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CHAPTER 1.  OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND 

  

Dr. Meria Carstarphen, the Austin schools superintendent, is leading the Austin 

Independent School District (AISD) to become more open, engaging, and transparent for all 

students, their families, and the greater Austin community. She and her administration believe in 

the ñPower of Usò and the ability of the community and the schools to make the AISD one of the 

leading urban school districts in the nation.  

 The Austin Independent School District enrolls 84,676 students. Some 8,062 of these are 

students with disabilitiesðor about 9.7 percent, compared with a rate of 10.1 percent statewide 

and a rate of 13.6 percent nationwide. 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 districtôs students are eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch, and about 24 percent are 

English language learners.  

 The district operates 124 schools, which includes special centers (Clifton Career 

Development School) and educational programs in non-district facilities (Austin State Hospital, 

Travis County Juvenile Detention Center, Travis County Day School, Leadership Academy, 

Phoenix Academy, and JJAEP). The district also employs about 5,600 teachers, and has a 

general operating budget of approximately $972 million in 2009-10. A nine-member 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 the nationôs highest performing 

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 students on the NAEP is similar to students nationally, even 

though the poverty rate for students in the Austin school district is substantially higher than 

nationwide rates.  

Some 32 percent of Austinôs fourth-graders, for example, scored at or above proficiency 

levels on the NAEP reading test in 2009, compared with 31 percent of students across the 

country and 23 percent in the average big-city school district. About 30 percent of Austinôs 

eighth-graders scored at this level in reading that year, the same as the national rate. And 

students in the district scored at or above national levels in math. Finally, the NAEP data show 

that the districtôs Hispanic and African American students do as well as or better than do their 

same-race peers elsewhere in the country.    

 The AISD could point to another measure of its success in early June when Newsweek 

magazine published its list of ñBest High Schools in the Country.ò Six of the districtôs schools 

made the list. 

 This success and the progress behind it was built in part through 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 new five-year 

strategic plan that she created with members of an expanded cabinet, which included all campus 

principals and a number of district administrators, and took to the AISD community in January 
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2010. The plan includes the districtôs overarching philosophy, goals for student achievement, 

fiscal trends, and operations from 2010-2015. 

 The districtôs explicit goals are to: 1) have all students perform at or above grade level; 2) 

eliminate achievement gaps among all student groups; 3) have all students graduate ready for 

college, career, and life in a globally 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 includeð 

 

¶ Provide a high-quality, well-rounded educational experience to all students that is 

rigorous, culturally relevant, healthful, and engaging 

 

¶ Build strong relationships with students, families, and the community to increase trust 

and shared responsibility 

 

¶ Ensure that every classroom has a high-quality, effective educator, supported by high-

quality, effective administrators and support staff 

 

¶ Align resources to accomplish priorities within a balanced budget.  

The plan also sets a series of goals that include having 98 percent of the districtôs special 

education students pass the state reading test by 2015. 

 The district has an extensive array of programs to meet the needs of students with 

disabilities. The school systemôs leadership also devoted a substantial amount from the recent 

stimulus package to bolstering special education capacity. Specifically, the district channeled 

some $17.3 million in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) funds into approximately 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 dropout rates and increasing graduation rates; improving teacher quality; and 

evaluating programs. Many 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 district indicated that 109 of the school systemôs 115 

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 targets. A June 29, 2010, 

article in the American-Statesman reported, however, that the AISD was unlikelyðbased on 

preliminary dataðto meet federal academic improvement standards for a second year because of 

weak performance on statewide assessments in the area of special education. This report 

addresses this issue by looking at both state and federal data on the performance of students with 

disabilities.  

The AISDôs superintendent, Meria Carstarphen, requested this review of the districtôs 

special education programs to see what was working well and what needed to be improved. She 
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specifically asked the Council of the Great City Schools to make recommendations to improve 

special education service delivery. This report will 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 improve performance to meet statewide Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) targets and reduce achievement gaps with the districtôs non-disabled students, 

but the school system has a solid foundation on which to do so. The recommendations provided 

in this report are designed to help AISD organize itself more effectively and to utilize its 

resources more strategically to accelerate its improvement.  
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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 review the districtôs services for students with disabilities and make 

recommendations for improvement. The goals of this review were toð 

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

and make recommendations to narrow the achievement gap between students with 

disabilities and others districtwide, including an examination ofð 

- Individualized education program (IEP) development and the delivery of rigorous 

grade-level instruction aligned with state standards (Texas Assessment of Knowledge 

& Skills or TAKS) in all special education settings; 

- The districtôs focus on timely and effective child find, inclusive practices, 

documentation of IEP progress, and equitable delivery of special education programs 

and services; 

- School district deployment of staffing and resources compared with other urban 

school districts, and district academic performance among students with disabilities 

compared with students in other cities; and 

- Strategies to address the disproportionate placement of minority students with 

disabilities in special education programs and disciplinary settings. 

¶ Examine the overall effectiveness of the central officeôs special education organizational 

structure with particular attention to the officeôs sense of joint accountability for results 

with the schools and other staff members in the central office.  

¶ Recommend strategies to increase the partnership of parents, especially minority parents, 

in the delivery of effective special education services.  

¶ Suggest ways to increase the availability of vocational programming for students with 

disabilities. 

¶ Review the school districtôs professional development and behavior management 

programs to determine how they should be improved to meet the needs of students with 

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 also 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 district on April 13-16, 2010, and analyzed the districtôs organizational structure, 

accountability systems, curriculum and instructional strategies, individualized education program 

(IEP) implementation, and other features of the districtôs services for students with disabilities. 
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The team briefed the superintendent at the end 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 across the nation is unique 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 from around the country. The 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. 

 Second, the recommendations from urban school peers 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 that their 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 management-consulting firms that may have little to no 

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 

individuals ï     

SUE GAMM , ESQ. 

