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I ntroduction

The passage of the Children First Act in 1988 ushered in a new era of
data collection, analysis, and reporting about the overall quality and
condition of education in Louisiana. Implemented in 1990, this major
piece of legidation resulted in the publication of the Progress Profiles
(School Report Cards, District Composite Report, and the Louisiana
Sate Education Progress Report) with three main objectives: (1) to
provide information about schools to parents and the general public, (2)
to provide a basis for educationa planning, and (3) to increase
educational accountability at all levels.

The Children First Act, through its Progress Profiles program, also
became the impetus toward the introduction of the statewide school
accountability system, which was implemented in 1998-1999. The
Louisiana School Accountability System, replacing the old Progress
Profiles program, is focused on analysis and assessment of school
performance with heavy emphasis on school improvement.

In its fifth year, the school accountability system has been successful in
its mission, particularly in raising awareness of the importance of this
initiative to our state. Furthermore, the end product of this system, the
annua accountability reports, has become an important mechanism for
disseminating information on the status and performance of public
education in the state of Louisiana. With the induction of the new
Louisiana District Accountability System in 2001-2002, two years of
district-level accountability reports have been released and have added
to the strength of the L ouisiana accountability model.

On January 8, 2002, President Bush signed into law the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), P.L.107-110. This law is a blueprint of
the national agenda for educational reform that Congress has enacted to
ensure that no child isleft behind. As such, the blueprint focuses greatly
on holding school systems accountable for producing results. A major
tenet of the law is “increased accountability for student performance,”
with an acknowledged priority of “improving the academic performance
of disadvantaged children by closing the achievement gap.” To meet
this goal, the law cites cause for the federal investment in Title | to be
spent more effectively and with greater accountability. This proposal
changed previous laws by requiring states, school districts, and schools
receiving Title | funds to ensure that al student groups meet high
standards. Efforts to close the achievement gap revolve around the

implementation of accountability and high standards, annual academic
assessments, and consequences for schools that fail to educate
disadvantaged students (United States Department of Education, NCLB
of 2001).

Fortunately, the existing Louisiana School and District Accountability
System meets many of the requirements of the new law. The state of
Louisiana was already engaged in annual assessments of its students,
reporting on student groups, assessing adequate yearly progress, helping
low performing schools via corrective action and technica and
professional assistance, as well as rewarding high performing and
growing schools. However, Louisiana had to modify and/or expand
some of its existing system to come into full compliance with the new
federa law. Since the signing of the NCLB law, the Louisiana
Department of Education (LDE) has moved aggressively toward its
implementation. All states were required to submit “Accountability
Workbooks” to the U.S. Department of Education by January 31, 2003.
Louisiana’ s “ Accountability Workbook” maintained most aspects of the
original accountability system while incorporating additional elements
as required by NCLB. Following the peer review and revision process,
Louisiana’s “Accountability Workbook” was approved by the USDOE
on May 17, 2003.

The new aspects of the Louisiana School and District Accountability
System were reflected in the 2002-2003 school accountability release
on November 20, 2003. Education Week, a nationally renowned K-12
education publication, ranked Louisiana s standards and accountability
programs as the best in the country as part of its Quality Counts 2004
Report.  With every state in the nation focusing on accountability
because of NCLB, this is an indication that Louisiana is at the cutting
edge in education reform.

Key Facets of the Louisiana School and District
Accountability System

There are five key facets to Louisiana's School and District
Accountability System, as shown below.
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K ey Facets of the L ouisiana School and District Accountability System

1. Challenging Curriculum and Content Standb
3. School and District Performance Monitoring

and Reporting
4. Assistance to Low-performing Schools and

districts

Facet 1—Challenging Curriculum and Content Standards. In the
ongoing effort to raise educational performance, the Louisiana
Department of Education (LDE) substantially upgraded the curriculum
for public school students via the content standards in all major subject
areas beginning in 1997. In order to be prepared for the demands of the
classroom and for the fiercely-competitive job market, students must
demonstrate competency in certain foundation skills (communication,
problem solving, resource access and utilization, linking and generating
knowledge, and citizenship). These foundation skills form the base for
al content standards, which reflect the essentia concepts and skills
students are expected to know and perform. The content standards are
specified for grade ranges (e.g., K-4, 5-8, and 9-12) and are further
delineated through benchmarks. The content standards have been
developed for all Louisiana students, including students with
disabilities, gifted and talented students, and linguistically and
culturally diverse students.

In February of 2004, Louisiana released the Grade-Level Expectations
(GLEs) for English language arts, mathematics, science and social
studies in grades PK through 12. A GLE is a statement that defines
what all students should be able to do at the end of a grade level, thus
adding further definition to the content standards and benchmarks. The
state' s assessment programs will fully reflect the GLEs beginning in the
spring of 2006.

2. Assessment Program

Louisiana
School and District

Accountability
System

5. Recognition and Rewards

Facet 2—Assessment Program. A new, rigorous assessment program
for Louisiana students began in spring of 1999. Additional assessments
for high school students and students with significant disabilities have
been added in recent years. The assessment program includes:

» The criterion-referenced tests (CRT), or the Louisiana Educational
Assessment Program for the 21st Century (LEAP 21) tests, measure
how well students master the state’s content standards. The
LEAP 21 tests are administered to students in 4th and 8th grades.
In the spring of 2000, the English Language Arts (ELA) and the
Mathematics LEAP 21 tests became high stakes tests: no 4th or 8th
grade student scoring at the Unsatisfactory achievement level on
the ELA or Mathematics test could be promoted fully to the next
grade. The ELA and Mathematics tests of the new high school
CRT, the Graduation Exit Examination for the 21st Century (GEE
21), were implemented in spring of 2001. The Science and Social
Studies GEE 21 tests were implemented in the spring of 2002. To
graduate from a Louisiana public school, a student who was a first-
time 10th grader in 2000-2001 was required to score at the
Approaching Basic achievement level or above on both the ELA
and Mathematics tests. Students who were first-time 10th graders
in 2001-2002 and thereafter must also score Approaching Basic or
above on either the Science or the Socia Studies test.

» The norm-referenced tests (NRT), or The lowa Tests, compare the
performance of Louisiana students to the performance of students
nationally. The lowa Tests are administered to studentsin grades 3,
5, 6, 7, 8 (for Option 2 students, or grade 8 repeaters on a high
school campus), and 9 and to Options (PreGED/Skills) Program
students.

» The LEAP Alternate Assessment (LAA) evaluates the progress of
students with significant disabilities who do not participate in the
typical statewide assessments (the CRT and NRT). The LAA test
results were included in the school accountability results for the
first timein the 2002-2003.

Facet 3—School and District Performance Monitoring and
Reporting. Beginning with the 2002-2003 school accountability
release, every public school was evaluated in two areas to determine if
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) had been made. The first areais the
School Performance Score (SPS) Component. Each public school is
assigned an SPS on an annual basis indicating the academic status of its
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students. The SPS for each school is a weighted composite index, using
SPS Indicatorswith Corresponding Weighting Factors

Attendance
5%
Dropouts
5%

Thelowa Tests
30%

LEAP 21/GEE 21
60%

indicators and weighting factors as outlined below. To make AYP for
the SPS Component, a school had to have an SPS of 45 or above.
Schools are assigned Performance Labels based on the SPS and Growth
Labels based on the amount of growth achieved. In prior years, the
school accountability model was comprised of two-year cycles, thus
labels were assigned every other year, or once per cycle. Beginning in
2002-2003, the school accountability system became an annua
determination of school performance and progress; therefore, labels will
be assigned every year. The second area evaluated is the Subgroup
Component. To make AYP for the Subgroup Component, each
subgroup must meet requirements in three areas. test participation,
academic performance, and an additiona academic indicator
(attendance rate or non-dropout rate) for all required subgroups. These
subgroups include five ethnicity subgroups, students with disabilities,
limited English proficient students, economically disadvantaged
students, and all studentsin the school.

Each district receives a District Performance Score (DPS) using the
same indicators and weighting factors as the SPS. The DPSisaroll-up
of the student-level SPS data for a given year. Every other year,
districts receive a District Responsibility Index (DRI) and the
corresponding DRI Label. The DRI focuses on responsibilities of local
school boards and district administrators and is comprised of four
indicators (School Improvement, LEAP 21 Passing Rate, Summer
School, and Certified Teachers). District-level subgroup performanceis

evaluated through the Subgroup Performance Scores (GPS) roll-up of
the student-level SPS data by subgroup. Beginning with the 2002-2003
release of district accountability results, districts will be evaluated to
determine if AYP is made for the district-level subgroup component.
This DCR will be released before that datais available.

Facet 4—Assistance to Low Performing Schools and Districts.
School Improvement (SI), formerly called Corrective Actions (CA), isa
facet of the accountability system intended to help low performing and
stagnant schools improve. A school that does not meet performance
and growth requirements will enter or move further into School
Improvement. A school in School Improvement shall receive additional
support and assistance with the expectation that extensive efforts shall
be made by students, parents, teachers, principals, administrators, and
the school board to improve student achievement at the school. There
are six levels of School Improvement, Sl 1 through SI 6. Only the first
four levels are applicable in 2002-2003.

Movement into and among the different levels of School Improvement
is essentially dependent on the school’s SPS, whether AY P was made
for the Subgroup Component, the amount of growth relative to the
Growth Target, and the school’s prior SI/CA status. The type of
remedies required for a given level of Sl depends on the Title | status of
the school and are additive in nature as a school moves to higher S|
levels.

Digtricts that receive the lowest DRI Label, Unsatisfactory, shall
become subject to an operational audit. If the district receives the
Unsatisfactory label again within two years, the State Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education (SBESE) shall have the authority
to act on the audit findings. The SBESE and the L ouisiana Department
of Education are currently developing procedures for assisting low-
performing districts, such as training in data interpretation and
improvement planning and dialogue with districts over problematic
areas.

For a more detailed description of the rules and regulations which apply
to School Improvement, please refer to Bulletin 111: Louisiana School,
Digtrict, and State Accountability Policy, which can be found on the
LDE'swebsite at www.louisianaschools.net/lde/bese/home.html.

Facet 5—Recognition and Rewards. The LDE closely monitors the
progress of schools against short-term goals, the Growth Targets, as
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well as the long-term 2014 goal. Schools showing adequate progress by
meeting or surpassing their Growth Targets are recognized with positive
Growth Labels. Schools receive monetary rewards if they also show
growth for two subgroups: high poverty students and students with
disabilities. Reward amounts are calculated on a per pupil basis.
Districts do not receive rewards but are recognized for their successes
through their labels.

More information on the school accountability system can be found in
Section 2, and more information on the district accountability system
can be found in Section 1.

Public Reporting of Educational and Accountability Data

To offer the most comprehensive overview possible and to serve the
specific needs of varied audiences, the LDE has provided three levels of
reporting. Given the differences in perspective audiences as well as the
differences in the intended use of this information, all levels of these
reports are developed and disseminated on an annual basis.

1. School and District Accountability Reports are tailored to the needs
of parents and the general public, as well as school and district
administrators and other key personnel. Based on the NCLB
requirements, all states are required to produce a state report card
for every public school. Currently in Louisiana, this state report
card is acombination of four reports, each created to meet the needs
of different audiences. First, the School Report Card for Parentsis
written with the average parent and others of the general public in
mind. It provides the highlights of the school accountability results,
including the Subgroup Component. Copies of the School Report
Card for Parents are delivered to the principals for distribution to
al parents. Second, the School Accountability Report Card for
Principals, is written to convey school level information to school
administrators and faculty. It is more technical in content to
provide information needed when planning school improvement
efforts. Both School Report Cards provide an excellent overview of
the school’ s performance and progress toward achieving the state’s
2014 goal. Third, the School Accountability Results Report
contains two tables (a summary of school accountability results by
district and state and a listing of school-level information by
district). This report is used by the media at the time of the data
release, and the spreadsheet versions of this report on the web are
useful to researchers wanting to further analyze the school

accountability data. Findly, the Subgroup Component Report
describes for each school the Subgroup Component of the
accountability model. In addition, a report of the Subgroup
Performance Scores (GPS) by school is provided on the web.

In May 2002, the first district-wide accountability scores were
released, as well as the District Report Card, which provides an
overview of the district’'s performance. The Superintendent’s
Diagnostic Report provides the details of the District Responsibility
Index calculations for use by district administrators. A report of
various rankings (e.g., District Performance Score ranking, growth
ranking) of the public school districts is contained on the web. A
report of district-level Subgroup Performance Scores (GPS) is also
included on the web.

2. District Composite Reports (DCRs) are produced for al 66
Louisiana public school districts on an annual basis. The most
detailed and comprehensive of the three levels of reporting, these
reports contain longitudinal data on al indicators, including the
accountability performance results. The DCRs are intended to serve
as an effective tool to aid policymakers and district administrators
in identifying opportunities for school improvement.

3. The Louisiana State Education Progress Report is best suited to the
needs of the general reader. It provides a succinct overview of the
major characteristics of Louisiana education based on
accountability results and the supporting analysis of the various
indicators.

Accurate and Reliable Reporting

Measurement is a process involving both theoretical as well as
empirical considerations. Most assuredly, research based on the
inadequate measurement of indicators does not result in a greater
understanding of the particular indicator (Carmines and Zeller, 1979).
Though it is widely recognized that the best educational policy is made
when officials have access to accurate information, the use of
inaccurate or unreliable data is more dangerous than no information at
al. Recognizing this risk, the LDE has made every effort to ensure the
reliability and validity of the data reported in the accountability reports.
Prior to release and publication, LDE and district staff examine each
indicator through a meticul ous data correction and verification process.
The accountability program has grown substantially over the past
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several years. The LDE has established an elaborate process for data
verification and analyses to ensure that quality is an intrinsic part of
each accountahility report.

Key Featuresof ThisReport
Longitudinal Analysis

Up to six years of data (the current year and the five previous years
where available) are presented in the District Composite Report. Each
year, this report is updated by adding the most current year's data and
deleting the data that are more than six years old. Incorporating
longitudinal data in the District Composite Report enables policy
makers to anticipate changes in educational outcomes, not just describe
them (Smith, 1988). However, longitudinal reporting does complicate
the presentation of data. To assist users in interpreting data, tables in
the District Composite Report have been formatted as follows:

1. Cross-sectional data (i.e, for any given year) are presented
vertically in columns. School-to-school comparisons can be made
within any given year by scanning up and down columns.

2. Longitudinal data are presented horizontally in rows. An individual
school’s progress on any single indicator can be charted over time
by scanning left-to-right across columns.

3. Schools are listed in sequential order, based on school site code and
school category.

To facilitate longitudinal and cross-sectional tracking of individual
schaools, the LDE has included in all the tables the six digit site code
assigned to all public schools. In instances for which certain data may
not be available for a school, the tilde symbol (~) will be displayed.
There are also some tables for which the presence of data is “not
applicable” for reasons such as the design requirements of the
accountability model and the phasing in of the new criterion-referenced
tests. In these cases, the notation “N/A” will be displayed. As aways,
longitudinal data for the prior years not contained in the current DCR
are still accessible through the previous District Composite Reports
available on the LDE web site (www.louisianaschool s.net).

1998-1999 asthe I nitial Year of Data

The initial year of data reported in this DCR is the 1998-1999 data,
where available. The 1998-1999 school year was chosen for two main
reasons. First, 1998-1999 was the first year accountability results were
released. Only schools with grades K-8 were included in the
accountability model in 1998-1999. Second, in the 1998-1999 year the
implementation of the new CRT, the LEAP 21, began with the first
administration of the English Language Arts and Mathematics tests to
grade 4 and 8 students.

The phasing in of the new high school CRT, the GEE 21, did not begin
until 2000-2001, and subsequently grades 9 through 12 became part of
the accountability model in 2000-2001. As a result, schools with grade
configurations that include grades 9-12 may not have assessment and/or
accountability data reported for years prior to 2000-2001.

Changes to the school accountability model in 2002-2003 have made
some of the school accountability results incomparable longitudinally.
In these instances, prior year accountability data have been omitted
from this report and replaced with shaded cells.

School Categorization

School category comparison statistics are presented by district and for
the state as a whole for those indicators that are not reported by grade
level. The indicators with category averages include class size,
attendance, suspension, and expulsion. This homogeneous grouping of
schools by level of instruction fosters the fairest comparisons. The
1,551 Louisiana public schools have been placed into one of the four
school categories of Elementary, Middle/Junior High, High, and
Combination. The specific definition for each school category is
provided in Section 2 of this report.

If a school has been re-categorized due to a change in grade structure,
that school’s longitudinal data will appear in more than one category.
For example, if Central High School had grades 9-12 from 1998-1999
through 2000-2001, its longitudinal data for those years would appear in
the high school category. If Central High School became a K-12 school
in 2001-2002, its data for 2001-2002 and thereafter would appear in the
combination school category.
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the 21st Century or LEAP 21, implemented in the spring of 1999.
The new Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21), designed for
high school students, is administered to initial testers in grades 10
and 11 and was implemented in spring of 2001. The NRT results,
which are also part of the Louisiana Educational Assessment

Organization and Contents of this Report

This report has been organized into five sections, each encompassing a
series of related educational indicators.

e Section 1. District Summary. The summary tables in this section

offer district-level information for al indicators, including the
school and district accountability results. In addition to quick-
reference tables on various indicators, district socioeconomic,
demographic, and financial data are also included to give a more
complete picture of the Louisiana school districts. School
performance is influenced by community socioeconomic
characteristics and by the level of local financial support for public
education. Section 1 presents socioeconomic and financial
indicators such as parish household income, unemployment rates,
district revenues, expenditures, and average teacher salaries.

Section 2. School Characteristics and Accountability Information.
The context within which students are educated and the level of
educational resources available to them impact learning and
performance results. Section 2 provides a quick summary of each
school’s accountability results (i.e., School Performance Score,
Growth Label, Performance Label, Growth Target and School
Improvement status). This section also focuses on key educational
“inputs’ and resources at the school level; i.e., the size of the
student body and faculty, the school’s category (e.g., elementary
schools, middle schools, etc.), class sizes, and the academic
preparation of faculty.

Section 3. Student Participation. For students to receive an
education, they must first have the opportunity to learn; thus, the
extent to which students are present and actively engaged in
schooling is of vital importance (Oakes, 1989). Section 3 presents
four indicators that provide some measure of student participation:
attendance, suspensions/expulsions, retention, and dropouts.

Section 4. Student Achievement. This section reports two types of
school-level outputs: student performance on (1) criterion-
referenced tests (CRTS), which measure students’ performance on
state-prescribed curricula; and (2) norm-referenced tests (NRTS),
which indicate how Louisiana students compare with other
students nationally. The CRT results reported for grades 4 and 8
are based on the Louisiana Educational Assessment Program for

Program (LEAP), reflect student performance utilizing two tests.
Thefirst test, the lowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS), is administered
to eligible students in grades 3, 5, 6, and 7; the second, the lowa
Tests of Educational Development (ITED), is administered to
eligible students in grade 9. The ITED is also administered to
some grade 8 students (Option 2 students) and Options
(PreGED/skills) Program students.

Section 5. College Readiness. One goa of elementary-secondary
schooling is to ensure that those students seeking an advanced
education are adequately prepared for college. This report presents
two indicators of college readiness: (1) student performance on the
American College Test (ACT), a national test commonly used for
college placement purposes and (2) the percentage of first-time
college freshmen who take devel opmental courses.

A brief narrative introduces each indicator presented in this report and
isorganized as follows:

e anintroduction to the indicator and its significance in the study
and/or promotion of student learning;

e adescription of how data are organized in the accompanying
table(s);

o definitions of key terms, where applicable;

o formulas’equations used to calculate dtatistics, where
applicable; and

o the source(s) of the data presented.

A glossary at the end of this report provides operational definitions for
additional key terms.
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For Additional Infor mation

The Louisiana Department of Education maintains an extensive list of education-related publications, which are available to the general public. The

following provides alisting of key reports:

Product Name Type Of Data LevelsIncluded Type of YearsAvailable | Format Available
Product
Louisiana State Education | » Accountability and » Digtrict Paper Book 1990 to Current Q Paper
Progress Report Testing » State Q Electronic/web
(State Report) » Educational Q CDROM
» Demographic
» Some Financial
Accountability Reports » Educational » School Paper 1999 to Current Q Paper
(School Report Cards) » Accountability & > State Pamphl et Q Electronic/web
Testi ng
District Composite Reports | » Educational » School Paper Book 1990 to Current O Paper
(DCR) » Accountability & » Digtrict Q Electronic/web
Testing » State O CDROM
» Some Demographic &
» Financid
Annua Financial & » Financial and » Digtrict Paper Book 1979 to Current Q Paper
Statistical Report (AFSR) Statistical Data > State Q Electronic/web
» Some Demographi C
Louisiana First-Time » Educational » Digtrict Paper Book 1995 to Current O Paper
College Freshman State » Some Demographic » State Q Electronic/web
Report » School
(First-Time Freshman Summary
Report)
Louisiana ACT ScoresFor | » Testing » School Paper Book 1998 to Current Q Paper
Districts And Schools » District Q Electronic/web
» State

For more information, please visit the LDE Web site at (www.louisianaschools.net).
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District Indicator Summary Results

This section presents the district-level results for the six groups of
education indicators. The overall objective of this section is to provide
the readers with a brief summary of the district’s performance in the six
areas as described below. It should be noted that state level results are
also included (when available) in this summary section.

1)

2)

3)

School Characteristics and Accountability Information: A data
summary of the district’'s school accountability results (i.e.,
Performance Labels, Growth Labels, School Improvement,
Rewards, and Adequate Yearly Progress) is provided. District
Accountability results are also presented, including the District
Performance Score (DPS) and the district-level Subgroup
Performance Scores (GPS). Both scores are roll-ups of the student-
level School or Subgroup Performance Score data from one year.
All school and district accountability information displayed is post-
appeals. Key educationa “inputs’ and resources at the school
level, such as the size of the student body and faculty, the school’s
category (e.g., elementary schools, middle schools, etc.), class size,
and the academic preparation of the faculty, are presented in tables
la through 1j, in addition to the school and district accountability
information.

Student Participation: District-level summary results on four key
student participation indicators, including attendance, suspensions
and expulsions, retention, and dropouts, are presented in tables 2a
through 2d.

