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Budget and Finance Department 
Austin Independent School District 

 

 

An analysis of and response to the report by the Texas Civil Rights 
Project titled: “Austin Independent School District: Inequitable 
Funding and Vestiges of Segregation” 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Austin Independent School District (AISD) has reviewed the claims made by the 
Texas Civil Rights Project (TCRP) and analyzed the findings in its report. The following 
represents the administration’s response to the report.  
 
The district has already addressed many of these ongoing issues. For example, in the 
late 1990s, in part due to concerns raised about equity in funding for playgrounds and 
outside equipment, AISD for the first time changed its practices and began to include 
playground equipment in its educational specifications. In March 2000, the district 
purchased playscapes for a number of schools across the district, including several in 
East Austin. 
 
More recently, the district has committed to reviewing its method for allocating funds to 
schools and exploring the implementation of a student-based funding system that 
would move away from the current practice of basing campus funding largely on 
staffing formulas. In addition, AISD had already decided to expand the REACH 
program, as TCRP recommends, by leveraging a five-year, $63 million federal grant the 
district was awarded last year to support more teachers at high-needs schools. 
 
While AISD takes the report and the issues it raises seriously, the district has many 
questions and concerns about its findings and methodology. Specific objections are 
explained in detail in subsequent sections of this response, but these concerns include:  
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• the use of initial budgeted data rather than actual data to determine campus 
expenditures; 

• the failure to account for centrally budgeted funds that are used to support 
campus-level spending; and  

• the failure to account for other variables that affect per-pupil spending levels, 
which would necessitate an analysis that results in per-pupil amounts 
differentiated by student types, school type and size to understand whether 
inequities exist. 

Further, many of the analyses contained in the report are based on anecdotal 
information and incomplete data sources that could not be validated. As a result, the 
report’s findings are not well substantiated. 
 
In addition, the major assertions of inequities in the report stem from TCRP’s analysis of 
private funding and contributions, and many of its recommendations center on creating 
“private resource equity” within the district. This recommendation goes well beyond the 
scope of the district’s authority. Under the law, outside fundraising organizations, such 
as parent-teacher associations, are private entities whose resources cannot be 
controlled or accounted for by the district. Additionally, it is risky to prescribe the 
conditions under which private dollars are accepted by public schools because many of 
the funders are believed to be those who also make contributions to the non-profits that 
support after-school and other programs in especially need-based schools. 
 
The data in the report do not demonstrate that there is pervasive inequity in the district. 
While the report asserts that the district inequitably allocates and spends funds, it falls 
short of clearly defining and measuring equity using a best-practice method supported 
by research.  
 
Defining equity as it relates to educational spending is very complex. The prevailing 
definitions of equity that support much of the research in the field of school finance 
rarely point to a flat amount per pupil as the sole indicator of inequity, (although AISD 
rates well on per-pupil spending in higher-needs schools). Instead, most research 
shows that equity is better achieved and measured by controlling for both horizontal 
and vertical equity as appropriate measures. Therefore, at the core of school funding 
equity research are two essential questions that must be answered before drawing 
conclusions about possible funding inequities in AISD:  
 

1. Horizontal Equity: Do schools and students with similar needs receive 
appropriately equal funding? This is often called the “equal treatment of equals.” 
For example, does a student on the free-and-reduced lunch program at one 
school receive the same funding as a student on the same program at another 
school? 
 

2. Vertical Equity: Do schools and students with different needs receive 
appropriately different funding?  In other words, a school with a greater 
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population of students who cost more to educate should receive more funding 
than an “average” school to compensate for this difference. This is often called 
the “unequal treatment of unequals.” 

Answering these questions effectively requires looking at all school-based resources, 
including those reported in school budgets and those budgeted centrally that are 
deployed to schools. It also requires looking at actual teacher compensation rates 
instead of averages. Finally, it requires a sophisticated methodology to be able to adjust 
for each school’s underlying student population. The analytical requirement to 
satisfactorily answer these questions is quite rigorous, and TCRP failed to meet this 
standard in producing its report. 
 
Again, the district recognizes the perception of inequity that exists among members of 
the community. The administration has taken this challenge very seriously and has 
begun to lay the groundwork to answer these equity questions, to analyze where the 
district currently stands and to develop a method for allocating resources more 
equitably.  

 
ADDRESSING THE SOURCE DATA 
 
Generally, the data sources employed are appropriate. However, the analyses are too 
simplistic to address the complex questions they are attempting to answer. 
Additionally, there are some methodological flaws that make results difficult to interpret 
and/or call into question the claims made based on these analyses:  
 

1. The TCRP narrowly used a calculated average of an average per pupil over five 
years for each campus and compared it to the percentage of economically 
disadvantaged students on a campus to support its findings.  The administration 
believes that in order to truly measure school funding inequities, leading best 
practice models use approaches that:   

a. isolate spending by types of students served by the district (e.g., special 
education placement setting and/or disability, economically 
disadvantaged, bi-lingual, at-risk, limited English proficiency); 

b. determine how much each school receives compared to the district 
average and by level of school, and for specific categories of schools 
(e.g., turn-around, neighborhood, magnet), adjusted and unadjusted for 
student need;  

c. determine the nature and magnitude of per-pupil variation overall and 
within school types (e.g., small or specialty school supplements, building 
utilization rates); 

d. determine how funding variation plays out across different  geographic 
areas of the city; and 
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e. appropriately allocate centrally managed funds that are used to provide 
direct services to campuses to the campus cost centers to accurately 
reflect all campus expenditures. 

Unfortunately, the TCRP did not use these approaches to arrive at their 
findings. 
   
