a student 

who merely fell within the designated percent.  

Generally, opponents within this camp also point to the fact that Texas high 

schools are not created equal, so it is a fallacy to treat high school students from different 

high schools as if they are. For instance, by guaranteeing admission to low-income 

students who would not be in the top ten percent at a more affluent school district (but are 

in a poorer district), the plan supposedly disadvantages those students who attend 

wealthier school districts.5 Percent plans, to say the least, are pessimistically viewed from 

this corner as taking away the advantages that generally come with a child attending high 

school in a more well-to-do school district. 

                                                
4 Davis, “A Wolf in Sheep’s Clothing,” 384.   
5 Dyson, “In Search of the Talented Tenth,” 49. 
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Proponents counter that that effect of percent plans (treating all students equally 

in terms of what a student must do to guarantee his or her admission) actually generates 

incentives that could eventually equalize the opportunities at various school districts.6 

Under this view, parents will realize that their child need only graduate in the top decile 

of his or her class to guarantee admission into a selective college and, as a result, parents 

will then move their children to school districts where this can be accomplished.7 This 

move will, in turn, help equalize the quality of school districts because the parents most 

likely to make such a move are those who are most capable of doing so: the wealthier and 

more influential.8 Hence, as such parents move their children to adjust to the incentives of 

the percent plans, they will also be moving their resources to these new areas, which 

could lead to a more equal set of school districts across the board. 

Percent plan proponents also champion the viewpoint that the plans are a 

sustainable educational policy because, by not directly considering race as a basis for 

college admissions, percent plans prevent the testy use of such admissions policies in 

higher education.9 Yet, opponents rebut that although the percent plans are facially race 

neutral, this does not mean that the plans do not take race into account at all.   

This opposing view challenges the legality of percent plans by pointing to the 

prominence of racial segregation in secondary schools and the statistics showing lower 

standardized test scores amongst minority students. Then, pointing to those things 

                                                
6 Orentlicher, “Affirmative Action and Texas’ Ten Percent Solution,” 188. 
7 Orentlicher, “Affirmative Action and Texas’ Ten Percent Solution,” 189. 
8 Orentlicher, “Affirmative Action and Texas’ Ten Percent Solution,” 189. 
9 Hough, “All Deliberate Ambiguity,” 215. 
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together, the argument proceeds to contend that white students are disadvantaged by 

percent plans, albeit indirectly, because those racial minorities who are admitted pursuant 

to the plans would rarely have been in the top percent of their graduating high school 

class if stark racial segregation did not exist.10 In simpler terms, this opposition against 

percent plans boils down to the belief that percent plans disadvantage white students to 

the advantage of racial minorities. 

In a similar vein, other commentators have added that percent plans, through their 

reliance on racial segregation to attain racial diversity, are only a small fix (a Band-Aid) 

to the larger issue that is the amelioration of racial segregation in modern society. From 

this viewpoint, it is wrong to endorse racial segregation to achieve racial diversity.11 

University administrators have also jumped into the fray surrounding the efficacy 

of percent plans. Most notably, administrators at the University of Texas at Austin have 

repeatedly ran to the state legislature to get a special exception to cap the number of 

students the university admits pursuant to the state’s percent plan. Citing the growing 

number of applicants to UT, the university’s administrators contend that the plan greatly 

limits the school’s flexibility in how it builds freshman classes.12 In the words of UT’s 

                                                
10 Davis, “A Wolf in Sheep’s Clothing,” 391–92.   
11 University of Michigan, “Reasons why,” https://news.umich.edu/reasons-why-

percent-plans-won-t-work-for-college-admissions-nationwide/. 
12 Watkins, “UT-Austin 

changes,” Texas Tribune, September 15, 2017, https://www.texastribune.org/2017/09/15/
ut-austin-raises-automatic-admissions-threshold-6-percent/. 
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President, when evaluating college-ready applicants “[j]ust taking the standard set of 

courses and getting good grades is an important factor,” but “[i]t isn’t the only factor.”13   

Notably, state legislators have cited academia’s protests as another basis to repeal 

the percent plan in Texas.  According to such lawmakers, the government should not be 

in the business of telling colleges who they must admit and on what grounds they must 

admit them—yet the percent plan does both.14    

The most notable of comments concerning percent plans perhaps comes from the 

United States Supreme Court. In Fisher v. University of Texas at Austin, the Supreme 

Court firmly rebuked the plaintiff’s assertion that UT should increase its reliance on the 

percent plan in its admissions process.15 However, the Court did note that in “some 

instances” the percent plan “may provide a path out of poverty for those who excel at 

schools lacking in resources.”16 Yet, the Court ultimately concluded that Texas’s percent 

plan could not “serve as the admissions solution that [the plaintiff] suggest[ed].” And 

without stating an opinion as to where the “balance between percentage plans and holistic 

review should rest,” the Court explicitly held that “an effective admissions policy cannot 

prescribe, realistically, the exclusive use of a percentage plan.”17 

                                                
13 Matthew Watkins, Texas senators mull,” 

https://www.texastribune.org/2017/04/05/texas-senators-mull-eliminating-top-10-
percent-rule/. 

14 Mathew Watkins, “Author of 
effort,” https://www.texastribune.org/2017/05/19/author-effort-peel-back-top-10-percent-
rule-says-bill-dead/. 

15 Fisher v. Univ. of Texas at Austin, 136 S. Ct. 2198, 2213 (2016). 
16 Fisher v. Univ. of Texas at Austin, 136 S. Ct. 2198, 2213 (2016). 
17 Fisher v. Univ. of Texas at Austin, 136 S. Ct. 2198, 2214 (2016). 
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The Court reasoned that an “admissions policy that relies exclusively on class 

rank creates perverse incentives for applicants.”18 These perverse incentives, the Court 

noted, include “‘encourage[ing] parents to keep their children in low-performing 

segregated schools, and discourag[ing] students from taking challenging classes that 

might lower their grade point averages.’”19 In the eyes of America’s highest court, then, 

if college admissions were a function of class rank alone, this system would: 

“exclude the star athlete or musician whose grades suffered because of 
daily practices and training. It would exclude a talented young biologist 
who struggled to maintain above-average grades in humanities classes. 
And it would exclude a student whose freshman-year grades were poor 
because of a family crisis but who got herself back on track in her last 
three years of school, only to find herself just outside of the top decile of 
her class.”20 

 In summary, the use of percent plans continues to be a hotly contested subject.  

