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CHAPTER 1. OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND

Dr. Meria Carstarphenthe Austin schools superintendens, leading the Austin
Independent School District (AISOp become more open, engagin@nd transparent for all
studentstheir families and the greater Austin community. She anddmsministration believe in
t he A P o waad theabilityofiteedcomnunity and the schook® makethe AISD one of the
leading urban school districts in the nation.

The Austin Independent School District enroll$,676studentsSome8,062 of these are
students with disabiliti€s or about9.7 percentcompared witta rate 0f10.1 percentstatewide
and a rate ofL3.6 percennationwide. In general, the school district has an enrollment that is
about 13 percent African American, 55 percent Hispanic, and 28 percent white. Some 46 percent
of the di st r ligblefrsa freetouredecedrice lurech, and about 24 percent are
English language learners.

The district operatesl24 schools, which includes special centers (Clifton Career
Development School) and educational programs indistmict facilities (Ausin State Hospital,
Travis County Juvenile Detention Center, Travis County Day School, Leadership Academy,
Phoenix Academyand JJAEB. The districtalso employs about 5,600 teachers, and has a
general operating budget approximately$972 million in 200910. A ninemember elected
board of education governs the school district and hires and evaluates the superintendent of
schools. The board meets three times a month to consider district business.

The Austin Independent School District is also one of thea i onds hi ghest p
big-city school districts, according to reports published by the Council of the Great City Schools
on state test scores and scores on the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP). In
fact, the performance of Austin studeron the NAERs similar tostudents nationally, even
though the poverty rate for students in the Austin school district is substantially higher than
nationwide rates.

Some3 2 percent o-fradérs, ot examples schdred @wtrot atbove profigienc
levels on the NAEP reading test in 2009, compared with 31 percent of students across the
country and 23 percent in the averdgg-city schooldistrict Ab o u t 30 percent 0
eighth-graders scored at this level in reading that year, the samee asational rate. And
students in the district scored at or above national levels in math. Finally, the NAEP data show

that the districtés Hispanic and African Amer
samerace peers elsewhere in the country.

The AISD could point to another measure of its success in early JuneNenaweek
magazine publBestheHi ghsS¢heol finm the Country.
made the list.

This success and the progress behind it was bugarhthrough the lengthy and strong
tenure of Pat Forgione, the previous superintendent, and accelerated by Dr. Carstarphen. The
new superintendent launched a number of important initiatives to support the neyeafive
strategic plan that she created witembers of an expandedltinet whichincluded all campus
principals and a number of district administrat@nsgd tookto the AISD community in January

Council of the Great City Schools 4
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2010 The plan includes he di strictds overarching phil oso
fiscal trends, and operations from 202015.

The di stri ct Ote:l)baveall studaentserfaroaadr above grae level; 2)
eliminate achievement gaps among all student groups; 3) have all students graduate ready for
college, career, and life in gobally competitive economy; and 4) ensure that all schools will
meet or exceed state accountability standards, and the district will meet federal standards and
exceed state standards.

Strategies in the plan for accomplishing these goals inglude

1 Provide a highquality, wellrounded educational experience to all students that is
rigorous, culturally relevant, healthful, and engaging

1 Build strong relationships with students, families, and the community to increase trust
and shared responsibility

1 Ensue that every classroom has a higlality, effective educator, supported by kigh
quality, effective administrators and support staff

1 Align resources to accomplish priorities within a balanced budget.

The plan als®etsa series ofgoak that includdhaving9 8 per cent odcialt he di
education students pat® state reading test by 2015.

The district has an extensive array of programs to meet the needs of students with
disabilites The school systembs | eadamosnhfiom tharecerd de v c
stimulus package to bolstering special education capacity. Specifically, the district channeled
some $17.3 million in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRAglividuals with
Disabilities Education AcfiDEA) funds into approxnately 25 special education projects that
were targeted at eliminating the student achievement gap; reducing disproportional
representation of minority students in special education; improving special education processes;
reducing student dropouatesand increasing graduation rates; improving teacher quadity
evaluating program$/Jany of these priorities speak to some of the same issues that the Council
of the Great City Schools raises in this report.

New data released by the school di strict i
schools met their federally required Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) targets, but the data also
showed that the district itself did not meet its broader systemwide sayeune 29, 2010,
article in the AmericanStatesmarreported however,that the AISD was unlikelyy based on
preliminary datd to meet federal academic improvement standards for a second year because of
weak performance on statewide assessments in theorspecial educationThis report
addresses this issue by looking at both state and federal data on the performance of students with
disabilities.

TheAl SD6s superintendent, Meria Carstarphen
special education progms to see what was working well and what needed to be improved. She

Council of the Great City Schools 5
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specifically asked the Council of the Great City Schools to make recommendations to improve
special education service deliverihis reportwill show that the Austin Independent School

District has much to be proud of. Students with disabilities have relatively high academic
achievement, particularly compared with other major urban school systems across the country.
The district, of course, needs to improperformanceto meet statewidéddequate Yearly

Progress AYP) targets and reduce achievementggad t h t h e disabléedrstudertsd) s nor
but the school systemah a solid foundation on which to do e recommendations provided

in this reportare designed to help AlSDrganize itelf more effectively and to utilize its
resourcesnorestrategically to accelerates improvement.

Council of the Great City Schools 6
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CHAPTER 2. PURPOSE AND ORIGIN OF THE PROJECT

As noted, Austin Schools Superintendent Meria Carstarphen asked the Council of the

Great City Schools to evi ew t he di st r i c ttld disabites and make

recommendations for improvement.ergoals of this review weredo

for

1 Examine the accountability of schools and principals for serving students with disabilities

and make recommendations narrow the achievement gapetweenstudents with
disabilities and others districtwide, including an examinati@n of

Individualized education rpgram (IEP) development andhe delivery of rigorous

gradelevel instructon aligned withstate standardg éxas Assessment of Knowledge

& Skills or TAKS) in all special education settings

The di $otus iort tindely and effective child find, inclusive practices,

documentation of IEP progressd equitable delivery of speckdlucation programs
and services;

School district deployment o$taffing and resources comparedith other urban

school districts, and districicademigperformanceamong students with disabilities

compared with students in other cities; and

Strategies to addresthe disproportionge placenent of minority students with
disabilities in special educati programs and disciplinary settings.

1 Examine the overall effectiveness of the central offispecial education organizatan

structurewi t h particul ar at t e nntaccoantabilityfortresudts of f i ¢

with theschools anather staff members ithe central office

1 Recommend strategies to increése partnership gbarents especially minority parents,
in the delivery of effective special education services

1 Suggest ways tincreasethe availability ofvocational programmindor students with
disabilities

1 Reviewt he s ¢ h o o professionalt developméns and behavior management

programsto determine how theghould be improved to me#tte needs of studenwvith
disabilities.

The Work of the Strategic Support Team

The Council assembled a team of experts, who have been successful in administering
special education programs and services in other urban school districts around the country. These

individuals al® had firsthand expertise with the reauthorization of the Individuals with

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and were well versed in federal law and best practices. The

team visited the districton AprilBt1 6, 2010, and anal y anastructute,e

di st

accountability systems, curriculum and instructional strategies, individualized education program

(I'EP) i mplementation, and other features

Council of the Great City Schools 7
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The team briefed the superintendent atehe of its visit and presented preliminary findings and
proposals.

The Strategic Support Team carried out its charge by conducting interviews and focus
groups with district staff members, reviewing numerous documents and reports, analyzing data, and
developing initial recommendations and proposals before finalizing this report. This approach to
providing technical assistance to urban school districts by using small Strategic Support Teams of
senior managers from other urban school systems acrossitireisamique to the Council and its
members. The organization finds this approach to be effective for a number of reasons.

First, it allows the superintendent and members of her staff to work with a diverse set of
talented, successful practitioners franound the country.ile teams comprise a pool of expertise
that superintendents may call upon for advice or help in implementing the recommendations,
meeting new challenges, and developing alternate solutions.

Secondthe recommendations from urban sdhmeers have power because the individuals
who developed them have faced many of the same challenges encountered by the district requesting
the review. No one can say that these individuals do not know what working in an urban school
system is like or thaheir proposals have not been tested under the most rigorous conditions.

Third, using senior urban school managers from other urban school communities is faster
and less expensive than retaining large managetoesulting firms that may have little tw
programmatic experience. The learning curve is rapid, and it would be difficult for any school
system to buy the level of expertise offered by these teams on the open market.

Members of the Strategic Support Team for this project included the following
individualsi

SUE GAMM , ESQ. WiLL GORDILLO
Former Chief of Specialized Services Administrative Director
Chicago Public Schools Division of Special Education

Miami-Dade County Public Schools

CAROLYN GUESS JULIE WRIGHT HALBERT, ESQ.
Legislative Counsel

Assistan rintenden ial E i
ssistant Superintendent Special Educatig CouNciL oF THEGREAT CITY SCHOOLS

Services
Houston Independent School District

Contents of This Report

The StrategiSupport Team of the Council of the Great City Schools spent many hours
interviewing parents, advocates, relassslvices personnel, special education teachers,
principals, Texas Education Agency (TEA) staff members, and cafitied administrative
leades with responsibility for both special and general educatidre feam also reviewed
studies, data, and other special education reports on the AISD.