2. The TCRP arrived at the average per-pupil calculation by averaging the actual 

expenditures from FY2008, FY2009, FY2010, and the budgeted expenditures 
from FY2011 and FY2012 by campus. Then TCRP averaged the averages to 
calculate a district average per-student expenditure of $5,689. We believe a 
more acceptable methodology would be to calculate average per-pupil 
spending using the most recent year’s actual information, which is available for 
both expenditures and enrollment, and analyze the change, or growth, in per-
pupil spending over time. Further, the use of initial budgeted expenditures to 
calculate a system average, rather than using actual expenditures or final 
budget amendments, can result in a variance when compared to year-end 
actual expenditures. Campus budget development begins in January, 
approximately eight months prior to the first day of school. When school actually 
begins in late August, there are many changes that occur in a student 
population of approximately 87,000. The adopted budget is a tool utilized for 
estimating district needs, but actual data is a much more relevant indicator of 
what has been spent at a campus level because it accounts for student mobility 
within AISD. 
   

3. The datasets that TCRP used to complete its expenditure analysis of private 
equity funding were incomplete. Therefore, the resulting analysis did not 
substantiate inequity in private funding. For example, TCRP analyzed school 
activity funds expenditure data and data files that were compiled using data 
from the IRS tax filings of various PTAs. The TCRP admitted in its report that it 
could not obtain complete filings for every campus. Further, the data files that 
TCRP used as a basis for its analysis included expenditures that the district 
considers pass-through funding to support various child-care programs 
operated on campus sites. Conversely, TCRP data files did not include other 
sources of private funds and grants that the district obtains from external 
providers, which are used to support campus programming. Since the datasets 
themselves were incomplete and included/excluded expenditure data that could 
have resulted in dramatically different per- pupil results, the findings in the 
report are not necessarily conclusive. In a subsequent meeting with AISD’s 
Chief Financial Officer, TCRP staff asked that AISD send them any additional 
data that should be included. 
       



5	   Produced	  by	  the	  Budget	  and	  Finance	  Department.	  Last	  revised	  Dec.	  6,	  2012	  
	  

4. The elementary and middle school regressions in the report are not meaningful. 
The outcome measure of school accountability rating is ordinal, but TCRP has 
treated it as a ratio variable by averaging ratings categories (recoded as 
numeric) over time for elementary and middle schools. The district does not 
believe it is appropriate to average ratings over time, and instead would suggest 
using a ratio variable such as “percent of students passing all tests taken.” 
  

5. The ratio of number of predictor variables to number of cases is far too high. For 
example, the authors use six predictors in a regression using the 12 high 
schools in their model, when using even two predictors stretches the limits of 
what experts consider appropriate. With a small sample size, the adjusted R2 is 
inflated and results make the effect appear larger than it really is (see Cohen, 
Cohen, West, and Aiken, 2003). All regressions in the study use too many 
predictors, and therefore the effects likely are overstated. 
 

6. Aside from the sheer number of predictors included, the predictor variables in 
the regression analyses are highly inter-correlated (e.g., percent economically 
disadvantaged, percent black, percent Hispanic, and median value of residential 
property). Inclusion of inter-correlated variables introduces the problem of 
multicollinearity, which renders the interpretation of individual beta weights 
useless due to the shared variance, particularly in a simple linear regression 
where all beta weights are estimated simultaneously. This means, for example, 
that the examination of p values for black and Hispanic predictors is not 
appropriate because they are inter-related – i.e., as the percent of black 
increases, the percent of Hispanic decreases. To correct for this problem, 
authors should either choose the variable that is the origin of the variance (e.g., 
economic disadvantage) or employ a hierarchical model to estimate the 
individual contribution of predictors (see Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken, 2003). 
 

7. The district was unable to determine from the methodology what the variable 
called priv represents, although it is listed as a predictor in each of the first six 
regressions. 
 

8. The data in the Excel file for regressions are not labeled, and the district cannot 
deduce which analyses are represented. Not all analyses/output tables are 
included. 
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ADDRESSING THE FINDINGS AND CLAIMS  
 
On page 1 of the report, the TCRP says: “One reason for this inequitable and unfair 
situation is that AISD allows and supports the private subsidization of higher-
income (or “higher-equity”) schools, sometimes by as much as $1,000/student 
more than the amount of funds that support students in lower-income (or “lower-
equity”) schools.” 
 
Response: AISD could not verify the TCRP’s claim that private subsidization accounts 
for a funding difference of $1,000 per student. It is unclear what types of activities were 
included or excluded from that figure because the TCRP admits to having had difficulty 
obtaining complete sets of financial data from all the PTA organizations.  
 
Further, the district questions the validity of making comparisons between campuses 
without having comparable and complete data sets for all entities being analyzed. 
Making comparisons without accounting for special cases can lead to erroneous 
conclusions. For instance, there were 11 campuses in FY2011 that had child-care 
tuition revenue. The district confirmed with TCRP that these numbers were included in 
the accounts that the TCRP reviewed, because after-school programs are referenced 
on page 62 of the report.  
 
These campuses certainly would have had higher revenue per pupil, but they also 
would have borne costs associated with running those child-care programs, which are 
not acknowledged by the TCRP. In other words, the tuition charged for child care goes 
to pay for the cost of running the program. Child-care programs should not be viewed 
as campus profit centers or revenue stream generators that would make any material 
difference in the amount of funding available to students overall. 
 
One of TCRP’s most significant criticisms of AISD is that the district maintains “poor 
accounting” for private resource funding at the school level. In fact, the district’s 
accounting of activity funds is in line with standard accounting practices for outside 
agency funds. This characterization of the district’s accounting practices reflects 
TCRP's opinion, not an actual district deficiency in this regard. 
 
