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What is Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports? 

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) is a systems approach to teaching and managing 
behavior in schools.  The goal of establishing a PBIS system is to enhance the capacity of schools, 
families, and communities to create and maintain positive school environments so all students can 
achieve academically and socially. 

PBIS involves a continuum of evidence-based practices for all students, supported by all staff, and 
sustained in both classroom and non-classroom settings (such as hallways, buses, and restrooms).  The 
PBIS model uses a systemic approach so that otherwise isolated parts of the school operate in tandem.  
Taking a behavioral approach to school-wide discipline creates an environment in which staff is an 
important part of helping students achieve outcomes by choosing more effective, efficient, and 
desirable behaviors. 

Schools using a PBIS approach focus on creating and sustaining primary (school-wide), secondary (small 
group), and tertiary (individual) systems of support that improve lifestyle results (personal, health, 
social, family, work, recreation) for students and families [Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP): 
Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, 2012].  This multi-level approach to 
intervention is a more comprehensive way of responding to students’ behavioral needs because the 
focus is on layers of prevention and the logical distribution of resources. 

An established and organized continuum of support allows human and fiscal resources to be 
redistributed to the students with the greatest need, while ensuring behavioral and social learning 
success for all students.  Schools achieve comprehensive student behavioral success by examining the 
factors that impact behavior as well as the relationship between environment and behavior. 

PBIS also works to improve overall school climate, decrease reactive management, maximize academic 
achievement for all students, integrate academic and behavioral initiatives, and address the specific 
needs of students with severe emotional and behavioral concerns (OSEP: Center on Positive Behavioral 
Interventions and Supports, 2012). 

The four integrated elements (Figure A), data, practices, systems, and outcomes, are the foundation of a 
PBIS model.  Data drive the decisions regarding behavioral needs in the educational setting.  The 
evidence-based practices provide staff and students with the tools to achieve desired behavioral 
outcomes.  The systems provide the structure and resources required by the chosen practices.  
Outcomes are short- and long-term goals that staff, students, and family want to achieve in the school. 

Pairing the integrated elements with a system of training, coaching, and evaluation through a cultural 
and contextual lens improves implementation fidelity to maximize student outcomes.  
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What is Connecticut’s State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG)? 
What is the connection to PBIS? 

State Personnel Development Grants from the U.S. Department of Education have facilitated efforts to 
implement SRBI.  From 2007-2011, SERC coordinated its first SPDG, involving six model PBIS sites and 
representing four districts with varying resources and student needs.  Data indicated that use of a 
systems approach can improve performance of all students while reducing achievement gaps fairly 
dramatically.  The results also suggested that in a short amount of time, with external support and 
strong building leadership, educators were able to establish the structures needed to continuously 
improve instructional practices and, ultimately, student performance. 
 
Therefore, SERC, under the auspices of the CSDE, sought the opportunity to secure additional federal 
funding to build a statewide system to ensure fidelity of implementation of SRBI statewide.  In 2011, 
Connecticut was one of eight states awarded an SPDG, bringing $4.6 million to the state over five years.  
PBIS is one of the key components of the current SPDG.  Participating school-based teams approach two 
challenges simultaneously:   

1. increasing reading performance through strategic instruction, and  
2. reducing discipline referrals through positive behavioral interventions and supports.  The 

unique pairing of these two outcomes recognizes that student success can often be directly 
linked with the opportunity to learn in a safe and respectful environment.  This integrated 
approach aims to eliminate the disparity in academic performance for students with disabilities, 
students of color, and students acquiring English. 

SERC has been charged with coordinating this five-year project in collaboration with the CSDE.  Other 
grant partners include the RESC Alliance, UCONN/CBER, the Connecticut Parent Information and 
Resource Center, the Connecticut Parent Advocacy Center, and Connecticut’s Birth to 3 System. 
 