Student Achievement: District-level summary results on two types
of output indicators are reported. These indicators include (1)
criterion-referenced  tests (CRT), which measure students
performance on state-prescribed curricula; and (2) norm-referenced
tests (NRT), which compare the performance of students in
Louisiana with that of students nationally. These indicators can be
found in tables 3athrough 3c.

4)

5)

6)

College Readiness: District-level summary results on two key
indicators of college readiness are found in tables 4a and 4b. These
indicatorsinclude (1) student performance on the American College
Test (ACT), a national test commonly used for college placement
purposes; and (2) number and percent of first-time college freshmen
who enrall in developmental courses.

Parish Socioeconomic and Demographic Profile: This section
offers an overview of the parish’s socioeconomic and demographic
makeup based on the recent census data. Figure 5 presents this
data.

District Financial Profile: This section offers afinancial overview
of the district and provides the reader with a clear picture of the
financial supports within the district. Figure 6 presents various sorts
of financial data.
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District Indicator Results

School Characteristics and Accountability Information

Table 1a: Public Schools

District 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Total Number of Schools 22 21 21 19 20
October 1 Membership 10,701 10,510 10,514 9,944 9,678
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 8,219 8,016 7,679 7,557 7,443
Number of Faculty 705 661 737 767 744
State
Total Number of Schools 1,507 1,533 1,532 1,538 1,551
October 1 Membership 766,169 753,905 741,553 730,252 729,516
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 441,397 442,685 433,347 432,527 443,182
Number of Faculty 54,244 55,402 55,526 55,528 55,428

Table 1b: Schools by Performance Label* (Starting from 2002-2003)

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
Five Stars (*****) 0.0 0
Four Stars (****) 0.0 0
Three Stars (***) 5.3 1
Two Stars (**) 211 4
One Star (*) 26.3 5
Academic Warning 42.1 8
Academically Unacceptable 5.3 1
Number of Schools 100.0 19
State
Five Stars (*****) 0.6 8
Four Stars (****) 2.2 30
Three Stars (***) 17.0 234
Two Stars (**) 344 474
One Star (*) 28.1 387
Academic Warning 12.0 166
Academically Unacceptable 5.8 80
Number of Schools 100.0f 1,379

* Starting in 2002-2003, schools were assigned revised Performance Labels.
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District Indicator Results
School Characteristics and Accountability Information

Table 1c: Schools By Growth Label
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04

District Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent| Number

No Growth Label Assigned * N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A 5.6 1

Exemplary Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 7 N/A N/A 27.8 5

Recognized Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 28.6 4 N/A N/A 16.7 3

Minimal Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.4 3 N/A N/A 38.9 7

No Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A 11.1 2

School In Decline N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A 0.0 0

Number of Schools N/A N/A N/A N/A|  100.0 14 N/A N/A]  100.0 18
State

No Growth Label Assigned * N/A N/A N/A N/A 5.8 68 N/A N/A 12.7 174

Exemplary Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A| 436 514 N/A N/A 95 130

Recognized Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 25,5 301 N/A N/A 194 267

Minimal Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 18.0 212 N/A N/A 36.1 496

No Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.7 55 N/A N/A 16.2 222

School In Decline N/A N/A N/A N/A 2.5 29 N/A N/A 6.2 85

Number of Schools N/A N/A N/A N/A|  100.0] 1,179 N/A N/A| 100.0 1,374

* No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
N/A = Not Applicable: Growth Labels have been assigned once every two years.
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District Indicator Results
School Characteristics and Accountability Information

Table 1d: Schools By Level of School Improvement*

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Per cent| Number | Per cent | Number | Percent| Number | Per cent | Number | Percent | Number | Per cent | Number
Not in School Improvement (SI) 57.9 11
School Improvement 1 (Sl 1) 42.1 8
School Improvement 2 (Sl 2) 0.0 0
School Improvement 3 (Sl 3) 0.0 0
School Improvement 4 (Sl 4) 0.0 0
School Improvement 5 (Sl 5) 0.0 0
School Improvement 6 (Sl 6) 0.0 0
State
Not in School Improvement (SI) 55.5 765
School Improvement 1 (Sl 1) 39.5 545
School Improvement 2 (Sl 2) 3.8 52
School Improvement 3 (S| 3) 04 6
School Improvement 4 (Sl 4) 0.8 11
School Improvement 5 (S| 5) 0.0 0
School Improvement 6 (S 6) 0.0 0

* Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School Improvement.
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District Indicator Results
School Characteristics and Accountability Information

Table 1e Reward Data

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Per cent | Number | Per cent [ Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Per cent [ Number
\Schools Eligible for Receiving Rewards N/A N/A N/A N/A 78.6 11 N/A N/A 38.9 7
State
Schools Eligible for Receiving Rewards NA.  NA[ NA NA[ 682 804 NA NA[ 242 333 |
Table 1f: District Accountability and Subgroup Performance Scores*
District 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
K-8 Grades only
District Performance Score (DPS) 69.9 70.8 |
Subgroup Performance Scor es (GPS)
- African American/Black 63.7 65.4 |
- American Indian/Native Alaskan ~ ~ ~
- Asian/Pacific Idander 147.9 ~ |
- Hispanic 99.5 ~ ~
- White 115.4 116.4 ~
- Economically Disadvantaged (Free and Reduced Lunch) 61.7 65.2 |
- Students with Disabilities 33.2 41.2 ~
- Limited English Proficient (LEP) 72.5 ~ |
K-12 Grades
District Performance Score (DPS) ~ 66.1 |
Subgroup Performance Scor es (GPS)
- African American/Black ~ 60.2 ~
- American Indian/Native Alaskan ~ ~ ~
- Asian/Pacific Islander ~ ~ ~
- Hispanic ~ ~ ]
- White ~ 113.2 ~
- Economically Disadvantaged (Free and Reduced Lunch) ~ 60.8 ~
- Students with Disabilities ~ 324 .

- Limited English Proficient (LEP)

N/A = Not Applicable: School rewards have been determined and distributed once every two years.

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

* Digtrict Performance Scores and district subgroup reporting started in 2000-2001 for K-8 grades only and was expanded to grades (K-12) beginning with 2001-2002.

2002-2003 data were not available at the time of this publication.
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District Indicator Results

School Characteristics and Accountability Information

Table 1f: State Accountability and Subgroup Performance Scores*

State 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
K-8 Grades only

State Performance Score 80.8 80.8 ~
Subgroup Performance Scor es (GPS)

- African American/Black 60.3 59.9 ~
- American Indian/Native Alaskan 79.7 76.1 ~
- Asian/Pacific Idander 101.5 103.3 ~
- Hispanic 834 83.1 |
- White 100.9 100.9 |
- Economically Disadvantaged (Free and Reduced Lunch) 69.2 68.5 ~
- Students with Disabilities 429 48.9 |
- Limited English Proficient (LEP) 71.6 77.9 ~

K-12 Grades

State Performance Score ~ 77.6 ~
Subgroup Performance Scor es (GPS)

- African American/Black ~ 55.7 ~
- American Indian/Native Alaskan ~ 74.4 ~
- Asian/Pacific Idander ~ 101.5 ~
- Hispanic ~ 79.9 |
- White ~ 98.0 ~
- Economically Disadvantaged (Free and Reduced Lunch) ~ 64.8 ~
- Students with Disabilities ~ 42.1 ~
- Limited English Proficient (LEP) ~ 72.7 ~

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

* State Performance Scores and State subgroup reporting started in 2000-2001 for K-8 grades only and was expanded to grades (K-12) beginning with 2001-2002.

2002-2003 data were not available at the time of this publication.
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District Indicator Results
School Characteristics and Accountability Information
Table 1g: Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) Data*

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
Made AYP for SPS Component 100.0 18
Made AY P for Subgroup Component 82.4 14
State
Made AYP for SPS Component 94.9 1,282
Made AY P for Subgroup Component 93.8] 1,237
Table 1h: Faculty Degree Data
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
‘Faculty with a Master's Degree or Higher 46.4 327 47.2 312 44.0 324 44.1 338 44.1 328
State
Faculty with a Master's Degree or Higher 389 21,115 37.9/ 21,017| 375 20846| 37.2 20,663| 36.9 20,425 \
Table 1i: Teacher Quality**
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
Core Classes™ Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers 79.7 1,033
State
Core Classes™ Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers 85.6/ 101,778 |

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

* Beginning in 2002-2003, AY P was determined for each schoal.

** This information became available for reporting starting in 2002-2003.

*** Core classes are English, math, science, social studies, foreign languages and the arts.
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District Indicator Results
School Characteristics and Accountability Information

Table 1j: Class Size Characteristics
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number [ Percent | Number | Percent [ Number | Per cent | Number | Percent | Number | Per cent [ Number

Elementary Schools

ClassSize Range 1 - 20 35.0 136 56.1 220 65.6 242 66.1 250 60.2 227

Class Size Range 21 - 26 60.7 236 41.8 164 323 119 318 120 355 134

Class Size Range 27 - 33 4.4 17 2.0 8 1.9 7 21 8 4.2 16

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Middle/dr. High Schools

Class Size Range1- 20 43.7 156 31.2 130 45.8 191 32.6 123 36.0 138

Class Size Range 21 - 26 46.2 165 321 134 38.1 159 44.0 166 46.2 177

Class Size Range 27 - 33 10.1 36 36.7 153 16.1 67 23.3 88 17.8 68

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
High Schools

ClassSize Range 1 - 20 48.3 320 45.1 297 46.2 322 51.1 316 49.6 331

Class Size Range 21 - 26 33.2 220 32.8 216 30.9 215 32.2 199 37.0 247

Class Size Range 27 - 33 18.6 123 22.0 145 22.1 154 16.7 103 135 90

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.9 6 0.0 0 0.0 0
Combination Schools

Class Size Range1- 20 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0] 100.0 51| 100.0 49

Class Size Range 21 - 26 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

Class Size Range 27 - 33 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
All Schools

Class Size Range1- 20 43.4 612 44.1 647 50.9 755 52.0 740 504 745

Class Size Range 21 - 26 44.1 621 35.0 514 33.2 493 34.1 485 37.8 558

Class Size Range 27 - 33 12.5 176 20.9 306 154 228 14.0 199 11.8 174

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.5 7 0.0 0 0.0 0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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District Indicator Results

School Characteristics and Accountability Information
Table 1j: Class Size Characteristics

State
Elementary Schools

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent | Number

Percent | Number

Percent | Number

Percent | Number

Percent | Number

Percent | Number

Class Size Range1- 20 38.0 13,039 45.3 16,211 47.0 17,287 49.,5| 18,310 52.6 20,991
Class Size Range 21 - 26 49.1] 16,818 42.2| 15,110 42.7| 15,706 41.6| 15,403 39.6 15,824
Class Size Range 27 - 33 12.9 4417 124 4441 10.2] 3,753 8.9 3,275 7.8/ 3,099
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 2 0.2 59 0.1 25 0.0 3 0.0 6
Middle/dr. High Schools
Class Size Range1- 20 29.4| 8,677 319 9,570 32.4 9,907 33.6 10,262 35.8 10,976
Class Size Range 21 - 26 39.6 11,706 39.3 11,800 40.8| 12,465 41.3/ 12,612 41.3| 12,652
Class Size Range 27 - 33 311 9,181 28.8 8,625 26.8 8,187 25.1 7,682 229 7,011
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 4 0.0 0
High Schools
Class Size Range1- 20 37.8 18,806 39.7, 20,058 41.4] 20,349 441 21,731 45,5 22,297
Class Size Range 21 - 26 31.6, 15,740 30.9 15,609 30.3 14,875 29.4| 14,476 29.5| 14,465
Class Size Range 27 - 33 30.6, 15,231 29.4| 14,864 28.3| 13,877 26.5| 13,025 24.9 12,210
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 3 0.0 5 0.0 11 0.0 8 0.0 20
Combination Schools
Class Size Range1- 20 62.00 5,735 64.7 5,884 66.5 5,879 67.6] 6,091 71.8 6,909
Class Size Range 21 - 26 25.8 2,386 26.00 2,361 244 2,155 23.2 2,090 20.8 2,001
Class Size Range 27 - 33 12.2] 1,123 9.3 844 9.1 800 9.2 827 74 707
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 2
All Schools
Class Size Range1- 20 37.7 46,257 41.2| 51,723 42.6| 53,422 44.8| 56,394 47.4] 61,173
Class Size Range 21 - 26 38.0 46,650 35.8 44,880 36.1 45,201 35.4 44,581 34.8 44,942
Class Size Range 27 - 33 24.4| 29,952 22.9 28,774 21.3| 26,617 19.7| 24,809 17.8| 23,027
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 7 0.1 65 0.0 39 0.0 15 0.0 28

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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District Indicator Results
Sudent Participation

Table 2a: Student Attendance
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04

District Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

Elementary Schools 95.8 95.7 95.3 95.6 95.2

Middle/Jr. High Schools 91.1 91.8 91.7 92.7 92.5

High Schools 89.1 89.1 89.8 90.6 89.4

Combination Schools ~ ~ 97.4 90.3 79.8

All Schools 93.4 93.4 93.3 93.8 93.1
State

Elementary Schools 95.2 95.5 95.1 95.3 94.8

Middle/Jr. High Schools 92.9 93.4 93.1 93.2 93.0

High Schools 90.9 91.5 91.3 91.3 91.4

Combination Schools 94.1] 94.0 93.3 93.5 93.0

All Schools 93.5 94.0 93.7] 93.8 93.5

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

City of Monroe, Page 1-10




District

District (Elementary Schools)

District Indicator Results

Sudent Participation

District (Middle/Jr. High Schools)

District (High Schools)

District (Combination Schools)

District (All Schools)

Table 2b: Student Suspensions and Expulsions
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number
Suspended (In School) 0.4 26 0.5 31 0.1 8 0.0 0 0.1 4
Suspended (Out of Schooal) 4.1 273 34 221 4.1 274 45 276 5.2 325
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 0
Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.1 2 0.0 0
Suspended (Out of School) 20.0 343 15.5 334 14.1 291 13.1 247 18.1 342
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 14 24 0.3 6 0.4 8 0.1 1 0.1 1
Suspended (In School) 8.5 235 4.5 133 5.6 166 10.4 263 16.7 457
Suspended (Out of School) 14.5 401 12.2 357 14.0 419 22.9 582 23.6 646
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.1 2 0.4 13 0.0 1 0.1 3 0.0 1
Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 5.6 9
Suspended (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.8 1 20.5 59 62.5 100
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.6 1
Suspended (In School) 2.3 261 14 165 15 174 25 265 4.3 470
Suspended (Out of School) 9.1 1,017 7.8 911 8.3 984 10.8 1,164 12.8/ 1,406
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.2 26 0.2 19 0.1 12 0.0 4 0.0 3

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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State

State (Elementary Schools)

State (Middle/dr

District Indicator Results
Sudent Participation

State (High Schools)

State (Combination Schools)

State (All School

Table 2b: Student Suspensions and Expulsions

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04

Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
Suspended (In School) 3.4/ 12,975 3.6/ 14,134 4.0| 15,757 4.4 17,174 4.2| 16,074
Suspended (Out of Schooal) 5.1 19,705 5.0/ 19,639 5.7 22,612 6.8 26,337 6.8] 26,249
Expelled (In School) 0.1 190 0.1 350 0.1 352 0.2 595 0.1 471
Expelled (Out of School) 0.1 214 0.1 228 0.1 287 0.1 301 0.1 294
. High Schools)
Suspended (In School) 16.4| 21,735 15.7| 22,378 18.1 25,415 18.1 25,243 17.7| 24,508
Suspended (Out of Schoal) 19.4| 25,751 16.5| 23,542 16.6 23,350 17.9] 25,001 18.6| 25,703
Expelled (In School) 0.6 756 0.6 918 1.0 1,362 1.1 1531 1.1 1574
Expelled (Out of School) 1.1 1,482 0.8 1,151 1.0 1,370 0.8 1,146 1.0 1,363
Suspended (In School) 11.8| 27,296 12.3| 26,567 14.3| 29,213 14.7| 29,717 14.8| 30,006
Suspended (Out of School) 14.9 34,314 13.5] 29,224 12.9 26,389 13.5 27,269 14.2| 28,718
Expelled (In School) 0.3 701 0.4 810 0.5 1,060 0.7 1425 0.7 1,347
Expelled (Out of School) 0.8 1,797 0.6/ 1,317 0.6/ 1,207 0.7 1,468 0.7 1,406
Suspended (In School) 39 1712 5.3 2173 4.9 2,274 5,5 2,660 6.1 3,002
Suspended (Out of Schoal) 7.3 3,185 8.0 3,238 8.6 4,029 10.6| 5,092 11.0, 5,405
Expelled (In School) 0.3 133 0.1 50 0.1 32 0.1 61 0.3 154
Expelled (Out of School) 0.3 128 0.4 156 0.5 232 0.7 317 12 583
s)
Suspended (In School) 8.1 63,578 8.3 65,115 9.3 72,473 9.8 74,491 9.6 73,140
Suspended (Out of School) 10.5| 82,290 9.6 74,907 9.7| 75,601 10.8| 82,456 11.2| 84,755
Expelled (In School) 0.2 1,779 0.3 2127 0.4 2,805 0.5 3,609 0.5 3,536
Expelled (Out of School) 0.5 3,601 0.4 2,839 0.4, 3,089 0.4 3,227 0.5 3,643

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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District Indicator Results
Sudent Participation

Table 2c: Student Retention
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent| Number
Grade K 124 114 13.6 120 14.0 128 155 123 17.9 136
Grade 1l 12.0 110 11.0 102 15.5 134 184 160 121 99
Grade 2 75 63 5.8 50 6.7 57 7.0 54 6.1 46
Grade 3 6.1 51 6.6 55 10.3 86 11.9 101 8.1 64
Grade 4 5.8 48 6.8 57 21.8 185 12.8 111 12.7 105
Grade5 4.7 37 4.2 34 6.0 48 5.3 36 37 27
Grade 6 3.3 24 4.9 38 5.3 41 34 25 37 26
Grade 7 16.5 139 16.5 141 11.7 103 16.5 127 184 152
Grade 8 4.9 33 55 38 6.3 45 9.6 68 9.6 65
Grade 9 30.0 227 21.0 168 21.1 170 27.7 200 311 244
Grade 10 11.6 66 7.8 40 9.4 60 9.4 55 9.8 49
Grade 11 9.8 53 8.7 44 14.4 75 10.0 55 9.3 49
Grade 12 25 13 4.9 23 5.3 24 35 16 35 17
All Grades (K-12) 10.0 978 9.3 910 11.7] 1,156 121 1,131 11.8) 1,079
State
Grade K 8.6/ 5,094 9.1 5,247 9.8 5,460 9.8 5,319 10.1] 5,285
Grade 1l 114, 7,077 12.7, 7,730 13.4) 8,226 12.7] 7,452 121 6,913
Grade 2 6.2 3,584 6.5/ 3,761 6.8/ 3,894 6.5/ 3,657 6.4 3,520
Grade 3 5.0 2,847 5.9 3,336 7.0l 4,040 6.4 3,668 6.8/ 3,842
Grade 4 5.1 2,864 5.5 3,066 16.2] 9,136 13.8) 8,498 11.9 7,169
Grade5 4.6/ 2,555 46| 2511 5.6/ 3,052 4.2 2,093 4.0 2145
Grade 6 7.4/ 4,308 8.2 4,590 8.9 5,014 8.5 4,758 7.6/ 4,077
Grade 7 10.2] 6,078 11.0, 6,357 11.9) 6,823 11.5| 6,467 10.7] 6,038
Grade 8 6.6 3,543 6.3 3,344 20.5| 10,917 17.5 10,307 17.1 9,969
Grade 9 17.1 10,176 15.9 9,118 15.5] 9,048 15.0, 7,459 15.6/ 8,129
Grade 10 10.3] 5,149 10.1 4,816 9.6/ 4,632 10.6| 5,126 9.8 4,446
Grade 11 6.0, 2,503 6.4 2,664 5.9 2454 7.3 3,026 6.4 2,673
Grade 12 4.7 1,935 4.3 1,692 5.1 2,034 45 1,816 4.8 1,909
All Grades (K-12) 8.1 57,713 8.4| 58,232 10.7| 74,730 10.1] 69,646 9.7 66,115

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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District Indicator Results

Sudent Participation

Table 2d: Student Dropouts

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number | Percent | Number [ Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
Grade 7 3.3 31 1.2 12 3.0 28 31 29 ~ ~
Grade 8 2.2 17 3.2 26 2.3 19 5.0 40 ~ ~
Grade 9 14.2 153 145 159 9.2 92 8.9 85 ~ ~
Grade 10 11.0 73 7.6 56 10.0 77 15.2 106 ~ ~
Grade 11 12.1 79 12.0 77 10.1 73 11.1 74 ~ ~
Grade 12 13.7 78 5.7 29 6.9 37 9.1 51 ~ ~
Grades9- 12 12.9 383 10.8 321 9.2 279 11.0 316 ~ ~
State
Grade 7 2.1 1,309 2.2 1,333 20 1,216 15 936 ~ ~
Grade 8 2.9 1,703 3.2 1,898 34 2,236 3.3 2,100 ~ ~
Grade 9 10.3] 7,181 9.5 6,572 8.4 4934 6.3 3,823 ~ ~
Grade 10 9.6/ 5,572 8.9 5,073 7.7 4,373 6.8| 3,535 ~ ~
Grade 11 8.5 4,185 8.1 3,943 7.4/ 3,589 6.4 3,069 ~ ~
Grade 12 8.8 3,985 74 3411 7.6/ 3,465 7.0 3,151 ~ ~
Grades9- 12 9.4/ 20,923 8.6/ 18,999 7.8] 16,361 6.6 13,578 ~ ~

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

* Current year's Student Dropout data were not available at the time of this publication. Previous year's data are displayed as the most recently available data.
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District Indicator Results
Sudent Achievement

Table 3a: LEAP 21 Test Results
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent [ Number [ Percent [ Number [ Per cent [ Number | Percent | Number
Grade 4 English Language Arts
Advanced 13 10 13 10 11 10 2.3 19 0.4 3
Mastery * 9.3 73 9.0 71 9.1 81 13.3 108 8.9 73
Basic 31.6 249 32.7 259 36.3 323 36.0 292 43.7 358
Approaching Basic 29.2 230 24.7 196 31.8 283 30.9 250 26.1 214
Unsatisfactory 28.7 226 32.3 256 21.8 194 17.4 141 20.9 171
Grade 4 Mathematics
Advanced 0.6 5 1.6 13 1.3 12 1.7 14 1.2 10
Mastery * 3.8 30 5.8 46 8.2 73 75 61 8.8 72
Basic 20.6 163 27.0 214 31.7 282 34.0 275 379 310
Approaching Basic 23.2 183 24.4 193 25.4 226 277 224 26.3 215
Unsatisfactory 51.8 409 41.2 326 33.3 296 29.1 236 25.9 212
Grade 4 Science
Advanced N/A N/A 0.4 3 15 13 2.0 16 1.2 10
Mastery * N/A N/A 5.8 46 7.3 65 8.2 66 7.6 62
Basic N/A N/A 29.9 237 28.3 252 36.1 291 31.2 255
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 35.1 278 41.8 372 335 270 41.9 343
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 28.9 229 21.1 188 20.1 162 18.1 148
Grade 4 Social Studies
Advanced N/A N/A 0.6 5 1.1 10 0.2 2 0.9 7
Mastery * N/A N/A 54 43 7.6 68 5.8 47 7.9 65
Basic N/A N/A 34.9 277 31.6 282 375 302 39.4 322
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 23.3 185 28.0 250 28.1 226 30.7 251
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 35.7 283 31.6 282 28.3 228 21.1 173

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Socia Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to 4th and 8th gradersin spring 2000.

