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The total 
area of 
the LAUSD 
is 710 
square 
miles.

LAUSD is 
divided 
into 8 Local 
Districts



LAUSD 
Number of Schools

ÅElementary 534

ÅMiddle 129

ÅSenior High 129

ÅSPAN Schools (not magnets) 19

ÅCharter Schools (Independent) 153

ÅContinuation Senior Highs 40

ÅSpecial Education 19

ÅCommunity Day Schools 11

TOTAL number of K-12  schools ς1,034 



LAUSD 
Student Information

ÅAmerican Indian/Alaskan Native ς0.4%

ÅAsian ς6.1%

ÅBlack ς9.2%

ÅFilipino ς0.1% 

ÅHispanic ς74.9%

ÅPacific Islander ς0.4%

ÅWhite ς8.9%

Total K-12 enrollment - 678,441



Employees
Å K-12 Teachers 29,006
Å Early Childhood Teachers 728
Å TOTAL TEACHERS   29,734

Å K-12 Administrators 1,969
Å Early Childhood Administrators 51
Å TOTAL ADMINISTRATORS  2,020

ÅOther Certificated Support Personnel   4,422
Å Regular Classified Personnel 30,545

Total Employees - 66,721



Discipline Foundation Policy: 
School-Wide Positive Behavior Support



You can lead a horse to water,

ōǳǘ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ƘƛƳ ŘǊƛƴƪΦ

But, you can salt the 
oats!!!

the Discipline 
Policy

them implement.

school team



KEYS TO SUCCESS:

1. Make it real

2. Keep it alive

3. Use a clear, consistent message

4. Create tools to support implementation of 
SWPBS and the use of data

Iƻǿ ƘŀǾŜ ǿŜ άǎŀƭǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻŀǘǎέΚ



Make it real.



Targeted/
Intensive

(High-risk students)
Individual Interventions

(3-5%)

Selected
(At-risk Students)

Classroom & Small 
Group Strategies

(10-20% of students)

Universal
(All Students)

School -wide, 
Culturally Relevant 

Systems of Support
(75 -85% of students)

ÅIntensive social skills training
ÅIndividual behavior management plans
ÅParent training and collaboration
ÅMulti-agency collaboration (wrap-around) services
ÅAlternatives to suspension and expulsion
ÅCommunity and service learning

ÅIntensive social skills training
ÅSelf-management programs
ÅParent training and collaboration
ÅSchool based adult mentors
ÅIncreased academic support and practice
ÅAlternatives to out-of-school suspension
ÅCommunity and service learning

ÅEffective academic support
ÅSocial skills training
ÅPositive, proactive discipline
ÅTeaching school behavior expectations
ÅActive supervision and monitoring
ÅPositive reinforcement systems
ÅFirm, fair, and corrective discipline
ÅEffective classroom management
ÅCommunity and service learning

Adapted from: Sprague & Walker, 2004
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Positive 
Interactions

Negative or 
Corrective 
Interactions
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Keep it alive.



Implementation Logic Used

ÅCentral Leadership Team - (Meets weekly)

ÅWorking Groups - (Meets every other month)

ïLocal District Lead

ïLocal District Staff

ïSafe and Healthy School Facilitator

ïBehavior Specialist

ÅTask Force - (Meets  three times per year)

ïAll stakeholders
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Integrate with other District Initiatives 

RtI2 embraces evidence-based 
ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ 
Discipline Foundation Policy.

Multi-Tiered Framework for Instruction, 
Intervention, and Support
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This Reference Guide aligns to the policies 
described in BUL-3638: Discipline Foundation 
Policy: School-Wide Positive Behavior Support

Guidelines For Determining Appropriate 
Behavior Instruction and Intervention
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This Bulletin aligns LAUSD suspension policies 
ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΧΧΦǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜ 

Foundation Policy: School-Wide Positive 
.ŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘΧ

Guidelines for Student Suspension
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An essential component of the Discipline 
Foundation Policy requires school 

administrators to ensure that a method of 
recording, collecting and analyzing behavior 

discipline data is in place.

Online Office Discipline Referral
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Public Service Announcements



Use a clear, 
consistent message.



Administrative Leadership and Support

School leaders actively support the adoption, implementation and maintenance of School-Wide Positive Behavior 

Support.

Team-based Implementation

The School-Wide Positive Behavior Support team is composed of members from all stakeholder groups 

(administrator, general educator, special educator, classified staff, support staff, parents, and students).

Behavioral Expectations Defined

A small number (3ï6) of positively stated expectations are in place for all students and staff. Behavior 

expectations need to be concrete, positive behaviors so that every student, staff, and family can remember and 

follow them.

Behavior Expectations Taught

Behavioral expectations are taught to all students through explanation, modeling, practicing, and processing on a 

regular and ongoing basis.

Acknowledge and Reinforce Appropriate Behavior

Appropriate behaviors are modeled by all students, staff, and families and are acknowledged and reinforced on a 

regular and ongoing basis.

Monitor and Correct Behavioral Errors

Consequences are consistent and are developed for a continuum of behavioral errors.

Data-based Decision Making

Data is analyzed and used to guide decisions.

Family and Community Collaboration

Partnerships are built between the school, home, and community.

Eight Key Features of

School-Wide Positive Behavior Support
3



Create tools to support 
implementation of 

SWPBS and the use of 
data.
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"ON-LINE" TEAM IMPLEMENTATION CHECKLIST (TIC) 
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"ON-LINE" TEAM IMPLEMENTATION CHECKLIST (TIC) 
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Local District by Level of Implementation of Start-up Activities
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http://Disciplinepolicy.lausd.net
4