Connecticut’s SPDG essentially has three goals:   

1. training schools on research-based practices to address reading instruction aligned with 
Common Core State Standards, behavioral interventions, educational benefit, and family 
engagement;  

2. creating and sustaining statewide systems to support educators in implementing these 
practices; and 

3. tracking student performance to ensure all students are achieving at higher levels.   

 

What does the School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) data say about 
implementation in Connecticut? 

PBIS includes the use of data to assess the impact of behavioral supports at each tier of support.  Data 
are also used to make decisions about what type of supports are provided to which students. 
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Figure J: Percentage of Connecticut Schools Implementing PBIS to Criterion: Cohort B, Beginning 

Training 2008-2009 (N=36) 

Source: pbisevals.org 

 
Figure K: Percentage of Connecticut Schools Implementing PBIS to Criterion: Cohort C, Beginning 

Training 2009-2010 (N=22) 

 
Source: pbisevals.org  
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What do we learn about implementation through the use of School-
wide Information System (SWIS) data? 

All district and school leadership teams are taught to use the integrated elements (data, outcomes, 
practices, and systems) to process current strengths and needs and to devise an ongoing action plan.  
Review of up-to-date data is essential to making relevant and durable decisions about changes to the 
school-wide system and program. 

Beginning in 2009-2010, schools that applied to participate in Connecticut’s PBIS Training Series were 
required to use the School-wide Information System (SWIS) for, at minimum, the three years in which 
they are involved in the training series.  SWIS is a web-based data collection system that tracks Office 
Discipline Referral (ODR) information.  It allows school staff to distinguish between major and minor 
infractions.   

Schools are encouraged to use five standard reports, commonly known as the “Big 5,” on a monthly and 
annual basis.  The “Big 5” reports are: Average Referrals Per Day Per Month; Referrals by Problem 
Behavior; Referrals by Time; Referrals by Location; and Referrals by Student.  The system also allows 
staff to produce a wide variety of custom graphs and reports defined by a myriad of parameters (e.g., 
location, time of day, behavior, administrative decision, individual student, ethnicity, IEP status, and 
referring staff). 

Together the Big 5 highlight the essential information about the current condition of behavior in the 
school and enable teams to detect areas of success and immediate concern.  State-level evaluators may 
access aggregate statewide data for three of these charts (referrals by problem behavior, time, and 
location) through PBIS Evaluations. 

SWIS is primarily a school-based progress monitoring tool.  Schools are encouraged to begin entering 
ODR information before the first year of implementation so they have a baseline with which to compare 
subsequent years.  Most PBIS schools in Connecticut use the SWIS system.  Those that choose not to do 
so may have difficulty reviewing the data necessary during team meetings and trainings to engage fully 
in the decision-making process. 

In the following figures (Figures L, M, N, and O), the 2009-2010 to 2011-2012 data show that 
Connecticut PBIS schools using SWIS identified abusive language/profanity, defiance/disrespect, 
disruption, harassment/bullying, and physical aggression as the top five most common problem 
behaviors reported.  

The data also show a decrease in the frequency of defiance/disrespect at all grade levels at Connecticut 
PBIS Schools.  High school and PK-8 school levels report the greatest decreases, 6.6 percentage points 
and 6.8 percentage points, respectively. 

Reports of physical aggression have also decreased at all grade levels.  The most notable difference 
occurs at the PK-8 school level with an 8.8 percentage-point decrease. 
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Data depict slight increases in the frequency of harassment/ bullying at the elementary, high, and PK-8 

levels. This change may be attributed to the new bullying legislation, PA-11-232, which requires new 

procedures for identifying and reporting incidences of bullying in schools.  

Figure L: Percentage Office Discipline Referrals by Problem Behavior – Connecticut Elementary Schools 
(2009-2012) 

Source: pbisevals.org  
 

Figure M: Percentage Office Discipline Referrals by Problem Behavior – Connecticut Middle Schools 
(2009-2012) 

Source: pbisevals.org  
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What do the data reflect regarding ethnicity in ODRs? 
One of the features in SWIS allows schools to view ODR data by student ethnicity.  This shows school 
staff whether the proportion of students with ODRs over- or under-represents the proportion of 
students in any ethnic group.  Ethnicity data are available only from schools that use the ethnicity 
feature.  SERC has encouraged full use of this feature by all Connecticut schools using SWIS.   
 