Chapter 1 of this report presents a brief overview of the AISD. Chapter 2 describes the
purposes and origs of this project. Chapter 3 presents the findings and recommendations of the

Council of the Great City Schools 8
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Strategic Support Team. These observations and proposals are divided into four broad areas,
includingd

A. Identification of Students Receiving Special Education Services

1 Prewlenceor rates
1 Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality
1 Multi-Tiered System of Academic and Behavioral Intervention

B. InstructionandPerformance of Students Receiving Special Education Services

Graduation and Dropout Rates

Academic Performance

Inclusivelnstruction

Behavior Support

Instruction for Students who are English Language Learners and Receiving Special
Education Services

9 Instruction for Students with Autism

1 Transition Services

= =4 =4 -8 A

C. Organizational Structure and Staff Resources Supporting Specieatimwh Services
D. Accountability for Expected Practicasd Results

Each section includethe St r at egi ¢ Support Teamos posit
concerns and recommendatio@hapter 4 summarizes all recommendations in the report. And
Chapter 5 presents a brief synopsi s of t he
impressions.

Appendix A provides organizational charts for the AISD and the Special Education
Department, awell as a proposed structure for a new division of Students with Exceptionalities.
Appendix B compares incidencatesand staffing ratios in various city school systems across
the country. Appendix C lists individuals whom the team interviewed individoalin groups.
Appendi x D identifies documents reviewed by t
agenda. Appendix F presents brief biographical sketches of team members. Appendix G presents
a brief description of the Council of the Great City &k and a list of the Strategic Support
Teams that the Council has fielded over the last ten years.

Council of the Great City Schools 9
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CHAPTER 3. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents the overall findidgsositive and negative of the Council of the
Great City School sdé Strategic Support Team a
education services districtwide in Austin. The findings and recommendatiomkvated into
four broad categories: identification of students, instruction and performance of students with
disabilities, organizational structure and staffing, and accountability for results.

A. Identification of Students Receiving Special Education $eces

This section addresses prevalence rates, disproportional placement of racial and ethnic
groups into special education, and the usmolti-tiered academic and behavioral interventions
for students who are slipping behind.

Prevalenceor Rates

1 Demayraphic Background

Over a 19year period (FY 1991 to 2010), the percentage of students receiving special
education services from the AISD alternately increased and decreased. Beginning at 10.5 percent
in FY 1991, theproportion steadily increasedo a hgh of 12.7 percent in FY 2005 before
steadily decreasing over the next five years to 9.5 percent in FY 2010 (up from 9.4 percent in FY
2009).

Exhibit 1. Percentage of AISD Students Receiving Special Education Servieae®r Time

13.0% 12.3% 12.7%

12.5%
12.0% /\‘\V/ \\

11.5% /V 11.9% \
11.0% ﬁ-5%7— *

10.5% |—— \

10.0%

S
9.5% 9.4% %
9.0% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
N o a o O
& S S S S
A A A A N AV A
< < < < R

! The district saw a ongear 0.5 percentageoint drop in its special education rate in FY 1988d swings up and
down between FY 2@and FY 2005. All AISD data, unless noted otherwise, were provided by the district to the
Council of Great City Schools as part of this review.

Council of the Great City Schools 1C
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1 Prevalence by Disabilithrea

In generalthe percentage of AISD students by disability area is comparable to those in Texas

and nationwide. The percentages are different, however, in several notable areas.

In the area of learnindisabilities (LD), which is the most common disability area, 44.4

percent of AISD students receiving special education services are eligible, compared with 39.9
percent nationwide and 47.6 percent in Texas. In the area of other health impairment (QHI), 12

percent of AISD students with disabilities are eligible, compared Sithpercent nationwide
ar ea

and 12.7per cent i n Texas,; and in the
than the national rate of 3.9 percent and the Texas stieteate of 5.4 percent.

of

aut i

Overall, 9.7 percent of AISD students receive special education services, compared with

10.1percentof all students in Texas and 13.6 percent of all students nationwide.

Exhibit 2. Prevalenceby Disability Area (AISD, Texas, andU.S.)?*

50%

45% \ 47-6%

40% \ +—AISD —8—Texas —4+—US—
35% 39 QOA\\\\

30% \\
25%

20% \‘

15% & 12.7% 13.6%
0, /\
10% N —— =8 %
o 9.19 ;; :
5% 0 ~

2 00
0.J970 T

Autism

0% T T T T T
LD S/L ID EBD OHI

Other

Overall

Under its PerformaneBased Management Analysis System (PBMAS), the Texas
Education Agency (TEA) analyzes school districts in a number of different areas, including

special education. Based on the degree of deviation, the TEA assigeiaanance level

ranging from O to 3o each distrigtwith O being closest to the PBMAS standard.

2
Texas data source:

http://tuna.tea.state.tx.us/Tea.DataBook.Web/Forms/Default.aspx?package=spears%20speced%20enrollment%20cu

be&report=DemogDisabilityhttp://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d09/tables/dt09 032%dpta sowe:

http://nces.ed.qgov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=64

% Acronyms in the chart include: LOlearning disability; S/L (speech/language impairment; ID (intellectual

disability); EBD (emotional/behavior disability); and OHI (other health impairment).

Council of the Great City Schools
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One of the speci al education indicators ac
receiving speci al educati on seefBYpecanShe BOP9 c o mp a
report for this indicator reportethe Al SD as having a poeOfthefivenanc e
other large Texas school districts, Dallas, El Paso, Housiwh Ft. Worth met the required
st andar daindiNarthside hidependent School Distri¢Ban Antonio) hda fiThe data
belowshowschanges imates over time and by grade level

1 Prevalence by Disability Area Over Time

Currently, the percentage students with learning disabilities (LD) is 44.3 percent, about
the same as it was in FY 1991 (43.2 percent). However, during the intervening 19 years, the
percentage increased to a high of 51.7 percent in FY 2005 before decreasing steadily to its
current rate of 44.3.

Exhibit 3. Percentage of Students with Disabilitiesn the Area of LD

52%

51% E— 51.7%

50%

49%

48%

47%

46%

A% Y32% \

24% 44.3%

43% =

42% ——————r—rr——
FY FY FY FY FY
91 95 00 05 10

Exhibit 4 shows prevalence in the areas of autism, OHI, and speech/language (S/L)
disabilities. Students eligible for special education services in the area of autism is the fastest
growing area since it was first added as a diggldlea under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) in 1997.

In the area of OHI, the prevalence began to grow at the time when the U.S. Department
of Education incorporated fAinattent pecaotiyed a pr
di sorder (ADHD) , into its definition of OHI
for the last few years.

Finally, the percentage of students identified as having the primary disability of S/L was
at 17.4 percent in FY 2010, less than it was in FY 1991 (21.4 percent). The rate steadily

4Subsequent areas of this report refl ect t heatioAl SDds
indicators.

Council of the Great City Schools 12
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decreased between FY 2003 and FY 2008 before rising again in the lagamsdq its current
rate.

Exhibit 4. Percentage of Students with Disabilities in the Areas of Autism, OHI, and S/L

n .//.‘“.hﬁ.\H.““o——o——oah._—o——o—~crf‘\\
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FY FY FY FY FY
91 95 00 05 10

—#—Autism —*—QHI —®—S/L

Exhibit 5 shows two different trends for students identified as having an
emotional/behavior disability (EBD) and those with an inttlal disability (ID). The
percentage of those with EBD decreased steadily from a high of 16.5 percent in FY 1991 to 6.1
percent in FY 2010. Students with ID decreased from a high of 9 percent in FY 1991, but began
to increase in FY 2003 from a low of 48rcent to its current level of 7.2 percent.

Exhibit 5. Percentage of Students with BD and ID

20%
15%
10%
7.2%
2% 6.1%
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FY FY FY FY FY
91 95 00 05 10
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1 Disability by Grade Over Time

The exhibit below (Exhibit 6) shows changes in disabii#tesby grade and over time.
The percentage of students with disabilities has grown steadily with the highest levels seen in
FY 2010 in ninth and XA grades (13.9 percent and 13.6 percent, respectively). This trend is
comparable to other urban districts whesteidents remain in ninth grade until they have
sufficient credits to move to the next grade. The percentage then falls because students drop out
and increases again in th2grade where students may remain for several years until they
graduate or ageut. The growth during grades 1 through 8 slowed in FY 2010 (5.0 percent to
11.4 percent), compared with FY 2005 whenrtteclimbed to 15.5 percent in eighth grade.

Exhibit 6. Prevalence by Grade Over Time

20%

15.5%

15%

10%

5% -

0%

—o—FY 91 —m—FY 96 FY 01 —<FY 05 ——FY 10

1 Prevalence Compared by Grade Bands

The exhibit below (Exhibit 7) shows the variance in disabitdyes by elementary,
middle, and high school grade ba@dsy district area for the elementary grades. Area lll in the
district had more students identified as needing special education s@r@i@epercerd than
the other two areas (7.7 percent in Area | and 7.5 percent in Area Il). The prevalence increases
at the middle school level (10.6 percent) and then again at the high school level (12.4 percent).