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District Indicator Results
Sudent Achievement

Table 3a: LEAP 21 Test Results
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent [ Number | Per cent | Number
Grade 8 English Language Arts
Advanced 0.5 3 11 7 0.3 2 0.7 4 0.6 4
Mastery * 10.0 63 10.8 67 8.3 54 9.8 58 7.4 51
Basic 24.8 156 31.3 195 29.5 192 25.8 153 24.6 170
Approaching Basic 42.0 264 43.5 271 47.8 311 53.4 316 40.1 277
Unsatisfactory 22.6 142 13.3 83 14.1 92 10.3 61 27.4 189
Grade 8 Mathematics
Advanced 1.6 10 1.6 10 1.1 7 1.0 6 1.9 13
Mastery * 4.8 30 4.3 27 2.0 13 25 15 2.6 18
Basic 19.7 124 29.3 182 32.6 217 25.2 151 25.9 179
Approaching Basic 18.6 117 24.1 150 28.4 189 35.0 210 25.4 175
Unsatisfactory 55.3 347 40.7 253 36.0 240 36.3 218 44.2 305
Grade 8 Science
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.4 3
Mastery * N/A N/A 10.5 65 6.6 42 7.8 46 7.7 53
Basic N/A N/A 26.3 163 31.0 197 26.4 155 25.1 172
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 33.1 205 35.7 227 41.3 243 34.6 237
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 30.0 186 26.5 168 24.3 143 32.1 220
Grade 8 Social Studies
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.3 2 0.3 2 0.3 2
Mastery * N/A N/A 6.3 39 6.5 41 7.3 43 3.2 22
Basic N/A N/A 37.3 231 35.1 223 35.2 207 30.6 210
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 30.2 187 30.6 194 32.5 191 32.7 224
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 26.2 162 27.6 175 24.7 145 33.2 228

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to 4th and 8th gradersin spring 2000.

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District Indicator Results
Sudent Achievement

Table 3a: LEAP 21 Test Results
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
State Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent [ Number | Per cent | Number
Grade 4 English Language Arts
Advanced 1.4 797 1.8/ 1,002 1.1 672 31 1,891 1.0 595
Mastery * 14.7 8,451 144 8,114 14.3 8,946 15.6, 9,442 129 7,952
Basic 39.0] 22,376 39.4| 22,230 441 27,538 38.3| 23,234 441 27,128
Approaching Basic 24.1| 13,845 24.8| 13,993 24.1| 15,066 28.8| 17,490 25.9| 15,898
Unsatisfactory 20.7| 11,872 19.7, 11,111 16.4, 10,230 14.2 8,646 16.1 9,921
Grade 4 Mathematics
Advanced 1.7 1,003 16 884 1.7 1,048 2.1 1,293 2.6 1592
Mastery * 7.8 4,473 10.00 5,631 10.8 6,753 104 6,291 13.00 8,007
Basic 31.7| 18,157 37.2| 20,980 40.8| 25,497 38.2| 23,212 41.3| 25,390
Approaching Basic 24.0| 13,755 23.0/ 12,981 23.4| 14,612 24.6| 14,930 23.3| 14,324
Unsatisfactory 34.8| 19,931 28.3| 15,960 23.3| 14,515 24.7| 14,966 19.8 12,170
Grade 4 Science
Advanced N/A N/A 11 638 1.9 1,205 3.5 2,098 1.8 1,100
Mastery * N/A N/A 10.9] 6,156 114 7,112 109 6,617 12.3] 7,526
Basic N/A N/A 39.6| 22,330 37.6] 23,485 42.0| 25,500 36.6| 22,451
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 30.1 16,990 33.9] 21,148 29.1 17,630 35.4| 21,720
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 18.2 10,288 15.2 9,476 145 8,819 14.0 8,627
Grade 4 Social Studies
Advanced N/A N/A 0.9 495 1.2 724 1.1 650 1.7 1,018
Mastery * N/A N/A 10.1 5,702 10.3] 6,432 8.0l 4,855 116/ 7,102
Basic N/A N/A 42.2| 23,775 44.0| 27,458 45.4| 27,539 45.5| 27,950
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 23.0| 12,986 23.4| 14,634 24.9| 15,125 25.0| 15,345
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 23.8| 13,426 21.1 13,188 20.6| 12,481 16.3 10,006

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to 4th and 8th gradersin spring 2000.

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District Indicator Results
Sudent Achievement

Table 3a: LEAP 21 Test Results
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
State Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent [ Number | Per cent | Number
Grade 8 English Language Arts
Advanced 1.1 577 1.2 615 0.6 326 1.7 866 1.0 559
Mastery * 11.2 6,035 14.1 7512 135 7,138 15.8 8,062 14.3 7,730
Basic 31.5| 17,005 38.9| 20,777 37.6] 19,837 32.0/ 16,373 36.2| 19,625
Approaching Basic 35.9| 19,358 33.1 17,652 34.4 18,133 38.6| 19,713 32.0] 17,360
Unsatisfactory 20.3] 10,928 12.8 6,829 13.9 7,314 119 6,102 16.5 8,941
Grade 8 Mathematics
Advanced 1.3 713 2.6 1,370 2.6, 1,390 15 754 3.1 1,657
Mastery * 4.4, 2,359 4.8 2,575 4.5 2,396 3.5 1,792 54 2941
Basic 33.3| 17,927 38.8| 20,718 43.0| 22,717 40.4| 20,631 41.0| 22,243
Approaching Basic 21.3| 11,498 21.5| 11,478 22.3/ 11,771 27.9| 14,237 21.9 11,847
Unsatisfactory 39.7| 21,360 32.2] 17,193 27.5 14,543 26.8| 13,704 28.6| 15,516
Grade 8 Science
Advanced N/A N/A 0.6 309 0.7 381 11 568 0.9 479
Mastery * N/A N/A 14.6] 7,766 13.8] 7,211 154 7,851 13.4) 7,256
Basic N/A N/A 30.5| 16,274 35.2| 18,473 34.2| 17,415 33.0] 17,846
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 27.7| 14,769 27.2| 14,249 28.9| 14,742 30.6| 16,535
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 26.6| 14,176 23.1 12,094 20.4| 10,381 22.2| 11,984
Grade 8 Social Studies
Advanced N/A N/A 0.6 293 0.9 475 0.8 404 0.4 210
Mastery * N/A N/A 10.1 5,360 11.9 6,248 9.2 4,682 8.4 4,549
Basic N/A N/A 40.9| 21,809 40.8| 21,388 43.9| 22,346 39.9 21,571
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 23.7| 12,625 24.0| 12,558 24.5| 12,468 27.2| 14,683
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 24.7| 13,179 22.4| 11,713 21.7| 11,040 24.2| 13,065

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to 4th and 8th gradersin spring 2000.

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District Indicator Results
Sudent Achievement

Table 3b: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District Percent | Number [ Percent | Number | Per cent [ Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent { Number
English Language Arts
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.8 4 1.2 6 0.4 2
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 11.9 61 11.3 56 6.6 33
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 29.5 151 35.6 176 33.2 165
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 27.0 138 26.3 130 26.8 133
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 30.9 158 25.7 127 33.0 164
M athematics
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.1 21 4.4 22 3.8 19
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.3 42 8.0 40 8.5 42
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 20.6 105 27.6 137 31.6 157
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 12.8 65 19.7 98 18.9 94
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 54.2 276 40.2 200 37.2 185
Science
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15 7 0.2 1
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.8 42 10.1 44
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 33.8 161 36.5 159
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 24.8 118 29.6 129
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 31.1 148 23.6 103
Social Studies
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.2 1 1.6 7
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 7.6 36 6.9 30
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 36.6 174 42.6 186
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 26.1 124 24.3 106
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 29.6 141 24.7 108

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

N/A = Not Applicable: English Language Arts and Mathematics tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2001.
Science and Socia Studiestests of the GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2002.

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 3b: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
State Percent | Number [ Percent | Number | Per cent [ Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent { Number
English Language Arts
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.8 345 15 647 0.8 346
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 12.1] 5,561 145 6,423 10.9] 5,033
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 42.7 19,622 41.3 18,321 41.0 18,897
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 22.9 10,502 23.0, 10,223 24.6) 11,314
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.6| 9,903 19.8 8,792 22.7| 10,450
M athematics
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.5 2,068 6.9 3,060 7.1 3,284
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 134/ 6,151 12.6/ 5,589 15.3] 7,038
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 32.7 15,001 34.4 15,279 36.3 16,746
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 14.8 6,803 15.5 6,909 16.1 7,431
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 34.5 15,834 30.6/ 13,628 25.2| 11,603
Science
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 24/ 1,055 2.0 823
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 13.5 5,833 12.9 5,403
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 32.9 14,188 39.3 16,470
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.7, 9,359 23.7 9,926
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 29.5 12,746 221 9,234
Social Studies
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.0 433 1.7 700
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.6/ 3,709 11.6, 4,859
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 41.5 17,896 445/ 18,629
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.3 9,182 22.3 9,317
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 27.6/ 11,919 199 8,327

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

N/A = Not Applicable: English Language Arts and Mathematics tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2001.
Science and Socia Studiestests of the GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2002.

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District Indicator Results
Student Achievement

Table 3c: The lowa Test Results'
Percent of Students by National Quartiles and Percentile Rank of Average Standard Scores
District 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Grade 03
Fourth Quartile 8.8 11.0 10.5 134 14.1
Third Quartile 19.3 19.9 18.4 25.8 35.1
Second Quartile 33.2 34.3 38.5 38.9 33.0
First Quartile 38.8 34.9 325 21.8 17.8
Per centile Rank 35 38 37 45 49
Grade 05
Fourth Quartile 11.0 8.4 12.7 13.0 15.7
Third Quartile 15.5 19.8 23.8 23.9 25.4
Second Quartile 35.8 35.1 41.6 39.1 419
First Quartile 37.7 36.7 21.9 24.1 17.0
Per centile Rank 38 36 44 44 48
Grade 06
Fourth Quartile 9.8 11.5 11.7 13.0 9.7
Third Quartile 21.5 19.4 22.2 25.2 22.8
Second Quartile 39.8 36.4 37.1 36.6 35.9
First Quartile 28.9 32.7 29.0 25.2 31.6
Per centile Rank 41 40 41 45 40
Grade 07
Fourth Quartile 8.8 9.1 8.7 9.4 10.9
Third Quartile 18.1 18.1 19.9 19.3 15.5
Second Quartile 32.4 37.0 32.9 29.6 39.0
First Quartile 40.6 35.8 38.5 41.7 34.5
Per centile Rank 36 38 36 36 38
Grade 09
Fourth Quartile 11.4 10.4 11.1 10.8 9.0
Third Quartile 19.2 18.5 23.4 21.5 21.3
Second Quartile 34.9 33.0 35.5 36.5 37.8
First Quartile 34.6 38.1 30.0 31.3 31.8
Per centile Rank 38 37 41 39 38

= Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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District Indicator Results
Student Achievement

Table 3c: The lowa Test Results'
Percent of Students by National Quartiles and Percentile Rank of Average Standard Scores
State 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Grade 03
Fourth Quartile 16.5 19.1 20.7, 20.8 22.8
Third Quartile 25.8 25.4 26.1] 26.5 31.7
Second Quartile 29.1] 31.0 30.9 31.7 28.2
First Quartile 28.6 24.4 22.2) 21.1] 17.3
Per centile Rank 45 47| 50 50 55
Grade 05
Fourth Quartile 16.2 17.6 20.7] 194 23.1
Third Quartile 23.4 25.5 29.4 28.3 30.9
Second Quartile 30.8 317 33.6 34.2 32.2
First Quartile 29.6 25.2 16.3 18.1 13.7
Per centile Rank 44 46 52 51 56
Grade 06
Fourth Quartile 15.9 18.3 18.7 20.0 14.9
Third Quartile 24.6 24.8 25.8 27.7 23.9
Second Quartile 31.4 32.3 32.9 33.6 32.6
First Quartile 28.1] 24.7] 22.6 18.7 28.6
Per centile Rank 45 47| 48 51 44
Grade 07
Fourth Quartile 15.2 17.0 18.0 17.9 18.7
Third Quartile 24.1] 26.1] 25.6 26.6 24.3
Second Quartile 314 30.0 30.3 30.1 33.1
First Quartile 29.4 26.8 26.1 25.5 23.9
Per centile Rank 44 46 47| 47| 48
Grade 09
Fourth Quartile 16.5 17.3 20.1 18.7 18.4
Third Quartile 24.8 26.2 29.1 27.7 25.4
Second Quartile 29.5 29.4 30.5 31.0 31.1
First Quartile 29.2 27.1 20.2 22.6 25.1]
Per centile Rank 44 46 50 48 47

= Unavailable or insufficient data

! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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District Indicator Results
College Readiness

Table 4a: American College Test (ACT) Results

District 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04

\ACT Average Composite Score 17.4 17.8 17.8 17.9 18.1
State

\ACT Average Composite Score 19.6 19.6 19.6 19.6 19.6

Table 4b: First-Time College Freshmen Performance
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04

District Per cent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Per cent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number

Number of High School Graduates * 462 446 430 435 469

HS Graduates Who Were First-Time College Freshmen 45.7 211 48.2 215 42.6 183 35.2 153 40.1 188

First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in College Developmental Courses 70.6 149 66.5 143 56.3 103 52.3 80 45.2 85
State

Number of High School Graduates? 38,360 38,038 38,959 38,314 37,905

HS Graduates Who Were First-Time College Freshmen 42.7| 16,382 42.2| 16,055 40.7| 15,867 39.9| 15,299 42.01] 15,925

First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in College Developmental Courses 45.6| 7,472 41.7) 6,691 40.6| 6,437 38.6/ 5,900 39.52 6,293

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Represents diploma graduates from the previous school year.
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Parish Socioeconomic And Demographic Profile

The socioeconomic and demographic compoasition of the parish may
shed light on household situations, and thus, the educationa system of a
school district. Issues such as income, poverty rate, single parent
households, and teen pregnancy affect family function, which is
strongly linked to achievement. This section examines state- and
national-level information for each parish’s socioeconomic and
demographic indicator presented.

Definitions

e Population by Race is divided into three major groups: white,
black, and “other.” The “other” category consists of Native
Americans and Asian/Pecific Islanders. It should be noted that,
according to the 1990 Bureau of Census data, Hispanic origin can
be viewed as the ancestry, nationality group, lineage, or country of
birth of the person or the person’s parents or ancestors before their
arrival in the United States. Persons of Hispanic origin may be of
any race and are, therefore, included in the categories of white,
black, and “other.”

e Population Change During the Past Decade

In Census 2000, people were counted at their usual residence, a
principle followed in each census since 1790. Usual residence has
been defined as the place where the person lives and sleeps most of
the time. This place is not necessarily the same as the person's
voting residence or legal residence. Noncitizens who are living in
the United States are included, regardiess of their immigration
status. Persons temporarily away from their usual residence, such
as on vacation or on a business trip on Census Day, were counted at
their usua residence. People who live at more than one residence
during the week, month, or year were counted at the place where
they live most of the year. People without a usual residence,
however, were counted where they were staying on Census Day.

Population-Scope and Methodol ogy:

Place of residence was derived from answers to questions that were
asked of all people in Census 2000. Population percent change,
1990 to 2000, is derived by dividing the difference between the
population in 2000 and 1990 by the 1990 population.

e Education Attainment is divided into three levels:

1. Less than high school degree: persons of compulsory school
attendance age or above who are not enrolled in school and are
not high school graduates.

2. High school degree: persons whose highest degree is a high
school diploma or its equivalent and those who have attempted
some college or have received an associate degree. Persons
who completed the twelfth grade but did not receive a diploma
are not included.

3. Bachelor's degree or higher: persons who have received a
college, university, or professional degree.

e Student Participation in Free and Reduced Price Lunch Program

In educationa research, the percentage of students participating in
the federally-subsidized Free and Reduced Price Lunch Program is
used as an indicator of family economic condition. The bar graph
shows the percentage of Louisiana public school student body who
participated in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program for the
parish as well as the state. Data were taken from the Student
Information System (SIS).

These following types of data were supplied by the Bureau of the
Census.

e Median Household Income is the sum of money income received
in the previous calendar year by all household members 15 years
old and over, including household members not related to the
householder, people living alone, and others in nonfamily
households. The median household income reported here was
produced through statistical modeling. These data support a 1997
model-based estimate and were supplied by the 2000 Bureau of the
Census.

e Personsand Children Living Below Poverty

Families and persons are classified as below poverty level if their
total family income or unrelated individual income was less than
the poverty threshold specified for the applicable family size, age of
householder, and number of related children under 18 present (see
link below for poverty level thresholds). The state and county (or
parish) estimates were produced through statistical modeling.
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Poverty status is determined for all families (and, by implication, all
family members). For persons not in families, poverty status is
determined by their income in relation to the appropriate poverty
threshold. Thus, two unrelated individuals living together may not
have the same poverty status. The poverty thresholds are updated
every year to reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index. See
source for more details or see Poverty Definition, Thresholds, and
Guidelines at http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty.html. See
http://www.census.gov/hhes/poverty/threshl d/thresh97.html for
Poverty Thresholds in 1997, by Size of Family and Number of
Related Children Under 18 Years.

Teenage Birth Rate is the total number of pregnant women under
the age of 19 divided by the total number of pregnant women.

Female Parent Household Rate is the number of single parent
households (defined as a “female householder with no husband,
with or without her own children under the age of 18”) divided by
the total number of households. These data are supplied by the
2000 Bureau of the Census.

Unemployment Rate is the total humber of persons not working,
who are available and seeking work, regardless of age, as a
percentage of the civilian labor force. This information is
considered the official unemployment rate and is typically cited in
comparisons. These data were supplied by the Department of Labor
and were reported in the 2000 Bureau of the Census Data.
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City of Monroe Socioeconomic and Demographic Overview
Figure 5

As each school district works toward its educational vision and goals, socia and economic factors within the parish may directly or indirectly affect the
educational experience of students. An overview of the relevant demographic and socioeconomic profile of each parish places the education indicator data
presented in this report in the proper context. These data provide a socioeconomic and demographic profile of the parish as a whole, not the public school district.
In preparing this section, every effort was made to obtain the most recent data avail able for each indicator.

Population by Race

Parish Population Change During the Past Educational Attainment at State and
- Decade (1990-2000) National Levels
Race Parish
Number | Percent 59.1% 58.4%
White 94,947| 64.5%
Black 49,526] 33.6%
Other 2,777 1.8%
Total 147,250 99.9% - 1o.50p 24:4%
Population by Race
State and Nation

State Nation

REEO Number Percent Number Percent N Less Than High School ~ Bachelor's or
Paris! ; :
White 2,856,161] 63.9%| 211,460,626 75.1% High School — but Less Than — Higher

Black 1,451,944 32.5%]| 34,658,190 12.3%

Other 160,871]  3.6%| 35,303,090 12.5% [ Parish u State u Nation]

Total 4,468,976] 100.0%| 281,421,906] 99.9%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000. Source: U.S. Census Current Population Report, March 1998.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.

Income and Poverty

Student Participation in the Federal Free or Parish State Nation Unemployment Rate
Reduced Price Lunch Program i 5.0%
9 Median Household $28,651| $30,466| $37,005 °
Income
76.9%
Persons Below 19.8% 18.4% 13.3%
Poverty
TG Children Below 20.1% 26.0% 19.9%
Poverty

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
Teenage Birth and Single Motherhood

Parish State Nation

Teenage Birth

16.0% 17.0% 12.2%

Rate (1)
Parish State Nation Female 17.9% 16.6% 12.2% Parish State Nation
Householders (2)
Source: Student Information System (SIS), October 1, 2002 Count. 1. Source: Louisiana State Center for Health Statistics, 2000. Source: University of Louisiana at Monroe, Center for Business
2. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000. and Economic Research, 2000
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District Financial Profile

Financia information broadens the understanding of how public school
districts function and provides additional context for the interpretation
of educational indicators. The two major components of the financial
information are revenues and expenditures.

Definitions

Revenues—Financial resources received by the LEA from
various sources for use in providing public education to
students.

Revenues are received from three main sources:

1. Loca: monies collected directly by a district through
local taxes (ad valorem, sales, and use taxes), bonds,
revenues from other local government units, tuition,
transportation fees, earnings of investments, food
service operations, and community service operations.

2. State: monies appropriated by the state government to
the local public school districts, such as the Minimum
Foundation Program (MFP) formula, grants-in-aid, and
other specific programs such as 8(g) and Education
Excellence Fund.

3. Federal: monies received from the federal government
and alocated to the local public school districts through
a variety of programs such as No Child Left Behind
(NCLB), Reserve Officer Training Corps Program
(ROTC), Headstart Programs, School Food Service,
Adult Basic Education, and Special Education.

4. District revenues per pupil: total revenues divided by
the October 1 Elementary/Secondary Membership.

Expenditures—Charges incurred for providing public
education, whether paid or unpaid, which benefit the current
fiscal year. Total expenditures include the following
categories:
1. Instructional expenditures. monies spent for classroom
instruction, pupil support, and instructional staff
support.

2. Non-instructional expenditures: monies spent for
school administration, business services, operations and
maintenance, transportation, food services, enterprise
operation, and community services.