Analysis of Connecticut’s SWIS data at the state level demonstrates disproportionality by ethnicity in all 
grades, with some groups overrepresented and other groups underrepresented in the data (Figures P, 
Q, and R).  Although there was a spike in disproportionality of ODR data from 2009-2010 to 2010-2011, 
the data demonstrate the narrowing of the disproportionality gap within various ethnic groups over a 
three-year period. 
 
Between 2009-2010 and 2011-2012, there was an overall decrease in underrepresentation among 
White students.  In 2009-2010, White students represented 56% of the total enrollment while 
representing only 44% of all students with referrals.  In 2011-2012, White students represented 55% of 
total enrollment and 47% of all students with referrals. 
 
Between 2010-2011 and 2011-2012, there was an overall decrease in overrepresentation among 
Hispanic/Latino and Black students.  In 2010-2011, Hispanic/Latino students represented 21% of total 
enrollment, but 33% of all students with referrals.  In 2011-2012, Hispanic/Latino students still 
represented 21% of the total population, but only 27% of all students with referrals.  In 2010-2011, Black 
students represented 15% of the total population, yet 27% of all students with referrals.  In 2011-2012, 
Black students represented 16% of the total enrollment, but only 23% of all students with referrals. 
 
Data disaggregated by grade level showed similar decreases in disproportionality from 2009-2010 to 
2011-2012 (Appendix A).   
 
At the elementary school level, the data show an overall decrease in overrepresentation among Black 
students.  In 2009-2010, Black students represented approximately 15.8% of the total enrollment, yet 
27.3% of all students with referrals.  In 2011-2012, Black students represented 13.1% of the total 
enrollment, yet 21.2% of all students with referrals.   

The middle school level data show an overall decrease in overrepresentation among Hispanic/Latino 
students.  In 2009-2010, Hispanic/Latino students represented 12.7% of total enrollment and 22.9% of 
all students with referrals.  In 2011-2012, Hispanic/Latino students represented 21.8% of total 
enrollment and 30% of all students with referrals.    

Underrepresentation among White students has continuously decreased from 2009-2010 to 2011-2012 
at the middle school level.  In 2009-2010, White students represented 65.1% of total enrollment and 
45.6% of all students with referrals.  In 2010-2011, White students represented 57.2% of total 
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enrollment and 41.4% of all students with referrals.  In 2011-2012, White students represented 58.5% of 
total enrollment and 44.9% of all students with referrals. 

At the high school level, data demonstrate a decrease in overrepresentation of Black students even as 
enrollment increased.  In 2009-2010, Black students represented 9.2% of the total enrollment and 14.4% 
of all students with referrals.  In 2010-2011, Black students represented 7.3% of total enrollment and 
11.8% of all students with referrals.  In 2011-2012, Black students represented 13% of total enrollment 
and 14.1% of all students with referrals.   

High school-level data show an overall decrease in underrepresentation of White students over the 
three-year period.  In 2009-2010, White students represented 76.4% of total enrollment and 71.5% of all 
students with referrals.  In 2011-2012, White students represented 68.7% of total enrollment and 66.7% 
of all students with referrals. 

At the elementary school level, the data show an overall decrease in overrepresentation among Black 
students. The same trend is demonstrated with Hispanic/Latino students at the elementary school level.  

Connecticut PBIS trainers and technical assistance providers will continue to work with schools to review 
their data through the lens of ethnicity to develop and implement action plans to address discrepancies.  
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Figure R
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What is the current need/demand for PBIS training and support in 
Connecticut? 

The current demand for PBIS training and support in Connecticut is quite extensive, as there continues 
to be a need for a framework of evidence-based practices for behavioral support in schools.  New 
suspension-expulsion guidelines, as well as the state’s revised anti-bullying legislation, are likely 
contributors to the demand for PBIS training.  PBIS includes support for the behavioral and mental 
health needs of all Connecticut’s students. 