Exhibit 7. Special Education Prevalence ypArea and Middle and High School Bands

District

High Schools
Middle Schools
Area lll Elem
Area Il Elem

Area | Elem

10%

15%
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The exhibit below shows the variation @ementaryspecial education prevalence by
vertical team The Eastside Memorial an@rockettvertical teamshave the highest rates (10.3
and 11.1 percent, respectively) akaderson and Austin (Area I) have the lowest rates at 5.1 and
5.7 percent. The higher than average ratératkettcontributes to the higher Area lll rate of 8.8
percent; the lower than average rates at Anderson and Austin (Area |) offset the higher than
average rate of Eastside Memorial, making Are

Exhibit 8. Elementary Special Education Prevalence by/ertical Team and Area

12.0% 111
10.3%

10.0%

8.0%
6.0% -+o-

4.0% -

The vertical school teanmessociated witlicastside Memoriaat the middle school level
has thehighest percentage of students receiving special education services (17.3 percent); and
Anderson and McCallum have the lowest (6.5 and 6.6 percent, respectively). These schools vary
by as many as 10.8 percentage points. Three areas (Eastside Memoriahd B3pckett) have
prevalence rates that are more than two times the rates of Anderson and McCallum.

Exhibit 9. Middle School $ecial Educdion Prevalence byVertical Team

17.3%

18%
16%
14%
12%
10%
8% -
6% -
4% -
2% -
0% -

14.6%

At the high school level Eastside Memorial has the highest prevalence raté (18
percent); Bowie has the lowest (7.8 percent), reflecting a spread of 10.7 percentage points.

Council of the Great City Schools 15
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Exhibit 10. Special Education Prevalence by High School Vertical Teams
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The relative differences between the grade bands are illustrated in the exlowit ©él
special concern are the discrepancies in special education prevalence rates at the elementary,
middle, and high school levels between Eastside Memorial, Crockett, LBJ, Reagan, and Travis
(on the high side) and Anderson/Bowie (on the low side).

Exhibit 11. Special Education Prevalence by Grade Band
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Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality

The Strategic Support Team also analyzed the likelihood of students of differing races to
be placed in special educatiddased on FY 2010 data t h e AlfficantAmerican siuslents
are 3.86 times more likely than their peers to be identified as having an emotional/behavior
disability (EBD) and 2.24 times more likely to have an intellectual disability. This disparity is
greater than it was in FY 1991 when tiek for African American students was 2.10 in the area
of EBD and 1.58 for ID. (See Exhibit 12.)

Exhibit 12. Race/Ethnic Risk Ratio for ID and EBD

m FY 1991 m FY 2010
4 -
3 -
2 i /
1 i O
0
Intellectual Disability Emotional/Behaviot

Exhibit 13 belows hows t he districtés EBD and | D r a:
compared withec h gr oupa&s share of tot al Al SD enr ol
comprise 33 percent of all students identified as EBD and 28 percent of those identified as ID,
compared witltheir being only 12 perceotf t h e s c lerootilhents y st e mo s

Exhibit 13. Comparison of Racial/Ethnic Composition of EBD and ID to AISD

/I{African American B Anglo u Hispanic

Another way of looking atacial/ethnic disproportionality is by examining the difference
between the makeup of disability areas for African American, Hispanic, and white students in

Council of the Great City Schools 17
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relationsip to their relative enrollment in the AISD. Exhibit 14 below illustrates this comparison
in the areas of ED, ID, OHI, LD, and autism for FY 2010. In addition to discrepant rates in the
areas of EBD and ID among African American students, there is aedifie of 21.3 percentage
points between the makeup of white students with autism and their district enroliment.

Exhibit 14. Difference Between Racial/Ethnic Compositions in Six Disability Areas & AISD

18.6

-17.8

m African American m®EHispanic ® Anglo ~36.3

When looking solely at students found eligible $pecial education services for the first
time in FY 2009 in the areas of highest disparity, the representation of African American
students in the areas of EBD and ID significantly decreased with a difference of 18.6 percentage
points for EBD (comparedith 22 percentage points in the exhibit above) ah@ percentage
points for ID (compared with 16.2 points above).

However, the underrepresentation of Hispanic and white students significantly increased
for new FY 2009 eligibility decisions: there was a 36.3 percerpagé difference for Hispanic
students with autism; and 27.3 percentpgmt difference for white stlents with ID (no white
students were eligible). Further, the percentage of white students (58.3) eligible in the area of
autism was 31 points higher than their AISD enrollment rate, up from the 21.3 points shown in
the exhibit above.

Exhibit 15. Difference Between Racial/Ethnic Compositions for New Eligibility Decisions

H African American mHispanic ® Anglo 310

® FY 2009 referral data was the most current year referral data provided to the CGCS team.
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1 Eligibility Determination Process

Pur suant t ceceft StataRPedormamces RIGPP) repor(2009) on the Austin
Independent School District using FY 2008 data, the district had3amercent rateor
completing initial special education evaluations in a timely manner. The rate for completing and
implementing IEPs for students transitioning frédar t C t o di strict servi
birthdays was 56 percent. According to a very recent oral report from the Texas Education
Agency to the AISDthe district has made significant progresshiese areaand it fulfilled the
requirements othe AISD corrective action plan.

Some concern was expressed by stafterviewed that the number of assessment
personnel is insufficient to provide timely evaluations. (This issue is addressed in more detail in
Section D, Organizational Structure, Staffingnd Resources to Support Special Education
Services.) However, we note that a sample reevaluation for agfdtie student eligible in the
areas of LD and OHI provided for the teamds r
long, which may be exssive and, if typical, could be contributing to reevaluation delays.

Focus group comments reflected concerns about the quality and quantity of data available
to the Admission, Review and Dismissal (ARD) committee regarding prior use and success of
generd education interventions and the availability of general education teachers to provide
feedback about student performance. Also, interview comments suggested inconsistent referral
and ARD practices among students with similar learning characteristicgtingsin some
students hang IEPs orSection 504lans and othensot.

Concerns were expresséy intervieweesa b o u t the districtds | MP
processing system, describing it as cumbersome and-comsming In addition, ®me
intervieweesexpressed specific concerabout the length of time it takes to bring a child
through the documentation and referral process. Finglyents and community members
expressed concern thiiey are not sufficiently knowledgeable about the ARD processtaid
understanding is not improvedth meetings and communications with AISD staff.

In the area of LD, AISD allows schools to use either traditional significant discrepancy
eligibility criteria or Response to Intervention (Rd'las permitted by the Indiduals with
Disabilities Education Act and the Texas Education Agénmydetermine whether a student has
a learning disability. Further, it does not appear that the district has provided guidance about the
merits of these two processes and standards ferrdiming which to use

Multi -Tiered System of Academic and Behavioral Interventions

During the last decade, thehas been considerable research supporting the use of a
multi-tiered system of interventions, universal screenings, progress monitorindptszhsed
decision making for students witteading and behavioral challenges to avoid unnecessary
reliance on speal education services and to reduce disproportionate placement of students by
race/ethnicity’. This process is commonly referred to as RTI. The AISD uses the IMPACT
process systemwide to review student performance on academic, behavioral, and attendance

® National Center for RTI aww.rti4success.org/index.php?apiEcom_frontpage&Itemid=1Minority Students
in Special and Gifted Education 2001h#tp://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record id=10128
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measures and to provide and monitor interventions requiring assistance beyond the standard
classroom.

In addition to the IMPACT processyhich is managed by the Division of Learning
Support, theAISD initiated RTI and Early Intervening Services (EIS),dzhen an RTI model.
The Department of Dropout Prevention initiated RTI in 2Q008; and the Department of
Special Education initiated EIS in August 2009 with ARRA funds. Ten schools have both
initiatives and 11 other schools have EIS or RTI. Documentiipery to both initiatives
identified Responsive Reading and Reading Readiness as Tier Il interventions, but no
interventions were identified for TierIThe di strictés Austin Instruc
(AIMS), which houses primary reading assesst®ieand Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early
Literacy Skills (DIBELS)benchmark and progress monitoring data, is used to support both RTI and
EIS.

Finally, the AISD has been implementing its Positive Behavior Support (PBS) system
since the 20032004 schoolyear. The framework is based on national models that support
positive behavior at universal, targeted, and intensive levels of intervention to promote positive
social behaviors and reduce chronic disruptive and destructive behaviors. PBS is coordinated
through the Division of Learning Support and is facilitated through a team of behavior
specialists. In addition, the Special Education Department has its own set of behavior specialists.
The Council 6s team reviewed i nehtdorwmehtthedl8D i n t h
has developed and implemented with fidelity a coordinated and comprehensive system-of multi
tiered academic and behavioral interventions for struggling students.

1 IMPACT Process

In the AISD, all campusesre expected to have an operational IMPACT team led by an
assistant principal or principal to initiate student support services. The district expects this
process to be used prior to a st udhloughdhs r ef er
process, teamdiscuss student strengths and concerns, and develop an actién plan.