3. Fecility acquisition and construction services: monies
spent for activities concerned with acquiring land and
buildings, remodeling buildings, constructing buildings
and additions to buildings, initialy installing or
extending service systems and other built-in equipment,
and improving sites.

4. Didtrict expenditures per pupil: current expenditures
(total expenditures less equipment, Facility Acquisition
and Construction and Debt Service) divided by the
Octaober 2 Elementary and Secondary Membership.

e Elementary and Secondary Membership—The number of pre-
Kindergarten (PK), grades K-12, and non-graded (NG) students
in membership as of October 2, 2001. This number includes
regular education and prekindergarten students and does not
include special education preschool students and infants.

o Average Classroom Teacher’'s Salary—The average of actual
saaries, including Professional Improvement Program (PIP)
payments, reported for al full-time and part-time classroom
teachers (excluding rehired retirees and ROTC instructors),
who were employed during any period of the school year by the
public school districts. Data are based on teacher-level data
submitted by districts to the LDE via the End-of-year Profile of
Educational Personnel (PEP) report. The average classroom
teacher’s salary is calculated as follows:

Total Actual Salaries (including PIP)
Total Related Teachers' Full-Time Equivalents

Note: District data are as of the publication date of this report. Audits of student and
financia data may result in revision subsequent to the publication of this report. Some
districts' financial data may be adjusted after the publication of this report because of
audits.
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City of Monroe Financial Profile

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

‘I:I District Average B State Average ‘

Average Classroom Teacher Salary

$37,898

1999-00

$33,116

$33,196

2000-01

$33,615

2001-02

$36,328

ODistrict Average Salary B State Average Salary

Notes:

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

ODistrict B State

Figure 6
District Revenue by Source
1999-00 2000-01 2001-02
% of % of % of
Revenue District State District State District State
Source Amount Total Average % Amount Total Average % Amount Total Average %
Local $23,625,809 39.3% 39.0% $23,537,750 37.9% 39.7% $34,377,322 46.6% 38.8%
State $26,136,308 43.5% 49.3% $28,365,727 45.7% 48.7% $28,997,571 39.3% 48.5%
Federal $10,305,727 17.2% 11.7% $10,121,833 16.3% 11.6% $10,394,947 14.1% 12.7%
Total $60,067,844 | 100.0% 100.0% $62,025,311 [ 100.0% 100.0% $73,769,840 | 100.0% 100.0%
Revenues Per Pupil Expenditures Per Pupil
JUN $7,419 $7,209
30,760 '

Elementary/Secondary Membership
10,514

10,510

P

o

A4

9,944

1999-00

2000-01

1. District financial data may be adjusted as a result of audits conducted by the Louisiana Department of Education.

2. Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding.

3. Revenue per pupil and operating expenditures per pupil are based on October 2 Elementary/Secondary Membership.
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School Characteristics and Accountability Infor mation

School Definition

To interpret school-level data correctly and in its proper context, one must
have a clear understanding of the definition of a school. For purposes of this
report, the following definition applies.

School—an institution that provides preschool, elementary, and/or secondary
instruction; has one or more grade groupings or is nongraded; has one or
more teachers to give instruction or care; is located in one or more buildings;
and has an assigned administrator(s). (LDE and the National Center for
Educational Statistics, NCES)

School Categorization

As mentioned in the Introduction Section, in order to facilitate an equitable
comparison of school performance results, this report categorizes the
Louisiana public schoals into the following four types, based on their grade
level composition:

e Elementary—any school whose grade structure falls within the PK-8
range that excludes grades in the 9-12 range, and which does not fit the
definition for middle/junior high.

e Middle/Junior high—any school whose grade structure falls within the
4-9 range, which includes grades 7 or 8, and which excludes grades in
the PK-3 and 10-12 ranges.

e High—any school whose grade structure falls within the 6-12 range
and includes grades in the 10-12 range, or any school that contains
only grade 9.

e Combination—any school whose grade structure fals within the PK-
12 range and that is not described by any of the above definitions.
These schools generally contain some grades in the K-6 range and
some grades in the 9-12 range. Examples would include grade
structures such as K-12; K-3, 9-12; and 4-6, 9-12.

The school, district and state results for the following indicators have been
organized and are presented by the four types of school categories:

e ClassSize
e Attendance
e Suspensions and Expulsions

School Accountability System

In 1998-1999, the school accountability system went into effect with two
implementation phases for Louisiana public schools. Schools containing
grade levels kindergarten through eighth (K-8) entered into the accountability
system in 1998-1999. Schools with grades 9-12 (or what is better known as
the high school grades) entered the accountability system in 2000-2001. The
9-12 portions of schools with K-12 grade structures also entered the system
at thistime.

As part of the accountability system, each school annually receives a School
Performance Score (SPS), which indicates how well its students are
performing. Specifically, each school’'s effectiveness and progress are
measured, based on results from statewide testing programs (LEAP 21/GEE
21 and The lowa Tests), school attendance, and dropout data.

From 1998-1999 through 2002-2003, the school accountability model was
based on a two-year accountability cycle. Five accountability cycles made up
a 10-year time frame, at the end of which schools were expected to achieve
the state’s 10-year SPS goal of 100. At the beginning of a cycle, a Growth
Target was assigned identifying how many points the school had to grow to
stay on track for meeting the 10-year goal. Also, Performance Labels were
assigned describing a school’ s performance. At the end of a cycle, a school
was examined to determine if the Growth Target had been achieved. Growth
Labels were assigned describing the level of growth achieved by the school
relative to its Growth Target. At that time rewards were distributed to
eligible schools. Schools were also assigned to Corrective Actions if they
did not meet performance and/or growth requirements.

As discussed in the Introduction, the Louisana School and District
Accountability System has undergone many recent changes to bring the
accountability system into compliance with federal guidelines as mandated
by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. One significant change is
the system will no longer be based on two-year cycles, but will become an
annual system with important decisions made every year about the
performance of Louisiana public schools. In other words, Performance and
Growth Labels, School Improvement (formerly Corrective Actions), and
rewards decisions will be made on an annual basis beginning in 2002-2003.
In addition, Louisiana schools are now griving toward a 2014 SPS goa of
120 instead of the 10-year goal of 100.
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Two Components of the School Accountability M odel

The Louisana School and District Accountability System has two
components that are evaluated for Louisana schools: the School
Performance Score (SPS) Component and the Subgroup Component.
Schools are required to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for both
components. Under the NCLB Act of 2001, a state’ s definition of AY P must
apply the same high standards of academic achievement to all public
elementary and secondary school students in the state and result in
continuous and substantial academic improvement for all students. To make
AYP for the SPS Component, a school must have a 2003 Growth SPS of 45
or above. In future years, schools may have to show adequate growth to
make AY P for the SPS Component. The SPS Component was eval uated for
all schools that received a 2003 Growth SPS. To make AYP for the
Subgroup Component, a school must meet requirements in three areas. test
participation, academic performance, and an additional academic indicator
(attendance rate or non-dropout rate) for al required subgroups (five
ethnicity subgroups, students with disabilities, limited English proficient
students, economically disadvantaged students, and all students in the
school). The Subgroup Component was evaluated for all schools with grades
4, 8, and/or 10.

SPSIndicators

The SPS for each school is calculated as a weighted composite index, using
60% weight for the criterion-referenced test (CRT) index (based on the

SPS Indicatorswith Corresponding Weighting Factors

Attendance
5%
Dropouts
5%

LEAP 21/GEE 21
60%

Thelowa Tests
30%

LEAP 21 and/or GEE 21 tests), 30% weight for the norm-referenced test
(NRT) index (based on The lowa Tests), and a total of 10% weight for the
attendance and dropout results.

The maximum upper range for the SPS is between 231.8 and 255.4,
depending on a school’s grade levels that take The lowa Tests and whether
the school has dropouts. An SPS of 120 indicates that a school has reached
Louisiana s 2014 goal. 1n 2002-2003 schools received two SPSs, the Growth
SPS and the Baseline SPS. The Growth SPS was compared to the previous
Baseline SPS to determine if adequate growth was achieved and to determine
the corresponding Growth Label. In addition, the Growth SPS was used to
determine a school’s reward dligibility, SPS Component AYP status, and
School Improvement status. The new Baseline SPS was used to calculate the
new Growth Target. A one-year Growth Target was cal cul ated based on how
far the Baseline SPS is from the 2014 goal, with an adjustment for the
proportions of students with disabilities and limited English proficient
students. The Basdline SPS was also used to determine a school’s
Performance Label. If a school’s Growth SPS was less than 45, a one-year
Growth SPS was calculated and used to determine the school’s SPS
Component AY P status, School Improvement level, and Performance Label.

In 2002-2003, both the Growth SPS and the Baseline SPS were based on two
years of data and included al four subjects of the LEAP 21/GEE 21 and
grades K-12, where available. The difference between the two SPSs was that
the Basdline SPS included LAA and LAA-B students, whereas the Growth
SPS did not. This difference allowed for an apples-to-apples comparison
between the Growth SPS and the 2000-2001 Baseline SPS. Current policy
states that in future years the only difference between the two SPSsis that the
Growth SPS will be based on one year of data, and the Baseline SPS will
continue to be based on two years. This could change to phase in
modifications needed as Louisiana continues transitioning to a model that is
fully compliant under NCLB.

It isimportant to note when interpreting the accountability datain table 7 that
in 2000-2001, two SPSs (a Growth SPS and a Baseline SPS) were calculated
and were different for other reasons than in 2002-2003. Two SPSs were
needed to phase-in changes to the accountability model, including moving to
atwo-year SPS and using all the LEAP 21 subject areatests. The 2000-2001
Growth SPS used two LEAP 21 subject area tests and one year of data. The
2000-2001 Baseline SPS had al four LEAP 21 subject area tests and used
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two years of data for K-8. Because the GEE 21 was new, only one year of
ELA and Math GEE 21 tests results were used, and as a result, the Growth
Targets calculated in 2000-2001 for high schools were adjusted to 75%.

“Pairing” and “ Sharing” Arrangements

A school must have both types of test data (at least one grade of CRT data
and one grade of NRT data) to receive an SPS. A school that does not meet
this requirement is considered a “non-standard school” in the Louisiana
School and District Accountability System and must be “paired” or “shared”
with another school in the district. A “non-standard school” is “paired” or
“shared” with the school that receives the largest percentage of students from
the “non-standard school” by promotion. A “pairing” or “sharing” decision
is binding for 10 years unless the “non-standard school” acquires a sufficient
number of testing units or the State Board of Elementary and Secondary
Education (SBESE) grants an appeal to change this decision due to special
circumstances such as redistricting and grade configuration changes.

If a “non-standard school” is lacking grade level test results or has too few
units for either the CRT or NRT, but not both, it must “share” with another
school that has at least one grade level of the needed test. The shared test
results (one grade only) from the second school will be used in formulating
the SPS for the “non-standard school.” The grade that is shared must come
from the grade level closest to the grade level in the “non-standard schoal.”
Each school will have a unique and separate SPS because its own attendance
data, dropout data, and other testing data are not shared.

When a “non-standard school” has no test data at al or has an insufficient
number of students taking both of the tests, it will then be “paired” with
another school. “Pairing” will mean that in formulating the SPS, all test
results, attendance, and dropout data of the “paired” schools are combined
together. The schools will essentially receive the same SPS.

Beginning in 2002-2003, the determination of whether a school has too few
scores is based on the data for one year of assessment. The number of years
used prior to 2002-2003 depended on the number of years used in the SPS
calculation. A school with too few scores can request a waiver of the
“pairing and sharing” policy if it wishes to be scored as a stand-alone school
and receive an SPS based on its data alone, despite the small number of test
units.

Growth Labels

The Growth Label is a descriptive label that describes the level of growth
achieved by a school and is based on the school’s success in attaining its
Growth Target. The Growth Label a school receives determines if the school
is potentially eligible for monetary rewards. In prior years, Growth Labels
were assigned every other year. Beginning in 2002-2003, Growth Labels
will be assigned annually.

The 2000-2001 accountability release marked the first time that K-8 and K-
12 schoals in the accountability system received a Growth Label. Growth
was calculated by measuring the difference between the 1998-1999 Baseline
SPS and the 2000-2001 Growth SPS.

In 2002-2003, all schools in the accountability system received Growth
Labels, including high schools for the first time. Growth was determined by
comparing the difference between the 2000-2001 Baseline SPS and the 2002-
2003 Growth SPS.

Schools with a new Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or greater do not receive
a negative label (alabel which conveys negative connotations with regard to
growth), and therefore, receive a No Label Assigned designation. The
following Growth Labels were assigned in 2000-2001 to K-8 and K-12
schools and in 2002-2003 to al schools in the accountability system. In
2003-2004 the definitions of the Growth Labels will change.

Growth Label Description of Growth

Exemplary Academic Growth School exceeding its Growth

Target by 5.0 points or more

Recognized Academic Growth School meeting or exceeding its
Growth Target by fewer than

5.0 points

Minimal Academic Growth School improving some, but not

meeting its Growth Target

No Growth School with achange in SPS of

0 to minus (-) 5.0 points

School in Decline School with a declining SPS of

more than minus (-) 5.0 points
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Rewards

The possibility of receiving monetary rewards is an incentive for schools to
achieve their Growth Targets. The State of Louisiana allocated 4.9 million
dollars in the executive budget to be used as rewards for those schools
recelving the Exemplary Academic Growth or the Recognized Academic
Growth labels and demonstrating growth within high poverty and students
with disabilities subgroups. Reward amounts were calculated on a per pupil
basis.

The 2002-2003 accountability results yielded 119 Exemplary Academic
Growth schools, which received a total award amount of $1,908,442.45 and
212 Recognized Academic Growth schools, which received a total award
amount of $2,469,159.25. The amount of individua school rewards varied,
with the highest reward being $67,526.80 and the lowest being $2,643.85.
The remaining funds will be dispersed when the appeal s process concludes.

Performance Labels

A school’s Performance Label is the descriptive label that describes a
school’s level of performance based on its SPS. In prior years, Performance
Labels were assigned every other year. The table below defines the
Performance Labels that were used in 1998-1999 and 2000-2001. Two
applicable state averages have been calculated in the past, one for
elementary/middle/junior high schools and one for high/combination schools.

Old Performance L abels (1998-1999 and 2000-2001)

Performance Label SPS Range

School of Academic Excellence 150.0 or above

School of Academic Distinction 125.0-149.9

School of Academic Achievement 100.0-124.9

Academically Above the State Average applicable state
average—99.9

Academically Below the State Average 30.1 —just below the
applicable state average

Academically Unacceptable School 30.0 or below

Beginning in 2002-2003, Performance Labels are assigned annualy. In
addition, in 2002-2003 the label s themselves and their definitions changed to
better describe the performance of Louisiana schools.

New Performance L abels (Beginning in 2002-2003)

Performance Label SPS Range
Five Stars 140.0 or above
Four Stars 120.0-139.9
Three Stars 100.0-119.9
Two Stars 80.0-99.9
One Star 60.0-79.9
Academic Warning 45.0-59.9
Academically Unacceptable Below 45

School I mprovement

School Improvement (S1), formerly called Corrective Actions (CA), is afacet
of the accountability system intended to help low performing and stagnant
schools improve. A school that does not meet performance and growth
requirements will enter or move further into School Improvement. A school
in School Improvement shall receive additional support and assistance, with
the expectation that extensive efforts shal be made by students, parents,
teachers, principals, administrators, and the school board to improve student
achievement at the school. There are six levels of School Improvement, S 1
through Sl 6. Only thefirst four levels are applicable in 2002-2003.

Movement into and among the different levels of School Improvement is
essentially dependent on the school’s SPS, whether AY P was made for the
Subgroup Component, the amount of growth relative to the Growth Target,
and the school’s prior SI/CA status. The type of remedies required for a
given level of Sl depends on the Title | status of the school and are additive
in nature as a school moves to higher Sl levels.

For a more detailed description of the rules and regulations which apply to
School Improvement, please refer to Bulletin 111: Louisiana School,
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Didtrict, and Sate Accountability Policy, which can be found on the
Louisiana Department of Education’s website at www.louisianaschools.net.

Data Presentation

Table 7 presents school demographic and accountability data for al schools
included in the accountability model for this district. All five years of
accountability data presented in table 7 are post-appeals data. In other
words, all data changes from approved appeals are reflected in the reported
data. A description of each data element used in the following tables is
provided below:

e Grade structure refers to the various educational grade levels that a
school contains and for which instruction is provided (i.e., K-8, or
Kindergarten through grade 8).

e School Typeisthe classification of schoolsinto one of the following four
categories of schools: eementary, middi€junior high, high, or
combination schools. This school type designation may differ from the
three accountability school types (elementary/middlie/junior high, high,
and combination).

e October 1 Membership is the total number of students enrolled in a
school on October 1 of the current school year.

e Number on Free/Reduced Lunch is the number of students eligible to
participate in the Free and Reduced-Price Lunch Program.

e Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch is the percent of students eligible to
participate in the Free and Reduced-Price Lunch Program.

o Number of Faculty is the total number of school-based instructional
personnel employed at a school.

e Paired/Shared status indicates whether the school was “paired” with
another school or “shared” data with another school in the calculation of
its School Performance Score.

e Growth School Performance Score (SPS) is the SPS that is compared to
the prior Baseline SPS to determine if a school has achieved its Growth

Target. The Growth SPS is used to determine Growth Labels and to
determine reward eligibility.

Point Change in SPSis the difference between the Growth SPS and the
prior Basdline SPS. If no Growth SPSis calculated for a given year, the
point change is the difference between the SPSfor the Current Year and
the prior Baseline SPS.

Met Growth Target indicates whether a school achieved its Growth
Target for that year.

Growth Label is the descriptive label that describes the level of growth
achieved by a school and is based on the school’ s success in attaining its
Growth Target.

Reward Eligibility indicates whether a school received a monetary
reward by earning either the Exemplary Academic Growth label or the
Recognized Academic Growth label and by showing growth for its high
poverty and students with disabilities subgroups.

Baseline School Performance Score (SPS) is the SPS used to determine
the school’s Growth Target and Performance Label. It will be compared
against the future Growth SPS to determine if adequate growth is
achieved.

Growth Target is the amount of progress a school must make to remain
on target for reaching the state's goal. It is calculated by subtracting the
Baseline SPS from the state goal and dividing by the number of years (or
cycles prior to 2002-2003) remaining to attain the state goal.

Performance Label is the descriptive label that describes a school’s level
of performance based on its SPS.

SPS for Current Year is the Baseline SPS during the years it was
caculated; otherwise, it is the Interim SPS.

School Improvement Satus is the level of School Improvement (if any)
in which the schooal is currently placed.
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e Made AYP for SPS Component indicates whether a school has made
Adeguate Y early Progress by having a Growth SPS at or above 45.

e Made AYP for Subgroup Component indicates whether a school has
made Adequate Yearly Progress by meeting requirements in test
participation, academic performance, and an additional academic
indicator (attendance or non-dropout rate) for all required subgroups.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065002 Carroll High School
Grade Structure 9-12 9-12 9-12 9-12 9-12
School Type High High High High High
October 1 Membership 710 752 812 702 686
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 446 540 514 499 503
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 62.8 71.8 63.3 71.1 73.3
Number of Faculty 49 51 58 54 56
Paired/Shared N/A N/A NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A N/A N/A 48.8
Point Change in SPS N/A N/A N/A 9.1 10.0
Met Growth Target N/A N/A N/A N/A YES
Growth Label * N/A N/A N/A N/A 3
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A NO N/A YES
Baseline SPS N/A N/A 38.8 N/A 479
Growth Target N/A N/A 9.2 N/A 6.1
Performance Label 2 N/A N/A 5 N/A 6
SPS for Current Y ear N/A N/A 38.8 47.9 47.9
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * NO
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
1=FiveStars(*****) 2= Four Stars (****)