 

How is PBIS supportive of school reform efforts in Connecticut? 

Turnaround Schools 
The United States Department of Education requires states with approved ESEA waivers to classify at 
least 5 percent of Title I schools as turnaround schools.  Connecticut was granted the ESEA waiver in 
2012 and subsequently identified 28 turnaround schools.  A total of 21 (or 75%) of Connecticut’s 
turnaround schools have participated in PBIS training (SERC, 2013). 
 
Focus Schools 
The Focus School designation is designed to identify schools with the lowest-performing student 
subgroups across the State, which to this point may have been masked by overall student performance.  
Focus Schools were identified using CMT/CAPT 2011 data.  A total of 29 of the 55 identified Focus 
Schools (or 53%) have participated in PBIS training (SERC, 2013). 
 
Alliance Districts 
Public Act 12-116 created the Alliance District program to help districts raise student performance and 
close achievement gaps by pursuing bold and innovative reform strategies.  The law established a new 
process for identifying 30 Alliance Districts – the districts with the lowest district performance index 
(DPI) scores statewide – and targeted increased Education Cost Sharing (ECS) funding for these districts.  
Each district’s receipt of its designated allocation is conditioned upon district submission, and 
Connecticut State Department of Education approval, of an Alliance District Plan for the expenditure of 
the new increment of conditional funds in the context of the district’s overall strategy to improve 
academic achievement.  Currently, 26 of 30 (or 87%) of Connecticut’s Alliance Districts have participated 
in PBIS training (SERC, 2013). 
 
Commissioner’s Network 
Public Act 12-116 establishes a Commissioner’s Network to provide new resources and flexibilities to 
improve student achievement in the state’s lowest-performing schools.  The Commissioner’s Network is 
designed as a partnership between local stakeholders and the state and will serve as a vehicle for 
innovative initiatives, a platform for sharing effective practices, and a model for other schools and 
districts throughout the state.  
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Statute permits the Commissioner to select up to 25 schools for the Network over the next three years. 
Most schools will be selected to join the Network for the 2013-14 and 2014-15 school years, but a 
limited number of schools will be considered to join the Network for 2012-13.  Network turnaround 
plans will include intensive and transformative strategies that are necessary to turnaround schools that, 
to date, have been insufficiently successful in their improvement efforts.  Currently, 75% of districts with 
approved plans for schools in the Commissioner’s Network are a part of PBIS training (SERC, 2013).  
 
Review Schools 
Review Schools are among Connecticut’s lowest performing, irrespective of Title I status.  All schools 
with CMT/ CAPT 2012 participation rates less than 95 percent, four-year cohort graduation rates below 
60 percent (for the graduating class of 2011), three-year baseline School Performance Indexes (SPIs) 
below 64, or identification as Focus Schools were classified as Review Schools.  Currently, 54/84 (or 64%) 
of Connecticut’s Review Schools have participated in PBIS training (SERC, 2013).  
 
See the PBIS Results-Based Accountability (RBA) Report Card (Appendix B). 
 

Summary 

As of 2011-12, almost one-fourth (23%) of Connecticut’s schools have participated in at least one year of 
PBIS training.  Nationally and statewide, the majority of schools participating in PBIS are at the 
elementary level.  Recent years have seen an increase in the number of middle and high schools as well.  
Outreach efforts to these schools will continue. 

To ensure that all schools in Connecticut have access to coaching, training, and technical assistance, the 
CT PBIS Collaborative continues to invest in building capacity in PBIS trainers across the state.  Through 
CT’s State Personnel Development Grant, SERC, CBER, and the RESC Alliance, educational leaders have 
participated in training with the field’s leading experts.  These partnerships have provided Connecticut 
schools the opportunity to receive more intensive technical assistance, focusing on their specific 
implementation challenges and celebrating their successes.  The CT PBIS Collaborative will continue to 
meet as a Professional Learning Community (PLC) specifically designed to sustain and expand training 
and technical assistance capabilities.  