Former Chief of Specialized Services 

Chicago Public Schools 

 

WILL GORDILLO  
Administrative Director 

Division of Special Education 

Miami-Dade County Public Schools 

 

CAROLYN GUESS  

Assistant Superintendent Special Education 

Services                                                

Houston Independent School District  

JULIE WRIGHT HALBERT , ESQ. 

Legislative Counsel 

COUNCIL OF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS 

 

Contents of This Report 

The Strategic Support Team of the Council of the Great City Schools spent many hours 

interviewing parents, advocates, related-services personnel, special education teachers, 

principals, Texas Education Agency (TEA) staff members, and central-office administrative 

leaders with responsibility for both special and general education. The team 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 origins of this project. Chapter 3 presents the findings and recommendations of the 
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Strategic Support Team. These observations and proposals are divided into four broad areas, 

includingð 

 A.  Identification of Students Receiving Special Education Services 

¶ Prevalence or rates  

¶ Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality 

¶ Multi -Tiered System of Academic and Behavioral Intervention  

B.  Instruction and Performance of Students Receiving Special Education Services 

¶ Graduation and Dropout Rates 

¶ Academic Performance   

¶ Inclusive Instruction 

¶ Behavior Support 

¶ Instruction for Students who are English Language Learners and Receiving Special 

Education Services 

¶ Instruction for Students with Autism 

¶ Transition Services 

C.  Organizational Structure and Staff Resources Supporting Special Education Services  

D.  Accountability for Expected Practices and Results 

 Each section includes the Strategic Support Teamôs positive observations, areas of 

concerns and recommendations. Chapter 4 summarizes all recommendations in the report. And 

Chapter 5 presents a brief synopsis of the report and discusses the teamôs overarching 

impressions.  

Appendix A provides organizational charts for the AISD and the Special Education 

Department, as well as a proposed structure for a new division of Students with Exceptionalities. 

Appendix B compares incidence rates and staffing ratios in various city school systems across 

the country. Appendix C lists individuals whom the team interviewed individually or in groups. 

Appendix D identifies documents reviewed by the team. Appendix E shows the teamôs working 

agenda. Appendix F presents brief biographical sketches of team members. Appendix G presents 

a brief description of the Council of the Great City Schools and a list of the Strategic Support 

Teams that the Council has fielded over the last ten years.   
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CHAPTER 3.  FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

  

This chapter presents the overall findingsðpositive and negativeðof the Council of the 

Great City Schoolsô Strategic Support Team and its recommendations for improving special 

education services districtwide in Austin. The findings and recommendations are divided 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 Services 

This section addresses prevalence rates, disproportional placement of racial and ethnic 

groups into special education, and the use of multi-tiered academic and behavioral interventions 

for students who are slipping behind.  

Prevalence or Rates  

¶ Demographic Background 

 Over a 19-year 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, the proportion steadily increased
1
 to a high 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 Services over Time 

 

                                                 
1
 The district saw a one-year 0.5 percentage-point drop in its special education rate in FY 1999, and swings up and 

down between FY 2000 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. 
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¶ Prevalence by Disability Area  

In general, the 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 learning disabilities (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 (OHI), 12.9 

percent of AISD students with disabilities are eligible, compared with 9.1 percent nationwide 

and 12.7 percent in Texas; and in the area of autism, the districtôs 8.5 percent rate is far higher 

than the national rate of 3.9 percent and the Texas statewide rate of 5.4 percent.  

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

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

Exhibit 2. Prevalence by Disability Area (AISD, Texas, and U.S.)
 2,3

 

 
 

 Under its Performance-Based 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 assigns a performance level 

ranging from 0 to 3 to each district, with 0 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=DemogDisability; http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d09/tables/dt09_052.aspUS data source: 

http://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=64 
3
 Acronyms in the chart include: LD (learning disability; S/L (speech/language impairment; ID (intellectual 

disability); EBD (emotional/behavior disability); and OHI (other health impairment). 
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http://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=64
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One of the special education indicators addresses each districtôs percentage of students 

receiving special education services by comparing it to the stateôs rate of 8.5 percent. The 2009 

report for this indicator reported the AISD as having a performance level of ñ1.ò
4
 Of the five 

other large Texas school districts, Dallas, El Paso, Houston, and Ft. Worth met the required 

standard with ñ0; and Northside Independent School District (San Antonio) had a ñ2.ò The data 

below shows changes in rates over time and by grade level.  

¶ Prevalence by Disability Area Over Time 

 Currently, the percentage of 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 Disabilities in the Area of LD 

 
  

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 disability area 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 ñinattention,ò a primary characteristic of attention deficit hyperactive 

disorder (ADHD), into its definition of OHI. The districtôs rate of OHI has been at 12.9 percent 

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 

                                                 
4
 Subsequent areas of this report reflect the AISDôs performance on the other 17 PBMAS special education 

indicators.  
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decreased between FY 2003 and FY 2008 before rising again in the last two years to its current 

rate.  
 

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

 
  

Exhibit 5 shows two different trends for students identified as having an 

emotional/behavior disability (EBD) and those with an intellectual 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 4.9 percent to its current level of 7.2 percent. 

Exhibit 5. Percentage of Students with EBD and ID 
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¶ Disability by Grade Over Time     

 The exhibit below (Exhibit 6) shows changes in disability rates by grade and over time. 

The percentage of students with disabilities has grown steadily with the highest levels seen in 

FY 2010 in ninth and 12th grades (13.9 percent and 13.6 percent, respectively). This trend is 

comparable to other urban districts where students 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 12th grade where students may remain for several years until they 

graduate or age-out. The growth during grades 1 through 8 slowed in FY 2010 (5.0 percent to 

11.4 percent), compared with FY 2005 when the rate climbed to 15.5 percent in eighth grade. 