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

5=0ne Star (*) 6= Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065003 Carroll Junior High School
Grade Structure 7-8 7-8 7-8 7-8 7-8
School Type Middle/Jr. Highl Middle/dr. High| Middle/Jr. High| Middle/Jr. Highl Middle/Jr. High
October 1 Membership 374 538 538 452 405
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 342 448 422 391 353
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 91.4 83.3 78.4 86.5 87.2
Number of Faculty 44 36 39 38 34
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 52.5 N/A 50.7
Point Change in SPS N/A 11.9 10.2 -2.0 -3.7
Met Growth Target N/A N/A NO N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 4 N/A 5
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A NO N/A NO
Basdline SPS 42.3 N/A 54.4 N/A 48.6
Growth Target 11.4 N/A 11.2 N/A 6
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 6
SPS for Current Y ear 42.3 54.2 54.4 52.4 48.6
School |mprovement Status 2 1
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * NO
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065004 Carver Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 506 422 429 379 398
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 497 410 407 360 362
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 98.2 97.2 94.9 95.0 91.0
Number of Faculty 30 22 28 33 25
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 77.6 N/A 71.2
Point Change in SPS N/A 23.0 40.5 11.1 3.5
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 2 N/A 4
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Basdline SPS 37.1 N/A 67.7 N/A 67.4
Growth Target 12.4 N/A 7.8 N/A 4.4
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 5
SPSfor Current Year 37.1 60.1 67.7 78.8 67.4
School |mprovement Status 2 1
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065005 J.S. Clark Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 494 458 492 444 425
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 263 258 237 246 244
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 53.2 56.3 52.3 55.4 57.4
Number of Faculty 39 38 40 46 41
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 114.3 N/A 111.7
Point Change in SPS N/A 14.0 13.9 -0.2 2.1
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 2 N/A 1
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Basdline SPS 100.4 N/A 113.8 N/A 111.7
Growth Target 5.0 N/A 5.0 N/A 2
Performance Label 2 3 N/A 3 N/A 3
SPSfor Current Year 100.4 114.4 113.8 113.6 111.7
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065006 Barkdull Faulk Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 348 335 321 289 278
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 342 334 318 285 276
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 98.3 99.7 99.1 98.6 99.3
Number of Faculty 19 18 19 19 21
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 60.3 N/A 72.6
Point Change in SPS N/A -0.5 3.1 16.5 17.2
Met Growth Target N/A N/A NO N/A YES
Growth Label * N/A N/A 4 N/A 2
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A NO N/A YES
Basdline SPS 57.2 N/A 55.4 N/A 70.6
Growth Target 8.4 N/A 10.6 N/A 4
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 5
SPSfor Current Year 57.2 56.7 55.4 71.9 70.6
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065007 ClaraHall Accelerated School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 PK,K-5 PK,K-2 PK,K-2 PK,K-2
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 496 531 421 416 384
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 473 488 406 402 353
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 95.4 91.9 96.4 96.6 91.9
Number of Faculty 26 27 27 30 30
Paired/Shared NO NO YES YES YES
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 53.7 N/A 58.2
Point Change in SPS N/A 4.1 0.2 0.7 0.6
Met Growth Target N/A N/A NO N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 4 N/A 4
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A NO N/A NO
Basdline SPS 53.5 N/A 57.6 N/A 56.9
Growth Target 9.2 N/A 10.2 N/A 5.3
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 6
SPSfor Current Year 53.5 57.6 57.6 58.3 56.9
School |mprovement Status 2 1
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * N/A
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065008 Sallie Humble Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 506 480 475 479 438
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 344 340 335 354 338
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 68.0 70.8 72.2 73.9 77.2
Number of Faculty 36 36 36 37 37
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 93.1 N/A 98.2
Point Change in SPS N/A 1.4 11.2 8.7 13.0
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A YES
Growth Label * N/A N/A 2 N/A 2
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A YES
Basdline SPS 819 N/A 85.2 N/A 96.2
Growth Target 5.0 N/A 5.0 N/A 2
Performance Label 2 4 N/A 4 N/A 4
SPSfor Current Year 81.9 83.3 85.2 93.9 96.2
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065009 Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Grade Structure 7-8 6-8 6-8 6-8 6-8
School Type Middle/Jr. Highl Middle/dr. High| Middle/Jr. High| Middle/Jr. Highl Middle/Jr. High
October 1 Membership 548 860 783 814 744
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 468 742 666 719 669
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 85.4 86.3 85.1 88.3 89.9
Number of Faculty 37 46 57 65 54
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 55.2 N/A 55.3
Point Change in SPS N/A 7.8 15.1 4.2 4.8
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 3 N/A 4
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Basdline SPS 40.1 N/A 50.5 N/A 51
Growth Target 11.9 N/A 12.0 N/A 5.8
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 6
SPS for Current Y ear 40.1 47.9 50.5 54.7 51.0
School |mprovement Status 2 1
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065010 Berg Jones Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6,NG K-5 K-5 PK,K-5 PK,K-5
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 677 579 458 476 449
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 673 577 453 472 443
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 99.4 99.7 98.9 99.2 98.7
Number of Faculty 38 29 32 39 33
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 58.1 N/A 55.4
Point Change in SPS N/A 3.8 21.4 6.6 9.6
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 2 N/A 4
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Basdline SPS 36.7 N/A 45.8 N/A 54.7
Growth Target 12.3 N/A 13.2 N/A 5.3
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 6
SPSfor Current Year 36.7 40.5 45.8 52.4 54.7
School |mprovement Status 2 1
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065011 Robert E. LeeJunior High School
Grade Structure 7-8 7-8 7-8 7-8 7-8
School Type Middle/Jr. Highl Middle/dr. High| Middle/Jr. High| Middle/Jr. Highl Middle/Jr. High
October 1 Membership 631 509 503 474 546
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 361 270 263 242 319
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 57.2 53.0 52.3 51.1 58.4
Number of Faculty 44 42 44 45 43
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 83.3 N/A 79.7
Point Change in SPS N/A 15.6 11.4 -3.9 -4.9
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 2 N/A 5
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Basdline SPS 71.9 N/A 84.6 N/A 75.4
Growth Target 55 N/A 5.0 N/A 3.7
Performance Label 2 4 N/A 4 N/A 5
SPS for Current Y ear 71.9 87.5 84.6 80.7 75.4
School |mprovement Status 2 1
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065012 Lexington Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 548 589 605 585 579
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 278 288 286 280 280
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 50.7 48.9 47.7 47.9 48.4
Number of Faculty 33 36 39 41 42
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 95.3 N/A 99.3
Point Change in SPS N/A 4.6 5.6 4.3 3.7
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 3 N/A 4
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Basdline SPS 89.7 N/A 95.6 N/A 97.1
Growth Target 5.0 N/A 5.0 N/A 2
Performance Label 2 4 N/A 4 N/A 4
SPSfor Current Year 89.7 94.3 95.6 99.9 97.1
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.

City of Monroe, Page 2-17




Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065013 Lincoln Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 K-6 K-6 K-6 K-6
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 615 723 731 650 587
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 602 718 709 644 554
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 97.9 99.3 97.0 99.1 94.4
Number of Faculty 33 33 41 39 41
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 53.7 N/A 53.6
Point Change in SPS N/A 4.5 12.4 -3.8 4.9
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A 3 N/A 4
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Basdline SPS 41.3 N/A 48.7 N/A 53
Growth Target 11.3 N/A 12.1 N/A 5.6
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 6
SPSfor Current Year 41.3 45.8 48.7 44.9 53.0
School |mprovement Status 2 1
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065014 Neville High School
Grade Structure 9-12 9-12 9-12 9-12 9-12
School Type High High High High High
October 1 Membership 930 969 912 933 837
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 348 381 297 328 324
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 37.4 39.3 32.6 35.2 38.7
Number of Faculty 62 63 69 72 72
Paired/Shared N/A N/A NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A N/A N/A 93.9
Point Change in SPS N/A N/A N/A 3.6 10.1
Met Growth Target N/A N/A N/A N/A YES
Growth Label * N/A N/A N/A N/A 2
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A NO N/A YES
Baseline SPS N/A N/A 83.8 N/A 93.1
Growth Target N/A N/A 5.0 N/A 2.3
Performance Label 2 N/A N/A 4 N/A 4
SPS for Current Y ear N/A N/A 83.8 87.4 93.1
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
1=FiveStars(*****) 2= Four Stars (****)

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

5=0ne Star (*) 6= Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065015 Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 PK,K-5 PK,K-5 PK,K-5 PK,K-5
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 569 538 534 504 496
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 498 441 431 442 421
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 87.5 82.0 80.7 87.7 84.9
Number of Faculty 28 29 31 32 33
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 72.6 N/A 83.2
Point Change in SPS N/A 2.0 10.7 10.0 12.9
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A YES
Growth Label * N/A N/A 3 N/A 2
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A YES
Basdline SPS 61.9 N/A 70.3 N/A 834
Growth Target 7.3 N/A 7.2 N/A 3.1
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 4
SPSfor Current Year 61.9 63.9 70.3 80.3 834
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065018 Wossman High School
Grade Structure 9-12NG 9-12 9-12 9-12 9-12
School Type High High High High Combination
October 1 Membership 931 806 924 750 740
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 705 566 563 512 526
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 75.7 70.2 60.9 68.3 71.1
Number of Faculty 64 53 58 61 57
Paired/Shared N/A N/A NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A N/A N/A 47.0
Point Change in SPS N/A N/A N/A 7.8 11.7
Met Growth Target N/A N/A N/A N/A YES
Growth Label * N/A N/A N/A N/A 3
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A NO N/A YES
Basdline SPS N/A N/A 35.3 N/A 46.9
Growth Target N/A N/A 9.4 N/A 6.2
Performance Label 2 N/A N/A 5 N/A 6
SPS for Current Y ear N/A N/A 35.3 43.1 46.9
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * NO
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065024 Cypress Point Elementary School
Grade Structure PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6 PK,K-6
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 438 475 483 444 447
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 339 347 364 336 348
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 77.4 73.1 76.6 75.7 779
Number of Faculty 28 32 34 32 34
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 84.0 N/A 82.4
Point Change in SPS N/A -6.8 10.7 10.4 7.0
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A YES
Growth Label * N/A N/A 2 N/A 3
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A YES
Basdline SPS 73.3 N/A 75.4 N/A 79.3
Growth Target 5.2 N/A 6.0 N/A 35
Performance Label 2 4 N/A 5 N/A 5
SPSfor Current Year 73.3 66.5 75.4 85.8 79.3
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.

City of Monroe, Page 2-22




Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065025 Drop Out Recovery School
Grade Structure NG 9-12 9-12 5-12 8-12
School Type Combination High High Combination High
October 1 Membership 101 42 90 256 154
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 4 7 13 177 96
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 4.0 16.7 14.4 69.1 62.3
Number of Faculty ~ 0 0 21 15
Paired/Shared N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Point Change in SPS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Met Growth Target N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Growth Label * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Basdline SPS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Growth Target N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Performance Label 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SPS for Current Y ear N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* N/A
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * N/A
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065026 James Foster M adison Elementary School
Grade Structure 1-6 K-6 K-6 K-6 PK,K-6
School Type Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership 528 478 514 395 440
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch 511 462 463 385 424
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch 96.8 96.7 93.9 97.5 96.4
Number of Faculty 35 29 34 32 34
Paired/Shared NO NO NO NO NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A 68.0 N/A 68.4
Point Change in SPS N/A -5.6 25.0 20.5 175
Met Growth Target N/A N/A YES N/A YES
Growth Label * N/A N/A 2 N/A 2
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A YES N/A NO
Basdline SPS 43.0 N/A 50.9 N/A 65.9
Growth Target 11.2 N/A 11.4 N/A 4.4
Performance Label 2 5 N/A 5 N/A 5
SPSfor Current Year 43.0 37.4 50.9 71.4 65.9
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065028 Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Grade Structure ~ ~ PK,3-5 PK,3-5 PK,3-5
School Type ~ ~ Elementary Elementary Elementary
October 1 Membership ~ ~ 433 502 531
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch ~ ~ 403 483 512
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch ~ ~ 94.4 96.2 96.4
Number of Faculty ~ ~ 29 31 42
Paired/Shared N/A N/A YES YES YES
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A N/A N/A 58.2
Point Change in SPS N/A N/A N/A 1.2 1.1
Met Growth Target N/A N/A N/A N/A NO
Growth Label * N/A N/A N/A N/A 4
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A NO N/A NO
Basdline SPS N/A N/A 57.1 N/A 56.9
Growth Target N/A N/A 10.2 N/A 5.3
Performance Label 2 N/A N/A 5 N/A 6
SPSfor Current Year N/A N/A 57.1 58.3 56.9
School |mprovement Status 2 1
Made AY P for SPS Component* YES
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * YES
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance Label:

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 = School of Academic Achievement
6 = Academically Unacceptable School

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.
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Table7

School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065029 GOAL (Go-Achieve-Learn)School
Grade Structure ~ ~ ~ ~ 311
School Type ~ ~ ~ ~ Combination
October 1 Membership ~ ~ ~ ~ 114
Number on Free/Reduced Lunch ~ ~ ~ ~ 98
Percent on Free/Reduced Lunch ~ ~ ~ ~ 86.0
Number of Faculty ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Paired/Shared N/A N/A N/A N/A NO
Growth School Performance Score (SPS) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Point Change in SPS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Met Growth Target N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Growth Label * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Reward Eligibility N/A N/A N/A N/A NO
Baseline SPS N/A N/A N/A N/A 30.8
Growth Target N/A N/A N/A N/A 7.8
Performance Label 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A 7
SPS for Current Y ear N/A N/A N/A N/A 30.8
School |mprovement Status 2 N/A
Made AY P for SPS Component* N/A
Made AY P for Subgroup Component * N/A
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data PK = Prekindergarten NG = Nongraded

N/A = Not Applicable: Baseline SPS, School Performance Label, Growth Target, Growth SPS, Growth Label, and Reward Eligibility are determined and assigned once
every two years. High Schools were first added to the Accountability Model in 2000-2001.

1= No Growth Label Assigned - No label isassigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 = Exemplary Academic Growth 3 = Recognized Academic Growth 4 = Minimal Academic Growth 5= No Growth 6 = School In Decline

1 Growth Label:

2 Performance L

abel:

1 =Five Stars (*****)
5=0ne Star (*)

1 = School of Academic Excellence 2 = School of Academic Distinction
(1998-99 thru 2001-02) 4 = Academically Above the State Average 5 = Academically Below the State Average

Starting in 2002-2003, the Performance Labels were as follows:
2 = Four Stars (****)
6 = Academic Warning 7 = Academically Unacceptable

3 =Three Stars (***)

3 = School of Academic Achievement

6 = Academically Unacceptable School

4 =Two Stars (**)

3 Starting in 2002-2003, schools that do not meet the performance and growth requirements are placed in School | mprovement.

4 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the subgroup component and the SPS component.

City of Monroe, Page 2-26




Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District
Total Number of Schools 22 21 21 19 20
October 1 Membership 10,701 10,510 10,514 9,944 9,678
Number of Faculty 705 661 737 767 744
Schools by Performance Label (Starting in 2002-03) | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
Five Stars (*****) 0.0 0
Four Stars (****) 0.0 0
Three Stars (***) 5.3 1
Two Stars (**) 211 4
One Star (*) 26.3 5
Academic Warning 421 8
Academically Unacceptable 53 1
Schools By Growth Label *
No Label Assigned N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A 5.6 1
Exemplary Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 7 N/A N/A 27.8 5
Recognized Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 28.6 4 N/A N/A 16.7 3
Minimal Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.4 3 N/A N/A 38.9 7
No Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A 11.1 2
School In Decline N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A 0.0 0
Number of Schools N/A N/A N/A N/A]  100.0 14 N/A N/A]  100.0 18
Schools By L evels of School | mprovement
Not in School Improvement (SI) 57.9 11
School Improvement 1 (Sl 1) 42.1 8
School Improvement 2 (S| 2) 0.0 0
School Improvement 3 (Sl 3) 0.0 0
School Improvement 4 (Sl 4) 0.0 0
School Improvement 5 (Sl 5) 0.0 0
School Improvement 6 (Sl 6) 0.0 0
Schools by Reward Eligibility
Schools Eligible for Receiving Rewards NAL NAl NAL NA| 786 11| NAL NA| 389 7
Schools by AYP Status?
Made AY P for Subgroup Component 82.4 14

N/A = Not Applicable: Performance Labels, Growth Labels, and Reward Eligibility are assigned once every two years.
! No label is assigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the Subgroup Component and the SPS Component.
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Table7
School Characteristics and Accountability Information of City of Monroe

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
State
Total Number of Schools 1,507 1,533 1,532 1,538 1,551
October 1 Membership 766,169 753,905 741,553 730,252 729,516
Number of Faculty 54,244 55,402 55,526 55,528 55,428
Schools by Performance Label (Starting in 2002-03) | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
Five Stars (*****) 0.6 8
Four Stars (****) 2.2 30
Three Stars (***) 17.0 234
Two Stars (**) 344 474
One Star (*) 28.1 387
Academic Warning 12.0 166
Academically Unacceptable 5.8 80
Schools By Growth L abel ?
No Label Assigned N/A N/A N/A N/A 5.8 68 N/A N/A 12.7 174
Exemplary Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 43.6 514 N/A N/A 9.5 130
Recognized Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 25.5 301 N/A N/A 19.4 267
Minimal Academic Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 18.0 212 N/A N/A 36.1 496
No Growth N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.7 55 N/A N/A 16.2 222
School In Decline N/A N/A N/A N/A 25 29 N/A N/A 6.2 85
Number of Schools N/A N/A N/A N/A| 100.0 1,179 N/A N/A|  100.0, 1,374
Schools By L evels of School | mprovement
Not in School Improvement (SI) 55.5 765
School Improvement 1 (Sl 1) 39.5 545
School Improvement 2 (Sl 2) 3.8 52
School Improvement 3 (Sl 3) 04 6
School Improvement 4 (Sl 4) 0.8 11
School Improvement 5 (Sl 5) 0.0 0
School Improvement 6 (Sl 6) 0.0 0
Schools by Reward Eligibility
Schools Eligible for Receiving Rewards NAL NAl NA  NA| 682 804 NA NA|l 242 333
Schools by AYP Status?
Made AY P for Subgroup Component 93.8] 1,237

N/A = Not Applicable: Performance Labels, Growth Labels, and Reward Eligibility are assigned once every two years.
! No label is assigned to schools with a Baseline or Growth SPS of 100 or more which have not met their Growth Targets.
2 Starting in 2002-2003, schools were required to make their Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for both the Subgroup Component and the SPS Component.
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Faculty with a Master’s Degree or Higher

Perhaps the most vital educational resource available to students is the
school faculty. One indicator of faculty preparation is the level of
academic training the staff has completed.

Data Presentation

Table 8, Faculty with a Master’s Degree or Higher, presents the number
and percent of faculty attaining a master’'s degree or higher. Data are
presented for all faculty membersin al schools in each district. Schools
are presented in site code order. District and state totals are presented
for comparison purposes.

Definition
e Faculty—school-based instructional personnel. In addition to full-
time classroom teachers, these individuals include principals,

assistant principals, guidance counselors, librarians, and other
instructional/administrative staff.

Method of Calculation

The formula used to compute the percentage of faculty who have a
master’s degree or higher is presented below. Itinerant staff members
who are employed at multiple school sites are counted at each school in
which they teach, but are counted only once in district and state
percentages.

Data Sour ces

Digtrict-reported data submitted to the Louisiana Department of
Education viathe Profile of Educational Personnel (PEP).

Formula Used to Calculate Percent of Faculty with a Master’s Degree or Higher

Percent of Faculty

Number of Faculty with a Master’s Degree or Higher

with a Master’s Degree =
or Higher

X 100

Total Number of Faculty at All Education Levels
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Faculty with a Master's Degree or Higher

Table 8

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number
065002 Carroll High School 49.0 24 45.1 23 431 25 46.3 25 44.6 25
065003  Carroll Junior High School 50.0 22 58.3 21 46.2 18 50.0 19 441 15
065004 Carver Elementary School 36.7 11 27.3 6 35.7 10 33.3 11 40.0 10
065005 J.S. Clark Elementary School 46.2 18 474 18 45.0 18 50.0 23 51.2 21
065006  Barkdull Faulk Elementary School 47.4 9 44.4 8 42.1 8 42.1 8 38.1 8
065007 ClaraHall Accelerated School 38.5 10 33.3 9 29.6 8 33.3 10 33.3 10
065008 Sdlie Humble Elementary School 36.1 13 41.7 15 44.4 16 48.6 18 45.9 17
065009  Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School 40.5 15 39.1 18 36.8 21 33.8 22 38.9 21
065010 Berg Jones Elementary School 395 15 44.8 13 40.6 13 35.9 14 42.4 14
065011 Robert E. Lee Junior High School 61.4 27 66.7 28 54.5 24 48.9 22 51.2 22
065012 Lexington Elementary School 48.5 16 417 15 41.0 16 415 17 40.5 17
065013  Lincoln Elementary School 48.5 16 48.5 16 415 17 38.5 15 51.2 21
065014  Neville High School 51.6 32 50.8 32 449 31 40.3 29 38.9 28
065015  Minnie Ruffin Elementary School 35.7 10 414 12 38.7 12 375 12 33.3 11
065018 Wossman High School 43.8 28 43.4 23 51.7 30 49.2 30 474 27
065024  Cypress Point Elementary School 71.4 20 71.9 23 64.7 22 68.8 22 67.6 23
065025  Drop Out Recovery School ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 524 11 33.3 5
065026  James Foster Madison Elementary School 45.7 16 44.8 13 35.3 12 28.1 9 29.4 10
065028 Thomas Jefferson Elementary ~ ~ ~ ~ 55.2 16 67.7 21 54.8 23
District 46.4 327 47.2 312 44.0 324 441 338 441 328
State 38.9 21,115 37.9 21,017 37.5 20,846 37.2 20,663 36.9 20,425

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Teacher Quality

It isimperative that our students receive academic instruction from
highly qualified professionals. One mechanism for ensuring teacher
quality isthe licensure or certification of classroom teachers. Research
suggests that teacher certification in the field of instruction is essential.
Rigorous certification and licensure requirements, as well as
strengthening teacher preparation programs, are thought to be keysto
ensuring quality public education.

Data Presentation

Table 9 provides aview of the public school instruction quality by
assessing the qualification of teachers teaching core classes.
Specificaly, it presents the percent and number of core classes taught
by highly qualified teachers. District and state totals are presented for
comparison purposes.

Definitions

o Highly Qualified Teachers- are defined as certified teachers who
meet the following criteria:

e holdan A, B, C, L1, L2, or L3 certificate as well as those who
hold out-of-state and Practitioner’s Licenses (PL);

e teach a core course (English Language Arts, Mathematics,
Science, Social Studies, Foreign Language or the Arts) in
grades 1-12; and

o their area of certification matches each core academic course
they teach in addition to having demonstrated competency in
teaching each course.

Method of Calculation
The percent and numbers for this report were determined on a class-by-

class basis. As some schools had no core courses for the 2002-2003, no
highly-qualified teacher data were available for them.

Data Sour ces

The number of standard and non-standard teaching certificates is
district-reported data submitted to the Louisiana Department of
Education via the Annual School Report (ASR) database. The Annual
School Report (ASR) database for school year 2002-2003 provided the
data on the courses being taught by each teacher. Those teachers
teaching core courses in grades 1-12 were checked against the Teacher
Certification (TCR) database to ascertain whether or not they held the
appropriate certificates (determined as highly qualified) for every core
course taught.

Formula Used

Total Number of Core Classes in
Grades 1-12 Taught by Highly

Percent of Classes Taught Qualified Teachers

By Highly Qualified Teachers =

Total Number of All Core Classes
In Grades 1-12
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Table 9: Teacher Quality”

Percent and Number of Core Classes Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers™*

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

065002 Carroll High School

065003  Carroll Junior High School
065004  Carver Elementary School
065005 J.S. Clark Elementary School
065006  Barkdull Faulk Elementary School
065007 ClaraHall Accelerated School
065008 Sdlie Humble Elementary School
065009  Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
065010 Berg Jones Elementary School
065011 Robert E. Lee Junior High School
065012 Lexington Elementary School
065013  Lincoln Elementary School
065014  Neville High School

065015  Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
065018  Wossman High School

065024  Cypress Point Elementary School
065026  James Foster Madison Elementary School
065028 Thomas Jefferson Elementary
065029 GOAL (Go-Achieve-Learn)School
District

State

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* = Thisinformation became available for reporting starting 2002-2003.
** = Core classes are English, math, science, social studies, foreign language, and the arts.