Analysis of Connecticut SET data reveals that by the third year of PBIS training, the majority of schools 
are implementing PBIS with fidelity.  The CT PBIS Collaborative will continue to offer a three-year 
training series to promote implementation fidelity and will address specific implementation issues 
with each school in training. 

SWIS data show that the top five problem behaviors are common across all grade levels.  These problem 
behaviors include abusive language/profanity, defiance/disrespect, disruption, harassment/bullying, and 
physical aggression.  Over the last three years, rates of referrals for two of these problem behaviors, 
physical aggression and defiance/disrespect, have decreased at all grade levels.  Nationally, school-wide 
teams have expressed the desire to share classroom strategies with their staff earlier in the process.  In 
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addition, there is evidence that developing classroom systems along with school-wide systems improves 
sustainability.  With this in mind, the CT PBIS Collaborative will alter the scope and sequence of PBIS 
training to begin the training and technical assistance around classroom management practices earlier 
in the training series. 

ODR data show that Connecticut continues to refer students of color disproportionately for behavioral 
violations at all grade levels. Hispanic/Latino and Black students are referred at much higher rates than 
their White peers.  Over the past three years, the disproportionality gap has narrowed within each of 
these subgroups.  However, the disproportionate pattern of referral rates endures.  The CT PBIS 
Collaborative will continue to ensure that training and technical assistance through PBIS addresses 
issues of race/ethnicity and that trainers and technical assistance providers enhance the ability to 
focus data structures and practices with a lens on equity.  

The CT PBIS Collaborative now includes the enhanced perspective of the four integrated elements in 
training to highlight the importance of considering culture and context when implementing PBIS. 
Systems and practices must reflect the school’s specific staff and student population to achieve 
maximum student outcomes.  The Collaborative has also emphasized the importance of disaggregating 
ODR data by ethnicity and the need to consistently monitor reports by ethnicity to inform any changes 
to implementation.  Given the importance of analyzing data through a variety of lenses, the CT PBIS 
Collaborative will work closely with individuals and organizations with expertise in culturally 
responsive pedagogy and discipline practices to further embed these practices into PBIS training, 
technical assistance, and coaching.   

The CT PBIS Collaborative presents School-wide PBIS training curriculum in a manner that encourages 
teams to consider the impact of their support systems on students who represent subgroups of their 
school’s population (i.e. race, ethnicity, gender, etc.).  Coaches meetings provide a space for in-depth 
conversation about the information and tools needed to analyze data for disproportionality.  One 
purpose of these meetings is to ensure that schools are asking the types of questions about their data 
that will lead them to discover what might be contributing to these inequities.  The CT PBIS 
Collaborative will continue to work to provide a continuum of behavioral supports that is reflective of 
students’ diverse strengths and needs in order to increase student achievement in a predictable, safe, 
and pro-social learning environment while eliminating racial disparities. 

 

Connecticut PBIS Three-Year Goals (2011-2014) 

Goals for Connecticut’s statewide system for PBIS were published in the PBIS Data Report and Summary: 
December 2011 (SERC, 2011).  Since 2011, the CT PBIS Collaborative has undertaken a great deal to 
address these goals: 



PBIS Data Report and Summary © SERC 2013  22 

• Expanding the Connecticut PBIS Collaborative, a statewide comprehensive stakeholder group, 
that invests in systems for training, coaching, and evaluation, to address the growing demand 
for training and scaling-up in Connecticut districts. 

 This goal is ongoing.  The CT PBIS Collaborative met five times in 2011-12.  
Representatives from all partners were in attendance at each meeting.  The 
Collaborative will continue to meet in 2012-13 and further expand partnerships with 
Connecticut RESCs and CSDE.  Participation from all stakeholders at these meetings 
ensures that statewide efforts to provide high-quality professional development and 
technical assistance around PBIS to all schools in Connecticut are consistent and aligned 
with the heavily researched national model.   
 