Exhibit 6. Prevalence by Grade Over Time 

 
 

¶ Prevalence Compared by Grade Bands  

 The exhibit below (Exhibit 7) shows the variance in disability rates by elementary, 

middle, and high school grade bandsðby district area for the elementary grades. Area III in the 

district had more students identified as needing special education servicesð8.2 percentðthan 

the other two areas (7.7 percent in Area I and 7.5 percent in Area II). 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 by Area and Middle and High School Bands 
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 The exhibit below shows the variation in elementary special education prevalence by 

vertical team. The Eastside Memorial and Crockett vertical teams have the highest rates (10.3 

and 11.1 percent, respectively) and Anderson and Austin (Area I) have the lowest rates at 5.1 and 

5.7 percent. The higher than average rate at Crockett contributes to the higher Area III rate of 8.8 

percent; the lower than average rates at Anderson and Austin (Area I) offset the higher than 

average rate of Eastside Memorial, making Area Iôs rate not very high.  
 

Exhibit 8.  Elementary Special Education Prevalence by Vertical Team and Area 

 
 

 The vertical school teams associated with Eastside Memorial at the middle school level 

has the highest 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 Memorial, LBJ, and Crockett) have 

prevalence rates that are more than two times the rates of Anderson and McCallum. 

Exhibit 9.  Middle School Special Education Prevalence by Vertical Team 

 
 At the high school level, Eastside Memorial has the highest prevalence rate (18.5 

percent); Bowie has the lowest (7.8 percent), reflecting a spread of 10.7 percentage points.  
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Exhibit 10.  Special Education Prevalence by High School Vertical Teams 

 
 

 The relative differences between the grade bands are illustrated in the exhibit below. Of 

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 education. Based on FY 2010 data, the districtôs African American students 

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 the risk 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 

 
 

 Exhibit 13 below shows the districtôs EBD and ID rates by racial/ethnicity in FY 2010, 

compared with each groupôs share of total AISD enrollment. African American students 

comprise 33 percent of all students identified as EBD and 28 percent of those identified as ID, 

compared with their being only 12 percent of the school systemôs enrollment. 

Exhibit 13. Comparison of Racial/Ethnic Composition of EBD and ID to AISD 
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relationship 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 a difference of 21.3 percentage 

points between the makeup of white students with autism and their district enrollment.  

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

 
  

When looking solely at students found eligible for special education services for the first 

time in FY 2009
5
 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 (compared with 22 percentage points in the exhibit above) and -7.0 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 percentage-point difference for Hispanic 

students with autism; and 27.3 percentage-point difference for white students 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    

 

                                                 
5
 FY 2009 referral data was the most current year referral data provided to the CGCS team. 
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¶ Eligibility Determination Process 

 Pursuant to Texasô most recent State Performance Plan (SPP) report (2009) on the Austin 

Independent School District using FY 2008 data, the district had an 83 percent rate for 

completing initial special education evaluations in a timely manner. The rate for completing and 

implementing IEPs for students transitioning from Part C to district services by studentsô third 

birthdays was 56 percent. According to a very recent oral report from the Texas Education 

Agency to the AISD, the district has made significant progress in these areas and it fulfilled the 

requirements of the AISD corrective action plan.   

 Some concern was expressed by staff interviewed that the number of assessment 

personnel is insufficient to provide timely evaluations. (This issue is addressed in more detail in 

Section D, Organizational Structure, Staffing and Resources to Support Special Education 

Services.) However, we note that a sample reevaluation for a fifth-grade student eligible in the 

areas of LD and OHI provided for the teamôs review was very comprehensive, but was 20 pages 

long, which may be excessive 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 

general 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 characteristics, resulting in some 

students having IEPs or Section 504 plans and others not.   

Concerns were expressed by interviewees about the districtôs IMPACT electronic data 

processing system, describing it as cumbersome and time-consuming. In addition, some 

interviewees expressed specific concerns about the length of time it takes to bring a child 

through the documentation and referral process. Finally, parents and community members 

expressed concern that they are not sufficiently knowledgeable about the ARD process and their 

understanding is not improved with 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 (RTI)ðas permitted by the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act and the Texas Education Agencyðto determine 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 for determining which to use.    

Multi -Tiered System of Academic and Behavioral Interventions 

 During the last decade, there has been considerable research supporting the use of a 

multi-tiered system of interventions, universal screenings, progress monitoring and data-based 

decision making for students with reading and behavioral challenges to avoid unnecessary 

reliance on special education services and to reduce disproportionate placement of students by 

race/ethnicity.
6
 This process is commonly referred to as RTI. The AISD uses the IMPACT 

process systemwide to review student performance on academic, behavioral, and attendance 

                                                 
6
 National Center for RTI at www.rti4success.org/index.php?option=com_frontpage&Itemid=1; Minority Students 

in Special and Gifted Education 2001 at http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=10128. 

http://www.rti4success.org/index.php?option=com_frontpage&Itemid=1
http://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 process, which is managed by the Division of Learning 

Support, the AISD initiated RTI and Early Intervening Services (EIS), based on an RTI model. 

The Department of Dropout Prevention initiated RTI in 2007-2008; 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. Documents pertaining to both initiatives 

identified Responsive Reading and Reading Readiness as Tier II interventions, but no 

interventions were identified for Tier III. The districtôs Austin Instructional Management System 

(AIMS), which houses primary reading assessments and 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 2003ï2004 school year. 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 Councilôs team reviewed information in these areas to assess the extent to which the AISD 

has developed and implemented with fidelity a coordinated and comprehensive system of multi-

tiered academic and behavioral interventions for struggling students.   

¶ IMPACT Process 

 In the AISD, all campuses are 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 studentôs referral for a special education evaluation. Through this 

process, teams discuss student strengths and concerns, and develop an action plan.
7
   

 Action plans include: specific, measurable goals or targets for improvement; specific 

strategies to meet those goals; persons who will provide the interventions, including the duration, 

frequency, and grouping of the interventions; and a description of how progress will be 

monitored by the team at least weekly to determine needed adjustments. Over the course of six to 

nine weeks, the designated staff member(s) record the studentôs progress and, based on the 

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. Information must be documented in the districts e-IMPACT 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 expected. If 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.  