Both proponents and opponents seem to agree that such legislation achieves something, 

but it is that something that policy considerations surround.  On one hand, supporters 

endorse percent plans because they guarantee admission to competitive colleges to many 

students, regardless of those students’ race or socioeconomic status.  On the other hand, 

opponents point to that effect and lament that such an outcome is only accomplishable by 

subjugating the interests of others, namely, non-minorities and the more affluent.    

                                                
18 Fisher v. Univ. of Texas at Austin, 136 S. Ct. 2198, 2213 (2016). 
19 Fisher v. Univ. of Texas at Austin, 136 S. Ct. 2198, 2213 (2016). 
20 Fisher v. Univ. of Texas at Austin, 136 S. Ct. 2198, 2213 (2016). 
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Chapter II 

Why the Fuss Over Percent Plans? 

Given the many voiced and competing policy considerations surrounding percent 

plans, one must ask, what is driving the fuss? After all, at first glance there does not seem 

to be any gut-wrenching considerations in guaranteeing admission to a state’s best 

colleges to those who graduate at the top of their high-school class. On further review, 

however, it seems that the debate surrounding the efficacy of percent plans very likely 

finds its root in the belief, and possible reality, that attending and graduating from a 

competitive university increases a person’s later life opportunities. 

At the threshold, whether rightly or wrongly, it has now come to be generally 

accepted that attending any four-year institution can increase the likelihood of someone’s 

later successes. On average, those with a bachelor’s degree have higher annual earnings, 

have lower unemployment rates, and are less likely to live in poverty than those who 

have a high-school diploma as their highest academic achievement.21 Moreover, those 

people with at least a four-year college diploma tend to report higher levels of satisfaction 

with their current job and tend to be optimistic about their career prospects.22 

                                                
21 “The Rising Cost of Not Going to College,” Pew Research Center, last 

modified February 11, 2014, http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2014/02/11/the-rising-cost-
of-not-going-to-college/. 

22 “The Rising Cost of Not Going to College,” Pew Research Center, last 
modified February 11, 2014, http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2014/02/11/the-rising-cost-
of-not-going-to-college/. 
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Of course, that four-year degrees may increase opportunities does not, in and of 

itself, explain the entire reasoning for the debate surrounding percent plans.  Recall that 

percent plans like that in Texas guarantee admission into any state university, but the 

debates and studies surrounding percent plans tend to focus solely on how percent plans 

guarantee admission into the most competitive of those state institutions (e.g., The 

University of Texas at Austin). See infra Chapter III.  

So, what it is about percent plans and selective institutions that is causing the 

ruckus about guaranteeing admission to those schools to top-performing students?  

As it turns out, much like with the stratification of opportunities that exists 

between college graduates and non-college graduates, a similar differentiation of 

opportunities has developed in the American higher-education system. This much was 

made clear in one of the Supreme Court’s seminal affirmative action cases, Grutter v. 

Bollinger, in which it cited a friend of the court brief to support that elite institutions must 

remain open to all because whether it is the ability to obtain a military officer 

commission, employment with a Fortune 500 company, or the increased likelihood to get 

an advanced degree, an elite college degree opens up the land of opportunity even wider 

than a non-elite degree.23     

Moreover, many scholars have noted that there exists an “economic premium” 

that usually results from attending an educational institution that has stringent admissions 

requirements such as high standardized test scores and extensive extracurricular 

                                                
23 Grutter v. Bollinger, 539 U.S. 306, 33031 (2003) (citing Amici Curiae briefs of 

high-ranking retired officers of the United States Military and businesses such as 3M, and 
General Motors Corp.).   
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activities.24 Indeed, at such “elite” institutions, academic merit is perhaps the “essential 

selection criterion used,”25 and “[u]ndergraduate admissions offices rely on standardized 

test scores, high school GPAs and transcripts, among other things, to make assessments 

of academic ability.”26 Not to mention, “[f]or all colleges, tuition revenue depends upon 

public perceptions of reputation and quality that are skewed by US News’ insistence on 

rating schools by how well prepared students are when they enter.”27 

In short, it makes a great bit of sense that percent plans—which guarantee 

admission into highly-competitive institutions such as UT—would give rise to policy 

debates concerning their efficacy. Parents and students alike have seemingly realized that 

a persons’ chances of later life success vary according to their decision on whether and 

where to attend college. The perceived unfairness of percent plans treating high school 

students equally across school districts thus gives way to a concern that people are 

unfairly getting the opportunities associated with attending an elite college because that 

opportunity should belong to someone else (i.e., someone who, aside from class rank, is a 

stronger academic candidate).  

                                                
24 Alon, “Race, Class,” 49–50. 
25 Espandshade and Walton, “No Longer Separate,” 110. 
26 Espandshade and Walton, “No Longer Separate,” 111. 
27 Alon, “Race, Class,” 57–58. 
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Chapter III 

Percent Plans: A Look at the Studied Outcomes  

Despite the above differences of opinion regarding the efficacy of percent plans, 

commentators have, for the most part, largely agreed that percent plans help to provide 

opportunity to many.  

Nearly all commentators have agreed that percent plans provide opportunity to 

rural dwellers.  For example, prior to Texas’s enactment of its percent plan, there were 

some counties in rural west Texas that had never in the history of UT sent students to that 

school. That story changed after the percent plan, and now those rural communities not 

only send their taxes to UT, they also send their students.28 In the words of one scholar, 

“[t]he poster children for the [Texas Top Ten Percent Plan] are the poor white kids from 

West Texas, not the black kids from the fifth ward of Houston or the Mexican kids from 

Del Rio; they are the white kids from Muleshoe.”29   

Similar stories are told about the percent plan in California.  Within the first two 

years of California’s percent plan the number of rural students admitted into University 

of California, Berkley increased from 6.5% to 14%.30 

Percent plans have also been cited as providing opportunity for racial minorities. 