• Expanding the Connecticut Model Schools Project to include identification of Banner Schools 
and Model Demonstration Sites. 

 The Model Schools Project was revamped and no schools were highlighted in 2011-12. 
However, the project will resume in 2012-13 and will recognize more schools across 
Connecticut for exemplary PBIS implementation. 
 

• Building capacity in school-wide PBIS trainers through the extension of the PBIS Trainer of 
Trainers Network. 

 The PBIS Trainer of Trainers Network continued and was further enhanced by the 
addition of a session dubbed “Completers” for those who participated fully in School-
wide PBIS Training Cadre.  Additionally, CT PBIS played a role in the NE PBIS Conference 
serving on the planning/advisory committee, presenting a breakout session, exhibiting 
at the poster session, and participating as conference attendees in an effort to 
continuously develop CT PBIS expertise and contributions to the field.  This goal is 
ongoing for 2012-13. 
 

• Enhancing and building capacity for providing district-specific assistance in the development and 
management of secondary and tertiary behavior support systems and expertise of local 
personnel. 

 This goal is ongoing. Enhancements have been made, and will continue to be made, to 
the statewide training series regarding secondary and tertiary behavior support systems 
and building staff capacity to provide such support. 
 

• Investigating further the local relationship between SWPBIS and academic outcomes. 

 This goal is ongoing.  One specific approach to address this goal has been through CT’s 
SPDG of which PBIS is a significant component.  The grant includes assessment of and 
support for implementing academic and behavioral systems and practices.  In particular, 
the grant is examining the impact of integrated SWPBIS and academic systems on 
reading. 
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• Identifying further a static funding source for scaling-up efforts. 

 This goal needs to be continued.  Collaboration with CSDE will help with determining 
future fiscal support for PBIS expansion and maintenance in Connecticut. 
 

• Providing evidence-based content and materials to develop interventions to address systematic 
disproportionality in suspension and expulsion by race and other subgroups. 

 Members of the PBIS initiative will maintain collaboration with other initiatives at SERC, 
such as the Initiative on Diversity in Education (IDE), to develop content and materials 
for training that will support school-based teams with recognizing and addressing 
disproportionate referral and administrative consequences.  This remains a primary goal 
for 2012-13. 
 

• Collaborating with PBIS school districts to address the discipline gap by gender, race, and special 
education. 

 This goal is ongoing.  Coaches’ meetings were specially tailored to help recognize the 
need to address disproportionality.  In the future, there will also be a focus on using 
tools at the school-wide level to identify groups within individual schools that may be 
experiencing disparate treatment by staff responding to behavioral infractions. 
 

• Sharing Connecticut data with PBIS schools to examine function of behavior and its correlation 
with the most common behavioral infractions in middle and high schools 
(defiance/disrespect/insubordination, etc.). 

 This goal is ongoing. The CT PBIS Collaborative is collecting a substantial data set for 
analysis and sharing as an increasing number of middle schools and high schools are 
participating in PBIS training.  Schools will be provided guidance on how to use data to 
design possible responses that may result in decreases of the common infractions and 
increases in more appropriate behaviors. 
 

• Enhancing the visibility of PBIS in Connecticut through the Summit on PBIS, Web site, and 
related products. 

 This goal is ongoing.  Related products include PBIS Data Report and Summary: 
December 2011 (2011), A Family Guide to PBIS in Connecticut (2011), PBIS as an 
Effective Approach to Bullying Prevention & Intervention: Complying with CT Public Act 
11-232 (2012), and SERC Works: Best Practices from SERC: Spring 2012, No. 4 (2012).  
See www.ctserc.org/pbis.  
 

• Investing in the increased knowledge about PBIS with Connecticut families through the 
Connecticut Parent Information and Resource Center (CT PIRC). 