 

                                                 
7
 Department of Special Education Operating Guidelines, March 2010  
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- Use of Interventions 

 Although the IMPACT process describes the use of research-based academic 

interventions, its pre-referral checklist includes activities that tend to be low-intensity Tier I 

educational strategies, such as preferred seating near instructor; alerting cues; extended time to 

complete tasks; peer tutoring; shortened assignments; praise and reward, etc. Also, some focus 

group participants seemed to perceive strategies, such as small-group size, summer/after school 

services, or tutoring to be a research-based intervention 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 districts, some staff members view the process as a ñhoopò to jump through in 

order to facilitate a studentôs referral for a special education evaluation. Others view the process 

as one that ñkeeps students out of special education.ò Further, some staff shared concerns that 

once a student is identified as needing special 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 research-based interventions; a 

perceived or real limit on the number of students that the IMPACT teams can address at one 

time, e.g. ñwe can only have four meetings this month.ò A significant concern also included the 

manner in which kindergarteners were addressed through IMPACT. Participants explained that 

these children typically were rejected from the process based on over-generalized perceptions of 

such issues as child maturity. As a result, many staff members believe that instruction is not 

proactive, that it becomes reactive as the studentôs performance gap widens in later grades. 

- Data Entry 

 Another concern expressed by focus group participants related to the IMPACT data-entry 

process, which staff members perceived as cumbersome, complicated, and 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.  

¶ Early Intervention Services (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 districtôs 18 EIS teachers, four serve two campuses part time, which makes it more 

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, which appears to present its own problemsð 

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 have disruptive 

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 the 552 students receiving EIS have been 

referred for a special education process; one was not eligible and two were; four are still in the 

evaluation process. 

¶ Positive Behavior Support (PBS) 

 During the last six years, PBS efforts in the district expanded steadily. In 2009-2010, 82 

campuses implemented the framework with the assistance of 15 PBS specialists and a 

coordinator. About three PBS specialists work in each of AISDôs five areas or zones (three 

elementary, middle, and high school). The specialists provide direct intensive-level services (Tier 

III) and technical assistance to 15-17 schools in each area based on data-based needs. In addition, 

the specialists provide professional development at the Professional Development Center with 

some sessions open to any AISD employee. A Behavior Strategies and Interventions form is 

used to document Tiers I, II, and III activities used for a student and requires tracking usage over 

time.  

¶ 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 education director, 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 2009, the AISDôs Department of Program Evaluation published its 

evaluation of PBS activities from the previous school year. The following are key findings from 

the reportð 

- Implementation ranged from beginning to intermediate levels in elementary and then middle 

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 associated with 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 implementation was related to improved 

discipline outcomes such as a decrease in the number of students with multiple referrals and 

the percentage of students suspended. 

Positive Findings 

¶ Strategies to Improve Eligibility Determination. The Special Education Department has 

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 evaluation documents; used a peer 

review system to support learning and academic improvement; put into place an evaluation 

plan/report for the districtôs electronic data management system; and developed quality 
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assurance teams that meet monthly to address questions and concerns related to evaluation, 

interpretation, and report writing. 
 

¶ Early Intervention Services. The AISD utilized American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 

(ARRA) funds to support early intervention services for 552 kindergarten- through 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 on over identification data and previous yearôs Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge & Skills (TAKS) reading scores. Nine of the 18 teachers hired for the program are 

bilingual (English and Spanish). The teachers received professional development in reading, 

Positive Behavior Support (PBS), 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.   

¶ 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 ñ40ò (special education mainstream) to determine whether any of 

the students no longer required special education services. As a result, nine students were 

dismissed.  

¶ Courageous Conversations About Race. The Special Education Department, in collaboration 

with the Office of Educator Quality, is initiating a yearlong book study of Courageous 

Conversations About Race, by Glenn E. Singleton and Curtis Linton. The study is designed to 

educate, challenge, and empower individuals to discuss the issue of race.  

¶ Increased Percentage of Appropriate Special Education Evaluation Referral. At the 

elementary level, the percentage of 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. 

¶ Foundation for RTI. Through the widespread use of IMPACT and professional development, 

AISD staff exhibited a strong awareness of multi-tiered academic and behavioral interventions 

and the importance of progress monitoring. Pilot intervention programs (EIS and RTI) that 

have been initiated in 21 schools are showing promising outcomes. In addition, 

speech/language pathologists have developed promising general education interventions for 

articulation, expressive language, fluency, receptive language, and social language. During the 

last six years, PBS implementation 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 Educationsô Addressing Overrepresentation of African American Students in Special 

Education. The plan includes: 1) using a three-tiered 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, Superintendent 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 effectively. To address the fragmentation of 

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 multi-tiered academic and 

behavior interventions.   

Areas of Concern 

Disability Prevalence  

 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 

smaller than the nationôs 13.6 percent, it is higher than the stateôs 8.5 percent and triggered a 

state Performance-Based Management Analysis System performance level score of ñ1.ò Of the 

students receiving special education services, the AISD has a higher incidence rate than the 

nation in the area of LD (44.4, compared with 39.9 percent), OHI (12.9, compared with 9.1 

percent), and autism (8.5 compared with 3.9 percent). In addition, the percent of students 

receiving special education services by grade grew steadily from first to eighth grade.  

 The prevalence rates vary considerably by school at the elementary, middle, and high 

school grade bands. At the elementary level, the Eastside Memorial and Crockett vertical teams 

have the highest rates (10.3 and 11.1 percent respectively) and Anderson and Austin vertical 

teams (Area I) have the 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 school level, the 

Eastside Memorial vertical team has the highest percentage (17.3 percent); and Anderson and 

McCallum vertical teams have the lowest (6.5 and 6.6 percent, respectively)ða spread of 10.8 

percentage-points. At the high school level, the Eastside Memorial vertical team again has the 

highest prevalence rate (18.5 percent) and Bowie has the lowest (7.8 percent)ða spread of 10.7 

percentage points. It also appears that some campus staff members do not understand the 

districtôs need to intervene in schools having prevalence rates that would bring AISD above the 

stateôs accountability target, or why the process has any validity.  

Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality 

  The risk of African American students being 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 as 

EBD (compared with 2.10 in FY 1991). In the area of ID, African American studentsô risk of 

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 education services and the percentage 

of African Americans in the districtôs enrollment, AISDôs performance level is ñ2ò on this 

indicator. The Texas Education Agency found no disproportionality issues among other 

racial/ethnic groups. Note that the state has not cited 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 address the over 

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 not mentioned by any 
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focus group participant, which raises a concern about the extent to which other administrators 

and campus-based staff are aware of and involved in this issue and its resolution. The plan 

provided to the Councilôs team did not include responsible persons, time frames for 

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 characteristics 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) 

committees consider a studentôs receipt of appropriate research-based interventions 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 districtôs low special education dismissal rate, because students 

have not made sufficient academic and/or behavioral progress.  

System of Multi -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 multi-tiered academic and behavior interventions, along with 

progress monitoring. 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 of any comprehensive or cross-

cutting plan for identification and use of research-based 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 have a cohesive framework for its processes that utilizes 

and reinforces a common language, framework, and expectations.  

 Although there appears to be a framework for targeted Tier II interventions, none appear to 

be available for intensive Tier III interventions. 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 data-entry 

process as extremely 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 process when 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 for a 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 ñspecial educationò to be the ñinterventionò even if a 

research-based program was not available through special education.  
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Implementation Challenges 

   Inconsistent campus-administrative oversight, sufficient training opportunities, and 

irregular implementation of multi-tiered interventions have affected student academic 

improvement and positive behavior. Faithfull implementation of interventions, however, was 

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 social-skills instruction.  

Recommendations 

A.  Identification of Students Receiving Special Education Services 

1. Ensure that the AISD utilizes a comprehensive system of multi-tiered academic and 

behavior interventions with progress monitoring to support continued and enhanced 

student outcomes. With active 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 multi-tiered 

academic and behavior interventions 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 are not the result of a studentôs lack of access to appropriate research-based 

instructional practices or are not based on racial, ethnic, linguistic, or cultural differences. 

This initiative should include the following components: 

a. Policies and Procedures. Gather all written policies and procedures that have been 

developed to implement multi-tiered academic and behavior interventions from the 

districtôs various administrative offices and review them in order to develop a single 

document for the AISD that addresses 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 language to bridge IMPACT, PBS, RTI, and EIS activities and that 

would be based on one 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 research-based 

interventions that are implemented when considering the extent to which a studentôs 

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 research-based interventions that are implemented 

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 impairment (OHI) 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) Consideration of whether the district will continue to rely on a ñsignificant 

discrepancyò standard for determining the existence of a learning disability. If the 

district decides to convert to an eligibility standard utilizing RTI, then determine the 

time frame and process for conversion, e.g., certification that a campus is prepared to 

implement this change. 

Utilize a cross-section 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 Resources. Map the resources 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/behavior areas each addresses. 

Identify gaps and develop a phase-in plan 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 and User-Friendly 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 the maximum 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 user-friendly format that facilitates review and analysis.  

d. Professional Development. To support the implementation of the districtôs policies, 

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., campus-based, 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 development 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, identify schools that will 

implement the new policies and procedures first. Then, identify and phase in universal 

screening, a three-tiered intervention system of increasing intensity, progress monitoring 

tools, frequent collection and review of data, and the monitoring 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 multi-tiered academic and behavior interventions; and 
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Section D, Recommendations 14.a.4) and 14.b.7) pertaining to joint accountability and 

progress monitoring.  

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

fidelity-based RTI considerations.   

a. Consideration of Interventions Implemented with Fidelity. Establish written procedures 

directing ARD committees to review the provision of academic and positive support 

interventions to ensure they are research-based, appropriate for each studentôs area of 

need, and implemented with fidelity. Pay special attention to interventions designed for 

students with intellectual or emotional/behavioral disabilities. Provide intervention 

models, professional development for staff, and written materials and training for parents.  

b. Eligibility Reports. Review initial evaluations 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 include information on how each student 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 guide future training needs. 

c. 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 should review the 

departmentôs plan for addressing the disproportionality of African American students and 

other student groups referenced in the exhibits above. The plan should incorporate 

important elements related to RTI and cultural/linguistic issues. This process 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 education and ELL services 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.  

d. Dismissal Consideration. Establish 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 be invited to the 

ARD meetings 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 them in making dismissal 

decisions.  

e. Regular Monitoring Samples of Files. Develop a process that is designed to maximize 

consistency in systemwide special education eligibility determinations, especially in the 

areas of learning disabilities, emotional/behavior disability, autism, and speech/language.   
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f. Protocol for Review. One 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 staff development needs. 

 

B.  Instruction and Performance of Students Receiving Special Education Services 

This section addresses graduation and dropout rates; academic performance; inclusive 

instruction; support for positive behavior; instruction for students who are 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 percentage-point gap between the two 

groups has widened between FY 1999 (10 percent) and 2008 (18 percent). Further, the gap 

between the AISD graduation rate and the Texas Education Agencyôs 70 percent standard for 

special education has increased. Over this 11-year period, the smallest gap was four percentage 

points in FY 2004; while the largest gap was in FY 2008 (14 percentage points).  

Exhibit 16. Four-Year Graduation Rate (Special Education and AISD) 
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In FY 2009, the AISDôs special education graduation rate increased slightly from 56.4 to 56.5 

percent, earning a performance level of ñ2ò on the stateôs PBMAS Indicator #11. Of the six other 

large Texas districts, all but two earned a ñ2ò and one earned a ñ1.ò Similarly, the AISD did not 

meet the State Performance Plan (SPP) graduation-rate criteria. 

 AISD staff members gave the Council team data showing the number 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.  