While the TCRP would prefer for AISD to have complete financial records for PTA 
organizations, there is simply nothing in law or in district policy that requires AISD to 
track, maintain, or account for the financial transactions of outside organizations. 
Indeed, the law would not permit such interference with a non-profit entity operating 
under its own 501(C)(3) authority. Additionally, the costs associated with doing so 
would be diverted from classrooms, which no one thinks worthwhile. While there are 
many outside, independent organizations that offer valuable assistance to the district in 
fund-raising, voluntary help, and substantial fan support for school activities, these 
organizations are not, and should not be, managed by the district. The district does not 
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have a fiduciary responsibility for the management and recording of PTA funds, which 
derive from separate 501(C)(3) institutions.  
 
As the largest single provider of recapture payments to the state, the district strongly 
encourages private contributions and support for all Austin schools and does not favor 
any one school over another. In fact, through centralized efforts, the district has been 
able to secure additional private funding to directly support “low-equity” schools. This 
is most notable at secondary campuses. As shown in Fig. 1, based on FY2011 data, 
“lower-equity” campuses at the secondary level tend to receive more private funding 
than their “higher-equity” counterparts, largely due to the district’s efforts to seek 
private funding to support graduation improvement initiatives. 
 
Figure 1 

 

 
  
In most cases, the amount of local school “activity funds” collected at “high equity” 
campuses did not exceed the additional private funding and support that was obtained 
from “lower equity” schools. 
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On page 1, the TCRP says: "AISD actually uses special categorical funding for 
positions at poorer schools and then diverts what would be regular funding 
throughout the District so that, in reality, all the schools have about the same 
funding level per student, absent private subsidization. The greater cost of 
educating higher-needs students is therefore not reflected in the distribution of 
state and local funds, even though additional funds are provided for those 
students. This measure of “input” equity is never realized." 
Response:  This is false. The requirements for the use of Title I funds clearly stipulate 
that they must be used to supplement, not supplant, local or state funding in Title I 
campuses. Districts may not use Title I funds to provide services to Title I campuses 
while those same services are provided to non-Title I students with non-federal funds. 
Each year, the district is required to submit comparability reports to demonstrate 
compliance against these standards. The district has always met comparability rules 
and has received no audit findings. If the district were practicing what TCRP alleges, it 
would not be in compliance with federal law and would already have faced sanctions.  
 
In addition, TCRP’s statement on page 1 is contradicted by a position expressed on 
page 21 (italics added for emphasis). 
 
Page 21: “While AISD argues that ultimately poorer schools receive more public 
supplemental funding, there is evidence that, in fact, because the District 
distributes funding to schools based on staffing formulas, rather than a school’s 
number of high-needs students, some wealthier schools receive more public 
money than poor schools with similar enrollment numbers.” 
 
These inconsistent and contradictory statements make it difficult to determine TCRP’s 
position on the subject of public funding equity. 
 
On page 2, TCRP says:  “Finally, one should underline the lack of transparency in 
AISD’s administration and allocation of funding, which became evident in the 
preparation of this report. It is not necessarily that AISD deliberately withholds 
information, but that it is utterly decentralized and sometimes unfathomable.…”  

Response:  AISD has earned several financial transparency awards in recent years, 
including a gold award from the Texas Comptroller Leadership Circle program for the 
third year in a row. Further, the district has published a CAFR report and has met the 
highest, best practice standards for budgeting and reporting, as demonstrated in the 
district’s attainment of several consecutive awards from leading educational and 
financial professional organizations. In addition, as a reflection of the district’s 
commitment to transparency, the financial page on the AISD website allows taxpayers 
to track where their tax monies are spent: http://www.austinisd.org/budget/mytaxdollar.   
 
On pages 3 and 4, TRCP quotes a parent who believes, mistakenly, that poor schools 
receive more money than rich schools “and therefore private subsidization is a way 
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to ‘level the playing field.’” Based on that single quote, TCRP goes on to claim that 
“there is a common mistaken belief among many parents and AISD 
administrators” even though the report provided no surveys or data to support such a 
contention. 
 
On page 21, TCRP says: “Private resources also provide extra support and 
incentives to teachers, and aid in the recruitment and retention of high quality 
teachers, often drawing such teachers away from low-equity schools.”   

Response:  Numerous studies have documented the reasons teachers leave, or remain, 
at particular schools, and the availability of private resources does not appear to be a 
major factor in such decisions.  

National research indicates that the role of the principal is critical in the retention of high 
quality teachers in classrooms. A review of current research shows that "a teacher's 
decision to stay at a school largely depends on the principal and his or her leadership in 
the school" (Brown and Wynn, 2009). Principals shape campus culture and the working 
conditions that are most likely to affect teacher retention. For example, The Southeast 
Center for Teacher Quality in a 2005 study notes that factors such as "teacher 
autonomy, class size, and a collegial atmosphere are main factors in predicting high 
teacher morale and are decisive factors related to success in recruitment and 
retention." Fostering a collaborative atmosphere is a recurrent theme in national and 
state research regarding the role of the principal in cultivating a positive work 
environment and teacher retention (Gallup, 2004; Brown and Wynn, 2009). Research 
further indicates that principals who provide support and resources, and who advocate 
for their teachers are more likely to retain high quality teachers on their campus. 

AISD continues to work diligently to provide each school with a quality principal and 
support staff. The effectiveness and longevity of our principals have continued to 
increase dramatically over the past three years, as evidenced by the well-publicized 
success the principal and the support staff have had in improving student academic 
performance at Reagan High School. 
 
In addition, AISD REACH was designed to recruit, develop, reward and retain high-
quality educators, particularly at the district’s high-poverty schools. The program 
combines supports such as novice teacher mentoring, targeted professional 
development, and peer observation/ feedback with rewards for accomplishment of 
student achievement objectives at the individual teacher, team, and school-wide levels. 
It also provides financial incentives to teach in high-needs schools. With the assistance 
of Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) Cycle 3 grant funds, the program now includes 36 
schools, or approximately one-third of the district’s schools, including the East Austin 
vertical teams of Eastside Memorial, LBJ and Reagan. REACH has invested 
approximately $20.3 million in stipends and mentoring over the past two years, and 
evidence indicates the program both enhances educator quality and promotes teacher 
retention at high-poverty schools. 
 