As one commentator has noted, “because students of color have historically had lower 
                                                

28 Torres, “We Are on the Move,” 363. 
29 Torres, “We Are on the Move,” 365. 
30 Selingo, Jeffrey. “U. of California’s 4-Percent 

Plan,” http://www.chronicle.com/article/U-of-Californias-4-Percent/115533. 
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standardized test scores than whites,” successful minority students would not have made 

it into the University of Texas without the combination of the plan and the efforts of the 

University to make it work.31  

Studies have also looked to the percentage of minority students admitted under 

percent plans, as compared to such students not so admitted, as indicative of percent 

plans providing opportunity to minority students. At the University of Texas, for 

instance, one study showed that in 2010, 2013, and 2015, the difference between Latino 

percent plan admits and Latino non-percent plan admits was 20%, 17%, and 19%, 

respectively.32  For African-American admits the difference for those years was 2%, 0%, 

and 3%, respectively.33  Looking at these figures, proponents of percent plans contend 

that a repeal of such plans could lead to a significantly less racially diverse student 

population, as there is a possibility that minority students would not be admitted from the 

pool of applicants that takes into account more things than just class rank.34 

Finally, percent plans have been cited as similarly increasing the likelihood of 

socioeconomically disadvantaged students being admitted into flagship institutions. In 

2015, for example, the number of percent-plan admitted students at UT whose parents 

made less than $60,000/year was 32%. The number of non-percent plan admits for that 

same socioeconomic group was 11%.35 Hence, socioeconomically disadvantaged students 

                                                
31 Torres, “Grutter v. Bollinger/Gratz v. Bollinger,” 1604. 
32 Hinojosa, “Of Course,” 22. 
33 Hinojosa, “Of Course,” 22. 
34 Hinojosa, “Of Course,” 21–22. 
35 Hinojosa, “Of Course,” 21–22. 
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tend to be admitted much more frequently under the percent plan route than not.  Of 

course, that does not necessarily establish that but for percent plans, such students would 

not be admitted. However, such figures raise the interesting thought of what the latter 

percentage (non-percent plan admits) would look like without the percent plan. 

In short, then, studies have generally shown that percent plans have positive 

outcomes for many historically underserved communities.  Few studies, however, have 

looked at how well the plan achieves geographic diversity. It would make sense, of 

course, if the reason that studies have not focused on geographic diversity were because 

the legislation was not passed with such diversity in mind. But the plan’s legislative 

history makes clear that this is not the case.  
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Chapter IV 

Geographic Diversity as a Fundamental Purpose of Texas’s Percent Plan 

As shown in the preceding chapters, nearly all the scholarly discussion and debate 

surrounding percent plans has focused on outcome metrics such as racial and 

socioeconomic diversity. However, that discussion is incomplete, at least with respect to 

the Texas percent plan, which was enacted with the fundamental purpose of achieving 

geographic diversity at the state’s flagship institution. 

The story of how Texas’s Percent Plan came to be begins, as many great 

legislative feats do, with a precedential court decision. In 1995, the United States Court 

of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit struck down the University of Texas School of Law’s 

race-conscious admissions policies in a decision colloquially referred to as Hopwood.36 

Though the decision addressed only the law school’s admissions policies, the court’s 

decision reverberated past the confines of the law school’s admissions office.  

Following the Hopwood decision, all the public and many of the private 

universities in Texas abandoned their race-conscious admissions policies.37 A sharp 

decline in the number of Hispanic and African-American students at UT and Texas A&M 

University then followed. Hispanic freshmen enrollment in the fall of 1997 at the two 

schools dropped by approximately 4% and 24%, respectively. African-American 

enrollment declined by about 38% and 37%.38  

Looking at those stark declines, scholars have opined that it was because of the 
                                                

36 Hopwood v. Texas, 78 F.3d 932 (5th Cir. 1996) 
37 Orentlicher, “Affirmative Action and Texas’ Ten Percent Solution,” 185. 
38 Orentlicher, “Affirmative Action and Texas’ Ten Percent Solution,” 185–186. 
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declining minority student enrollment at UT and A&M that the Texas legislature enacted 

the plan.39 There is support for this. After all, one cannot ignore the temporal proximity 

between Hopwood (March 1996) and when Texas’s percent plan was first introduced to 

the state legislature (March 1997).  Moreover, when the plan was first introduced, a state 

legislator explicitly stated that it was being presented in direct response to the Fifth 

Circuit’s Hopwood decision.40 

Perhaps blinded by those two realities, studies evaluating the percent plan have 

tended to evaluate the percent plan solely through such a lens. Such studies have 

concluded that the plan has failed to significantly increase the minority freshmen 

enrollment at UT.41 Yet, others have concluded to the contrary, specifically, that the 

Texas percent plan has been the catalyst for increased minority enrollment at the state’s 

flagship universities.42 Similarly, studies addressing the plan have also evaluated the 

extent to which the plan achieves socioeconomic diversity. These studies have generally 

concluded that the plan continues to be the major, but perhaps not the only, driving force 

behind an increasing socioeconomic diversity at UT.43  

Looking solely at those studies, then, one would think that achieving racial and 

socioeconomic diversity were the only two purposes undergirding the enactment of 

Texas’s percent plan.  Many pieces of evidence point to that not being the case, though.   