¶ 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 dropped out of 

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 rate was 3.9 percent, compared with 2.8 

percent for the AISD overall.  

Exhibit 17.  Annual Dropout Rate for Grades 7-12 (Special Education and AISD) 

 
 

 In FY 2009, the AISDôs annual dropout rate remained at 3.9 percent, earning the district a 

Performance-Based Management Analysis System (PBMAS) performance level of ñ1.ò By 

comparison, six other large Texas districts earned a ñ1,ò one earned a ñ2,ò and one earned a ñ0.ò 

Similarly, the AISD did not meet the stateôs SPP dropout rate criteria in FY 2008. As with the 

districtôs graduation data, the AISDôs dropout data was not provided to the Councilôs team in a 

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 these initiatives 

directly supported dropout prevention: 

- Dropout/At-Risk Recovery Team. Expands dropout recovery programs at targeted 

campuses and collaborates with existing programs to seek out students with disabilities 

who have dropped out; and 

- Computer-Based Prescriptive 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 state and national student academic 

performance data and relevant information from interviews, focus groups, and district 

documents.    

Reading Performance on State Assessments and the NAEP 

¶ AYP Targets    

 In FY 2008, the AISD met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) targets 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. This fiscal year, the state target increases again to 73 percent. 

These scores are based on Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)/Accommodated 

scores and not on alternate or modified assessments.   

Exhibit 18. Target and Actual Pass Rates in Reading 

 
 

¶ Performance on Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) by Grade 

 More students in the special education 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) in 11th grade. Tenth-grade 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)
8
 

 

¶ 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, gaining 35 percentage points to reach 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) and 11th grade where scores increased by 17 

percentage points (42 to 59 percent). However, ninth-grade scores 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
9
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¶ PBMAS and SPP Accountability  

 Exhibit 21 shows the participation rates and performance of students receiving special 

education who took the TAKS. The figures do not include students taking the modified or 

alternate versions. For these students, 33 percent of AISD students receiving special education in 

FY 2009 took 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 level, exceeding the 70 percent PBMAS target. Note, however, that this was 

based on 33 percent of assessed participants rather than the 50 percent expected by the state.  

 For FY 2008, the AISD met the State Performance Plan (SPP) requirements with 99 

percent of students 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 the No Child Left Behind law proficiency caps on alternate and 

modified assessments do not apply to the stateôs accountability system. 

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

 
 

¶ National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)  

 In 2009, fourth-grade AISD students with disabilities scored 41 percent at/above basic in 

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 the large-city 

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 students with disabilities between 2005 

and 2009. (The Charlotte school district increased the most, 14 percentage points).  

Unfortunately, sample sizes in reading among fourth-grade African American, Hispanic, 

and/or poor students were not large enough to yield NAEP scores for these particular groups. At 

the eighth-grade level, Austinô poor students with disabilities read at about the same level as their 

same-group peers nationally, but better than their same-group urban peers.      
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Exhibit 22. NAEP Reading Basic and Above in Grade 4
10

 

 

 In 2009, AISD eighth-graders in the special education subgroup scored 38 percent at or 

above basic levels in reading on the NAEP, just behind the Miami school systemôs high score of 

39 percent, and exceeding the national rate of 37 percent and the large city rate of 25 percent. 

The districtôs gain of 13 percentage points between 2005 and 2009 was the second highest 

increase among TUDA districts.  

Exhibit 23. NAEP Reading Basic and Above in Grade 8  

 

Math Performance on State Assessments and the NAEP  

¶ 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 in math. In FY 2009, the stateôs target increased from 50 

to 58 percent, and the special education subgroup scored 52 percent, six points below the target. 
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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 

 

¶ 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 (compared with 65 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), but scores in the seventh grade increased by 13 points (40 to 53 percent) and 

in the ninth grade by 14 points (14 percent to 28 percent). As with reading, 10th-grade students 

continue to score poorly, but the percentage of these students passing the TAKS increased from 

18 to 22 percent over the period.   

Exhibit 25. Special Education TAKS (Math)
11
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¶ 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 the 11th grade where the 

average pass score jumped 18 percentage points to 36 percent. In the eighth grade, 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 percentage points to 28 percent. And fifth- and sixth-grade 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
12

 
 

 

¶ PBMAS and SPP Accountability  

 Exhibit 27 below 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 

requirements: 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 at grade level or met 

alternate achievement standards, exceeding the 55 percent target. 

Exhibit 27. AISD and Texas Standard for SPP and PBMAS Accountability 
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¶ National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)  

 In 2009, fourth-grade 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 school district scored 67 

percent). The district averaged slightly better than the nation (59 percent) and significantly better 

than other large city school districts (45 percent). The districtôs percentage, however, fell from 

2005ôs high of 74 percent to 60 percent in 2009.  

Exhibit 28. NAEP Math Basic and Above in Grade 4 

 

 In the eighth grade, AISD students receiving special education services scored 47 percent 

at or above basic levels in 2009, outscoring all other TUDA districts. The district was also 

identical to the national average of 36 percent and the large city school average of 24 percent. 

The Austin districtôs gain of 11 percentage points, moreover, reflected the second highest 

increase among TUDA districts.  

Exhibit 29. NAEP Math Basic and Above in Grade 8
13
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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 same-group peers in math, compared with large-city and 

national averages. Hispanic fourth-grade students with disabilities scored above their same-group 

peers nationally. The same patterns held among eighth-grade students with disabilities who were 

also poor or Hispanic. The NAEP sample size of African American scores was not large enough 

to analyze.  
 

Preliminary TAKS Results for FY 2010 

 The preliminary 2010 results on the stateôs TAKS/TAKS-A assessment, which were 

released on June 3, show increased performance among special education students in all 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 

percentage-point increase among all district subgroups.  

In math, 56 percent of special education students passed with an average 8-percentage 

point increase. These gains were the second highest increase among all subgroups. (These scores 

compare the same group of students as tested in 2009, including TAKS-Accommodated 

students.)  