In fall 2010, the rate of improvement in retention rates was significantly greater for 
REACH novice teachers than for teachers at comparison schools. While, teacher 
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retention at both REACH and comparison schools dipped in fall 2011, REACH 
campuses maintained a higher retention rate than comparison schools, as 
demonstrated in Fig. 2. 

 

On page 21, TCPR says:  “While AISD argues that ultimately poorer schools receive 
more public supplemental funding, there is evidence that, in fact, because the 
District distributes funding to schools based on staffing formulas, rather than a 
school’s number of high-needs students, some wealthier schools receive more 
public money than poor schools with similar enrollment numbers.” 
TCRP also says:  “Several elementary schools in AISD with a high percentage of 
economically-disadvantaged students not only fail to receive additional public, 
supplemental funding, but actually receive less funding than schools with a low 
percentage of these students. This disparity clearly defies the purpose of state 
distributions to the District, based on weighted average daily attendance (WADA), 
by allowing schools with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged 
students to receive less funding, not more, than wealthier schools of comparable 
size.” 

The district’s FY2011 average spending from the general fund (what TCRP refers to as 
“public funds”) is $6,061 per student, and the median is $6,070. Forty-one of the 
district’s 80 elementary schools have per-pupil expenditures that are less than $6,061 
per student and 39 schools have a per-pupil expenditure greater than $6,061. There are 
43 schools in which at least 90 percent of students are economically disadvantaged. 
Out of these schools, 21 spend less per pupil than the $6,061 average. Attachment I 
shows AISD's 2010-11 General Fund expenditure per student. 
 
However, utilizing a flat per-pupil amount to test inequity is a narrow approach, which 
fails to consider the costs associated with serving diverse student needs. Most 
expenditure data, including AISD’s data, demonstrate that costs for special education 
or bilingual education services can dramatically increase per-pupil costs.  
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For example, in FY2011, the special education expenditures per pupil by campus 
ranged from $332 to $3,842, a difference of $3,510. Clearly, a larger population of 
students with comparatively expensive special education needs and requirements can 
skew the per-pupil funding by individual campus, as shown in Fig. 3. 
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Figure 3 

 
 
School size and enrollment are other factors that can skew per-pupil costs 
considerably. The chart below shows the effect of school size on per-pupil expenses at 
schools with economically disadvantaged student populations of various sizes. 
 

 
 
In FY2011, there were 15 campuses with fewer than 400 students enrolled. Each had a 
per-pupil expenditure higher than the $6,061 average and the $6,070 median. Two had 
economically disadvantaged student populations of fewer than 30 percent, three had 
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economically disadvantaged populations ranging from 78.4 percent to 82.3 percent, 
and 10 had economically disadvantaged populations greater than 93 percent.  
 

 
 
Eighteen AISD campuses had enrollments ranging from 800 to 994 students in FY2011. 
Each had a per-pupil expenditure lower than the $6,061 average and the $6,070 
median. Five had economically disadvantaged student populations of fewer than 14 
percent, two had economically disadvantaged populations ranging from 27 percent to 
46.8 percent, and 11 had economically disadvantaged populations greater than 92.5 
percent.  
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99	  MISC	   466	  	   644	  	   956	  	   739	  	   507	  	   744	  	   545	  	   627	  	   556	  	   900	  	   640	  	   762	  	   920	  	   608	  	   646	  	  

	  30	  T1	  A	  SCHOOLWIDE-‐ST	  COMP	   -‐	  	  	  	   -‐	  	  	  	   267	  	   152	  	   131	  	   119	  	   118	  	   142	  	   121	  	   105	  	   139	  	   173	  	   211	  	   150	  	   156	  	  

	  25	  BILINGUAL	  ED	  &	  SPECIAL	  LANG	   218	  	   -‐	  	  	  	   3,485	  	   3,767	  	   2,766	  	   2,131	  	   2,983	  	   4,391	  	   1,241	  	   3,391	  	   2,159	  	   1,081	  	   1,711	  	   2,393	  	   1,794	  	  

24	  ACCELERATED	  EDUCATION	  	   228	  	   330	  	   1,399	  	   1,315	  	   997	  	   702	  	   1,249	  	   682	  	   700	  	   1,226	  	   831	  	   784	  	   1,033	  	   918	  	   709	  	  

23	  SERVICES	  TO	  STUDENTS	  W/DISABIL	  	   854	  	   552	  	   1,302	  	   1,548	  	   1,524	  	   3,842	  	   1,230	  	   1,025	  	   757	  	   1,359	  	   715	  	   949	  	   851	  	   1,673	  	   1,352	  	  

11	  BASIC	  EDUCATIONAL	  SERVICES	  	   4,638	  	   4,989	  	   1,119	  	   1,331	  	   1,563	  	   2,052	  	   1,579	  	   1,226	  	   3,481	  	   1,028	  	   3,375	  	   4,356	  	   2,887	  	   2,442	  	   3,314	  	  

Sp	  Ed	  Pct	   4.6%	   4.3%	   12.0%	   15.0%	   12.7%	   21.6%	   8.6%	   4.6%	   8.3%	   11.3%	   5.8%	   6.4%	   8.1%	   9.5%	   15.1%	  

LEP	  Pct	   1.3%	   1.9%	   35.6%	   50.9%	   37.8%	   35.9%	   66.9%	   61.8%	   25.6%	   56.2%	   34.2%	   24.8%	   43.3%	   43.1%	   21.5%	  