Action plans includespecific, measurablgoals or targets for improvement; specific
strategieso meet those goals; persons who will provide the interventions, incltrdérduration,
frequency, and grouping of the interventions; and a description of grogresswill be
monitoredby the teamat leastveekly to determine needed adjustments. Over the course of six to
nine weeks, the designated staff member(s) record thelstnt 6 s progress and,
results, the team: discontinues the plan because of student success; modifies and/or continues the
plan for an additional six to nine weeks; and consults with a specialist and/or gathers additional
information. Informatim must be documented in the districtdMPACT data system. No
specific time frame or guidance is provided about the number of times the period of interventions
may be extended, the length of time in which progress is expected, or the amount of progress to
be expectedf the IMPACT team decides to pursue a special education evaluation for a student,
the referral pack must be complete or it will be returned to the IMPACT/Learning Support
Coordinator.

" Department oSpecial Education Operating Guidelines, Ma26i.0
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Use of Interventions

Although the IMPACT process describes the use of resdmsbd academic
interventions, its preeferral checklist includes activities that tend to be-iotensity Tier |
educational strategies, such as preferred seating near instructor; alerting refecexime to
complete tasks; peer tutoring; shortened assignments; praise and reward, etc. Also, some focus
group participants seemed to perceive strategies, such asgsougdlsize, summer/after school
services, or tutoring to be a reseabased interention without regard to the content provided
with these strategies.

IMPACT Effectiveness

Focus group participants voiced concern about the effective use of IMPACT. As typical

with other school di stricts, s onogump thraughHin me mb e
order to facilitate a studentds referral for
as one that Afkeeps students out of speci al e

once a student is identified as needsmgecial education services, the IMPACT process is no

longer used to solve problems or initiate educational strategies, such as tutoring, because special
education is viewed as the intervention. Other issues included the lack of written action plans,
which result in incessant conversation; lack of available resdzasbd interventions; a
perceived or real limit on the number of students that the IMPACT teams can address at one

ti me, e. g. Awe can only have fouroincudedthengs t h
manner in which kindergarteners were addressed through IMPACT. Participants explained that
these children typically were rejected from the process based og@veralized perceptions of

such issues as child maturity. As a result, manyf st@&imbers believe that instruction is not
proactive, that it becomes reactive as the st

Data Entry

Another concern expressed by focus group participants related to the IMPAGANtgta
process, which staff embers perceived as cumbersome, complicatedl very difficult for first
year teachers. Apparently, one learns the amount of detail required by the system only through
trial and error, which leads some teachers to avoid using it.

1 Early Intervention Servces(EIS)

Interventions referred to as EIS are those funded through use of up to 15 percent of IDEA
funds for students who do not receive special education services. The approach is modeled after
RTI . Of the districtods 1 8seshpartSime, whicls makes & moref o u r
difficult to plan, prepare, and collaborate with classroom teachers, according to district reports.
The Council team learned that due to limited space, some EIS teachers provide interventions in
the regular class, whicippears to present its own probléms

The classroom teachers have actually played an audiotape (loudly) while the
EIS teacher is working with his/her group. The classroom teachers do NOT pay
attention to what the EIS teachers are doing, and often haveptdisru
activities going on while the EIS teacher is in the back of the room trying to
teach over the noise.
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It was reported to the team that seven of #& students receiving EIS have been
referred for a special education process; one was not elayilllédwo were; four are still in the
evaluation process.

T Positive Behavior SuppoiPBS)

During the last six year$BS efforts in the district expanded steadily. In 20020, 82
campuses implemented the framework with the assistance of 15 PBS specialists and a
coordinator. About three PBS specialists wor
elementary, mide, and high school). The specialists provide direct intedsia services (Tier
[I) and technical assistance to-13 schools in each area based on-tiated needs. In addition,
the specialists provide professional development at the Professionalopaent Center with
some sessions open to any AISD employedBehavior Strategies and Interventiofem is
used to document Tiers I, Il, and Il activities used for a student and requires tracking usage over
time.

1 PBS Implementation Challenges

AISD staff members reported to the team that PBS implementation is hampered by
insufficient time and training to put the programming in place with fidelity. In addition, the
district lacks a uniform social skills curriculum. According to the special eiducdirector, a
recommendation was made in the spring of 2009 to identify the curricula used at each grade level
and on each campus to identify curricular gaps and needs, but she does not know if the
recommendation was ever implemented.

In December 20@ , t he Al SDOs Depart ment of Progr
evaluation of PBS activities from the previous school year. The following are key findings from
the repord

Implementation ranged from beginning to intermediate levels in elementary and thém midd
schools and was most successful. Implementation in the high schools was least successful.
Only one school (Reagan) of the three (Travis and Crockett) implementing high schools
showed evidence of implementation.

Successful PBS implementation was asdediawith certain school characteristics (e.g.,
readiness to implement PBS and administrative support for PBS).

Schools implementing PBS indicated a greater improvement in discipline outcomes than did
AISD schools that did not. Fidelity of PBS implemerdatiwas related to improved
discipline outcomes such as a decrease in the number of students with multiple referrals and
the percentage of studemsisspended.

Positive Findings

1 Strategies to Improve Eligibility DeterminationThe Special Education Departniehnas
utilized a number of proactive strategies to address special education eligibility issues. For
example, it has developed a protocol for initial learning disability evaluations, including a
checklist for required components and review of lengthy eviain documents; used a peer
review system to support learning and academic improvement; put into place an evaluation
pl an/report for the districtdés electronic ¢
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assurance teams that meet monthly to addressiaugesind concerns related to evaluation,
interpretation, and report writing.

91 Early Intervention Services.The AISD utilized AmericanRecovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA) funds to support early intervention services 362 kindergartenthrough second
grade students having the lowest 20 percent reading scores at each grade level. The students
attend one of 21 elementary schools in the LBJ, Reagan and Eastside Memorial area, and were
selected based owover identificationdata andp r e vi o u STexag é\ssesdnent of
Knowledge & Skills TAKS) readingscores Nine of the 18 teachers hired for the program are
bilingual (English and Spanish). The teachers received professional development in reading,
Positive Behavior SupportPBS), and progress monitoring. To date, of the seven special
education evaluations initiated, two resulted in eligibility, one did not, and four have not yet
been completed.

1 Review of Records for African American Students for Possible Special Education
Dismissal. Staff initiated record reviews for each African American student (400) with an
instructional arrangement of A400 (speci al
the studentsio longer required special education services. As a resné#, students were
dismissed.

1 Courageous Conversations About Radée Special Education Department, in collaboration
with the Office of Educator Quality, is initiating a yearlong book studyColirageous
Conversations About Radey Glenn E. Singleton and Curtis Linton. The study is desitmed
educate, challenge, amethpower individuals to discuss the issue of race.

1 Increased Percentageof Appropriate Special Education Evaluation ReferralAt the
elementary level, the percentagf students evaluated and later found eligible for special
education services increased from a prior rate of 86.3 percent to 92.7 percent this year,
reflecting better initial screening and case management.

1 Foundation for RTI. Through the widespread ustIBPACT and professional development,
AISD staff exhibited a strong awareness of mitidtied academic and behavioral interventions
and the importance of progress monitoring. Pilot intervention programs (EIS and RTI) that
have been initiated in 21 schoolare showing promising outcomes. In addition,
speech/language pathologists have developed promising general education interventions for
articulation, expressive language, fluency, receptive language, and social lariuragg the
last six years, PBS im@ientation expanded to 82 campuses. Implementation was most
successful at the elementary and then the middle school level, as noted earlier. Data systems
and analysis support these initiatives.

In addition, on January 10, 2010, the Special Education Department developed a plan to address
the overrepresentation of African American students based on the National Alliance of Black
School E dAddcessing Overeegresentation of African Americatudents in Special
Education.The plan includes: 1) using a threered intervention model for African American
students at risk; 2) reviewing the records mentioned above; 3) addressing school culture; and 4)
involving families.
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Most promising, Superintelent Carstarphen recently appointed a chief academic officer (CAO)
who has an extensive knowledge of RTI and is able to articulate the various levels of leadership
and coordination required to implement activities effectiv@ly.address the fragmentation

prior initiatives, the superintendent has authorized the CAO to hire a supervisor for RTI to lead
the development and implementation of a systemwide framework for-tev#td academic and
behavior interventions.

Areas of Concern
Disability Prevalene

District strategies have reduced the percentage (12.7) of AISD students receiving special
education services in FY 2005 to 9.7 percent in FY 2010. Although this percentage is much
small er than the nationb6s 13. 6rcepteandctreggeted a i t i
state PerformaneBas ed Management Analysis SysQfthan per f
students receiving special education services, the AISD has a higher incidenttean the
nation in the area of LD (44.4, compared with 3pecen), OHI (12.9, compared with 9.1
percen), and autism (8.5 compared with 3p@rcent).In addition, thepercentof students
receiving special education services by grade grew steadily from first to eighth grade.