Exhibit 30. Preliminary May 2010 Summary TAKS/TAKS-A Results in Reading/Math
14

 

 

¶ Test Scoring Changes 

 The scoring process changed this year on the stateôs estimated accountability subset 

(EAS), which included selected TAKS-A in 2009 and all of TAKS in 2010 for reading, writing, 
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reading and math.  

 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

SPED All Students African 
American

Hispanic White Econ. Dis. LEP

+6

+1
+3 +2

+0

+1
+1

+8

+4

+9
+6

+1

+7 +6

Reading 2009 Reading 2010 Math 2009 Math 2010



Improving Special Education Services in the Austin Independent School District 

Council of the Great City Schools   39 

and math. Because TAKS-A scores are significantly lower than the other three assessments 

(TAKS, TAKS-Alt, and TAKS-M) and about one-fourth of the special education subgroup takes 

the TAKS-A, the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) score for this population is 

affected. Also, this yearôs the Texas Education Agencyôs passing score in reading increased for 

grades 6 and 8. As a result, the districtôs projected AEIS passing rate fell from 71 percent in 2009 

to 69 percent in 2010; and the math passing rate fell from 79 to 74 percent. The American-

Statesman reported on June 29, 2010, that the AISD is unlikely to meet federal academic 

improvement standards for a second year because of preliminary unsatisfactory performance on 

statewide assessments among special education students.   

¶ Writing and Science 

 As shown in Exhibit 31, 72 percent of students receiving special education services 

passed state writing exams with an average 7 percentage-point increase over the previous year, 

the largest increase among all subgroups. As indicated in the previous discussion, this 

comparison is based on the same group of TAKS-A students in FY 2009 as in 2010. Based on 

the AEIS standard that includes all 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 percentage-point increase.   

Exhibit 31. Preliminary May 2010 TAKS/TAKS -A in Writing, Science, and Social Studies 

 
  

Although results for the TAKS-M test are not yet available, there is some concern that fewer 

students receiving special education services took the TAKS/TAKS-Accommodated test in FY 
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¶ TAKS-Alt Performance 

 AISD students taking the TAKS-Alt test passed the exam at much higher rates in FY 

2010 than in 2009.  As shown 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 percentage-point increase in passing among fourth-grade 

students. 

Exhibit 32. Percentage of Students Passing TAKS-Alt in Reading (FY 2009-2010) 

 

 In math, students taking the TAKS-Alt test and students in all grades except the fifth- (1 

percentage point drop) scored higher in FY 2010 than in the prior year. All students in seventh 

and eighth grades passed. Most notably, there was a 25 percentage-point increase in passing rates 

in the ninth grade.  

Exhibit 33. Percentage of Students Passing TAKS-Alt in Math (FY 2009-2010) 

 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

FY 2009 FY 2010

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

FY 2009 FY 2010



Improving Special Education Services in the Austin Independent School District 

Council of the Great City Schools   41 

 In the area of science, students in all tested grades improved their passing rates except 

those in the fifth grade whose scores dropped 10 percentage points. All eighth-grade students 

passed. (See Exhibit 34.) 

Exhibit 34. Science TAKS-ALT Results 

 
 

 In the area of social studies, the passing rates for students in all grades tested increased, 

and all 10th-graders passed. (See Exhibit 35.) 
 

Exhibit 35. Social Studies TAKS-ALT  
 

 
 

 Finally, in writing, the passing rates increased between 2009 and 2010 in all grades 

tested. Some 98 percent of all seventh- and eighth-graders passed as well. 

Exhibit 36. Writing TAKS -ALT  
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 The AISDôS special education director reported to the team that the percent of students 

taking the TAKS-Alt did not exceed the maximum 1 percent of all students taking TAKS, so all 

students who passed will be ñcounted.ò She and her staff are attributing preliminary results to 

implementation of the ARRA-funded Unique Learning System
15

 and the Literacy Leaders 

program because they improved access to curriculum and materials; teacher familiarity with the 

assessment; and significant training for life-skills 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 take off-grade-level [i.e., 

below grade-level] assessments pursuant to ARD/IEP committee judgment. Since FY 2008, 

however, all students must take the TAKS, either with accommodations, or take an alternate 

(TAKS-Alt) or modified (TAKS-M) 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 grade-level 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 AYP. Although No Child Left Behind does not cap 

the number of students who may take TAKS-Alt or TAKS-M, it caps TAKS-Alt proficient 

scores at 1 percent of all students taking the statewide assessment and caps TAKS-M proficient 

scores at 2 percent of such students. Last school year, AISD exceeded the NCLB TAKS-M cap.  

 In 2009, 85 percent of students (1,714 students) taking the TAKS-M test in reading were 

proficient, but only 945 students could be counted proficient. Consequently, the TAKS-M 

proficiency rate fell to 47 percent.
16

 This cap and its consequences are not applied at the campus 

level for AYP purposes, but they do apply at the district level. In FY 2011, the TAKS-M/Alt 

tests will be included for the first time in the Texas accountability systemôs academic excellence 

indicator system (AEIS). The AEIS does not incorporate No Child Left Behind consequences 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 TAKS-Alt (reading 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 TAKS-M. Teachers create instructional activities for 

students and they may reassess students multiple times. Nevertheless, more students must pass 

TAKS (with or without accommodations) in order for the AISD to meet its AYP targets.   

¶ Interaction between State and Federal Performance Accountability Systems 

 In October 2009 staff members from the Special Education Department 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 

                                                 
15

 A comprehensive, standardized and content-focused TEKS aligned curriculum and materials for students with 

significant cognitive disabilities. 
16

 Data was not provided for math. 
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the TAKS-M. These identified students were provided 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 

increase the districtôs tutoring efforts. Also, administrators in the Special Education Department 

requested each principal and relevant staff members to designate personnel to review statewide 

assessments selected for students receiving special education services. The administrators 

distributed to each campus detailed reports showing each studentôs prior year TAKS 

performance levels, middle-of-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 chance of success.  