Econ	  Dis	  Pct	   12.1%	   29.2%	   78.4%	   78.6%	   82.3%	   93.0%	   94.0%	   94.4%	   94.4%	   95.0%	   96.4%	   96.6%	   96.8%	   97.3%	   98.6%	  

Elementary	  Average	  Per	  Student	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	   6,061	  	  

2010-‐2011	  Total	  Expenditures	  Per	  Student	   6,404	  	   6,516	  	   8,528	  	   8,852	  	   7,488	  	   9,590	  	   7,704	  	   8,091	  	   6,856	  	   8,010	  	   7,858	  	   8,105	  	   7,613	  	   8,183	  	   7,971	  	  
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TCRP did not take into consideration isolated events that might create outliers within 
the data. Cunningham Elementary, for example, had a per-pupil expenditure of $9,262 
and an economically disadvantaged population of 67.6 percent. This disparity was due 
to repair and rental expenditures associated with heavy flood damage at the campus, 
which increased the cost per pupil by $2,330 in FY2011. 
 
In the findings on page 21 of its report, TRCP suggests that it is “next to impossible” 
for parents who live in economically disadvantaged households and/or lack English 
language skills to have meaningful involvement in their children’s education or to 
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99	  MISC	   386	  	   402	  	   324	  	   291	  	   320	  	   341	  	   329	  	   443	  	   369	  	   339	  	   376	  	   363	  	   353	  	   328	  	   371	  	   350	  	   389	  	   361	  	  

	  30	  T1	  A	  SCHOOLWIDE-‐ST	  COMP	   -‐	  	  	  	   -‐	  	  	  	   -‐	  	  	  	   -‐	  	  	  	   -‐	  	  	  	   -‐	  	  	  	   -‐	  	  	  	   35	  	   36	  	   41	  	   40	  	   47	  	   58	  	   41	  	   48	  	   38	  	   43	  	   36	  	  

	  25	  BILINGUAL	  ED	  &	  SPECIAL	  LANG	   1,839	  	   290	  	   1,289	  	  1,915	  	  2,363	  	  2,219	  	  2,666	  	  2,757	  	  3,132	  	  2,279	  	  2,370	  	  2,675	  	  2,607	  	  2,527	  	  2,289	  	  2,723	  	  2,958	  	  2,233	  	  

24	  ACCELERATED	  EDUCATION	  	   106	  	   155	  	   221	  	   239	  	   138	  	   274	  	   346	  	   709	  	   538	  	   704	  	   436	  	   472	  	   543	  	   493	  	   518	  	   627	  	   292	  	   480	  	  

23	  SERVICES	  TO	  STUDENTS	  W/DISABIL	  	   1,053	  	  1,091	  	   942	  	   1,078	  	   332	  	   780	  	   721	  	   837	  	   704	  	   764	  	   693	  	   455	  	   495	  	   707	  	   607	  	   533	  	   438	  	   1,148	  	  

11	  BASIC	  EDUCATIONAL	  SERVICES	  	   2,303	  	  3,621	  	  2,603	  	  2,030	  	  1,584	  	  1,556	  	  1,523	  	   955	  	   609	  	   1,319	  	  1,285	  	  1,372	  	  1,252	  	  1,392	  	  1,689	  	  1,006	  	  1,234	  	  1,213	  	  

Sp	  Ed	  Pct	   6.4%	   5.8%	   7.8%	   8.7%	   4.2%	   4.3%	   5.2%	   7.4%	   5.2%	   7.0%	   6.0%	   7.0%	   5.4%	   7.7%	   4.5%	   5.9%	   5.7%	   9.7%	  

LEP	  Pct	   5.6%	   3.4%	   6.9%	  11.4%	  6.8%	  13.2%	  38.7%	  50.2%	  59.9%	  61.4%	  67.5%	  66.0%	  59.2%	  73.3%	  59.1%	  61.2%	  78.8%	  63.1%	  

Econ	  Dis	  Pct	   2.9%	   4.1%	   4.7%	   7.2%	  13.3%	  27.0%	  46.8%	  92.5%	  95.4%	  95.7%	  95.7%	  96.6%	  96.9%	  96.9%	  96.9%	  97.5%	  97.8%	  98.1%	  

Elementary	  Average	  Per	  Student	   6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  6,061	  	  

2010-‐2011	  Total	  Expenditures	  Per	  Student	   5,687	  	  5,558	  	  5,379	  	  5,553	  	  4,736	  	  5,171	  	  5,585	  	  5,736	  	  5,388	  	  5,446	  	  5,200	  	  5,385	  	  5,309	  	  5,487	  	  5,521	  	  5,278	  	  5,355	  	  5,470	  	  
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successfully organize fundraising efforts. The district disagrees strongly with this 
sweeping, and possibly offensive, characterization of many of its parents and families. 

On page 31 and 32, TCPR says:  “AISD regularly diverts over 30% of its 
discretionary Title I funding to central administration. From the years 2007 to 2012, 
central administration has kept between 34.1% and 53.5% in central 
administration.” 

Again, this is false. The district is allowed to allocate a certain amount of Title I funding 
to support positions in central administration necessary for meeting grant compliance, 
conducting monitoring requirements, evaluating program results and to provide 
additional campus support. Even though some Title I funding is managed centrally, the 
majority of central Title I allocations are used provide direct support to campuses and 
funds positions such as:  reading and math specialists, coaches, behavior specialists, 
translators and child care assistants.  In the current year, administrative costs represent 
only 9 percent of the total allocation.     

On page 32, TCPR says:  "Though some of the budget administered centrally 
actually goes to fund positions at the campus level, funding for some central 
administration positions is questionable. For example, in the 2011-12 school year, 
Title I funds were diverted to partially (50%) fund ten (10) positions in the District’s 
public relations department. It is also unclear how locating some bureaucratic 
positions funded by Title I in central administration can more effectively “close the 
achievement gap,” as required by NCLB, than locating those positions on school 
campuses. Indeed, we argue for the school campus option." 