The prevalence rates vary considdyaly school at the elementary, middle, and high
school grade bands. At the elementary letred,Eastside Memorial and Crockettrtical teams
havethe highest rates (10.3 and 11.1 percent respectively) and Anderson and v&ustel
teamg(Area ) havehe lowest rates at 5.2 and 5.7 percent, a spread of 5.1 percentage points. The
spread between elementary schools increases at the upper grades. At the middle schbel level,
Eastside Memoriavertical teamhas the highest percentage (17.3 percent);Aardkrson and
McCallum vertical teamdhave the lowest (6.5 and 6.6 percent, respect®edyspread of 10.8
percentageoints. At the high school levahe Eastside Memoriabertical teamagain has the
highest prevalence rate (18.5 percent) and BowiehHwatowest (7.8 percerdt)a spread of 10.7
percentage pointdt also appears that some campus staff members do not understand the
districtdéds need to intervene in schools havin
stat ebds ac c oouwhythelprotesstas any aalidgye t

Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality

The risk of African American studenkeing identified as ED and ID has increased since
FY 1991. In FY 2010 these students are 3.86 times more likely than their peers to be identified
EBD (compared with 2.10 in FY 1991). I n the
identification is 2.24 (compared with 1.58 in FY 1991). With a difference of 7.2 between the
percentage of African American students receiving special educaivites and the percentage
of African Americans in the districtbés enrol
indicator. The Texas Education Agendgund no disproportionalityissues among other
racial/ethnic groupd\Note that the state has noted the district for inappropriate identification
policies, procedures, or practices related to disproportionate placement of students by
race/ethnicity. Although the Special Education Department developed a plan to addm&s the
identification of African American students receiving special education, the plan was not
targeted specifically to address the areas of intellectual disabilities and emotional/behavioral
disturbance, which are the most disproportionate areas. Also, this plan was hohetehby any
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focus group participant, which raises a concern about the extent to which other administrators
and campudased staff are aware of and involved in this issue and its resolution. The plan
provi ded t o t he Counci | 0 sble pesany, tida flames dotr i nc
implementation, or any accountability measures.

Policies, Procedures and Practices

Many staff members perceive that eligibility for special education services is not
consistently applied and that students with similar charatics may or may not have an IEP or
Section 504 plan. This lack of consistency appears to be related to irregular implementation of
eligibility criteria, including the extent to which Admission, Review and Dismissal (ARD)
commi tt ees ¢ 03 redeipt®ff appeopriate rasdaguhsedointerventions and their
results. As expanded upon below, RTI is not practiced consistently across the district and the
IMPACT system is perceived as difficult to maneuver, leading to staff frustration. In addition,
Special Education Department staff members see the lack of consistently implemented
interventions as a factor in the districtos |
have not made sufficient academic and/or behavioral progress.

System of Milti-Tiered Academic and Behavior Intervention
Fragmented Framework

The AISD has a vision for how it will handle students who are struggling and has
implemented and piloted various mtiiered academic and behavior interventions, along with
progress maitoring. However, varying activities have been implemented under separate program
initiatives (IMPACT, EIS, RTI, and PBS), which have all been administered by four separate
administrative offices. In this respect, there was no evidence ot@mprehensiveor cross
cutting plan for identification and use of reseabelsed interventions and progress monitoring
tools In addition, the district has two sets of behavior specialists that are based in two separate
offices. As a result, the district does not haveohesive framework for its processes that utilizes
and reinforces a common language, framework, and expectations.

Although there appears to be a framework for targeted Tier Il interventions, none appear to
be available for intensive Tier Il interveatis.Further, in spite of research citing the importance
of early intervention, there appears to be more support available for students in grades linked to
TAKS accountability. Finally,focus group participants referred to the IMPACT eatéry
process agxtremely complex and expressed concern that sufficient training is not available for
new teachers.

Policies and Procedures

The district has not developed written guidance for schools regarding safeguards for
students involved in the intervention presevhen they do not show any appreciable academic
performance or positive behavior gains. In this regard, no process exists to ensure that the
interventions are implemented with fidelity; nor have time frames been established for
considering a referral fa special education evaluation. In addition, a few interviewees reported
that at some campuses, students with disabilities have been excluded from receiving
interventions, because staff considered Aspec
researchbased program was not available through special education.
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Implementation Challenges

Inconsistent campuadministrative oversight, sufficient training opportunities, and
irregular implementation of muitiered interventions have affected student academic
improvement and positive behavior. Faithfuliplementation of interventions, howeyexas
related to such improved discipline outcomes as decreased numbers of students with multiple
referrals and lower percentages of suspensions. In addition, the district does not have a uniform
curriculum for sociabkills instruction.

Recommendations
A. Identification of Students Receiving Special Education Services

1. Ensure that the AISD utilizes a comprehensive system of rridtied academic and
behavior interventions with progress monitoring to support continued and enhanced
student outcomesWith adive support from its superintendent and CAO, and experience
with IMPACT, EIS, RTI and PBS, the district has a solid foundation for developing and
implementing a comprehensive and districtwide framework for a system of-traretl
academic and behaviorterventions to improve the performance of students within general
education, as well as those receiving special education and who are English language
Learners (ELLs). This foundation should be used to ensure that special education eligibility
decisions & not the result of a sSstudentbasd | ack
instructional practices or are not based on racial, ethnic, linguistic, or cultural differences.
This initiative should include the following components:

a. Policies and ProceduresGather all written policiesand procedures that have been
developed to implement muliered academic and behavior interventions from the
districtdéds various administrative offices
document for the AISD that adebses universal screening, increasingly intensive levels
of intervention, progress monitoring, data collection, and the use of data to review and
modify instruction. Ensure that the policies and procedures address the following:

1) Use of universal languagio bridge IMPACT, PBS, RTI, and EIS activities and that
would be based owne system incorporating various funding streams to address
academic and behavioral challenges;

2) Access to services by children beginning in kindergarten (preschool if possible);
3) Access to services by students who are ELLs and receive special education services;

4) Uniform criteria and supporting forms for the review of appropriate resé@asdd
interventions that are i mplemented when
poor performance in reading or in math may be related to the lack of access to
appropriate instruction;

5) Guidance for determining how much progress a student should be expected to make
when provided with appropriate reseatwsed interventions that are implernash
with fidelity, and for initiating a referral for special education services when
sufficient progress is not made;
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6) Additional guidance in interpreting state eligibility criteria for the areas of
emotional/behavior disabilities, other health impairm(@ttl) due to attention deficit
hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), and intellectual disability. (Note: consider
establishing a separate data element under OHI to identify students with ADHD.)

7) Considerati on of whet her t he d nifisantr i c t !,
di screpancyo standard for determining th
district decides to convert to an eligibility standard utilizing RTI, then determine the
time frame and process for conversion, e.g., certification that a casnprepared to
implement this change.

Utilize a crosssection of individuals from various departments and campuses to provide
input and feedback into the first draft of policies and procedures.

b. Mapping and Planning Allocation of ResourcesMap the resowes and material
available at all campuses for universal screening, tiered interventions, and progress
monitoring. Based on this information, identify those resources and materials having a
research base, and the grade levels and instructional/behavisr emeh addresses.
Identify gaps and develop a phaseplan for obtaining additional resources for each
campus, so that each school has what it needs to meet student needs in the areas of
reading, math, and social/emotional behavior.

c. Data Collection andUserFriendly Reports.Utilize a knowledgeable and diverse group
of individuals representing campuses and administrators to evaluate the IMPACT data
collection system in order to ensure that it incorporates critical elements that can be
streamlined to thenaximum extent feasible for easier use. Review the type of reports
currently produced by the system, and ensure that they contain necessary information and
do so in a useifriendly format that facilitates review and analysis.

d. Professional DevelopmentT o support the i mplementation
procedures, and data system, develop professional development materials that are
available in multiple formats (e.g., video, Webinar, PowerPoint, narrative text) and
presentation models (e.g., carsfliased, small groups). Provide primary training to the
broadest spectrum of administrative and other individuals, so they can provide direct
support, mentoring, coaching, and technical assistance to principals and teachers.
Implement professional develogmt in a manner that will ensure all staff members
needing this training receive it and are able to demonstrate its use. Consider mandated
training and a certificate of demonstrated performance.

e. Phasing in Implementation.Based on available resources, ntify schools that will
implement the new policies and procedutiest. Then, identify and phase in universal
screening, a threttered intervention system of increasing intensity, progress monitoring
tools, frequent collection and review of data, andntlo@itoring of practices and effects.

For additional recommendations, see Section C (Organizational Structure and
Staffing/Resources Supporting Special Education Services) pertaining to organizing
effectively to support a system of mdiiered academicral behavior interventions; and
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Section D, Recommendations 14.a.4) and 14.b.7) pertaining to joint accountability and
progress monitoring.

Review and improve the special education assessment and eligibility process to incorporate

fidelity-based RTI considations.

a.

Consideration of Interventions Implemented with Fidelitiestablish written procedures
directing ARD committees to review the provision of academic and positive support
interventions to ensure they are resedrch s e d appropriate for
need, and implemented with fidelity. Pay special attentminterventions designed for
students with intellectual or emotional/behavioral disabilities. Provide intervention
models, professional development for staff, and written materials and training for parents.

Eligibility Reports. Review initial evaluatios and reevaluations, and develop standards
for what information should be included in each, with exemplars illustrating how
eligibility for various disability areas (especially EBD and ID) is determined. Develop
IEPs that includénformation on how eachigdent is to be involved and what progress in
the general education curriculum is expected. Once this is completed, provide
professional development to relevant staff, and periodically review a sample of
assessments for quality assurance and to guidesftraining needs.