¶ American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)-IDEA-Funded Supports  

The Special Education Departments ARRA/IDEA-funded initiatives included the 

following six activities designed specifically to support improved academic performance and 

positive behavior for students receiving special education. These initiatives includedð 

- Preschool Programs for Children with Disabilities. Language/pre-literacy in-home skill 

development programs to provide training to parents on how to use effective 

communication skills with three- to five-year-olds to facilitate language acquisition (22 

elementary schools; 220 students)   

- After-School and Saturday School Instructional Support. Extended learning 

opportunities provided for all students receiving special education services to improve 

TAKS results and improve academic achievement.   

- TEKS-Aligned Curriculum for Students with Significant Disabilities. Designed to 

increase the number of students meeting the TAKS-Alt assessment requirements by 

stressing curriculum design, Web-based 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 Practices. Training and materials to support the 

AISDôs development of an intelligence/growth model to spur and measure improvement.  

- Performance-Related IEP Measureable Goals and TAKS-M Benchmarks. Designed to 

improve use of measureable goals for improvement through professional development 

and stipends to write TAKS-M benchmarks. 

- Web-Based IEP Monitoring System for Academic and Behavioral Goals. Development 

of an individualized education program (IEP) and behavior intervention plan (BIP) 

progress-monitoring system to interface with the AISDôs current data system in order to 

better communicate academic and behavioral progress to parents and staff, and to guide 

instructional and behavioral interventions.   
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¶ Challenges to the Provision of Effective Instruction 

 Focus group participants raised the following challenges with the team that stall efforts to 

provide effective instruction to the districtôs students with disabilities.  

- Individual Planning Guide. Focus group members expressed concern that the AISDôs 

Individual Planning 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 Accommodations. Whenever students were given practice, 

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/Alt. During this time, special educators were unable to provide IEP services 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 teachers, this practice was not 

universal.  

- Curriculum based on Modified Alternative Academic Achievement Standards. The 

AISD has not developed a uniform curriculum based on alternative academic 

achievement standards for students taking the TAKS-M. Reportedly, each teacher 

individualizes his or her own modifications. Individual Planning Guides do not address 

this issue.   

- IEP Availability at Beginning of School Year. Concern was expressed to the team about 

the unavailability of student IEPs at the beginning of the school year. 

- Scheduling High School Classes. Consistent with challenges facing other urban school 

districts, Austin focus-group participants expressed concern to the team about scheduling 

classes for students receiving special education at the high school level. A ñbest practiceò 

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 middle to high school. (The team 

has encountered this problem is other big-city 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 measures 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 spend in various instructional settings; the Performance-Based Management Analysis 

System (PBMAS) that is based on percentages in other settings; and a 125 percent deviation 

from the stateôs ñleast restrictive environmentò (LRE) ratio. These measures and the AISDôs 

performance on them are discussed below.  
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State Performance Plan Indicators 

¶ 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 kinds 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 

educated ñat least 80 percent of the time in general educationò decreased from 63.8 percent in 

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 AISDôs rate).  

For students educated in general education ñless than 40 percent of the time,ò the AISD 

rate increased from 11.6 to 12.1 percent, while the state target dropped from 11.46 to 10 percent 

(2 percentage points above the AISDôs rate). In the ñseparate-schoolò category, the AISD rate 

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 AISDôs rate). It is not likely that the AISD will meet its 

SPP targets when the state issues its report about this fiscal year.  

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

 
 

¶ 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 II elementary schools have the lowest rate (48 percent) of students 

placed in general education settings for at least 80 percent of the time, compared with other 

areas. None of the grade bands have rates that are near the 69 percent target. For students in the 

ñless than 40 percent in general education category,ò Areas I (7 percent) and III (8 percent) did 

not meet the 10 percent target. (Note that the SPP does not have a target for the 40-79 percent in 

general education category.)  

FY 2010 FY 10 Target FY 2008 FY 08 Target

58.6%
69.0% 63.8%

56.7%

12.1%
10.0%
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1.6%
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At least 80% in General Ed Less than 40% in General Ed Separate Schools
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Exhibit 38.  Comparison of Education Setting Rates to State Targets by Virtual Teams 

 

Elementary Schools. Elementary school-level rates are presented in Exhibit 34. The data show 

four schools exceeding the 69 percent target in the ñat least 80 percent in general education 

category.ò They were Bowie (83 percent), Travis I (76 percent), Eastside Memorial (73 percent), 

and Anderson (70 percent). For the ñmore than 40 percent category,ò 12 schools met or exceeded 

the 10 percent target.  

Exhibit 39. Comparison of Educational Setting Rates by Elementary School  

 
 

Middle Schools. Exhibit 40 below shows two schools exceeding the 69 percent SPP target for 

students in the ñ80 percent or more general education category.ò These were Eastside Memorial 

with almost all students in this category (92 percent) and Austin (71 percent). Lanier (41 

percent), Akins (50 percent) and Crockett (51 percent) had the lowest rates; and 

Anderson/Bowie/LBJ (68 percent), and McCallum (65 percent) were similar.  
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Exhibit 40. Comparison of Educational Setting Rates by Middle School  

 
 

High Schools. As shown in Exhibit 41 below, two schools exceeded the 69 percent target for 

ñthe 80 percent or more general education category.ò They were Bowie (83 percent) and Eastside 

Memorial (73 percent). Three schools had rates near the target: Reagan/Akins (66 percent) and 

LBJ (65 percent). Five schools had rates that were more than 10 points below the target: Travis 

(44 percent), McCallum (53 percent), Crockett (56 percent), Lanier (57 percent), and Anderson 

(58 percent). 

Exhibit 41. Comparison of Educational Setting Rates by High School  

 
 

PBMAS Indicators 

 Texasô Performance-Based Management Analysis System (PBMAS) monitors the rate of 

students receiving special education services who are placed in less restrictive environments 
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