For one, the stated legislative purpose of the plan was to give the best students at 

                                                
39 Davis, “A Wolf in Sheep’s Clothing,” 370–371. 
40 Holley and Spencer, “The Texas Ten Percent Plan,” 270. 
41 Holley and Spencer, “The Texas Ten Percent Plan,” 245–246. 
42 Davis, “A Wolf in Sheep’s Clothing,” 384–385. 
43 Hinojosa, “Of Course,” 22–23. 
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each Texas high school the opportunity to attend UT.44 And legislators continuously 

voiced during debates over the legislation that the plan would have the potential to 

increase the number of students from underrepresented regions and schools.45 Indeed, 

that attaining geographic diversity was a primary motive for state legislatures is further 

supported by the fact that prior to the enactment of Texas’s percent plan, seventy-five 

percent of the entering freshman class at UT came from 150 of the states 1,500 high-

schools, the vast majority of which were largely located in the suburbs of Dallas, 

Houston, San Antonio, and Austin.46 

Moreover, a report that accompanied the legislation as it worked its way through 

the legislature articulated that the purpose of the percent plan was to provide “certain 

measures for targeting students across the state, to provide access to higher education.”47 

Another report noted that “[i]n order to maximize the potential for human capital and 

give all students across the state an opportunity to obtain a higher education, Texas 

colleges and universities need to target students from every region of the state, in rural 

and inner-city areas, as well as students from varying socioeconomic backgrounds.”48 If 

that is not enough, the plan’s sponsors were representative of geographic diversity, 

hailing from districts from across the state of Texas.49  

Notably, the plan passed in the Texas legislature by one vote. That one vote came 

                                                
44 Torres, “Grutter v. Bollinger/Gratz v. Bollinger,” 1600 n.17 
45 Holley and Spencer, “Texas Ten Percent Plan,” 252–262. 
46 Torres, “We are On the Move” 363–365. 
47 Texas House Committee Report, HB 588, 75(R) Sess., Bill Analysis. 23. 
48 Engrossed Report, HB 588, 75(R) Sess., Bill Analysis. 23. 
49 Holley and Spencer, “Texas Ten Percent Plan,” 257–260. 
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from a conservative Republican rural legislator whose constituents had not regularly been 

admitted into UT.50  

Since the plan’s passage, geographic diversity continues to remain a concern for 

lawmakers.  State legislation mandates that UT must deliver each year a written report to 

“the governor, lieutenant governor, and speaker of the house of representatives” that 

outlines the University’s progress in five matters, which includes the extent to which the 

University has “increase[ed] geographic diversity of the entering freshman class.”51   

Clearly, then, geographic diversity was a fundamental purpose of the Texas 

percent plan when it was enacted, and it continues to be. Again, however, few studies 

have evaluated the plan’s effectiveness at attaining this, as most have focused entirely on 

how well the plans attain socioeconomic and racial diversity.   

The studies that have evaluated the plan’s effectiveness at attaining geographic 

diversity have tended to focus on the number of feeder high schools that are represented 

at the flagship universities. Such studies have tended to compare the number of feeder 

schools before and after the plan. Specifically, the studies have pointed to the fact that, 

prior to the plan, nearly three quarters of the entering freshman class came from ten 

percent of Texas high schools.52 The studies then point to the increase in the number of 

high schools that have students enrolled at UT, and from these figures the studies then 

conclude that the plan has increased geographic diversity at the state’s coveted 

                                                
50 Cashion, “The Texas Ten Percent Plan,” 

http://www.beaconbroadside.com/broadside/ 2014/05/the-texas-ten-percent-plan.html. 
51 Tex. Educ. Code Ann. § 51.803 (a-6) (West 2015).  
52 Torres, “‘We Are on the Move,” 363. 
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campuses.53  

As I will now show, though, such conclusions rest on a few debatable 

assumptions.  

                                                
53 Torres, “Grutter v. Bollinger/Gratz v. Bollinger,” 1606–07; Alon, “Race, 

Class,” 95.      
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Chapter V 

The Flawed Evaluations of Geographic Diversity  

The first flawed assumption underlying studies of geographic diversity at UT is 

that the number of high schools in Texas has remained constant. It has not. There has 

been approximately a 56% increase in the number of Texas high schools from 1997 (pre-

plan) to 2016. In 1997, there were 1,460 high schools, and in 2016 there were 2,279.54  

The second flawed premise of the studies is that the number of students enrolling 

at UT each year has remained the same. It also has not. The number of students that 

enrolled in UT’s Fall 1997 freshman class was 8,258.55 That number increased to 8,811 

in 2016.56 

Those numbers matter because if the number of students and schools had 

remained constant both before and after the plan, then it would more logically follow that 

an increase in the number of feeder schools could mean, at the very least, that there was 

an increase in the proportion of students who attended a different high school than their 

peers. But to get to the conclusion that an increase in that proportion necessarily means 

an increase in geographic diversity, one thing must be assumed: the new high schools that 

the students are coming from are in different regions of the state than the high schools 

                                                
54Texas Education Agency, School District Profiles Snapshot 1997. http://rptsvr1.

tea.texas.gov/perfreport/snapshot/97/state.html; Texas Education Agency. 2016 Accounta
bility System School Types. https://rptsvr1.tea.texas.gov/perfreport/account/2016/schtype_
chart.pdf. 

55 University of Texas at Austin, Statistical Handbook. Office of Institutional 
Reporting, Research and Information Systems, https://reports.utexas.edu/statistical-
handbook, 1997–98, 4. 

56 UT, Statistical Handbook, 2016-2017, 6. 
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represented at the flagship before the plan. There is also reason to doubt this assumption.  

As I have noted, prior to the plan, most of UT’s entering freshman class came 

from the state’s metropolitan areas. But coinciding with the enactment of the plan was the 

opening of some of Texas’s first few charter schools. And since the first charter schools 

were opened in 1996, the number of Texas charter schools has increased dramatically—

in 2018 there were over 300 charter schools that offered a secondary education.57 The 

overwhelming majority of those charter schools are located in and around San Antonio, 

Dallas–Fort Worth, Houston, or Austin (i.e., around Texas’s metropolitan areas).58 

Hence, it is very likely that increase in the number of feeder schools is not necessarily 

reflective of an increase in geographic diversity because it is quite likely that the 

increased number of Texas high schools has resulted in the increase in the amount of 

feeder schools at UT.  