Plan to Address Special Education Disproportionality for African American Students.
Representatives from the Special Education Department and all other divisions with
responsibility for instruction and social/emotional development shoeldew the

department 6s plan for addressing the dispr

other student groups referenced in the exhibits above. The plan should incorporate
important elements related to RTI and cultural/linguistic issues. Tagegs should also
include input and feedback from internal and external stakeholders, including students
with disabilities and their parents. The plan should include general education
administrators, as well as those responsible for special educationLanseEvices to

build responsibility for identified activities. In addition, the plan should include relevant
time frames for implementation and accountability measures. Once finalized, the plan
should be communicated widely through a variety of mechanisms.

Dismissal ConsiderationEstablish procedures for and train case managers on collecting
and reviewing student data with relevant general education teachers prior to annual
ARDs. If data supports consideration of dismissal, evaluation staff could bedinwithe

ARD meeting to complete a reevaluation plan. Often discussion of dismissal does not
occur until it is time for the triennial reevaluation. Formulate guidelines and provide
training for campus administrators and staff members to assist thenkimgnagsmissal
decisions.

Regular Monitoring Samples of Files. Develop a process that is designed to maximize
consistencyn systemwide special education eligibilidgterminationsespecially in the
areas of learning disabilities, emotional/behaviorllgg, autism,and speech/language
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f. Protocol for ReviewOne strategy would be to develop a review protocol by which a

sample of files is reviewed periodically and patterns of concern are used to change

procedures as appropriate or to identify staffedi@@ment needs.

B. Instruction and Performance of Students Receiving Special Education Services

This section addressegaduation and dropout rates; academic performance; inclusive

instruction; support for positive behavior; instruction for students afgo English language
learners and receiving special education services; instruction for students with autism; and

transition services.
Graduation and Dropout Rates

¢ Graduation Rate

As illustrated in Exhibit 16 below, AISD graduation rates for all students and for those

receiving special education have similar patterns, but the percepdagegap between the two

groups has widened between FY 1999 (10 percent) and 2008 (18 pekeettigr, the
bet ween the AI SD graduation rate and

special education has increased. Over thigedr period, the smallest gap was four percentage

points in FY 2004; while the largest gap was in F02014 percentage points).
Exhibit 16. Four-Year Graduation Rate (Special Education and AISD)
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Il n FY 2009, t he Al SD6és speci al education gr ac
percent, earning a perfor m8& mdcator #&d .\vOéthe sia thei 2 0 o
| arge Texas districts, al | but two earned a i
meet the State Performance Plan (SPP) gradugdtercriteria.

AISD staff membersgave the Council team data showing thenber of graduating
students receiving special education from FY 2001 through FY 2008 by age, disability,
race/ethnicity, but these data were not provided in a way that enabled the team to determine risk
ratios or to conduct other analysis.

7 Dropout Rate

As shown in Exhibit 17, the number of students receiving special education services who
dropped out of school (grades 7 through 12) between FY 1999 and FY 2008 changed
dramatically. From the late 1990s through FY 2002, students with disabilities droppetl ou
school at lower rates than did AISD students generally. The rates were very similar in FY 2002,
but since then students with disabilities have dropped out at higher rates than AISD students
generally. In FY 2008, the annual special education rate3apercent, compared with 2.8
percent for the AISD overall.

Exhibit 17. Annual Dropout Rate for Grades 712 (Special Education and AISD)

—#—DISTRICT DROPOUT RATE (GRADES 7-12) —#—SPED DROPOUT RATE (GRADES 7-12)

3.7%

%

2%

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
SY SY SY SY SY SY SY SY SY SY

Il n FY 2009, the Al SD6és annual dropou r
PerformanceBased Maa g e me n t Anal ysis System (PBMAS) p e
compari son, six other | arge Texas district
Similarly, the AI SD did not meet the stateds
dstrictds graduation dat a, t he Al SD6s dropout
way that made further analysis possible.
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Based on significant input from community partners, schools, parents, and nonprofit
organizations in Central Texas, the Special Education Department initiated 25 projects funded
with $17.3 million in ARRA IDEA funds to address these issues. Two of theatives
directly supportediropout prevention:

Dropout/AtRisk Recovery TeamExpands dropout recovery programs at targeted
campuses and collaborates with existing programs to seek out students with disabilities
who have dropped out; and

ComputerBased Pescriptive Instruction. Targets credit recovery, course completion,
and academic deficits for more than 1,000 students with disabilities most at risk of
dropping out of school.

Academic Performance

The information below summarizes data related to statenational student academic
performance data and relevant information from interviews, focus groups, and district
documents.

Reading Performance on State Assessments and the NAEP

1 AYP Targets

In FY 2008, the AISD met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYd&yets for all student
groups and was the only large urban district in Texas to do so. In FY 2009, the state target for
reading increased from 60 to 67 percent, which the special education subgroup narrowly missed
with a passing rate of 64 percent. Thical year, the state target increases again to 73 percent.
These scores are basedTaxas Assessment of Knowledge and SKillAKS)/Accommodated
scores and not on alternate or modified assessments.

Exhibit 18. Target and Actual Pass Rates in Reading

2010

73%

2009

2008

1 Performance onTexas Assessment of Knowledge and SKilI&KS) by Grade

More students in the speciatiucation subgroup in all grades passed the TAKS in FY
2009 than in FY 2008. Overall, 65 percent passed in FY 2009, compared with 57 percent in the
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prior year, an increase of 8 percentage points. The average passing rate for students in grades
nine and 11 increased the most, jumping from 40 to 54 percent (14 percentage points) in ninth
grade and from 48 to 59 percent (11 percentage points)tingtadde.Tenthgrade students
continue to score very poorly, but their passing rate increased from 42 to 45 percent in FY 2009.

Exhibit 19. Special Education TAKS (Reading}
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1 Comparing Students Passing TAKS from One Grade in FY 2008 to Next Grade in FY 2009

More students receiving special education services passed the TAKS in reading at five
grades, comparing rates in FY 2008 to those in next grade in FY 2009. (See Exhibit 20 below.)
Eighth-grade scores increased the most, gairdfgercentage pointdo read an 83 percent
passing rate in FY 2009. Other large gains were made in the fifth grade where scores increased
by 16 percentage points (62 to 78 percent) anth §iade where scores increased by 17
percentage points (42 to 59 percent). However, rgrdldescores fell 25 percentage points to 54
percent in FY 2009; and fourth grade scores fell by 15 percentage points to a passing rate of 65
percent.

Exhibit 20. Special Education Subgroup: FY 2008 Pass Rates, Compared with Next Grade in
FY 2009
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8 All TAKS and with accommodations (not just accountability subset); does not include TAKS Madified/ Alternate.

® All TAKS and TAKS with accommodations (not just accountability subset); does not include Modified or
Alternate TAKS.
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1 PBMAS andSPP Accountability

Exhibit 21 showsghe participatiorratesand performance of students receiving special
educationwho took the TAKS The figuresdo not include students taking the modified or
alternate versions. For these students, 33 percent of sti8I@nts receiving special education in
FY 2009took the referenced TAKS assessment, which did not meet the 50 percent standard set
by the state. That year, 74.8 percent of these students passed the TAKS or alternate achievement
standards at grade levekoeeding the 70 percent PBMAS target. Note, howehat,this was
based on 33 percent of assgbgarticipants rather than the 50 percent expectettidostate

For FY 2008, the AISD met the State Performance Plan (SPP) requirements with 99
percent of wudents in the special education subgroup participating in one of the statewide
assessments (exceeding the 95 percent requirement) and 61.6 percent passing (exceeding the 60
percent target). Note that tHéo Child Left Behindaw proficiency caps on altemte and
modi fied assessments do not apply to the stat

Exhibit 21. AISD and Texas Standard for SPP and PBMAS Accountability

m Standard ®mAISD

TAKS Participation RateReddifig Pass RRead@Participation Rate AXe2@ling FY 200

1 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

In 2009, fourthgrade AlSDstudents with disabilities scored 41 percent at/above basic
reading on the Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA) of the NAEP, the second highest rate
among the participating districts and exceeding the national rate of 35 percent and th#yarge
rate of 24 percent. The AISD also scored significantly higher than large city averages among
eighth-grade students with disabilities and about the same as national averages. The district was
one of only four urban districts showing gains among studentsdigtibilities between 2005
and 2009. (The Charlotte school district increased the most, 14 percentage points).

Unfortunately, sample sizes in reading among fegrdde African American, Hispanic,
and/or poor studentgerenot large enough to yield NAEP@es for these particular groups. At
theeighthgr ade | evel , Austind poor students with d
samegroup peers nationally, but better than their sgnoeip urban peers.
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Exhibit 22. NAEP Reading Basic and Abve in Grade 4°
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In 2009,AISD eighth-gradersin the special education subgroup scored 38 percent at or
above basic |l evels in reading on the NAEP, ju
39 percent, and exceeding the national rate of 37 percent and the large city rate of 25 percent.
Thedstrictds gain of 13 percentage points bet
increase among TUDA districts.

Exhibit 23. NAEP Reading Basic and Above in Grade 8

—’ln/ 3804 3804, 2004
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Math Performance on State Assessments and the NAEP
1 AYP Targets in Math

In FY 2008,the AISD was the only large urban school district in Texas to meet AYP
targets for all subgroups in reading and i n m
to 58 percent, and the special education subgroup sbaneercent six points belowthe target.

