
1

 

Cason Fayles, MA

Publication 18.49
December 2019

Culturally Responsive Restorative Practices
Preliminary Data From Participating Schools, 2018–2019 
Austin Independent School District (AISD) received a 5-year, $3.5 million Education 
Innovation and Research grant from the U.S. Department of Education in 2017 to 
implement culturally responsive restorative practices (CRRP) at six elementary schools and 
four middle schools. This report summarizes preliminary data from participating schools for 
the 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 school years. 

What are culturally responsive restorative practices?

Research indicates that exclusionary discipline practices (e.g., suspensions, expulsions, 
or other classroom removals) disproportionately affect students of color and increase the 
likelihood of later developmental challenges, including academic disengagement, lower 
academic achievement, and increased involvement in the juvenile justice system (e.g., 
Skiba, Arredondo, & Williams, 2014). Similar research found that students who attended 
schools with high suspension rates were more likely to be incarcerated as adults, with 
disproportionately negative effects on students of color (Bacher-Hicks, Deming, & Billings, 
2019). CRRP is intended to counteract these trends by providing schools with resources and 
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Which schools are 
participating in 
CRRP?

RPAs support six 
elementary schools and 
four middle schools:

Elementary schools
•	 Barrington Elementary
•	 Becker Elementary
•	 Blanton Elementary
•	 Blazier Elementary
•	 Cook Elementary
•	 Pickle Elementary
Middle schools
•	 Burnet Middle
•	 Dobie Middle
•	 Garcia Young Men’s 

Leadership Academy
•	 Mendez Middle

Each participating school 
was classified as Title I 
for the 2018–2019 school 
year. With exceptions, Title 
I classification requires > 
60% of elementary school 
students or > 70% middle 
school students to be 
eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch.

Category Model SEL Schools Non-model SEL Schools

Principal/specialist meeting 4.6 4.1

Explicit instruction 5 3.8

Peace areas/peace path 4.8 3.9

SEL integration 5 3.6

SEL facilitator/specialist meeting 4.6 3.6

Collaborative visits 4.2 2.6

SEL professional development/
training 

4 3.4

Community Engagement 3.9 3.8

Steering committee 3.6 3.2

Principal communication about SEL 4.4 3.4

Category Model SEL Schools Non-model SEL Schools

Principal/specialist meeting 5.6 3.5

Explicit instruction 4.4 3.8

Peace areas/peace path 3.5 2.8

SEL integration 3 3.6

SEL facilitator/specialist meeting 4.1 3.5

Collaborative visits 4.6 3

SEL professional development/
training 

5.2 4.2

Community Engagement 5.8 4

Steering committee 3.5 4

Principal communication about SEL 2.8 2.1

educators employ targeted interventions to repair relationships.
•	 Intensive (tier 3): When conflict seriously impacts multiple members of 

the school community, educators use responsive and intensive levels of 
intervention involving agreed-upon stakeholders, including district and 
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Grade Reading 
Score

Listening 
Score

Writing 
Score 

Speaking

N n=153 n=154 n=153 n=154

Grade 1 14% 9% 15% 7%

Grade 2 27% 13% 28% 27%

Grade 3 10% 21% 11% 22%

Grade 4 22% 21% 25% 24%

Grade 5 16% 18% 18% 21%

Grade 6 Reading 
8%

Listening 
18%

Writing 
7%

Speaking 
22%

Grade 7 Reading 
1%

Listening 
4%

Writing 
9%

Speaking 
6%

number of years teaching (i.e., in AISD and elsewhere) was consistently lower for CRRP educators than for the 
average AISD elementary or middle school in 2018–2019. Research on these trends paints a complicated picture: 
students of color who had a teacher of color in elementary school were less likely than students of color who did not 
have a teacher of color in elementary school to drop out of high school and were more likely to attend college (e.g., 
Gershenson, Hart, Lindsay, & Papageorge, 2017). Conversely, schools with a higher percentage of disadvantaged 
students had a greater concentration of teachers with fewer qualifications and less experience than did schools with 
a lower percentage of disadvantaged students (Goldhaber, Lavery, & Theobald, 2015), both of which contrasted with 
findings that students performed better academically and developmentally with more experienced teachers than they 
did with less experienced teachers (Kini & Podolsky, 2016).