Recall that students get in to the flagships under the plan if they graduate in the 

top ten percent of their high school graduating class. Thus, if there were more high-

school graduating classes by virtue of an increase in the number of schools, then there 

would be more students being guaranteed admission into UT. But because Texas’s new 

schools have tended to be congregated in areas that have already sent students to the 

flagship, it follows that the increase in the amount of feeder schools only reflects an 

increase in the number of students purely from those areas that were already sending 

students to UT. 

                                                
57 Texas Education Agency, Summary of Charter Awards and Closures. https://tea

.texas.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=2147485098. 
58Texas Education Agency, Map of Texas Charter Schools. http://castro.tea.state.t

x.us/charter_apps/production/map.html. 
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In short, then, the studies proclaiming that percent plans increase geographic 

diversity do so based on a few flawed assumptions.  Merely because there has been an 

increase in the number of feeder schools in each UT entering class does not necessarily 

translate into an increase in the geographic diversity of UT’s entering freshman class.  As 

I have explained, it is quite likely that the increase in the number of feeder schools is 

representative of nothing more than an increase in the number of students from Texas’s 

metropolitan areas, where new Texas high schools have opened and where the clear 

majority of freshman UT students came from before Texas’s percent plan was enacted.  

A study that evaluates whether geographic diversity has increased because of the percent 

plans would thus have to account for this confounding factor.
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Chapter VI 

Research Question and Hypothesis 

As I have described, the Texas Top Ten Percent Plan guarantees students from 

Texas high schools admittance into any state university if students graduate in the top ten 

percent of their high-school class.  A fundamental purpose of the plan was and remains to 

attain geographic diversity at UT, the state’s flagship institution, but no study has 

extensively evaluated how well that purpose has played out. I do here. That is, I evaluate 

here whether the plan can be said to have increased the geographic diversity of entering 

students at Texas’s flagship campus.   

I hypothesize that UT has likely not grown more geographically diverse. Given 

that discussions and studies have tended to focus on achieving racial and/or 

socioeconomic diversity, it would seem to follow that university administrators and 

policymakers would not focus their attention on ensuring a geographically diverse 

entering freshman class. And, given that no study has called into question how well 

percent plans achieve geographic diversity, there has not been any call to action that 

could otherwise raise awareness to and possibly increase the university’s and perhaps the 

legislature’s efforts at achieving such diversity. 

The research I conduct here could thus serve an integral part in political, 

scholarly, and college-admissions discussions. As Texas legislators continue to debate the 

plan’s efficacy, the findings of this research will add a missing component to those 

deliberations. Legislators will have the ability to look to my research and gain insight into 
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whether the legislation has accomplished one of its underlying fundamental purposes. 

Additionally, scholars and college-admissions personnel will now be able to more 

holistically evaluate the plan and its impact on the demographic characteristics of Texas’s 

flagship campuses. My research offers scholars and college-admissions personnel a 

much-needed insight into whether the plan actually increases the proportion of 

geographically diverse students at UT.  
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Chapter VII 

Data and Methods 

To ascertain whether percent plans have increased geographic diversity at UT, I 

first focused on the geographic location of students in UT’s entering freshman class for 

the year 1997 (the year before the plan was implemented). I used 1997 as a guidepost for 

what geographic diversity looked like at UT without the plan.  Then, to determine what 

geographic diversity at UT looked like with the plan, I studied the years 2010–2017. My 

reason for focusing on this timeframe was two-fold. First, although the plan went into 

effect in 1998, these later years provided me with a more recent depiction of the plan’s 

effectiveness at attaining geographic diversity. Second, much of the available data 

reporting the representation of high schools at UT began after 2010. 

Since then, UT has been required to submit an annual report to the Governor, 

Lieutenant Governor, and Texas Speaker of the House of Representatives that denotes the 

location of each school that enrolls a student in UT’s freshman class and groups the 

schools into one of the Texas Educational Agency’s (“TEA”) twenty service districts.  

(The TEA is the administrative agency that oversees public Texas high schools, and the 

twenty service regions have been in place since 1967.).59  

I relied on the annual report for the available years but had to create my own data 

for 1997, which I was able to do by using UT’s reports as a benchmark and by analyzing 

the other available data.  Since 1997, UT has catalogued the location of the high school 

                                                
59 University of Texas at Austin. SB 175 Reports. Office of Admissions, 

https://utexas.app.box.com/s/q3gsrvf4w5px559cyx6vc2ptfelprqbf. 
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for each student that enrolls in UT’s freshman class.60 I compiled that list of schools from 

1997 into a spreadsheet and then grouped each of the high schools into one of the twenty 

service districts. I was able to do that by first identifying the school’s county and then 

searching the TEA database to see which region covered that county. For example, 

Austin High School’s TEA code is 24403020.  The “244” signifies that the school is 

located in Travis County and a search of the TEA database reveals that Travis County is 

in Region 13.  I thus characterized Austin High School as belonging in Region 13.  I 

repeated this step for each of the schools that was represented in UT’s 1997 freshman 

class. 

For each year studied, I calculated the percentage of students enrolled in UT’s 

freshman class by region and the percentage of schools enrolled in UT’s freshman class 

by region. I then created line charts that compare the trend for each of these two 

calculations. As depicted in Figures 1–11 of the Appendix, my charts revealed that since 

1997, there were five regions (the “big five”) in the state of Texas that sent a large 

proportion (roughly 80% collectively) of the students that enrolled in UT’s entering 

freshman class.  This finding was consistent with the findings of other studies, discussed 

above, which showed that before Texas’s percent plan was enacted, a substantial 

proportion (roughly 75%) of UT’s freshmen came from the metropolitan areas in Texas.   