Percent | Number

Percent | Number

Percent | Number
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Percent | Number

2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent | Number | Percent | Number
74.2 118
58.6 58
78.9 15
100.0 80
94.7 18
94.1 16
100.0 22
70.7 123
875 14
76.9 90
100.0 23
94.0 47
84.1 174
100.0 27
95.1 135
100.0 24
72.4 21
82.6 19
184 9
79.7 1,033
85.6 101,778




Class Size Char acteristics

Small classes generally allow more time for pupil-teacher interaction;
therefore, they are instrumental in promoting student learning,
especialy at the lower elementary grades. In recognition of that fact,
the State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education has set specific
limits on the maximum size of classes at various grade levels (Bulletin
741). The maximum enrollment in grades K-3 is 26 students, while in
grades 4-12 the maximum enrollment is 33 students. The limits do not
apply to activity classes such as physical education, chorus, and band.

Data Presentation

Tables 10a10d (Class Size Characteristics for Elementary,
Middle/Junior High, High, and Combination Schools, respectively)
present the number and percentage of classes that fall within various
class size ranges. This report provides the class size information for
grades PK-12 by four ranges. 1-20, 21-26, 27-33 and 34+. Category
percentages are provided for comparison purposes. Data are presented
for al schools in each district, with schools presented by category and
in site code order. District and state percentages are presented for
comparison of all schools. Since 1993-94, district and state percentages
based on school category also have been provided.

Definition
e Class—a grouping of children under the primary supervision and
instruction of an individual teacher for all or part of the

instructional day, as reported for the purposes of the Annual School
Report (ASR) and as identified by a specific ASR course code.

Method of Calculation

The following criterion was applied to Annual School Report (ASR)
data to determine which classes should be included/excluded from the
class size calculations:

e Activity classes (which have a maximum allowable student
count greater than 33) are excluded because their inclusion in
the computation would skew the results.

e Non-graded, infant, and preschool classes are excluded.

Data Source
District-reported data from the Annual School Report (ASR).

Formulas Used to Calculate Percent of Classesin Each of the Specific Class Size Ranges

Number of Classesin Specific

Percent of Classes

Class Sze Range

X 100*

in Specific Class Sze Range

Total Number of Classes

“Note:  Because of school categorization, the numerator and denominator will vary. For example, Percent of Classes in Elementary Schools in Specific Class Size
Range = (Number of Classes in Elementary Schools in Specific Class Size Range / Total Number of Classesin Elementary Schools) X 100.

City of Monroe, Page 2-33



Table 10a: Class Size Characteristics
Elementary Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number
065004 Carver Elementary School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 27.3 6 60.0 12 52.4 11 85.2 23 47.6 10
Class Size Range 21 - 26 63.6 14 40.0 8 47.6 10 14.8 4 47.6 10
Class Size Range 27 - 33 9.1 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 4.8 1
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
065005 J.S. Clark Elementary School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 32.3 21 61.3 46 86.8 79 77.8 63 82.9 68
Class Size Range 21 - 26 67.7 44 38.7 29 13.2 12 22.2 18 17.1 14
Class Size Range 27 - 33 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
065006 Barkdull Faulk Elementary School
ClassSize Range 1 - 20 58.8 10 82.6 38 73.3 11 66.7 10 73.3 11
Class Size Range 21 - 26 41.2 7 17.4 8 20.0 3 33.3 5 26.7 4
Class Size Range 27 - 33 0.0 0 0.0 0 6.7 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
065007 ClaraHall Accelerated School
Class SizeRange 1 - 20 33.3 8 51.6 16 59.1 13 80.8 21 70.4 19
Class Size Range 21 - 26 54.2 13 45.2 14 36.4 8 19.2 5 29.6 8
Class Size Range 27 - 33 125 3 3.2 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 4.6 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
065008 Sallie Humble Elementary School
Class SizeRange 1 - 20 70.8 17 75.0 18 66.7 16 56.5 13 59.1 13
Class Size Range 21 - 26 29.2 7 25.0 6 33.3 8 435 10 40.9 9
Class Size Range 27 - 33 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
065010 Berg Jones Elementary School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 10.7 3 50.0 17 86.7 26 83.9 26 40.9 9
Class Size Range 21 - 26 71.4 20 4.1 15 13.3 4 12.9 4 59.1 13
Class Size Range 27 - 33 17.9 5 5.9 2 0.0 0 3.2 1 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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065012

065013

065015

065024

065026

065028

Table 10a: Class Size Characteristics

Elementary Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number
L exington Elementary School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 25.0 6 39.3 11 48.3 14 28.6 8 429 12
Class Size Range 21 - 26 70.8 17 60.7 17 517 15 64.3 18 57.1 16
Class Size Range 27 - 33 4.2 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 71 2 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Lincoln Elementary School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 23.3 7 24.2 8 38.5 15 26.3 10 58.5 31
Class Size Range 21 - 26 70.0 21 75.8 25 53.9 21 63.2 24 22.6 12
Class Size Range 27 - 33 6.7 2 0.0 0 7.7 3 105 4 18.9 10
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 16.7 4 34.8 8 50.0 12 56.0 14 68.0 17
Class Size Range 21 - 26 70.8 17 435 10 50.0 12 40.0 10 32.0 8
Class Size Range 27 - 33 12.5 3 21.7 5 0.0 0 4.0 1 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Cypress Point Elementary School
Class SizeRange 1 - 20 50.0 10 45.8 11 52.2 12 81.0 17 50.0 11
Class Size Range 21 - 26 45.0 9 54.2 13 47.8 11 19.1 4 50.0 11
Class Size Range 27 - 33 5.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
James Foster M adison Elementary School
Class SizeRange 1 - 20 21.4 15 58.6 17 77.3 17 71.9 23 48.6 17
Class Size Range 21 - 26 78.6 55 414 12 18.2 4 28.1 9 371 13
Class Size Range 27 - 33 0.0 0 0.0 0 4.6 1 0.0 0 14.3 5
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Class Size Range 1 - 20 ~ ~ ~ ~ 35.0 7 71.0 22 36.0 9
Class Size Range 21 - 26 ~ ~ ~ ~ 55.0 11 29.0 9 64.0 16
Class Size Range 27 - 33 ~ ~ ~ ~ 10.0 2 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 10a: Class Size Characteristics
Elementary Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number

District (Elementary Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 35.0 136 56.1 220 65.6 242 66.1 250 60.2 227

Class Size Range 21 - 26 60.7 236 41.8 164 32.3 119 318 120 355 134

Class Size Range 27 - 33 4.4 17 2.0 8 19 7 21 8 4.2 16

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
District (All Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 43.4 612 441 647 50.9 755 52.0 740 50.4 745

Class Size Range 21 - 26 441 621 35.0 514 33.2 493 341 485 37.8 558

Class Size Range 27 - 33 125 176 20.9 306 154 228 14.0 199 11.8 174

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.5 7 0.0 0 0.0 0
State (Elementary Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 38.0 13,039 45.3 16,211 47.0 17,287 49,5/ 18,310 52.6 20,991

Class Size Range 21 - 26 49.1] 16,818 42.2| 15,110 42.7| 15,706 41.6| 15,403 39.6 15,824

Class Size Range 27 - 33 12.9 4417 124, 4,441 10.2] 3,753 8.9 3,275 7.8/ 3,099

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 2 0.2 59 0.1 25 0.0 3 0.0 6
State (All Schools)

Class Size Range1- 20 37.7 46,257 41.2/ 51,723 42.6| 53,422 44.8| 56,394 47.4] 61,173

Class Size Range 21 - 26 38.0 46,650 35.8 44,880 36.1 45,201 35.4 44,581 34.8 44,942

Class Size Range 27 - 33 24.4| 29,952 22.9 28,774 21.3| 26,617 19.7| 24,809 17.8| 23,027

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 7 0.1 65 0.0 39 0.0 15 0.0 28

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 10b: Class Size Characteristics
Middle/Jr. High Schools

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

065003 Carroll Junior High School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 75.0 84 37.2 51 50.0 63 47.8 54 42.3 44
Class Size Range 21 - 26 22.3 25 29.2 40 33.3 42 319 36 36.5 38
Class Size Range 27 - 33 2.7 3 33.6 46 16.7 21 20.4 23 21.2 22
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
065009 Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 30.0 36 10.1 17 36.0 63 10.6 17 26.8 45
Class Size Range 21 - 26 55.0 66 321 54 43.4 76 55.6 89 58.9 99
Class Size Range 27 - 33 15.0 18 57.7 97 20.6 36 33.8 54 14.3 24
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
065011 Robert E. Lee Junior High School
ClassSize Range 1 - 20 28.8 36 55.4 62 56.0 65 50.0 52 4.1 49
Class Size Range 21 - 26 59.2 74 35.7 40 35.3 41 394 41 36.0 40
Class Size Range 27 - 33 12.0 15 8.9 10 8.6 10 10.6 11 19.8 22
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 10b: Class Size Characteristics
Middle/Jr. High Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number

District (Middle/Jr. High Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 43.7 156 312 130 45.8 191 32.6 123 36.0 138

Class Size Range 21 - 26 46.2 165 321 134 38.1 159 440 166 46.2 177

Class Size Range 27 - 33 10.1 36 36.7 153 16.1 67 23.3 88 17.8 68

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
District (All Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 43.4 612 441 647 50.9 755 52.0 740 50.4 745

Class Size Range 21 - 26 441 621 35.0 514 33.2 493 341 485 37.8 558

Class Size Range 27 - 33 125 176 20.9 306 154 228 14.0 199 11.8 174

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.5 7 0.0 0 0.0 0
State (Middle/dr. High Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 29.4| 8,677 319 9,570 32.4 9,907 33.6, 10,262 35.8 10,976

Class Size Range 21 - 26 39.6 11,706 39.3 11,800 40.8| 12,465 41.3/ 12,612 41.3| 12,652

Class Size Range 27 - 33 311 9,181 28.8 8,625 26.8 8,187 25.1 7,682 229 7,011

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 4 0.0 0
State (All Schools)

Class Size Range1- 20 37.7 46,257 41.2/ 51,723 42.6| 53,422 44.8| 56,394 47.4] 61,173

Class Size Range 21 - 26 38.0 46,650 35.8 44,880 36.1 45,201 35.4 44,581 34.8 44,942

Class Size Range 27 - 33 24.4| 29,952 22.9 28,774 21.3| 26,617 19.7| 24,809 17.8| 23,027

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 7 0.1 65 0.0 39 0.0 15 0.0 28

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 10c: Class Size Char acteristics
High Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent| Number | Percent | Number | Percent| Number | Percent Number | Percent Number | Percent| Number

065002 Carroll High School

ClassSizeRange1- 20 53.4 103 34.8 71 52.1 110 56.5 108 50.5 101

Class Size Range 21 - 26 32.1 62 38.7 79 29.4 62 26.7 51 38.0 76

Class Size Range 27 - 33 145 28 26.5 54 18.5 39 16.8 32 115 23

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
065014 Neville High School

Class SizeRange1- 20 32.9 68 28.2 62 48.1 128 41.3 97 47.8 117

Class Size Range 21 - 26 319 66 35.9 79 32.7 87 39.2 92 425 104

Class Size Range 27 - 33 35.3 73 35.9 79 19.2 51 19.6 46 9.8 24

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
065018 Wossman High School

Class Size Range 1 - 20 52.9 128 67.1 143 33.0 64 57.8 111 ~ ~

Class Size Range 21 - 26 38.0 92 27.2 58 34.0 66 29.2 56 ~ ~

Class Size Range 27 - 33 9.1 22 5.6 12 33.0 64 13.0 25 ~ ~

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
065025 Drop Out Recovery School

ClassSize Range 1 - 20 Combo, Combo| ~ ~ 0.0 0] Combo, Combo| 100.0 44

Class Size Range 21 - 26 Combo, Combo| ~ ~ 0.0 0] Combo, Combo 0.0 0

Class Size Range 27 - 33 Combo, Combo| ~ ~ 0.0 0] Combo, Combo 0.0 0

Class Size Range 34 + Combo| Combo| ~ ~| 100.0 6] Combo, Combo 0.0 0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 10c: Class Size Char acteristics
High Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number

District (High Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 48.3 320 45.1 297 46.2 322 51.1 316 49.6 331

Class Size Range 21 - 26 33.2 220 32.8 216 30.9 215 32.2 199 37.0 247

Class Size Range 27 - 33 18.6 123 22.0 145 22.1 154 16.7 103 135 90

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.9 6 0.0 0 0.0 0
District (All Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 43.4 612 441 647 50.9 755 52.0 740 50.4 745

Class Size Range 21 - 26 441 621 35.0 514 33.2 493 341 485 37.8 558

Class Size Range 27 - 33 125 176 20.9 306 154 228 14.0 199 11.8 174

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.5 7 0.0 0 0.0 0
State (High Schools)

Class Size Range 1 - 20 37.8 18,806 39.7 20,058 41.4] 20,349 441 21,731 45,5 22,297

Class Size Range 21 - 26 31.6 15,740 30.9 15,609 30.3 14,875 29.4| 14,476 29.5| 14,465

Class Size Range 27 - 33 30.6/ 15,231 29.4| 14,864 28.3| 13,877 26.5| 13,025 24.9 12,210

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 3 0.0 5 0.0 11 0.0 8 0.0 20
State (All Schools)

Class Size Range1- 20 37.7 46,257 41.2/ 51,723 42.6| 53,422 44.8| 56,394 47.4] 61,173

Class Size Range 21 - 26 38.0 46,650 35.8 44,880 36.1 45,201 35.4 44,581 34.8 44,942

Class Size Range 27 - 33 24.4| 29,952 22.9 28,774 21.3| 26,617 19.7| 24,809 17.8| 23,027

Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 7 0.1 65 0.0 39 0.0 15 0.0 28

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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065018 Wossman High School

Table 10d: Class Size Characteristics

Combination Schools

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

065029

Class Size Range 1 - 20 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 38.6 69
Class Size Range 21 - 26 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 374 67
Class Size Range 27 - 33 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 24.0 43
Class Size Range 34 + ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
065025 Drop Out Recovery School
ClassSize Range 1 - 20 ~ ~| Highl Highl Highl Highl 100.0 51 High  High
Class Size Range 21 - 26 ~ ~| Highl Highl High High 0.0 0 High High
Class Size Range 27 - 33 ~ ~| Highl Highl High High 0.0 0 High High
Class Size Range 34 + ~ ~| Highl High] Highl High 0.0 0 High| High
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Class Size Range 1 - 20 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~| 100.0 49
Class Size Range 21 - 26 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Class Size Range 27 - 33 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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District (Combination Schools)

Table 10d: Class Size Characteristics

Combination Schools

District (All Schools)

State (Combin

State (All Schools)

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number
ClassSizeRange1- 20 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0| 100.0 51| 100.0 49
Class Size Range 21 - 26 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class Size Range 27 - 33 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Class SizeRange 1 - 20 43.4 612 4.1 647 50.9 755 52.0 740 50.4 745
Class Size Range 21 - 26 4.1 621 35.0 514 33.2 493 341 485 37.8 558
Class Size Range 27 - 33 125 176 20.9 306 15.4 228 14.0 199 11.8 174
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.5 7 0.0 0 0.0 0
ation Schools)
Class SizeRange 1 - 20 62.0 5,735 64.7 5,884 66.5 5,879 67.6, 6,091 71.8 6,909
Class Size Range 21 - 26 25.8 2,386 26.0 2,361 24.4 2,155 23.2. 2,090 20.8| 2,001
Class Size Range 27 - 33 12.20 1,123 9.3 844 9.1 800 9.2 827 74 707
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 2
ClassSizeRange1- 20 37.7 46,257 41.2 51,723 42.6| 53,422 44.8 56,394 47.4 61,173
Class Size Range 21 - 26 38.0 46,650 35.8 44,880 36.1 45,201 35.4 44,581 34.8 44,942
Class Size Range 27 - 33 24.4 29,952 22.9 28,774 21.3 26,617 19.7) 24,809 17.8 23,027
Class Size Range 34 + 0.0 7 0.1 65 0.0 39 0.0 15 0.0 28

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Student Attendance

More than a decade ago, American schools were challenged by A
Nation at Risk to do whatever necessary to reduce the amount of
instructional time lost to absenteeism (Bennett, 1988). As educators
have long recognized, occasional absences cause some learning
disruption, but frequent student absences can severely reduce academic
progress (Bamber, 1979).

The percent of student attendance reflects the percentage of time the
average student is present within the total number of instructional days.
Since 1993-94, attendance has been calculated to the nearest half day.

Data Presentation

This report presents the percent of student attendance for al grades
(PK-12, non-graded) in the school, district, and state, based on the
school category. Tables 1la-1ld present the percent of student
attendance for each school in the district. District and state percentages
are presented for comparison of all schools. Schools are presented by
category and in site code order.

It should be noted that, for purposes of this report, the percent of
students in attendance represents the current year’s data; however, the
accountability attendance index displayed in previous publications was
based on previous year's attendance data due to data collection
timelines.

Definitions

e Aggregate days attendance—the total number of days that students
are present at the school site over the course of the school year.

o Aggregate days membership—the total number of days that
students are enrolled (but not necessarily present at the school site)
over the course of the school year.

o Day of attendance—effective with the 1992-93 school year, when a
student “(1) is physically present at a school site or is participating
in an authorized school activity and (2) is under the supervision of
authorized personnel. This definition extends to students who are

homebound, assigned to and participating in drug rehabilitation
programs that contain a State-approved education component, or
participating in school-authorized field trips.” (Bulletin 741)

“ Students who meet the above criteria and are present at the school
site for more than 25% but not more than 50% of the student’s
instructional day shall be credited with a half day of attendance.
Those who meet the above criteria and are present for more than
50% of the student’ s instructional day are credited with awhole day
of attendance. Students who are not physically present or who are
participating for 25% or less of their instructional day will be
considered absent for reporting purposes. Absences, whether
excused or unexcused, shall be counted as an absence for reporting
to the Department.” (Bulletin 741)

The above definition refers to the “amount” of time receiving
instruction that is required to be considered in attendance. This
definition was piloted for the 1992-93 school year and has been in
effect statewide since the 1993-94 school year.

o Percent of student attendance—the ratio of aggregate days student
attendance to aggregate days membership.

Method of Calculation

Attendance is calculated for al grades (PK-12, non-graded) in the
schaool, district, and state, based on the school category. The formulas
used in calculating percent of student attendance are presented on the
following page.

Data Sour ces

The attendance indicator is based on district-reported data submitted to
the Louisiana Department of Education via the Sudent Information
System (S1S).
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Formulas Used to Calculate Per cent of Student Attendance

School-level Aggregation

Aggregate Days of Attendance
Percent of Sudent Attendance = — X 100
Aggregate Days of Membership

District-level Aggregation

Total Aggregate Days of Attendance for

Percent of Sudent Attendance = All Schoolsin the District X 100°

Total Aggregate Days of Membership
for All Schoolsin the District

State-level Aggregation

Total Aggregate Days of Attendance for

Percent of Student Attendance = All Schoolsin the State X 100*

Total Aggregate Days of Membership
for All Schoolsin the State

"Note: Because of school categorization, the numerator and denominator will vary. For example, Percent of Student Attendance in Elementary Schools =
(Aggregate Days of Attendance for All Elementary Schools/ Aggregate Days of Membership for All Elementary Schools) X 100.
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Table 11a: Percent of Student Attendance

Elementary Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065004 Carver Elementary School 95.9 98.1 97.6 97.5 98.7
065005 J.S. Clark Elementary School 98.4 97.5 97.4 97.0 97.2
065006  Barkdull Faulk Elementary School 95.1 94.8 95.2 93.5 92.6
065007 ClaraHall Accelerated School 97.3 96.8 95.2 96.3 95.2
065008 Sdllie Humble Elementary School 94.7 94.7 93.9 95.1 94.7
065010 Berg Jones Elementary School 94.6 93.8 94.3 94.9 95.0
065012 Lexington Elementary School 96.1 96.0 96.4 96.1 96.0
065013  Lincoln Elementary School 95.3 95.6 95.1 95.1 94.7
065015 Minnie Ruffin Elementary School 97.4 96.7 97.1 96.8 96.1
065024  Cypress Point Elementary School 96.3 95.9 95.1 95.8 95.1
065026  James Foster Madison Elementary School 95.6 94.7 95.3 96.7 93.6
065028  Thomas Jefferson Elementary ~ ~ 93.7 92.9 92.9
District (Elementary Schools) 95.8 95.7 95.3 95.6 95.2
District (All Schools) 93.4 93.4 93.3 93.8 93.1
State (Elementary Schools) 95.2 95.5 95.1 95.3 94.8
State (All Schoals) 93.5 94.0 93.7 93.8 93.5

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 11b: Percent of Student Attendance
Middle/Jr. High Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065003  Carroll Junior High School 89.7 91.3 89.8 90.2 89.7
065009  Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School 90.4 91.6 93.1 94.5 94.3
065011 Robert E. Lee Junior High School 92.7 92.8 91.6 91.9 92.1
District (Middle/Jr. High Schools) 91.1 91.8 91.7 92.7 92.5
District (All Schools) 93.4 93.4 93.3 93.8 93.1
State (Middle/Jr. High Schools) 92.9 93.4 93.1 93.2 93.0
State (All Schools) 93.5 94.0 93.7 93.8 93.5

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 11c: Percent of Student Attendance

High Schools
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065002  Carroll High School 88.2 88.3 88.6 89.5 88.8
065014  Neville High School 90.8 90.0 91.5 93.3 93.6
065018  Wossman High School 87.9 89.8 88.0 88.4 89.0
065025  Drop Out Recovery School Combo 71.3 97.5 Combo 66.4
District (High Schools) 89.1 89.1 89.8 90.6 89.4
District (All Schools) 93.4 93.4 93.3 93.8 93.1
State (High Schools) 90.9 91.5 91.3 91.3 91.4
State (All Schools) 93.5 94.0 93.7 93.8 93.5

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 11d: Percent of Student Attendance
Combination Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065018  Wossman High School 87.9 89.8 88.0 88.4 89.0
065025 Drop Out Recovery School ~ High High 90.3 High
065029 GOAL(Go-Achieve-Learn)School ~ ~ ~ ~ 79.8
District (Combination Schools) ~ ~ 97.4 90.3 79.8
District (All Schools) 93.4 93.4 93.3 93.8 93.1
State (Combination Schools) 94.1 94.0 93.3 93.5 93.0
State (All Schools) 93.5 94.0 93.7] 93.8 93.5

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Student Suspensions and Expulsions

Student suspension harms not only students by depriving them of
valuable instruction, but also communities, the individual school, and
school district (Garibaldi, 1978).