Table 3.

For the 2018–2019 school year, educators at CRRP schools were more racially diverse but less experienced than the AISD 
elementary or middle school average. 
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Grade Reading 
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Table 4.

% of enrolled students disciplined

Average # of incidents per disciplined student������������������2018–2019������������������2018–2019ElementaryBecker---Blanton--Cook1%1%2.52.0Pickle2%0%1.9-�(�6���$�9�*1%1%1.41.4MiddleBurnet25%28%3.13.8Dobie36%������3.83.2Garcia31%������3.23.4Mendez26%31%3.94.6�0�6���$�9�*19%18%2.93.0�6�R�X�U�F�H�����$�–�6�'���G�L�V�F�L�S�O�L�Q�H���G�D�W�D����Note�����'�L�V�F�L�S�O�L�Q�H���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�V���L�Q���V�F�K�R�R�O���V�X�V�S�H�Q�V�L�R�Q�V�����S�D�U�W�L�D�O�����I�X�O�O���G�D�\�����D�Q�G���O�R�Q�J���W�H�U�P�������K�R�P�H���V�X�V�S�H�Q�V�L�R�Q�V�����S�D�U�W�L�D�O���D�Q�G���I�X�O�O���G�D�\�������H�[�S�X�O�V�L�R�Q�V�����D�Q�G���U�H�P�R�Y�D�O�V����Dash indicates no recorded incidents.�6�7�$�$�5���3�H�U�I�R�U�P�D�Q�F�HStudents in grades 3 through 8 take the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR) on an annual basis. STAAR passing rates are monitored by AISD and the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and used as an indicator of academic growth and achievement. STAAR performance at CRRP schools has been mixed in recent years. As displayed in Table 5, CRRP elementary schools had substantial variation in passing rates over the past two school years, while 
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Table 7.
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2018–2019 Staff Climate Survey item
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Table 11.

Parents’ and caregivers’ perceptions of their child’s middle school climate were somewhat mixed over the past two years 
but remained in line with or above the middle school average.

2018–2019 Parent Survey item
Mean agreement (% change from 2017–2018)

Burnet Dobie Garcia Mendez MS AVG
My child attends school in a safe learning environment. 3.3 (+1%) 3.4 (-3%) 3.4 (-) 3.4 (+3%) 3.2 (-4%)
My child likes going to school. 3.5 (+1%) 3.3 (-5%) 3.3 (-) 3.5 (+6%) 3.2 (-3%)
My child is treated with respect by other students. 3.2 (-1%) 3.2 (-5%) 3.0 (+4%) 3.4 (+5%) 3.1 (-3%)

Source. AISD Parent Survey. 
Note. Survey response options included (4) strongly agree, (3), agree, (2) disagree, (1) strongly disagree, and don’t know. Responses of don’t know 
were excluded from the analysis. Dashes indicate no change. Higher scores indicate greater agreement with the survey item. 

Conclusion
Year 1 of CRRP implementation was best characterized by the EIR grant coordinator who said that RPAs needed to 
work “at the speed of trust.” The process of becoming a culturally responsive, restorative educator requires critical 
examination of how established policies and practices are insufficient to ensure student success. Moreover, such 
examination will inevitably challenge preexisting beliefs about an educator’s identity when one’s students face 
numerous systemic barriers to success, both inside and outside the classroom.

CRRP implementation for the 2019–2020 school year will focus on ensuring that all school staff engage in the 
formal CRRP learning process through professional development opportunities led by RPAs and staff from the AISD 
Department of Cultural Proficiency and Inclusiveness. Staff from the AISD Department of Research and Evaluation 
will continue to support formative and summative program evaluation for EIR grant staff. 
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