Seeing this trend, I focused on the “big five” regions in my evaluation of 

geographic diversity.  I hypothesized that if the plan played any role in increasing 

                                                
60 University of Texas at Austin. Admissions Research − Texas Feeder Schools. 

Office of Admissions, https://utexas.app.box.com/s/tywjez4fmeapt13bcvsau3lwi6m9sfj9; 
University of Texas at Austin. Statistical Handbook. Office of Institutional Reporting, 
Research and Information Systems, https://reports.utexas.edu/statistical-handbook. 
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geographic diversity at UT, there would be a decrease in the proportion of students 

coming from these five regions after the plan.
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Chapter VIII 

Findings and Discussion 

To ascertain whether the flagship campus had grown more geographically diverse 

because of the plan, I evaluated whether a higher proportion of students from non-big-

five regions enrolled in UT’s freshman class after the plan was enacted.  The reason for 

this specific query was three-fold.   

First, as there has been approximately a 56% increase in the number of Texas 

high schools from 1997 to 2016, studying the trend in the aggregate number of schools 

from a region would only reveal that more schools were created in a region. It will not 

show whether more students from the region are represented at UT.   

Second, analyzing the percent increase in number of schools by region similarly 

would not illustrate whether UT has grown more geographically diverse.  It is possible 

that prior to the plan, a region had twenty schools and enrolled twenty students at UT.  

But after the plan was implemented, the region grew to forty schools but still only 

enrolled twenty students.  Though this hypothetical does show that UT became 100% 

more geographically diverse in the sense that it had more schools from that region, the 

hypothetical also illustrates that UT did not become any more geographically diverse 

with regard to enrolling more students from the region. 

Finally, there has been approximately an 18% increase in the number of students 

enrolling at UT over the studied time period.  In 1997, 6,230 students enrolled at UT and 

in 2017 that number increased to 7,323.  Hence, looking solely to the increase in the 
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number of students from a region would not tell us whether UT has become any more 

geographically diverse.   

To explain, let us assume that UT only had Region 1 and Region 2 enrolled at its 

school in 1997 and 2017.  And let us further assume two other things: Region 1 enrolled 

10 students in 1997 and 20 students in 2017; Region 2 enrolled 20 and 40 students in 

those years, respectively.  There has been no increase in geographic diversity in this 

hypothetical situation.  In both years, 1/3 of the enrolled students at UT came from 

Region 1 and 2/3 came from Region 2.   

Thus, studying the proportion of freshman students that enroll at UT from each 

region allows us to control for the above confounding factors.  I now turn to my key 

findings.  

Again, I identified in my 1997 data that five of the twenty regions enrolled a large 

proportion of the overall number of students in UT’s entering freshman class, which 

totaled 6,230 that year. The five regions I identified were regions 4, 10, 11, 13, and 20.  

These regions share a common characteristic. At each region’s center is a large 

metropolitan area: Houston, Dallas, Fort Worth, Austin, and San Antonio, respectively.   

 The percentage of students enrolled in UT’s 1997 entering class from these 

regions was 78.4%.  Hence, in the year preceding the plan, nearly 8/10 students in UT’s 

entering freshmen class came from a metropolitan area or one of the surrounding 

counties.  The proportion of students not from the big-five regions was calculated to be 

19.9% or roughly 2/10 students. 

I used the above findings as a benchmark to gauge whether UT has increased 

geographic diversity. I expected that if there has been an increase in geographic diversity 
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at UT, there would be an increase in the 19.9% of enrolled students that came from non-

big-five regions.  

My findings indicate that there has been no patterned increase in recent years.  In 

2015 the percentage of non-big-five enrolled students decreased to 19.3%.  But in both 

2016 and 2017, the percentage of enrolled students from those regions slightly increased 

to 20%. Hence, as compared to enrollment from 1997 (prior to the plan), there was a .6% 

decrease in non-big-five students in 2015 but a .1% increase in both 2016 and 2017. 

Translating these findings into an effect on enrollment numbers I found the following. 

If the enrollment rate for non-big-five regions had remained the same from 1997, 

UT would likely have enrolled 39 more students from those regions in 2015 [1299 (actual 

non-big-five enrollment) – (6275 (total enrollment) x .199 (1997 rate for non big five))], 

5 less students in 2016 [1525 (actual non-big-five enrollment) – (7637 (total enrollment) 

x .199 (1997 rate for non big five)), and 8 less students in 2017 [1466 (actual non-big-

five enrollment) – (7323 (total enrollment) x .199 (1997 rate for non big five))].   

As it relates to the years preceding 2015, our findings are similar to those of 

2015–2017 — there were increases and decreases across the years.  In 2012 there was a 

2.2% increase in non-big-five enrolled students, a 1.1% increase in 2013, and a .7% 

decrease in 2014.   

The comparison of big-five versus non-big-five regions over the period studied is 

set forth in Figure 12 of the Appendix. 

In sum, just as in 1997, between the years of 2012–2017, roughly 8/10 enrolled 

students at UT still came from the big-five regions.  There has only been an arguably 
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minimal increase in some years with respect to the proportion of non-big-five students 

enrolled in UT’s entering freshman classes.  

Hence, I conclude that, at least from the perspective of big-five regions versus 

non-big-five regions, UT has not increased geographic diversity.  Consequently, it is 

unlikely that the plan has had any effect with regard to increasing geographic diversity 

outside of the big-five regions at UT. 

  



30 
 

 

Chapter IX 

Research Limitations 

I found here that geographic diversity at UT has not changed after the plan. My 

conclusion is, however, limited in its reach.  Geographic diversity has not changed at UT 

in the sense that the proportion of enrolling students from five geographic regions has 

remained relatively constant. It is possible, however, that geographic diversity has 

changed within these regions.  That is to say, perhaps prior to the plan, the big-five 

students were concentrated in suburban and urban schools within the region but after the 

plan there has been an increased proportion of rural students within the region, too. 

Future studies can thus build upon this research by evaluating whether there has been any 

intra-region increase in geographic diversity at UT. Whatever those findings may be, 

though, that still would only prove, at best, that UT has only grown relatively 

geographically diverse. As my research has shown here, UT continues to pull the vast 

majority of its students from five of twenty geographic regions. 