The use of Title I funds for parental engagement and outreach are effective and 
appropriate – in fact, distributing the same money directly to campuses would make it 
impossible to provide the district-wide parental support and language/translation 
services that PRMO delivers from central administration.  

Parental engagement is key to student success. Linguistically and culturally relevant 
communication and outreach is the foundation of effective parental involvement by 
helping parents who are not proficient in English understand and support their child’s 
educational progress. We know that kids who have involved parents – no matter their 
income or background – are more likely to do better in school, have better attendance, 
graduate from high school and go on to college. The statutory language of Title 1 
supports these objectives and makes it clear that 99 percent of the Title I funds need to 
be used at the school level, while 1 percent can be used by central office to better 
support Title I schools. 

With this in mind, the district provides parental support opportunities and translation 
services through a handful of positions funded partially by Title I dollars in its Public 
Relations and Multicultural Outreach (PRMO) department. The district consolidated the 
majority of this work under PRMO in 2011 to better serve the growing number of 
families that need information in another language and so that dedicated staff could be 
acquired to meet the demand for translation services at local campuses. Austin 
previously had one translator in a school district in which 60 percent of students are 
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Hispanic and more than 24,000 are learning English as a second language or speaking 
a language other than English at home.  

But the district’s use of Title I money to fund positions in central administration goes 
beyond language services. Title I also says schools must take the necessary steps to 
ensure that communications with parents with disabilities are as effective as 
communications with other parents, which is why PRMO uses federal funds to provide 
sign-language interpretation services.  

TCRP goes on to say:  "Some NCLB money that stays within central administration 
is earmarked for programs and costs that directly benefit higher-need schools. 
However, as of yet, AISD has not specified in its responses to our open records 
requests precisely how much money is set aside for these purposes. There is 
simply no way for the public to know exactly how AISD is spending federal money, 
even by reviewing copies of its NCLB grant applications." 

Again, this is false. The administration is legally required to respond timely to any open 
records request. The administration provided the materials that were specifically 
requested in the manner required by law.   

On page 34, TCRP says:  “The problem is particularly evident in AISD elementary 
schools. We used the District’s own Campus Data Sheets to analyze expenditures 
per student at campuses across the District. The numbers and analysis below are 
based on five-year averages drawn from those data sheets.” 

Again, the district finds that the use of budgeted data instead of actual data for 
determining campus expenditures is flawed, as explained in point 2 under “Addressing 
the Source Data” on page 2 of this response.  

On page 35, TCRP says:  “On average, elementary schools in AISD spend $5,689 
per student. However, the data reported by the District shows that of the 52 
schools with the highest percentage of economically-disadvantaged students, 
over half of them receive less than this amount to spend per student.” 

The district believes the methodology TCPR used to calculate the average per pupil is 
flawed. Adding the most recent actual expenditures and then dividing the sum by the 
number of elementary students results in a more accurate average per-pupil 
expenditure calculation, which AISD has determined is $6,061. Attachment I shows 
AISD's 2010-11 General Fund expenditure per student. 
 
On page 37, TCRP says:  “To ensure that the compensatory funding given to AISD 
based on the number of high-needs students actually gets to the students and 
schools that truly need it, the District should reexamine its haphazard and 
inconsistent methods of distribution.”  

AISD does not haphazardly or inconsistently allocate compensatory education funding. 
Every year, the district allocates these funds based on the number of at-risk students 
enrolled in programming tied to the district strategic plan goal associated with 
graduation and college and career readiness. The purpose of programming and 
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services for students at risk of dropping out of school is to increase academic 
achievement and reduce the drop-out rate. State compensatory education programs 
supported in Austin ISD include: 
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*Alternative Learning Center *School Community Liaisons  
*Tutorial Programs *Ninth Grade Initiatives 
*Communities in Schools *High School Reading Initiative 
*Bilingual Immigrant Student Services *Math/Reading Middle School Initiative 
*TAKS Preparation *Reading Literacy Specialists 
*Summer Programs *AVID  
*Alternative Center Elementary Students 
(ACES) 

*DELTA (Dropout Recovery Program) 

*Garza Alternative High School *Absent Student Assistance Program (ASAP) 
*Elementary Counselors *Dropout Prevention Program 
*Pregnancy Related Service Teachers *Student Discipline Program 
*Campus Curriculum Specialists *Account for Learning 
*PAL Program *High Dosage /Academically Unacceptable 

Interventions 
*Struggling Learners  

 

On page 37, the TCRP says:  “Additionally, AISD should be held accountable for 
tracking and reporting where exactly its funding from the state goes, including 
what portion of the WADA and Title I of NCLB funds the District siphons off for its 
own administrative costs.” 

The district is held accountable for the tracking and reporting of both state 
compensatory education funds and Title I funds. Each fiscal year, AISD undergoes an 
audit of state and federal funds. The district has received no audit finding to date 
regarding improper expenditure of Title I funds, which reflects the rigorous compliance 
and monitoring efforts the district has put into place. Further, AISD goes beyond mere 
compliance with state compensatory education expenditure requirements; in fact, the 
district actually exceeded those requirements in FY2011. 
 
 

ADDRESSING THE RECOMMENDATIONS (PP. 22-25)  

The TCRP makes several recommendations that the district is either in the process of 
implementing or has limited ability to implement. In response, the following paragraphs 
describe a number of strategies to support all schools in increasing equity and access 
to outside funding and community support.  