19 The Austin school districtexcluded from2009NAEP readingtesting about 9 percent of students with disabilities
at the fouth-grade leveland about 7 percent at the eiglgttade level compared with about 4 percent excluded
nationally.
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Note that these scores are based only on TAKS/A, and do not include results for students taking

alternate and modified assessments.

Exhibit 24. Target and Actual Pass Rates in Math

m AISD Actual |m State Target

I o7

2009
58%

2010

9
2008 52%
50%

1 Performance on TAKS by Grade
As seen in Exhibit 25 below, more students in the special education subgroup

at all grade

levels passed the TAKS in FY 2009 than in FY 2008, except in the fourth grade where they
remained the same at 61 percent over the period. Overall, 46 percent (cbmpla@s percent
in reading) passed the TAKS in math in FY 2009, compared with 37 percent the prior year, an

increase of 9 points.

The average pass rate of students in the eighth grade increased the most, jumping from 37 to 55

percent (18 points), butaees in the seventh grade increased by 13 points (40 to 53 pe

rcent) and

in the ninth grade by 14 points (14 percent to 28 percent). As with readihegrdde students
continue to score poorly, but the percentage of these students passing the TAK@&drftomas

18 to 22 percent over the period.

Exhibit 25. Special Education TAKS (Math)"*

—o—% Passed FY 20C
68% —m— % Passed FY 20C

48% ﬂ‘l/—\SS%

51%

. R N\ 36— 46%
2% 40% N 28%  22% 37%
37% N\
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Grades 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  ALL Grades

" Includes & TAKS scores ad TAKS with accommodations (not just accountability subset); scores do not

include Modified or Alternate TAKS.
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1 Comparing Students Passing TAKS in One Grade in FY 2008 to Next Grade in FY 2009

More students receiving special education services passed the TAKS in math in five
grade levels when comparing FY 2008 results to results in the next grade in FY 2009. (See
Exhibit 26.) Similar to reading scores, the largest math gains were in tingratle where the
average pass score jumped 18 percentage points to 36 percent. ¢itheede, scores jumped
15 percentage points to 55 percent, and other large gains were made in the seventh grade where
scores increased by 11 percentage points to 53 percent. On the other hand, the pass rate in the
ninth grade dropped by 9 percentagengoto 28 percent. And fifthrand sixthgrade scores fell
by three points to 58 and 48 percent, respectively.

Exhibit 26. Special Education Subgroup: FY 2008 Pass Rates, Compared with Next Grade in

FY 2009
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1 PBMAS and SPP Accountability

Exhibit 27below shows AISD math performance for students with disabilities on the SPP
indicator measuring TAKS participation and performance in FY 2008. The exhibit also shows
the PBMAS indicator based on FY 2009 TAKS results. In FY 2008, the AISD met SPP
requiremets: 99 percent of AISD students in the special education subgroup participated in a
TAKS assessment (exceeding the 95 percent requirement) and 52.2 percent passed (exceeding
the 50 percent target). In FY 2009, 64.6 percent of students passed TAKS degehde met
alternate achievement standards, exceeding the 55 percent target.

Exhibit 27. AISD and Texas Standard for SPP and PBMAS Accountability

Hm Standard m AISD

95% 99%

50% 52.2%

] T T 1

Math Pass Rate FY 20&th Participation Rate FY 20C Math FY 2009

2 Includes & TAKS scores and TAKS with accommodations (not just accountability subset); scores do not
include Modified or Alternate TAKS.
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1 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

In 2009, fourthgrade AISD students receiving special education services scored 60
percent at or above basic levels of attainment in math on the NAEP, the second highest score
among urban school districts participating in the TUDA. (The Charlotte scleinttiscored 67
percent). The district averaged slightly better than the nation (59 percent) and significantly better
than other | arge city school di stricts (45 pe
20056s high of 7h209®r cent to 60 percen

Exhibit 28. NAEP Math Basic and Above in Grade 4
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In the eighthgrade AISD students receiving special education services scored 47 percent
at or above basic levels in 2009, outscoring all other TUDA districts. The disaEhlso
identicalto thenational average of@3percentand the large city school average of 24 percent.
The Austin districtbés gain of 11 percentage
increase among TUDA districts.

Exhibit 29. NAEP Math Basic and Above in Grag 8°

50% 47%
2005 2009

13 Austin excluded fromthe 2009NAEP math testing abou# percent of students with disabilities at the tbur
grade levelnd about 6 percent at the eiglgifade levelcompared with about 2 percent excluded nationally at the
fourth-grade level and 3 percemtcluded at the eightgrade level.
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Unlike the case with reading, sample sizes in math among student groups was large
enough to yield some results. The data did show that poor students with disabilities in the fourth
grade in Austin scored at or above their sagraip peers in math, compareth largecity and
national averages. Hispanic foudhade students with disabilities scored above their sgmep
peers nationally. The same patterns held among egyhte students with disabilities who were
also poor or HispanicThe NAEP sample sie of African American scores was not large enough
to analyze.

Preliminary TAKS Results for FY 2010

The preliminary 2010 r e s-+hlassassment which eerest at e
released on June 3, show increased performance among special educdépts stuall tested
areas. As seen in Exhibit 30, 69 percent of students in special education passed the reading
assessment with an average increase of 6 percentage points. The gains represented the largest
percentageoint increase among all district subgps.

In math, 56 percent of special education students passed with an avgragergage
point increase. These gains were the second highest increase among all subgroups. (These scores
compare the same group of students as tested in 2009, includiK&-Aécommodated
students.)

Exhibit 30. Preliminary May 2010 Summary TAKS/TAKS-A Results in Reading/MatH*
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Reading 2009 m Reading 2010 Math 2009 ® Math 2010

1 Test Scoring Changes

The scoring process c hestigaed actountability ysaset on
(EAS), which included selected TAKS in 2009 and all of TAKS in 2010 for reading, writing,

1 The results reflect combined results for English and Spanish and include first and second administrations of
reading and math tests at SSI Grades (5 and 8). In 2009, there was a second administration of math and reading tests
at Grade 3, but those resudtiee not included. The 2010 results reflect some adjustments to the passing standards for
reading and math.
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and math. Because TAKS& scores are significantly lower than the other three assessments

(TAKS, TAKS-AIt, and TAKS M) and about onéourth of the special education subgroup takes

the TAKSA, the Academic Excellence Indicator SystgEIS) score for this population is
af fected. Al so, thi
grades6and8. Asaes t , t he

to 69 percent in 2010; and the math passing rate fell from 79 to 74 perbemmerican

Statesmarreported on June 29, 2010, that the Al&Dunlikely to meet federal academic
improvement standards for a second year because of preliminary unsatisfactory performance on

s year 6s

di stri

t he

ct 6s

statewide assessments among special education students.

1 Writing and Science

Texas
projected

Educati

AEI S

As shown in Exhibit 31, 72 percent of students receiving special education services
passed state writing exams with an averageercentaggoint increasever the previous year,

the largest increase among all subgroups indicated in the previous discussion, this
comparison is based on the same group of TAKSudents in FY 2009 as in 2010. Based on
the AEIS standard that includaB TAKS-A students, the passing rate fell from 79 to 74 percent

between 2009 and 2010.

In science, 58 percent of special education students passed with an average 9 percentage
point increase over 2009, the second highest among all subgroups. And in social studies, 82

percent passed with an average 5 percefiagg increase.
Exhibit 31. Preliminary May 2010 TAKS/TAKS -A in Writing, Science, and Social Studies
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Although results for the TAK®/ test are not yet available, there is some concern that fewer

students receiving special education services took &€S/TAKS-Accommodatedest n FY
2010 and more took the TAKE t e st
special education students.
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1 TAKS-Alt Performance

AISD students taking the TAKSIt test passed the exam at much higher rates in FY
2010 than in 2009. Ashown in Exhibit 32 below, students at every grade level scored at higher
rates this fiscal year, compared with last, and 100 percent of students passed in grades 7, 8, and
10. Most notably, there was a 24 percerpgmt increase in passing among fougtiade
students.

Exhibit 32. Percentage of Students Passing TAK&It in Reading (FY 20092010)

100% ~
80% -
60% -
40% -
20% -

0% - . . . . . . . .
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In math, students taking the TAKAt test and students in all grades except the-fifth
percentage point drop) scored higher in FY 2010 than in the praor # students in seventh
and eighth grades passed. Most notably, there was a 25 peregoitsigacrease in passing rates
in the ninth grade.

Exhibit 33. Percentage of Students Passing TAK&It in Math (FY 2009-2010)
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In the area of sciencstudents in all tested grades improved their passing rates except
those in the fifth grade whose scores dropped 10 percentage points. Allgrigihhstudents
passed. (See Exhibit 34.)

Exhibit 34. Science TAKSALT Results
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In the area of sociatudies, the passing rates for students in all grades tested increased,
and all 1@h-graders passed. (See Exhibit 35.)

Exhibit 35. Social Studies TAKSALT
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Finally, in writing, the passing rates increased between 2009 and 2010 in all grades
tested. Sme 98 percent of all severthnd eighthgraders passed as well

Exhibit 36. Writing TAKS -ALT
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The Al SDO6 Gucatopdirectoradported to the team that the percent of students
taking the TAKSAIt did not exceed the maximum 1 percent of all stusiéalking TAKS, so all
students who passed wil/ be fAcounted. o6 She ai
implementation of the ARRAunded Unique Learning Systémand the Literacy Leaders
program because they improved access to curriculunmenerials; teacher familiarity with the
assessment; and significant training for-kfalls specialists that was aimed at improving their
understanding of the assessment process.