In addition, future studies can build upon this research by comparing my findings 

to the make-up of students enrolled within Texas A&M University’s freshman classes.  It 

would be interesting to discover whether UT’s geographic location has any effect on my 

findings.  Given that UT is located within Region 13 (one of the big five) it likely attracts 

students from that region.  In comparison, A&M is in Region 6 (not one of the big five) 

and much closer in proximity to some of the other non-big-five regions.  Arguably, if it is 

discovered that A&M has larger shares of non-big-five regions than UT, then perhaps it 
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is the location of each flagship that impacts the proportion of students who enroll at the 

university.   

One limitation of my study was that I could not evaluate the cause of the 

fluctuation in the enrollment of students from non-big-five regions.  Perhaps the 

fluctuations were caused by more or less students attending A&M.  If that were the case, 

then the overall percentage of non-big-five students attending one of the flagship 

universities may not have fluctuated at all. Yet, because I was unable to locate data that 

evaluates the school location of students attending A&M, I cannot say that more/less non-

big-five students enrolling at A&M was the cause for the constant fluctuation at UT.  It 

could just as equally be the case that UT recruited more heavily in non-big-five regions in 

the years where there was an increase in the proportion of students from those regions. 

Further studies could bore out what caused the spikes and dips in enrollment.  

Relatedly, another limitation of my study was the inability to study the enrolment 

patterns at A&M.  I set out to discern whether the plan had any effect on increasing 

geographic diversity at the flagship campuses but was only able to evaluate one such 

campus.  As no two campuses are the same, I cannot say definitely that our findings 

would apply equally to A&M.  I thus limited my findings to UT.
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Chapter X 

Further Implications 

My findings revealed that the percent plan has not had any recognizable pattern of 

increasing the geographic diversity of UT’s entering freshman class.  Both before and 

after the plan, UT continues to pull nearly 80% of its freshmen from five of Texas’s 

twenty geographical regions, each of which has a metropolitan area at its center.  

Although it is possible that there is an increase in geographic diversity within the five 

regions, I do not evaluate that here.  Rather, I now focus on evaluating the reasons why, 

standing alone, percent plans may be an ineffective tool at ensuring an increase in 

geographic diversity. 

Given that Texas’s percent plan has not had any sizeable effect on increasing the 

proportion of entering UT students coming from regions that do not have a city in them, 

it is possible that guaranteed admission does not necessarily translate into matriculation 

of more students from non-big five regions. In those regions not surrounding a 

metropolitan area, it could be that students—despite being in the top decile—do not 

enroll at UT for other reasons.  

One such reason could be that UT is failing to recruit and attract students who do 

not live near the school. One comprehensive study of enrollment patterns of high-

achieving students found that that selective colleges tend to “search[] under the 
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lamppost” when it comes to recruiting top talent.61  That is, instead of looking for high-

achieving students where the students are, selective colleges tend to only look for these 

types of students where the college is.  It could thus be that those students who are 

guaranteed admission because of the percent plan still do not enroll in the state’s flagship 

institution because that institution is not undertaking efforts to recruit and attract 

geographically disperse students.  

Another potential reason why UT may have not increased its geographic diversity 

despite the percent plan could be that those students who graduate in the top decile still 

are not undertaking the other steps necessary to attend UT.  Studies have shown, for 

instance, that rural students often lack the requisite mentoring and information to 

complete the admissions and financial-aid process.62 “Unlike many urban schools, where 

information regarding the college admissions process is generally available and the 

subject of numerous workshops, there is often a startling lack of information available to 

children from most rural areas.”63 Indeed, “[d]espite the availability of financial aid, 

many rural dwellers are unfamiliar with the forms, the prerequisites, and the alternatives.  

Simply reviewing a college catalog indicating a bottom line of $20,000 or more for 

tuition, fees, and room and board can convince a student's parents that college is an 

impossible dream.”64 Hence, a potential to barrier to entry for some of the state’s top 

                                                
61 Hoxby and Avery, “The Missing One Offs,” 44–45. 

62 Bassett, “Ruralism,” 309. 

63 Bassett, “Ruralism,” 309–10. 

64 Bassett, “Ruralism,” 309. 
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graduates could merely be lacking fundamental information like how to complete the 

enrollment process or figuring out how to pay the bill for a semester’s worth of tuition.
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Appendix 

Figure 1: Regions of Texas High Schools (SB 175 Report, 2017) 
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1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	
1	�|	Edinburg		 5.8%	 5.3%	 5.3%	 7.1%	 6.8%	 7.9%	 7.6%	 6.9%	 7.3%	

2	�|	Corpus	Chris<		 3.9%	 2.8%	 2.5%	 3.0%	 2.7%	 2.8%	 2.4%	 3.0%	 2.8%	

3	�|	Victoria		 3.8%	 2.0%	 1.5%	 2.1%	 2.3%	 1.9%	 2.3%	 2.1%	 2.3%	

4	�|	Houston		 13.8%	 12.7%	 13.1%	 16.8%	 17.5%	 17.8%	 17.5%	 18.6%	 18.2%	

5	�|	Beaumont		 2.9%	 1.8%	 1.8%	 2.2%	 1.5%	 1.8%	 2.1%	 1.7%	 1.9%	
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Figure 2: Percentage of Enrolled Schools by Region (Regions 1 – 5) 

Figure 3: Percentage of Enrolled Schools by Region (Regions 6 –10) 

 

1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	
6	�|	Huntsville		 3.2%	 2.7%	 2.7%	 3.6%	 3.4%	 2.8%	 3.4%	 3.4%	 3.4%	

7	�|	Kilgore		 4.6%	 4.2%	 3.8%	 4.5%	 4.2%	 4.1%	 4.2%	 4.0%	 3.4%	

8	�|	Mt	Pleasant		 1.7%	 1.0%	 1.2%	 1.0%	 1.2%	 0.9%	 0.6%	 0.9%	 1.2%	

9	�|	Wichita	Falls		 1.4%	 0.9%	 0.9%	 0.7%	 1.2%	 1.2%	 0.6%	 0.9%	 1.0%	

10	�|	Richardson		 9.4%	 11.0%	 10.6%	 13.5%	 14.4%	 13.9%	 14.8%	 14.1%	 15.1%	
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Figure 4: Percentage of Enrolled Schools by Region (Regions 11 – 15) 