1. Creating a District-Wide Foundation and Endowment to Fund Programs for 
Low-Equity Schools 

TCRP says: Our first, and major, recommendation for addressing the inequities 
caused by private subsidization is creating a foundation and an endowment to 
help fund programs and provide education support for low-equity schools.... One 
way of funding such a foundation is through a tithing contribution on private 
fundraising at higher-equity, more affluent school campuses. 
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Response: As described in detail earlier in this response, this recommendation is 
unfeasible and goes well beyond the scope of the district’s authority because: 

• outside fundraising organizations are private entities whose resources cannot be 
controlled or accounted for by the district; and  

• it is risky to prescribe the conditions under which private dollars are accepted by 
public schools since many of the funders are believed to be those who also 
make contributions to the non-profits that support after-school and other 
programs in especially need-based schools.  
 

AISD currently collaborates with Austin Public Education Foundation (APEF) and Austin 
Partners In Education (APIE), both of which are 501(c)3 public education foundations in 
Austin. Our ongoing strategic collaborations with public education foundations focus on 
expanding the funding available for public education in Austin and not duplicating 
available fundraising services. Both APIE and APEF are invested in public education 
and raising funds to address unmet needs for students.  
 
For example, APIE has recently launched an online donations portal at 
http://austinpartners.force.com/AdoptASchool. While still in development, the web 
portal is available for schools and business partners to post school needs and make 
donations. Every school in the district can post their “wish list.” Potential partners – 
businesses, individuals, community or faith-based organizations – can search the 
database to find a match. Business and community partners can post donations for any 
school to access. 
 
The purpose of an endowment is to provide a nonprofit organization ongoing 
programmatic support for an indefinite future period. Endowments are normally built 
with large donations of assets or properties that are invested for the purpose of 
generating income. While the district would support the establishment of an 
endowment, the capacity to secure a number of large multi-million dollar donations is 
currently not available. As the Office of Innovation and Development (OID) grows and 
reaches new levels of sophistication in the types of development initiatives it can 
support, creating the capacity to implement an endowment campaign and a multi-year 
plan for an endowment program could become OID functions, as part of the office’s 
support for our community-based education foundations. 
 
2. Creating the Position of Development Director in Each Low-Equity School 
TCRP says: We recommend decentralization of OID, and that all the schools in the 
four vertical teams identified as most lacking of private resource equity (Reagan, 
Lanier, LBJ, and Eastside Memorial) have (or share) a full-time fundraising and 
development person on campus at each school who would help prioritize efforts 
to grow and sustain private resource equity in those schools. 
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Response: The decentralization of OID would serve only to dilute the ability of the 
district to raise funds from all sources – including federal and state grant monies and 
funds from private sources. This is one of many areas in which AISD and TCRP differ 
philosophically as to the best approach. In AISD’s experience, certain functions – 
including fundraising, community outreach and translation services – are performed 
most efficiently and effectively by pooling limited resources centrally; while TCRP 
believes that these limited resources should be dispersed among the district’s “low-
equity” campuses. 

OID was created to advance resource development within AISD. The office coordinates, 
aligns and expands opportunities to link partners and resources to innovative 
educational efforts in AISD. OID's services include:  
 

• linking partners with innovative educational reform efforts in the schools;  
• identifying and advising staff on funding and strategic partnership opportunities;  
• facilitating the development of successfully funded projects using local and 

national best-practice development and fundraising models; and 
• providing support and coaching to all grant managers and administrators to 

implement and report on grant activities and outcomes. 
 
Federal entitlement grant funding, title dollars, federal and TEA discretionary (or 
competitive) grant programs represent the largest grant funding stream for public 
education. These competitive grants often require applicants to serve a minimum 
number of economically disadvantaged or low-achieving students to be eligible. The 
United States Department of Education and TEA normally identify the “local education 
agency” (LEA) as the eligible unit to receive grant funding, which means that individual 
schools can apply only to the extent that they are sites or campuses of a LEA. For these 
reasons, AISD’s central administration is better positioned than individual campuses to 
secure grant funding. 
 
Since 2009, AISD has received more than $15 million in competitive grant awards to 
support the lowest performing schools with the greatest needs. These schools often 
have large populations of economically disadvantaged students. It would be difficult for 
private funding campaigns organized at the school level by the campus, PTA, or 
booster clubs to match fundraising of this amount. For example, in the 2011-12 school 
year, AISD was awarded $5.13 million from TEA’s Texas Literacy Initiative Grant to 
support the district’s literacy plan and enhance literary instruction from early childhood 
through high school in the Travis and Lanier vertical teams. 
 
Securing these sources of support for low-SES, high needs schools requires cross-
office and department collaboration to be effective. Contrary to the TCRP’s preferred 
approach, it would be cost prohibitive to divide these supports by vertical team, and it 
would pose new challenges (geographic divisions, program alignments, etc.) to 
securing these funds.  
 
The district has demonstrated earlier in this response its track record through 
centralized efforts in securing private funding to directly support “low-equity” schools, 
particularly at secondary campuses. (See Fig. 1, page 6). 
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Adding development directors to the staffs of specific vertical teams and other 
innovative strategies to increase education resources in highest needs areas should be 
explored, but writing competitive grant proposals for federal and state grants – and 
even most foundation grants – requires coordination and facilitation across multiple 
departments, a function that would be made more difficult by dividing development 
work across vertical teams.  
  
The district provides support for all campuses in identifying grant funding available and 
in proposal writing. OID has one campus grant specialist who identifies funding 
opportunities and distributes them to campuses through several formats. The campus 
grants specialist also provides content-based training on grant writing for all AISD staff, 
upon request. 
 
3. Partnering Schools for Better Resource Sharing 
TCRP says: We recommend that AISD promote the partnering of high-equity and 
low-equity schools to better share resources across the District. 
 