Data Presentation

Tables 12a-12d present the number and percent of students suspended
and the number and percent of students expelled for each school in the
district. School category statistics are provided at the district and state
level for comparison purposes. Schools are presented by school
category and in site code order. It should be pointed out that the
“students suspended” number reflects the number of students at the
school site who were suspended at least once during the school year
(unduplicated count).

Definitions

e Cumulative Enrollment—the sum of al students enrolled in a
schaool or district for at least one school day during the course of the
school year, used as the denominator for calculating school- and
district-level suspension and expulsion percents.

e In-school Expulsion—a student temporarily removed from his/her
usual classroom placement to an alternative setting for a period of
time specified by the LEA; no interruption of instructional services
ocCurs.

e In-school Suspension—a student temporarily removed from his/her
usual classroom placement to an alternative setting for a minimum
of one complete school day; no interruption of instructional services
ocCurs.

e Qut-of-school Expulsion—the removal (exit) of a student from
school for a determined number of days with no provision of
instructional services.

e Qut-of-school Suspension—a student temporarily prohibited from
participating in hissher usual placement within school, with no
provision of instructional service; only suspensions resulting in
removal for at least one full day are included.

Method of Calculation

Suspension and expulsion rates are calculated for students enrolled in
grades PK-12 and non-graded. The formulas listed at the bottom of this
page were used to calculate the desired school and district-level
percentages for each school category, as well as district-level
percentages for all schools. The number is the count of students
receiving one or more of the specified discipline type (in-school
expulsion, in-school suspension, out-of-school expulsion, out-of-school
suspension). For example, “the unduplicated count of students receiving
one or more in-school suspension.”

Data Sour ces

The suspension and expulsion indicators are based on district-reported
data submitted to the Louisiana Department of Education via the
Sudent Information System (SIS).

Schools which report comparatively high suspension rates
tend to serve more low-income students than those which
report low suspension rates. Suspension rates tend to be
higher among large schools. Middle schools and high
schools report higher suspension rates than schools with
other grade configurations. Finally, class enrollments are
larger in high-suspension schools (Kennedy, 1993). This
research is further supported by Franklin and Glascock
(1998), who found that suspension rates are significantly
higher in middle schools than in elementary or combination
(K-12) schools.

References

Franklin, B. J. & Glascock, C. H. (1998). The relationship between grade configuration
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Formulas Used to Calculate Percent of Students Suspended, Expelled

School-level Aggregation

Number of Students Su ded (unduplicated t
Percent of Sudents Suspended = urmber of Suden's .Spen (unduplicated count) X 100
Cumulative Enrollment

Percent of Students Expelled = Number of Students Expdled (unduplicated count) X 100
Cumulative Enrollment

District-level Aggregation

Total Number of Students Suspended

for All Schoolsin the District (unduplicated count
Percent of Students Suspended = - ( D ) X 100"
Cumulative Enrollment for All

Schoolsin the District

Total Number of Students Expelled

for All Schoolsin the District (unduplicated count) .
Percent of Sudents Expelled = - X 100
Cumulative Enrollment for All

Schoolsin the District

"Note: Because of school categorization, the numerator and denominator will vary. For example, Percent of Elementary Students Suspended
= (Number of Elementary Students Suspended / Cumul ative Elementary Student Enrollment) X 100.
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065004

065005

065006

065007

065008

065010

065012

Table 12a: Student Suspensions and Expulsions

Carver Elementary School

J.S.

Bar

Sall

Suspended (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 0.4 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.2 1 0.2 1
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Clark Elementary School
Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 15 7 11 6 0.0 0 0.2 1
Suspended (Out of School) 3.1 15 2.3 11 0.7 4 35 16 2.2 11
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
kdull Faulk Elementary School
Suspended (In School) 4.4 18 4.0 17 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 8.8 36 31 13 7.9 32 3.8 14 45 17
Expelled (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.5 2 0.0 0 ~ ~
ClaraHall Accelerated School
Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 3.1 16 35 22 11 5 16 8 0.9 4
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
ie Humble Elementary School
Suspended (In School) 0.9 5 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.0 0 0.6 3
Suspended (Out of School) 4.0 22 34 19 4.5 25 6.0 33 7.9 40
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.2 1 0.0 0 ~ ~
Berg Jones Elementary School
Suspended (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 1.0 8 0.4 3 10.4 53 5.3 28 4.0 21
Expelled (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
L exington Elementary School
Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 0.8 6 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 5.4 32 10.6 76 6.8 52 5.0 34 5.2 39
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~

Elementary Schools

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

City of Monroe, Page 3-9




065013

065015

065024

065026

065028

Table 12a: Student Suspensions and Expulsions

Lincoln Elementary School

Elementary Schools

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Suspended (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 5.0 34 4.2 37 5.7 48 7.7 57 6.9 47
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Suspended (In School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.2 1 0.0 0 0.2 1
Expelled (In School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Cypress Point Elementary School
Suspended (In School) 0.4 2 0.0 0 0.2 1 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 4.3 22 37 21 3.0 17 6.2 32 6.5 39
Expelled (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
James Foster M adison Elementary School
Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 3.8 23 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 9.1 49
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Suspended (In School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 7.6 38 8.9 54 9.4 59
Expelled (In School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Table 12a: Student Suspensions and Expulsions
Elementary Schools

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

District (Elementary Schools)

Suspended (In Schoal) 0.4 26 0.5 31 0.1 8 0.0 0 0.1 4

Suspended (Out of School) 4.1 273 34 221 4.1 274 45 276 5.2 325

Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 0
District (All Schools)

Suspended (In School) 2.3 261 14 165 15 174 25 265 4.3 470

Suspended (Out of School) 9.1 1,017 7.8 911 8.3 984 10.8 1,164 12.8/ 1,406

Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

Expelled (Out of School) 0.2 26 0.2 19 0.1 12 0.0 4 0.0 3
State (Elementary Schools)

Suspended (In School) 3.4/ 12,975 3.6/ 14,134 4.0| 15,757 4.4 17,174 4.2| 16,074

Suspended (Out of School) 5.1 19,705 5.0/ 19,639 5.7 22,612 6.8 26,337 6.8 26,249

Expelled (In School) 0.1 190 0.1 350 0.1 352 0.2 595 0.1 471

Expelled (Out of School) 0.1 214 0.1 228 0.1 287 0.1 301 0.1 294
State (All Schools)

Suspended (In Schooal) 8.1 63,578 8.3 65,115 9.3 72,473 9.8/ 74,491 9.6 73,140

Suspended (Out of School) 10.5| 82,290 9.6 74,907 9.7| 75,601 10.8| 82,456 11.2| 84,755

Expelled (In Schoal) 0.2 1,779 0.3 2127 0.4 2,805 0.5 3,609 0.5 3,536

Expelled (Out of School) 0.5/ 3,601 0.4 2,839 0.4, 3,089 0.4 3,227 0.5 3,643

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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065003 Carroll Junior High School
Suspended (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 5.9 26 6.9 40 8.6 51 4.2 21 3.9 18
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.2 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
065009 Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 0.1 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 15.3 97 16.6 175 124 118 13.0 120 24.7 220
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 1.3 8 0.6 6 0.5 5 0.0 0 ~ ~
065011 Robert E. Lee Junior High School
Suspended (In Schooal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 04 2 ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) 319 222 21.4 122 22.1 127 20.4 107 18.1 109
Expelled (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 2.2 15 0.0 0 0.5 3 0.2 1 0.2 1
District (Middle/Jr. High Schools)
Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.1 2 0.0 0
Suspended (Out of School) 20.0 343 15.5 334 14.1 291 13.1 247 18.1 342
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 14 24 0.3 6 0.4 8 0.1 1 0.1 1
District (All Schools)
Suspended (In School) 2.3 261 14 165 15 174 25 265 4.3 470
Suspended (Out of School) 9.1 1,017 7.8 911 8.3 984 10.8 1,164 12.8/ 1,406
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.2 26 0.2 19 0.1 12 0.0 4 0.0 3
State (Middle/dr. High Schools)
Suspended (In School) 16.4| 21,735 15.7| 22,378 18.1 25,415 18.1 25,243 17.7| 24,508
Suspended (Out of School) 19.4| 25,751 16.5| 23,542 16.6| 23,350 17.9] 25,001 18.6| 25,703
Expelled (In School) 0.6 756 0.6 918 1.0 1,362 1.1 1531 1.1 1574
Expelled (Out of School) 1.1 1,482 0.8 1,151 1.0 1,370 0.8 1,146 1.0 1,363
State (All Schools)
Suspended (In Schoal) 8.1 63,578 8.3 65,115 9.3 72,473 9.8 74,491 9.6 73,140
Suspended (Out of School) 10.5| 82,290 9.6 74,907 9.7| 75,601 10.8| 82,456 11.2 84,755
Expelled (In Schoal) 0.2 1,779 0.3 2,127 0.4 2,805 0.5 3,609 0.5 3,536
Expelled (Out of School) 0.5/ 3,601 0.4 2,839 0.4, 3,089 0.4 3,227 0.5 3,643

Table 12b: Student Suspensions and Expulsions

Middle/Jr. High Schools

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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065002

065014

065018

065025

Car

Table 12c: Student Suspensions and Expulsions

Nev

Dro

High Schools
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent| Number | Percent | Number | Percent| Number | Percent Number | Percent Number | Percent| Number

roll High School

Suspended (In School) 0.4 3 31 27 0.0 0 17.7 138 40.5 310
Suspended (Out of Schoal) 20.8 157 26.1 224 318 279 32.7 255 32.7 250
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of Schooal) 0.0 0 13 11 0.1 1 0.1 1 0.1 1
ille High School

Suspended (In School) 21.4 232 9.4 106 15.7 166 6.7 65 74 72
Suspended (Out of Schooal) 105 114 11.9 134 13.0 138 18.9 182 16.1 157
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of Schooal) 0.0 0 0.1 1 0.0 0 0.1 1 ~ ~

Wossman High School

Suspended (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 7.2 60 9.0 75
Suspended (Out of Schoal) 135 132 0.0 0 0.2 2 18.0 149 29.1 242
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.2 2 0.1 1 0.0 0 0.1 1 ~ ~
p Out Recovery School

Suspended (In School) Combo, Combo| 0.0 0 0.0 0] Combo, Combo ~ ~
Suspended (Out of School) Combo, Combo| 0.8 1 0.8 1| Combo| Combo ~ ~
Expelled (In School) Combo, Combo| 0.0 0 0.0 0] Combo, Combo ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) Combo| Combo| 0.0 0 0.0 0] Combo, Combo ~ ~

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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District (High

Table 12c: Student Suspensions and Expulsions

District (All Schools)

State (High Sc

State (All Schools)

~ = Unavai

High Schools
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

Schools)

Suspended (In School) 8.5 235 45 133 5.6 166 10.4 263 16.7 457
Suspended (Out of School) 145 401 12.2 357 140 419 22.9 582 23.6 646
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.1 2 0.4 13 0.0 1 0.1 3 0.0 1
Suspended (In School) 2.3 261 1.4 165 15 174 25 265 43 470
Suspended (Out of School) 9.4 1,017 7.8 911 8.3 984 10.8 1,164 12.8 1,406
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.2 26 0.2 19 0.1 12 0.0 4 0.0 3
hools)

Suspended (In School) 11.8 27,296 12.3 26,567 14.3 29,213 14.7 29,717 14.8 30,006
Suspended (Out of School) 14.9 34,314 13.5 29,224 12.9 26,389 13.5 27,269 14.2 28,718
Expelled (In School) 0.3 701 0.4 810 0.5 1,060 0.7 1,425 0.7 1,347
Expelled (Out of School) 0.8 1,797 0.6 1,317 0.6 1,207 0.7 1,468 0.7 1,406
Suspended (In School) 8.1 63,578 8.3 65,115 9.3 72,473 9.8 74,491 9.6 73,140
Suspended (Out of School) 10.5 82,290 9.6 74,907 9.7 75,601 10.8 82,456 11.2 84,755
Expelled (In School) 0.2 1,779 0.3 2,127 0.4 2,805 0.5 3,609 0.5 3,536
Expelled (Out of School) 0.5 3,601 0.4 2,839 0.4 3,089 0.4 3,227 0.5 3,643

|able or insufficient data
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Table 12d: Student Suspensions and Expulsions
Combination Schools

065018

065029

District (Combination Schools)

District (All Schools)

State (Combination Schools)

State (All Schools)

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent| Number | Percent | Number | Percent| Number | Percent Number | Percent Number | Percent| Number
Wossman High School
Suspended (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 7.2 60 9.0 75
Suspended (Out of School) 135 132 0.0 0 0.2 2 18.0 149 29.1 242
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Expelled (Out of School) 0.2 2 0.1 1 0.0 0 0.1 1 ~ ~
065025 Drop Out Recovery School
Suspended (In School) ~ ~| Highl Highl High High 0.0 0l High High
Suspended (Out of School) ~ ~| Highl Highl High High 20.5 59 High High
Expelled (In School) ~ ~| Highl Highl High High 0.0 0l High High
Expelled (Out of School) ~ ~| Highl Highl Highl High 0.0 0l High High
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Suspended (In Schooal) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 5.6 9
Suspended (Out of School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 62.5 100
Expelled (Out of School) ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.6 1
Suspended (In Schoal) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 5.6 9
Suspended (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.8 1 20.5 59 62.5 100
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.6 1
Suspended (In School) 2.3 261 14 165 15 174 25 265 4.3 470
Suspended (Out of School) 9.1 1,017 7.8 911 8.3 984 10.8 1,164 12.8/ 1,406
Expelled (In School) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Expelled (Out of School) 0.2 26 0.2 19 0.1 12 0.0 4 0.0 3
Suspended (In School) 39 1712 5.3 2173 4.9 2,274 55 2,660 6.1 3,002
Suspended (Out of School) 7.3 3,185 8.0 3,238 8.6, 4,029 10.6/ 5,092 11.0, 5,405
Expelled (In School) 0.3 133 0.1 50 0.1 32 0.1 61 0.3 154
Expelled (Out of School) 0.3 128 0.4 156 0.5 232 0.7 317 1.2 583
Suspended (In Schoal) 8.1 63,578 8.3 65,115 9.3 72,473 9.8 74,491 9.6 73,140
Suspended (Out of School) 10.5| 82,290 9.6 74,907 9.7| 75,601 10.8| 82,456 11.2 84,755
Expelled (In Schoal) 0.2 1,779 0.3 2,127 0.4 2,805 0.5 3,609 0.5 3,536
Expelled (Out of School) 0.5/ 3,601 0.4 2,839 0.4, 3,089 0.4 3,227 0.5 3,643

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Student Retention

Socialy promoting failing children to the next grade is a practice that
has been costly to children, families, educational institutions and future
employers. Schools ultimately fail students by allowing them to move
successfully through each grade, eventually graduating with skills too
meager to qualify for good jobs. Approximately haf of the nation's
major urban school districts currently are in the process of ending social
promotion (USA Today, 1999). One of the strategies being employed to
end social promotion is student retention with the intent to remediate.
Louisianais proactively retaining students who are failing in their grade
and not acquiring the academic skills necessary for future success. This
retention is the outcome of the State's larger accountability and high-
stakes testing system, which seeks to remediate failing students in the
hopes of future promotion. Student Retention is an issue of debate, for
many states weighed heavily against the negative backdrop of social
promotion. The importance of student retention as an indicator of
educational fitness is essential and has only recently been included in
the DCR.

Data Presentation

Table 13 presents five years of grade retention data for students
enrolled in school from 1998-99 to 2002-03. The following explains the
methodology used to derive the reported retention rates. Retention data
for grades 4, 8, 9 and the total for the school (K-12) are presented.
Schools are presented in site code order. District and State totals are
presented for comparison purposes.

Method of Calculation

Data used for the study

This study used data drawn from the Student Information System
(SIS). Two consecutive years of SIS data were used to obtain each
year's retention results: for example, the 1998-99 retention results
were obtained by linking the previous school year of 1997-98 with
the school year of 1998-99 SIS data. As such, a given year's
retention rate reflects student achievement from the previous year.

For example; 9.1% of students failed to progress at the end of the
1997-1998 school year. The 1998-1999 retention rate is 9.1%.

Studentsincluded in the study

The total number of students included in this study reflects K-12
students who were enrolled in Louisiana public schools for at least
one day in both school years or who had graduated from high
schaool in the previous school year.

Students excluded from the study

Students enrolled in grades other than K-12, such as preschoolers,
infants, pre-kindergarten, and non-graded students were excluded
from this study. Students enrolled in Louisiana public schoolsin the
previous school year only were also excluded. These included
students who had enrolled in the previous school year, then
transferred out-of-state, left Louisiana public schools to attend
private school or home school, or dropped out during the previous
school year. Because of these exclusions, the total number of
students included in this study may be less than the total student
enrollment.

Grade Retention definition

In this study, grade-level retention was defined as students who
failed to progress to the next grade. Student grade placement in the
previous school year was compared with the grade placement in the
reporting school year. If astudent had the same grade placement in
both years, the student was determined as retained: for example, if a
student was shown as a 7" grader in both 1997-98 and 1998-99, this
student would be identified as retained and, therefore, included in
the number of students retained for 1998-99.

Data Sour ces

The Student Retention indicator used data from the Louisiana
Department of Education’s Student Information System (SIS).
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Formula Used to Calculate Percent of Students Retained

. . References
The retention rate was calculated per grade. The retention rate was

calculated by dividing the total number of students retained (per grade)
by the total number of students included in the retention study, and then
multiplying by 100. Two consecutive years of SIS data were used to
obtain each retention rate.

USA Today (1999). Social Promotion: To hold back students or not?
Texas study may hold answers. September 20, 1999.

Formula Used to Calculate Student Retention Rate

Total Number of Students Retained (per grade) X 100
Total Students per grade

Student Retention Rate =
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065002

065003

065004

065005

065006

065007

065008

065009

065010

065011

065012

Table 13: Student Retention

Percent and Number of Students Retained by Selected Grades (4, 8, 9 and all grades)

Carroll High School

JS.C

Clara

Sallie

M arti

Rober

Lexin

Grade 9 16.9 34 15.3 29 10.2 24 24.7 53 20.4 48

All Grades (K-12) 10.5 68 7.3 47 9.6 69 14.7 101 13.1 87
Carroll Junior High School

Grade 8 19 3 3.9 7 4.0 9 8.6 22 13.1 26

All Grades (K-12) 9.4 37 9.9 39 5.1 27 14.2 72 14.3 64
Carver Elementary School

Grade 4 6.3 3 19 1 24.5 13 9.6 7 5.0 3

All Grades (K-12) 11.9 50 8.5 37 9.7 40 9.6 42 9.3 34

lark Elementary School

Grade 4 14 1 0.0 0 17 1 0.0 0 17 1

All Grades (K-12) 2.0 9 1.2 5 3.2 13 4.4 17 3.1 12
Barkdull Faulk Elementary School

Grade 4 9.4 5 10.3 4 7.3 3 20.0 8 174 8

All Grades (K-12) 9.9 32 8.6 29 9.3 29 12.7 34 10.6 29

Hall Accelerated School

Grade 4 13.8 8 145 10 26.0 20 ~ ~ ~ ~

All Grades (K-12) 7.9 34 10.5 47 13.3 66 13.6 53 121 48

Humble Elementary School

Grade 4 5.4 4 6.3 4 17 1 0.0 0 15 1

All Grades (K-12) 8.8 43 6.4 28 6.8 29 71 31 7.6 31

n Luther King, Jr. Middle School

Grade 8 71 20 8.2 19 71 19 135 28 9.6 23

All Grades (K-12) 15.6 91 14.4 79 11.1 96 10.1 76 124 99
Berg Jones Elementary School

Grade 4 10.0 10 124 11 39.4 37 8.3 6 18.2 12

All Grades (K-12) 7.4 49 11.1 73 20.8 116 15.7 66 14.1 62

t E. Lee Junior High School

Grade 8 4.2 10 4.2 12 7.4 17 7.3 18 37 7

All Grades (K-12) 8.2 44 10.1 61 10.8 53 13.8 67 13.3 60

ton Elementary School

Grade 4 0.0 0 8.3 6 5.0 5 2.7 2 2.7 2

All Grades (K-12) 4.3 18 5.5 26 8.4 47 7.6 41 71 38

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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065013

065014

065015

065018

065024

065025

065026

065028

District

State

Minni

Table 13: Student Retention
Percent and Number of Students Retained by Selected Grades (4, 8, 9 and all grades)

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number

Lincoln Elementary School

Grade 4 5.7 5 55 4 39.4 37 23.3 31 36.8 46

All Grades (K-12) 11.1 63 9.7 57 14.1 103 15.1 105 16.7 107
Neville High School

Grade 9 319 20 17.9 56 23.3 70 12.3 28 15.0 40

All Grades (K-12) 15.1 132 9.1 80 11.7 107 55 46 6.3 55

e Ruffin Elementary School

Grade 4 0.0 0 5.6 4 15.9 13 14.9 13 7.2 6

All Grades (K-12) 3.0 15 5.1 28 6.9 35 10.6 50 6.0 29
Wossman High School

Grade 9 37.6 103 27.8 83 28.0 73 44.2 119 514 130

All Grades (K-12) 185 159 19.2 148 19.3 148 23.1 171 24.6 170
Cypress Point Elementary School

Grade 4 2.1 1 4.2 3 115 7 8.8 5 6.7 4

All Grades (K-12) 6.9 26 6.6 27 8.5 35 8.5 35 6.5 26
Drop Out Recovery School

Grade 8 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 184 9

Grade 9 ~ ~ ~ ~ 429 3 0.0 0 86.7 26

All Grades (K-12) ~ ~ ~ ~ 33.3 5 154 8 434 59
James Foster M adison Elementary School

Grade 4 ~ ~ 2.3 2 42.3 30 71 5 0.0 0

All Grades (K-12) ~ ~ 4.4 22 19.0 91 14.4 67 8.9 37
Thomas Jeffer son Elementary

Grade 4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 21.7 34 16.1 22

All Grades (K-12) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 12.8 49 8.9 32

Grade 4 5.8 48 6.8 57 21.8 185 12.8 111 12.7 105

Grade 8 4.9 33 55 38 6.3 45 9.6 68 9.6 65

Grade 9 30.0 227 21.0 168 21.1 170 27.7 200 311 244

All Grades (K-12) 10.0 978 9.3 910 11.7] 1,156 121 1,131 11.8) 1,079

Grade 4 5.1 2,864 5.5 3,066 16.2] 9,136 13.8) 8,498 11.9 7,169

Grade 8 6.6/ 3,543 6.3 3,344 20.5| 10,917 17.5 10,307 17.1 9,969

Grade 9 17.1 10,176 15.9 9,118 15.5| 9,048 15.00 7,459 15.6/ 8,129

All Grades (K-12) 8.1 57,713 8.4| 58,232 10.7| 74,730 10.1] 69,646 9.7 66,115

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
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Student Dropouts

Students who drop out of school deprive our country of potentially
priceless human resources. Research indicates that dropping out of
school has negative consequences both for the individual who drops out
and for society (Curry, Payson, and Sandhu, 1990).