 

Figure 5: Percentage of Enrolled Schools by Region (Regions 15 – 20) 

 

1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	
11	�|	Fort	Worth		 6.7%	 7.9%	 7.6%	 9.1%	 9.8%	 9.4%	 9.7%	 9.7%	 9.3%	

12	�|	Waco		 4.4%	 3.5%	 3.0%	 4.5%	 3.6%	 3.4%	 3.3%	 3.2%	 2.9%	

13	�|	Aus<n		 6.7%	 6.7%	 7.2%	 8.6%	 8.7%	 9.8%	 9.4%	 8.6%	 9.1%	

14	�|	Abilene		 1.7%	 0.9%	 1.0%	 1.2%	 1.5%	 1.1%	 1.3%	 1.1%	 0.8%	

15	�|	San	Angelo		 1.7%	 1.6%	 1.4%	 1.2%	 1.0%	 1.3%	 1.1%	 1.4%	 1.2%	
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1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	
16	�|	Amarillo		 1.5%	 1.2%	 1.2%	 1.9%	 1.5%	 1.2%	 1.3%	 1.4%	 1.3%	

17	�|	Lubbock		 1.5%	 0.8%	 1.4%	 1.9%	 1.5%	 1.4%	 0.7%	 1.2%	 1.3%	

18	�|	Midland		 1.4%	 1.4%	 1.0%	 1.6%	 1.2%	 1.8%	 1.5%	 1.4%	 1.5%	

19	�|	El	Paso		 2.9%	 2.4%	 2.8%	 3.2%	 3.4%	 3.2%	 3.1%	 3.3%	 3.3%	

20	�|	San	Antonio		 7.4%	 6.3%	 6.5%	 8.9%	 9.4%	 9.0%	 9.4%	 8.9%	 8.1%	
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Figure 6: Percentage of Enrolled Students by Region (Regions 1 – 5) 

 

1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	
1	�|	Edinburg		 3.3%	 5.4%	 4.5%	 5.7%	 5.1%	 4.5%	 5.3%	 5.3%	 5.1%	

2	�|	Corpus	Chris<		 1.9%	 1.6%	 1.5%	 1.4%	 1.6%	 1.6%	 1.4%	 1.5%	 1.7%	

3	�|	Victoria		 1.3%	 1.0%	 0.6%	 0.8%	 0.6%	 0.7%	 0.7%	 0.6%	 0.9%	

4	�|	Houston		 28.2%	 24.0%	 22.7%	 28.7%	 28.6%	 28.0%	 27.2%	 28.3%	 27.6%	

5	�|	Beaumont		 0.8%	 0.9%	 0.9%	 1.1%	 0.7%	 0.7%	 0.9%	 0.9%	 0.7%	
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Figure 7: Percentage of Enrolled Students by Region (Regions 6 – 10) 

 

Figure 8: Percentage of Enrolled Students by Region (Regions 11 – 15) 

 

1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	
6	�|	Huntsville		 2.7%	 2.4%	 2.5%	 3.3%	 3.4%	 3.3%	 3.1%	 3.6%	 3.6%	

7	�|	Kilgore		 1.6%	 1.6%	 1.7%	 2.0%	 1.8%	 1.5%	 1.5%	 1.5%	 1.1%	

8	�|	Mt	Pleasant		 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.3%	 0.2%	 0.4%	 0.3%	 0.2%	 0.3%	 0.4%	

9	�|	Wichita	Falls		 0.4%	 0.3%	 0.2%	 0.2%	 0.4%	 0.3%	 0.2%	 0.2%	 0.3%	

10	�|	Richardson		 13.5%	 13.6%	 13.3%	 16.8%	 16.9%	 18.7%	 19.1%	 17.5%	 17.6%	
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1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	
11	�|	Fort	Worth		 7.0%	 7.9%	 7.9%	 8.8%	 9.3%	 9.8%	 10.0%	 9.6%	 9.7%	

12	�|	Waco		 2.1%	 1.9%	 2.0%	 2.1%	 1.8%	 1.9%	 1.7%	 2.0%	 1.9%	

13	�|	Aus<n		 14.9%	 12.2%	 13.9%	 14.5%	 14.4%	 14.5%	 15.7%	 15.8%	 16.3%	

14	�|	Abilene		 0.4%	 0.3%	 0.3%	 0.3%	 0.4%	 0.3%	 0.5%	 0.2%	 0.2%	

15	�|	San	Angelo		 0.6%	 0.7%	 0.5%	 0.6%	 0.7%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.6%	 0.6%	
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Figure 9: Percentage of Enrolled Students by Region (Regions 16 – 20) 

 

Figure 10: Percentage of Enrolled Schools Non-Public or Not Reported

 

1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	
16	�|	Amarillo		 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.6%	 0.3%	 0.3%	 0.5%	 0.4%	

17	�|	Lubbock		 0.6%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.9%	 0.6%	 0.6%	 0.4%	 0.4%	 0.7%	

18	�|	Midland		 0.9%	 0.8%	 0.8%	 0.8%	 0.6%	 0.7%	 0.6%	 0.5%	 0.6%	

19	�|	El	Paso		 2.1%	 2.0%	 1.6%	 2.5%	 2.4%	 2.0%	 1.9%	 1.8%	 1.7%	

20	�|	San	Antonio		 7.7%	 6.3%	 5.4%	 7.9%	 8.6%	 8.8%	 8.3%	 8.6%	 8.4%	
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Figure 11: Percentage of Enrolled Students Non-Public or Not Reported

 

Figure 12: Percentage of Enrolled Students Big 5 Regions v. Non Big 5 Regions 

 

1997	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	
Non-Public/Not	Reported		 8.8%	 15.8%	 18.4%	 1.2%	 1.2%	 0.9%	 0.4%	 0.3%	
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