 This goal is ongoing.  PBIS continues to be a resource for consulting with CT PIRC about 
school-based behavioral support to students and families throughout Connecticut.  A 
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brochure, A Family Guide to PBIS in Connecticut, was created and began dissemination 
in 2011.  This guide will continue to be available to the public via the PBIS Web site.  
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Table 2: Referrals by Ethnicity, Elementary, 2010-2011 (N=21) 

 Total 
Enrollment 

% of 
Enrollment 

Students 
w/Referrals

% of Students
w/Referrals 

Referrals % of 
Referrals 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

52 .7% 4 .6% 7 .4%
Asian 571 7.3% 11 1.7% 12 .6%
Black 1046 13.4% 177 26.7% 615 33.3%
Hispanic/Latino 1241 15.9% 138 20.8% 399 21.6%
Multi-racial 143 1.8% 13 2.0% 61 3.3%
Pacific Islander/ 
Native Hawaiian 

13 .2% 6 .9% 18 1.0%
White 4751 60.8% 313 47.3% 737 39.9%
Total 7817 100.0% 662 100.0% 1849 100.0%
Source: pbisevals.org  

 

Figure B: Referrals by Ethnicity, Elementary, 2010-2011 

 

Source: pbisevals.org  
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Table 3: Referrals by Ethnicity, Elementary, 2011-2012 (N=44)  Total 
Enrollment 

% of 
Enrollment

Students 
w/Referrals

% of Students
w/Referrals

Referrals % of 
Referrals

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

109 .7% 5 .3% 11 .2% 
Asian 1095 6.6% 40 2.0% 77 1.2% 
Black 2163 13.1% 415 21.2% 1882 30.5% 
Hispanic/Latino 3538 21.5% 529 27.0% 1549 25.1% 
Multi-racial 463 2.8% 28 1.4% 90 1.5% 
Pacific Islander/ 
Native Hawaiian 

48 .3% 7 .4% 21 .3% 
White 9062 55.0% 932 47.6% 2536 41.1% 
Total 16478 100.0% 1956 100.0% 6166 100.0%
Source: pbisevals.org  

 

Figure C: Referrals by Ethnicity, Elementary, 2011-2012 

 

Source: pbisevals.org 



 
Am
Ala
Asi
Bla
His
Unk
Wh
Tot

Sourc

 

Sourc

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

PBIS Data

merican India
askan Native

an 
ack 
spanic/Latin
known 

hite 
tal 
ce: pbisevals.o

ce: pbisevals.o

 

 

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Ame
Indian/

Nat

 Report and S

To
Enro

an/ 
e 

525
no 42436
rg 

rg 

rican
Alaskan
tive

Summary © S

Table 4: Re

otal 
llment En58 228 527 469 7 406 695 
Figure D: Ref

 

Asian

SERC 2013

ferrals by Eth

% of
nrollment 1.6%6.2%14.3%12.7%.2%65.1%100.0%
ferrals by Eth

Blac

hnicity, Midd

Students
w/Referra15262221944386847

hnicity, Middl

k His

dle, 2009-201

s 
als 

% of St
w/Ref1.83.126.22..545.100

le, 2009-2010

panic/Latino

0 (N=5) 

tudents 
ferrals 

R8%1%2%9%%6%0.0%
0

Unknow

Referrals91 74 1069 866 9 1281 3390 

wn

% of Enrollme

% of Students

28 

% of 
Referrals2.7%2.2%31.5%25.5%.3%37.8%100.0%

White

ent

s w/ Referrals

 



PBIS Data Report and Summary © SERC 2013  29 

Table 5: Referrals by Ethnicity, Middle, 2010-2011 (N=9) 

 Total 
Enrollment 

% of 
Enrollment 

Students 
w/Referrals

% of Students 
w/Referrals 

Referrals % of 
Referrals 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

49 .9% 7 .5% 31 .6%
Asian 220 4.2% 34 2.6% 57 1.1%
Black 596 11.4% 231 17.5% 1064 20.9%
Hispanic/Latino 1332 25.5% 488 37.0% 1906 37.4%
Multi-racial 31 .6% 12 .9% 27 .5%
Pacific Islander/ 
Native Hawaiian 