Response: The district always encourages support and collaboration across all of our 
campuses. In some cases higher-equity campuses do in fact share proceeds with “low-
equity” campuses. Last year, for example, a club from Anderson High School gave a 
contribution toward Eastside Memorial’s Project Graduation. To take another example, 
Hill Elementary in Northwest Austin and Graham Elementary in Northeast Austin are 
“sister schools” which have worked together on many projects over the years, including 
book drives and holiday fundraisers.  
 
4. Better Distribution of Activity Funds and Monies Obtained from District 

Property Use 
TCRP says: While we do not suggest redistributing all private resource equity 
generated at high-equity schools, AISD should evenly redistribute monies 
generated through use of its property or sponsored activities. 
 
Response: The model proposed here would need further discussion and investigation 
before it could be considered. 
 
5. Community Organizers for Low-Equity Schools 
TCRP says: The District should re-direct its focus from top-down communications 
to ground-up community organizing. AISD should decentralize and readjust staff 
placement so that low-equity schools would each have (or share) a full-time 
community organizer on staff …. 

 
Response: The district’s finances make this proposal cost-prohibitive at this time.  The 
current centralized approach provides for greater economies of scale. 
 
6. Enlisting UT to Assist Low-Equity Schools 
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TCRP says: The University of Texas is an excellent resource that should be 
recruited as a partner in achieving greater equity in AISD schools. Two strong 
partnership areas would be teacher training and research. 
 
Response: AISD already partners with UT on several initiatives, including ACE: A 
Community for Education, an AmeriCorps program based at UT-Austin. ACE is an early 
literacy intervention program that works to ensure all children build a strong foundation 
in reading during their first years in school. The program provides early literacy 
intervention to 2,200 children each year in low-income elementary schools in Austin 
ISD. 
 
Another program that AISD makes available in conjunction with UT is the Con Mi 
MADRE career and college readiness program. Con Mi MADRE leverages the expertise 
of graduate students from UT and St. Edwards University to educate students and 
parents about what it takes to graduate from high school and enroll in post secondary 
education. The program serves more than 700 girls and their mothers from area middle 
schools and high schools, including Bailey, Bedichek, Covington, Fulmore, O.Henry, 
Paredes, Pearce and Small middle schools; Akins, Austin, Bowie, Crockett, LASA and 
Travis high schools; and the Ann Richards School for Young Women Leaders. 
 
7. Curriculum-Based Technology Task Force for Low-Equity Schools 
TCRP says: We recommend that AISD establish a separate technology task force 
for low-equity schools.... As part of this priority, AISD should provide added 
support for website development for low-equity schools and internet access in the 
homes and communities they serve. 
 
Response: The idea of a separate task force for low equity campuses would need 
further discussion and investigation.  The district’s finances make the proposal of 
supporting website development for each low equity school cost-prohibitive at this 
time.   
 
8. Commitment by Austin Businesses and Local Foundations to Prioritize Low-

Equity Schools 
TCRP says: AISD must persuade the Austin business community to the goal of 
helping make low-equity schools places where the educational environment is at 
its highest level.... AISD also must convince local foundations to reconsider where 
and how to make their grants in light of school inequities. 
 
Response: OID has initiated innovative strategies to link schools with business and 
community partners willing to support public education. For example, 36 community 
partners attended this year’s School Business Partnership, which focused on actions 
organizations can take to support public education in Austin.    
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As detailed in the response to the first recommendation in this section, AISD currently 
collaborates with  APIE and APEF, both of which are invested in public education and 
raising funds to address unmet needs for students. AISD is committed to working with 
these partners and helping strengthen their capacity to benefit students and improve 
public education in Austin. 
 
Another way the district brings together community resources with the schools and 
students who need them is through its Youth Services Mapping (YSM) system, which 
AISD developed through a federal Safe Schools/Healthy Schools Initiative grant award. 
This innovative web-based application, which is unique among U.S. school districts, 
helps local service providers, school administrators, strategic planners, policymakers 
and funders identify and understand the community's strengths, gaps and opportunities 
to maximize the potential of community resources.  
 
At www.ysm-austin.org , users can search for services, review the organizations that 
are in the system or learn how their organizations can become part of YSM and further 
enrich the landscape of youth services in Central Texas. The categories of service that 
can be accessed through YSM include academic enrichment, college readiness, 
mentoring, parent education and health and well being.  
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9. Capping Central Administrative Costs and Salaries 
TCRP says: The District must cut back and cap central administrative expenses 
and salaries.... The District must also significantly reduce the percentage of Title I 
funds that it siphons off as administrative costs and re-locate Title I positions 
from central administration to school campuses.... 
 
Response: Over the past two years, AISD has taken strong measures to control its 
finances, demonstrating the financial discipline to confront rising costs and absorb $60 
million in cuts to state funding. This required a significant reduction in force in 2011, 
and has resulted in heavier workloads, increased health care costs, less leave time and 
a long-delayed salary increase for our remaining teachers and staff, including those in 
central office.  Further cutbacks would be detrimental to the operation of schools and 
other facilities in this district, and to the children and families we serve. 
 
The district’s use of Title I funds for administrative costs and to fund positions in central 
office is appropriate, cost-effective and legal, as explained on page 13 of this response.  
 
10. Better Public/Private Resource Equity Utilization 
TCRP recommends that AISD:  

a.  Establish zero-based budgeting with equitable compensation for low-
equity schools; 

b.  Implement a revised weighted formula for intra-District funding that follows 
the student, not the staff; and, 

c.  Expand the REACH program and teacher incentives for high-needs 
schools. 

Response:  As described earlier in this response, AISD: 
a. meets the highest, best practice standards for budgeting and reporting, as 

demonstrated by several awards the district has won in recent years; 
b. is researching and evaluating the potential benefits of moving to a weighted-

student-funding method for the allocation funds to campuses; and 
c. has leveraged a $63 million federal TIF to expand the REACH program to all 

Eastside schools. 