Information from Interviews, Focus Groups and Documents

Prior to FY 2008, Texas permitted students with disabilities to takgratfelevel [i.e.,

below graddevel] assessments pursuant to ARD/IEP committee judgment. Since FY 2008,
however, all students must take the TAKS, either with accommodations, oarnaékernate
(TAKS-AIt) or modified (TAKSM) assessment. According to district staff, this change created a
cultural shift within the AISD that moved administrators from discussions about whether
students with disabilities would be able to understand geada curriculum to conversations
about how to effectively provide instruction that would improve student attainment on that
curriculum.

¢ Modified and Alternate Assessments

Improving passing rates among students taking modified or alternate assessments,
however, will not enable the AISD to meet AYRthough No Child Left Behindloes notcap
the number of students who may take TAKB or TAKS-M, it caps TAKSAIt proficient
scores at 1 percent of all students taking the statewide assessment and capd pAKiSent
scores at 2 percent of such students. Last school year, AISD exceed&dtB TAKSM cap.

In 2009, 85 percent of students (1,714 students) taking the IAKeSt in reading were
proficient, but only 945 students could be counted proficient. Consequently, the-WAKS
proficiency rate fell to 47 percettThis cap and its corsiuences are not applied at the campus
level for AYP purposes, but they do apply at the district level. In FY 2011, the IWAR
tests wil./l be included for the first time in
indicator system (AEIS). fle AEIS does not incorporaéo Child Left Behindonsequences for
scores that exceed the established cap. Therefore, the relatively high passing rate on the TAKS
M (reading at 85 percent and math at 74 percent) and TAK8eading at 83 percent and math
at 87 percent) will benefit most schools. It was reported to the team that it is relatively easy for
students to score at/above proficient on the TAKSTeachers create instructional activities for
students and they may reassess students multiple thegsrtheless, more students must pass
TAKS (with or without accommodations) in order for the AISD to meet its AYP targets.

1 Interaction between State and Federal Performance Accountability Systems

In October 2009 staff members from the Special Educ&epartment met with more
than 100 campus teams and asked them to identify students who were likely to score at or below
passing levels on the TAKS (including accommodations) and who scored high (commended) on

5A comprehensive, standardized and confentised TEKS aligned curriculum and materials for students with
significant cognitive disabilities.
1% Data was not provided for math.
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the TAKSM. These identified students were pided with targeted interventions. ARRA
funding was used to purchase intervention materials, provide professional development, and
support tutoring and progress monitoring. In February 2010, 22 campuses used ARRA funds to

i ncrease t he (titssAlsp,iadminidtsators in theoSpecial gzdueafion Department
requested each principal and relevant staff members to designate personnel to review statewide
assessments selected for students receiving special education services. The administrators
distb ut ed t o each campus detail ed reports s h
performance levels, middief-the-year results, and projected TAKS scores based on current
admission, review, and dismissal (ARD) information. These reports were updated every two
weeks. During this process, the Special Education Department stressed the importance of
assessing each student using the most rigorous and appropriate assessment tool and to avoid
offering a student an assessment on which he or she had little chanceessu

1 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRREA -Funded Supports

The Special Education Departments ARRA/IDEMAded initiatives included the
following six activities designed specifically to supportproved academic performance and
positive belvior for students receiving special education. These initiatives in@duded

Preschool Programs for Children with Disabilitiet.anguage/prditeracy inhome skill
development programs to provide training to parents on how to use effective
communication skis with three to five-yearolds to facilitate language acquisition (22
elementary schools; 220 students)

After-School and Saturday School Instructional SupportExtended learning
opportunities provided for all students receiving special educationcesrto improve
TAKS results and improve academic achievement.

TEKS-Aligned Curriculum for Students with Significant DisabilitiesDesigned to
increase the number of students meeting the TAKSassessment requirements by
stressing curriculum design, WHBlased video training, instructional specialists to help
teachers with program implementation, and professional development to help elementary
and secondary teachers to serve as literacy leaders.

Professional Development for Effective Practicdainingand materials to support the
Al SD6s devel opment of an intelligence/ grow

PerformanceRelated IEP Measureable Goals and TAK® Benchmarks.Designed to
improve use of measureable goals for improvement through profakslevelopment
and stipends to write TAK$1 benchmarks.

WebBased IEP Monitoring System for Academic and Behavioral Go&evelopment

of an individualized education program (IEP) abehavior intervention plar{BIP)
progresanonitoring system to inteafc e wi t h t he Al SD6s <current
better communicate academic and behavioral progress to parents and staff, and to guide
instructional and behavioral interventions.
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1 Challenges to the Provision of Effective Instruction

Focus groupparticipantgaised the following challenges with the team that stall efforts to
provide effective instruction to the district

Individual Planning Guide.Focus group members expressed
Individual Plannng Guides were not differentiated sufficiently for struggling students.
Numerous AISD administrators recognized this issue and the need to produce a better
resource for teachers.

Impact of Providing TAKS Accommodation&Vhenever students were given preet
preparation, or actual TAKS assessment items, special educators were required to provide
IEP-mandated accommodations to the general assessment or to tailor instruction to the
TAKS-M/AIlt. During this time, special educators were unable to provide #Hces to

some students while attending these statewide assessment activities. Special educators
estimated that this task takes about 25 percent of their time. Although interviewees
indicated that some schools cover classes with substitute teachemattise was not
universal.

Curriculum based on ModifiedAlternative Academic Achievement Standard3he
AISD has not developed a uniform curriculum based on alternative academic
achievement standards for students taking the TAKSReportedly, each teaeh
individualizes his or her own modifications. Individual Planning Guides do not address
this issue.

IEP Availability at Beginning of School YearConcern was expressed to the team about
the unavailability of student IEPs at the beginning of the scjerol

Scheduling High School ClasseS€onsistent with challenges facing other urban school
districts, Austin focugroup participants expressed concern to the team about scheduling
classes for students receiving special education at the high schoolNlevél.b e st pr ac't
model is not available for ensuring that schedules are appropriate and meet student needs.

Transition Support. Another challenge shared by focus group members was the lack of
support for students transitioning from elementary to midallbigh school. (The team
has encountered this problem is otherdity school districts as well.) As a result, some
students with disabilities have a difficult time moving from school to school.

Inclusive Instruction
Data Analysis

Three different meases are used by Texas to analyze the extent to which students
receiving special education services are educated in general education classes and separate
schools: the federal State Performance Plan (SPP) targets that measure percentage of time
students sp®l in various instructional settings; the PerformaBased Management Analysis
System (PBMAS) that is based on percentages in other settings; and a 125 percent deviation
from the stateds nAl east restrictive Aé®BDIOBSO0N M
performance on them are discussed below.
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State Performance Plan Indicators
T Overall AISD Rates Compared with State Targets

Three SPP standards and indicators assess the percentage of time students with
disabilities are educated in the following &of settings: at least 80 percent of time in general
education settings; less than 40 percent of time in general education settings; and time spent in
separate schools. As shown in Exhibit 32 below, the overall percentage of AISD students
educatadtn®80 percent of the time in general
FY 2008 to 58.6 percent in FY 2010, while the state target jumped from 56.7 percent to 69
percent (10 percentage points above the Al SDO

For students educated in gener al education
rate increased from 11.6 to 12.1 percent, while the state target dropped from 11.46 to 10 percent
(2 percentage points abov e cthiocatdeghry, :1®AISD rateat e ) .
decreased from 1.9 percent to 1.6 percent, while the state target decreased from 1.2 percent to 1.0
percent (.6 percentage points below the Al SDO®
SPP targets when the state isstegeport about this fiscal year.

Exhibit 37. Comparison of AISD Educational Setting Rates to State Targets

e

FY 2010 FY 10 Targe! FY 2008 FY 08 Targel

H At least 80% in General E B Less than 40% in General | l Separate School

T Comparisons by Grade Spans and Areas

Exhibit 38 below compares the SPP targets in various grade bands and district regions.
The data show that Area Il elementary schools have the lowest rate (48 percent) of students
placed in general education settings for at least 80 percent of the timgarednwith other
areas. None of the grade bands have rates that are near the 69 percent target. For students in the
il ess than 40 percent in gener al educdii on c a
not meetthe 10 percent target. (Note thihé SPP does not have a target for th@4@ercent in
general education category.)
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Exhibit 38. Comparison of Education Setting Rates to State Targets by Virtual Teams

SPP TARGET
Districtwide
High Schools
Middle School

Area lll

H At least 80% in General Er m40-79% in General Ec = Less than 40% in General E ® Separate School

Elementary SchoolsElementary schodkvel rates are presented in Exhibit 34. Ta¢a show

four schools exceeding the 69 percent
0O They were Bowie (83 percent),

category.
and Anderson (70 percent)cafFegotheofimdr ec

the 10 percent target.
Exhibit 39. Comparison of Educational Setting Rates by Elementary School

t

m "80% or More H40%79% u Less than 40%
in General Ed" in General Ed in General Ed

Middle Schools.Exhibit 40 below shows two schools ex