8 .2% 0 .0% 0 .0%
White 2984 57.2% 546 41.4% 2016 39.5%
Total 5220 100.0% 1318 100.0% 5101 100.0%

Source: pbisevals.org 

 

Figure E: Referrals by Ethnicity, Middle, 2010-2011 

 

 Source: pbisevals.org 
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Table 6: Referrals by Ethnicity, Middle, 2011-2012 (N=19)  Total 
Enrollment 

% of 
Enrollment 

Students 
w/Referrals

% of Students
w/Referrals 

Referrals % of 
Referrals 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

74 .6% 12 .4% 80 .7%
Asian 425 3.6% 33 1.1% 76 .6%
Black 1627 14.0% 660 22.2% 3158 26.6%
Hispanic/Latino 2539 21.8% 894 30.0% 3740 31.5%
Multi-racial 145 1.2% 30 1.0% 149 1.3%
Pacific Islander/ 
Native Hawaiian 

21 .2% 13 .4% 59 .5%
White 6817 58.5% 1337 44.9% 4618 38.9%
Total 11648 100.0% 2979 100.0% 11880 100.0%
Source: pbisevals.org 

 

Figure F: Referrals by Ethnicity, Middle, 2011-2012 

  

Source: pbisevals.org 
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Table 7: Referrals by Ethnicity, High, 2009-2010 (N=3) 

 Total 
Enrollment 

% of 
Enrollment

Students 
w/Referrals

% of Students 
w/Referrals 

Referrals % of 
Referrals

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

31 1.3% 7 1.3% 15 .7%
Asian 97 4.2% 6 1.1% 8 .4%
Black 211 9.2% 79 14.4% 331 15.7%
Hispanic/Latino 203 8.8% 64 11.7% 224 10.6%
White 1758 76.4% 391 71.5% 1534 72.6%
Total 2300 100.0% 547 100.0% 2112 100.0%

Source: pbisevals.org 

 

Figure G: Referrals by Ethnicity, High, 2009-2010 

 Source: pbisevals.org 
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Table 8: Referrals by Ethnicity, High, 2010-2011 (N=7) 

 Total 
Enrollment 

% of 
Enrollment 

Students 
w/Referrals

% of Students
w/Referrals 

Referrals % of
Referrals 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

20 .4% 6 .5% 10 .2%
Asian 124 2.5% 16 1.4% 50 .9%
Black 362 7.3% 140 11.8% 593 11.1%
Hispanic/Latino 925 18.7% 291 24.6% 1561 29.3%
Multi-racial 6 .1% 3 .3% 32 .6%
Pacific Islander/ 
Native Hawaiian 

2 .0% 6 .5% 8 .1%
White 3499 70.9% 722 61.0% 3080 57.7
Total 4938 100.0% 1184 100.0% 5334 100.0%
Source: pbisevals.org 

 

Figure H: Referrals by Ethnicity, High, 2010-2011 

 Source: pbisevals.org 
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Table 9: Referrals by Ethnicity, High, 2011-2012 (N=14) 

 Total 
Enrollment 

% of 
Enrollment 

Students 
w/Referrals

% of Students 
w/Referrals 

Referrals % of 
Referrals 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

84 .7% 16 .6% 53 .4%
Asian 601 4.8% 44 1.7% 198 1.5%
Black 1638 13.0% 370 14.1% 1791 13.9%
Hispanic/Latino 1533 12.2% 426 16.2% 1802 14.0%
Multi-racial 76 .6% 19 .7% 115 .9%
Pacific Islander/ 
Native Hawaiian 

3 .0% 1 .0% 1 .0%
White 8624 68.7% 1754 66.7% 8921 69.3%
Total 12559 100.0% 2630 100.0% 12881 100.0%

Source: pbisevals.org 

 

Figure I: Referrals by Ethnicity, High, 2011-2012 

 Source: pbisevals.org 
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