Over the last 20 years, there has been a general increase in high school
completion rates. Despite these gains, dropout rates reman at
unacceptably high levels. The monitoring of high school dropout rates
provides one measure of our progress in increasing the educational
attainment of the state's youth. Unfortunately, determining the exact
number of students who actually drop out of school is extremely
difficult due to lack of uniformity in reporting the reasons students exit
from their respective school systems.

Data Presentation

Table 14, Student Dropouts, presents by grade level the number and
percent of students who have dropped out of school for grades 7-12.
District and state percents are also presented for the various grade
levels. Data are presented by school site code for all schools in the
district whose grade structure includes grade seven or higher. As found
throughout this publication, district and state numbers and percents are
offered for comparison purposes.

Definitions

e Cumulative Enrollment—the unduplicated count of all students
enrolled in a school or district for at least one school day during the
course of the school year.

e Dropout Denominator—cumulative enroliment plus any dropouts
not included in cumulative enrollment (e.g., reported and non-
reported summer dropouts).

e Dropout— Students who have dropped out of school (event rate)
for grades 7-12. For any given year (the "current year") adropout is

a student who (1) was enrolled at the end of the previous year
(therefore expected to return in current year), and who does not
enroll on or before October 1 of current year, and therefore
becomes a current year dropout or (2) a student who attended
school at any point in the current year, and then exits (during the
current year), and who does not re-enter school on or before
Octaober 1 of following year, and therefore becomes a current year
dropout.

Exceptions: Students exited for following reasons are not considered
dropouts:

graduated or completed other approved educational program
temporary absence dueto illness or expulsion

transfer to correctional institution

transfer to non-public school or home-schooling

transfer out of state

death

For the purpose of this dropout definition,

e a school year is the 12-month period of time beginning with the
normal opening of school in the fall (operationally set as October
1%), with dropouts from the previous summer reported for the year
and grade for which they fail to enroll;

e an individual has graduated from high school or completed an
approved education program upon receipt of formal recognition
from school authorities; and

e astate- or district-approved education program may include special
education programs, home-based instruction, and school-sponsored
secondary (but NOT adult) programs leading to a GED or some
other certification differing from the regular diploma (NCES,
1993).
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Method of Calculation

Louisiana's school- and district-level student dropout percents are
calculated by dividing the total number of student dropouts in each
grade for grades 7-12 by the dropout denominator for that grade. The
formulas used to produce percent of student dropouts are presented at
the bottom of this page.

Data Sour ces

The dropout indicator is based on district-reported data submitted to the
Louisiana Department of Education via the Sudent Information System
(S1S).

References

Curry, B. A., Payson, James and Sandhu, Daya S. (1990). Efficacy of a university
designed dropout prevention program for at-risk adolescents of Louisiana
Louisiana Education Research Journal. XVI:1, 52.

National Center for Education Statistics (1993). Dropout rates in the United States:
1993. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and
Improvement. Government Printing Office: Washington, DC.

Formulas Used to Calculate Percent of Student Dropouts
(Grades 7-12)

School-level Aggregation

Percent of Student Dropouts

Number of Student Dropouts

(By Grade Level)

(By Grade Level) =

X 100

Dropout Denominator

(By Grade Level)

District-level Aggregation
Total Number of Student Dropouts (By Grade Level)

Percent of Student Dropouts

For All Schoolsin the District

(By Grade Level)

- X 100
Dropout Denominator (By Grade Level)
For All Schoolsin the District
State-level Aggregation
Total Number of Sudent Dropouts (By Grade Level)
For All Schoolsin the State X 100

Percent of Student Dropouts

(By Grade Level)

Dropout Denominator (By Grade Level)
For All Schoolsin the State
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Table 14: Student Dropouts

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number
roll High School
Grade 9 11.7 30 15.0 49 10.0 29 13.0 39 ~ ~
Grade 10 10.6 22 9.0 18 6.8 16 8.0 15 ~ ~
Grade 11 16.1 31 15.2 34 13.1 26 104 21 ~ ~
Grade 12 155 27 2.7 4 6.4 11 7.0 9 ~ ~
Grades9-12 13.2 110 11.7 105 9.2 82 10.3 84 ~ ~
roll Junior High School
Grade 7 2.8 7 1.2 4 1.0 3 4.8 14 ~ ~
Grade 8 15 3 3.2 8 1.6 5 49 11 ~ ~
Grades9-12 N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A ~ ~
Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Grade 7 4.5 17 14 5 4.1 15 1.8 6 ~ ~
Grade 8 34 9 25 8 3.0 8 25 7 ~ ~
Grades9-12 N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A ~ ~
Robert E. Lee Junior High School
Grade 7 19 7 1.0 3 3.3 10 29 9 ~ ~
Grade 8 15 5 37 10 2.1 6 8.0 19 ~ ~
Grades9-12 N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A ~ ~
ille High School
Grade 9 104 43 9.5 39 7.6 24 2.6 8 ~ ~
Grade 10 7.2 17 5.2 15 4.6 13 49 11 ~ ~
Grade 11 6.3 16 9.7 21 4.2 12 4.7 12 ~ ~
Grade 12 9.1 18 6.5 14 5.6 10 5.0 11 ~ ~
Grades9-12 8.5 94 7.8 89 5.5 59 4.2 42 ~ ~
Wossman High School
Grade 9 18.1 80 12.1 42 104 38 9.8 32 ~ ~
Grade 10 14.7 34 7.8 19 14.8 33 11.3 22 ~ ~
Grade 11 15.2 32 8.7 18 12.9 29 114 21 ~ ~
Grade 12 16.3 33 7.3 11 75 13 29 5 ~ ~
Grades9-12 16.5 179 9.5 90 114 113 9.1 80 ~ ~

N/A = Not Applicable
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* Current year's Student Dropout data was not available at the time of this publication. Previous year's datais displayed as the most recently available data.
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Table 14: Student Dropouts

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

065025 Drop Out Recovery School
Grade 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~
Grade 8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.9 3 ~ ~
Grade 9 N/A N/A 59.2 29 19 1 10.0 6 ~ ~
Grade 10 N/A N/A 26.7 4 32.6 15 574 58 ~ ~
Grade 11 N/A N/A 40.0 4 20.0 6 48.8 20 ~ ~
Grade 12 N/A N/A 0.0 0 17.6 3 66.7 26 ~ ~
Grades9-12 N/A N/A 49.3 37 17.0 25 45.6 110 ~ ~

District
Grade 7 3.3 31 1.2 12 3.0 28 31 29 ~ ~
Grade 8 2.2 17 3.2 26 2.3 19 5.0 40 ~ ~
Grade 9 14.2 153 14.5 159 9.2 92 8.9 85 ~ ~
Grade 10 11.0 73 7.6 56 10.0 77 15.2 106 ~ ~
Grade 11 12.1 79 12.0 77 10.1 73 11.1 74 ~ ~
Grade 12 13.7 78 5.7 29 6.9 37 9.1 51 ~ ~
Grades9-12 12.9 383 10.8 321 9.2 279 11.0 316 ~ ~

State
Grade 7 21 1,309 2.2 1,333 2.0 1,216 15 936 ~ ~
Grade 8 29 1,703 3.2 1,898 34 2,236 3.3 2,100 ~ ~
Grade 9 10.3] 7,181 9.5 6,572 8.4 4,934 6.3 3,823 ~ ~
Grade 10 9.6/ 5572 8.9 5,073 7.7/ 4,373 6.8/ 3,535 ~ ~
Grade 11 8.5 4,185 8.1 3,943 7.4/ 3,589 6.4 3,069 ~ ~
Grade 12 8.8 3,985 74 3411 7.6/ 3,465 7.0 3151 ~ ~
Grades9-12 9.4/ 20,923 8.6/ 18,999 7.8 16,361 6.6/ 13,578 ~ ~

N/A = Not Applicable
~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

* Current year's Student Dropout data was not available at the time of this publication. Previous year's datais displayed as the most recently available data.
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Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) —LEAP 21 Test Results

The LEAP for the 21st Century tests (or LEAP 21), Louisiana’'s
criterion-referenced tests (CRTs) at the elementary and middle school
levels, measure how well a student has mastered the state content
standards. The LEAP 21 English Language Arts and Mathematics tests
(for grade 4 and grade 8) were first administered in the spring of 1999,
with the initial administration of the Science and Social Studies tests
following in the spring of 2000.

In the spring of 2001, the new high school CRT, or Graduation Exit
Examination for the 21st Century (GEE 21), was administered for the
first time. The GEE 21 isa CRT that isintended to replace the old GEE,
which has served as the standard high school CRT since the spring of
1989. This new high school exit examination is further explained in the
second part of the Student Achievement section.

The LEAP 21 tests differ from the previous CRT testsin the areas

described below.

o The LEAP 21 tests are directly aligned with the state's content
standards; by law these tests must be as rigorous as those of the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).

» The new English Language Arts tests have longer reading
passages and a greater variety of item types. Some constructed-
response questions require written responses to what the
students read, and students in each grade must write a
composition in response to awriting prompt.

» The new Mathematics tests reflect greater difficulty, with a
broader and more challenging range of test items and problem
types. For example, there are open-ended problems as well as
problems with more than one solution and/or more than one
path to a solution.

» The new Science tests contain multiple-choice questions that
assess students' comprehension of science concepts and the
process of inquiry. Short-answer items and essay questions
adlow students to demonstrate a deeper understanding of
science and to apply scientific knowledge. Grade 4 students
complete and draw conclusions from a comprehensive science
task, while grade 8 students respond to a written scenario.

= The new Social Studies tests challenge students to expand their
thinking across the boundaries of the four core disciplines in
social studies by assessing their knowledge, conceptual

understanding, and application of skills in geography, civics,
economics, and history. Some constructed-response questions
require higher-order thinking in a social studies context.
e Students no longer receive a pass/fail designation but instead

receive one of five achievement ratings:

= Advanced—A student at this level has demonstrated superior
performance beyond the mastery level.

=  Mastery (formerly named Proficient)—A student at this level
has demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter
and iswell prepared for the next level of schooling.

= Basic—A student at this level has demonstrated only the
fundamental knowledge and skills needed for the next level of
schooling.

= Approaching Basic—A student at this level has only partially
demonstrated the fundamental knowledge and skills needed for
the next level of schooling.

» Unsatisfactory—A student at this level has not demonstrated the
fundamental knowledge and skills needed for the next level of
schooling.

In the spring of 2000, the LEAP 21 tests became high stakes tests for
4th and 8th graders. To be promoted fully to the 5th or 9th grade at the
end of the 1999-2000 school year, students had to score at the
Approaching Basic achievement level or above on both the English
Language Arts and the Mathematics LEAP 21 tests. Intensive summer
remediation was offered for students who scored at the Unsatisfactory
achievement level, with a retest opportunity at the end of the summer
remediation session. Loca school systems were given the authority to
grant appeals and waivers based on certain circumstances.

All students take the LEAP 21 tests, except for students whose
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) indicate that they have met
the participation criteria for alternate assessment (LAA), which began
in the 2000-2001 school year, or for LAA-B, which began in the 1999-
2000 school year.
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Data Presentation

Tables 15a-15h provide LEAP 21 test results for grades 4 and 8. The
tables reflect both the number and percent of students who score at each
achievement level for each subject area. The tables present the
LEAP 21 results in school site code order for each school in the district.
Also, comparison data are presented for the district and the state.

Furthermore, the data presented are LEAP 21 scores for al students
included in the accountability CRT index score at each school. As a
result, the data in the District Composite Report may not match the data
contained in reports issued by the testing contractor.

Differences may exist because of the following reasons. First, students
with LEAP 21 index scores of zero are included in the Unsatisfactory
achievement level. Zero scores are assigned to students who are not
exempt and who did not take the test and to students with testing
irregularities. Second, students from Option | alternative schools are
included in the results of their home school. Third, if a school had
insufficient data for one grade, the presented results will include scores
from the shared grade of another school. Finaly, results for students
who took the LAA or LAA-B also were included.

Definition

e Criterion-referenced tests (CRTs)—tests that produce a score that
tells how individuals/schools perform in achieving established
criteria

Data Sour ce

The LEAP 21 results are based on student-level data provided to the
Louisiana Department of Education by Data Recognition Corporation
(DRC), the testing contractor for the Louisiana Educational Assessment
Program for the 21st Century tests (LEAP 21) for grades 4 and 8.
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065005

065006

065007

065008

Table 15a: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 4 English Language Arts
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

Carver Elementary School

Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 15 1 1.8 1 0.0 0
Mastery * 0.0 0 0.0 0 4.5 3 12.7 7 5.7 4
Basic 24.0 12 40.0 20 43.3 29 455 25 35.7 25
Approaching Basic 26.0 13 32.0 16 47.8 32 32.7 18 34.3 24
Unsatisfactory 50.0 25 28.0 14 3.0 2 7.3 4 24.3 17
J.S. Clark Elementary School
Advanced 10.9 7 34 2 5.9 4 12.7 7 37 2
Mastery * 17.2 11 22.4 13 36.8 25 345 19 24.1 13
Basic 45.3 29 55.2 32 39.7 27 41.8 23 574 31
Approaching Basic 17.2 11 12.1 7 13.2 9 10.9 6 14.8 8
Unsatisfactory 9.4 6 6.9 4 4.4 3 0.0 0 0.0 0
Barkdull Faulk Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 2.7 1 0.0 0 2.2 1 0.0 0
Mastery * 20.6 7 8.1 3 0.0 0 6.7 3 8.6 3
Basic 38.2 13 324 12 514 19 35.6 16 60.0 21
Approaching Basic 17.6 6 21.6 8 29.7 11 26.7 12 22.9 8
Unsatisfactory 23.5 8 35.1 13 18.9 7 28.9 13 8.6 3
ClaraHall Accelerated School
Advanced 0.0 0 14 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Mastery * 3.0 2 10.1 7 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Basic 318 21 30.4 21 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Approaching Basic 36.4 24 29.0 20 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Unsatisfactory 28.8 19 29.0 20 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Sallie Humble Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 2.1 1 16 1 0.0 0
Mastery * 24.6 15 14.3 8 21.3 10 25.0 16 24.1 14
Basic 39.3 24 50.0 28 42.6 20 56.3 36 60.3 35
Approaching Basic 26.2 16 23.2 13 23.4 11 125 8 10.3 6
Unsatisfactory 9.8 6 125 7 10.6 5 4.7 3 5.2 3

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15a: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 4 English Language Arts
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

Berg Jones Elementary School

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 1.2 1 4.7 4 0.0 0 8.2 5 4.8 4
Basic 12.0 10 16.5 14 30.9 21 19.7 12 21.4 18
Approaching Basic 39.8 33 24.7 21 45.6 31 44.3 27 321 27
Unsatisfactory 47.0 39 54.1 46 23.5 16 27.9 17 41.7 35
L exington Elementary School
Advanced 4.4 3 6.0 6 2.8 2 5.3 4 0.0 0
Mastery * 23.5 16 19.0 19 23.9 17 23.7 18 20.5 15
Basic 30.9 21 46.0 46 40.8 29 447 34 54.8 40
Approaching Basic 27.9 19 17.0 17 21.1 15 11.8 9 9.6 7
Unsatisfactory 13.2 9 12.0 12 11.3 8 145 11 15.1 11
Lincoln Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.8 1 0.0 0
Mastery * 29 2 4.3 4 2.2 3 2.3 3 1.8 2
Basic 22.1 15 26.1 24 26.8 37 18.8 24 40.2 45
Approaching Basic 33.8 23 28.3 26 37.7 52 43.0 55 34.8 39
Unsatisfactory 41.2 28 41.3 38 33.3 46 35.2 45 23.2 26
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.0 1 4.8 4 1.2 1
Mastery * 11.3 8 7.7 6 11.7 12 21.7 18 9.8 8
Basic 40.8 29 37.2 29 33.0 34 36.1 30 56.1 46
Approaching Basic 21.1 15 23.1 18 33.0 34 27.7 23 23.2 19
Unsatisfactory 26.8 19 321 25 21.4 22 9.6 8 9.8 8
Cypress Point Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 15 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 8.8 6 8.8 5 9.1 6 164 9 5.8 3
Basic 4.1 30 28.1 16 47.0 31 47.3 26 59.6 31
Approaching Basic 27.9 19 42.1 24 318 21 36.4 20 23.1 12
Unsatisfactory 19.1 13 21.1 12 10.6 7 0.0 0 115 6

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15a: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 4 English Language Arts
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number
065026 James Foster M adison Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 4.9 4 0.0 0 0.0 0 7.8 4 4.8 3
Basic 28.0 23 14.7 10 474 36 54.9 28 33.9 21
Approaching Basic 35.4 29 25.0 17 26.3 20 25.5 13 25.8 16
Unsatisfactory 317 26 60.3 41 26.3 20 11.8 6 355 22
065028 Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Advanced ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * ~ ~ ~ ~ 3.3 5 4.3 6 29 4
Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ 26.7 40 275 38 32.8 45
Approaching Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ 313 47 42.8 59 35.0 48
Unsatisfactory ~ ~ ~ ~ 38.7 58 25.4 35 29.2 40
065029 GOAL (Go-Achieve-Learn)School
Advanced ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Mastery * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Approaching Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Unsatisfactory ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
District
Advanced 1.3 10 1.3 10 11 10 2.3 19 04 3
Mastery * 9.3 73 9.0 71 9.1 8l 13.3 108 8.9 73
Basic 316 249 32.7 259 36.3 323 36.0 292 43.7 358
Approaching Basic 29.2 230 24.7 196 318 283 30.9 250 26.1 214
Unsatisfactory 28.7 226 32.3 256 21.8 194 174 141 20.9 171
State
Advanced 14 797 1.8 1,002 11 672 31 1891 1.0 595
Mastery * 14.7) 8451 14.4, 8,114 14.3] 8,946 15.6| 9,442 129 7,952
Basic 39.0 22,376 39.4 22,230 44.1| 27,538 38.3 23,234 441 27,128
Approaching Basic 24.1) 13,845 24.8| 13,993 24.1 15,066 28.8| 17,490 25.9| 15,898
Unsatisfactory 20.7| 11,872 19.7) 11,111 16.4] 10,230 14.2| 8,646 16.1 9,921

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15b: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 4 Mathematics
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

Carver Elementary School

Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 15 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 0.0 0 4.0 2 75 5 9.1 5 29 2
Basic 6.0 3 38.0 19 32.8 22 36.4 20 21.4 15
Approaching Basic 16.0 8 28.0 14 25.4 17 38.2 21 314 22
Unsatisfactory 78.0 39 30.0 15 32.8 22 16.4 9 443 31
J.S. Clark Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 8.6 5 5.9 4 55 3 37 2
Mastery * 16.9 11 24.1 14 29.4 20 164 9 16.7 9
Basic 35.4 23 50.0 29 50.0 34 58.2 32 55.6 30
Approaching Basic 26.2 17 6.9 4 10.3 7 164 9 185 10
Unsatisfactory 21.5 14 10.3 6 4.4 3 3.6 2 5.6 3
Barkdull Faulk Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 0.0 0 2.7 1 2.7 1 4.4 2 114 4
Basic 11.8 4 29.7 11 35.1 13 311 14 54.3 19
Approaching Basic 26.5 9 35.1 13 29.7 11 28.9 13 25.7 9
Unsatisfactory 61.8 21 324 12 324 12 35.6 16 8.6 3
ClaraHall Accelerated School
Advanced 0.0 0 14 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Mastery * 0.0 0 4.3 3 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Basic 22.4 15 24.6 17 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Approaching Basic 19.4 13 26.1 18 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Unsatisfactory 58.2 39 435 30 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Sallie Humble Elementary School
Advanced 3.3 2 0.0 0 6.4 3 4.7 3 6.9 4
Mastery * 9.8 6 8.9 5 10.6 5 125 8 27.6 16
Basic 37.7 23 46.4 26 53.2 25 56.3 36 48.3 28
Approaching Basic 24.6 15 26.8 15 14.9 7 20.3 13 155 9
Unsatisfactory 24.6 15 17.9 10 14.9 7 6.3 4 17 1

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15b: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 4 Mathematics
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

Berg Jones Elementary School

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 1.2 1 24 2 0.0 0 49 3 6.0 5
Basic 9.6 8 10.6 9 25.0 17 26.2 16 25.0 21
Approaching Basic 24.1 20 23.5 20 39.7 27 24.6 15 31.0 26
Unsatisfactory 65.1 54 63.5 54 35.3 24 443 27 38.1 32
L exington Elementary School
Advanced 29 2 7.0 7 14 1 3.9 3 55 4
Mastery * 13.2 9 14.0 14 22.5 16 15.8 12 17.8 13
Basic 38.2 26 40.0 40 36.6 26 474 36 37.0 27
Approaching Basic 17.6 12 21.0 21 21.1 15 184 14 19.2 14
Unsatisfactory 27.9 19 18.0 18 18.3 13 145 11 20.5 15
Lincoln Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.7 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 0.0 0 2.2 2 0.7 1 16 2 0.0 0
Basic 11.8 8 15.2 14 22.5 31 14.8 19 44.6 50
Approaching Basic 25.0 17 25.0 23 26.8 37 25.0 32 25.0 28
Unsatisfactory 63.2 43 57.6 53 49.3 68 58.6 75 304 34
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.0 1 4.8 4 0.0 0
Mastery * 14 1 3.8 3 4.9 5 12.0 10 15.9 13
Basic 8.5 6 23.1 18 25.2 26 28.9 24 524 43
Approaching Basic 38.0 27 29.5 23 29.1 30 325 27 23.2 19
Unsatisfactory 52.1 37 43.6 34 39.8 41 21.7 18 8.5 7
Cypress Point Elementary School
Advanced 15 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.8 1 0.0 0
Mastery * 29 2 0.0 0 3.0 2 1.8 1 0.0 0
Basic 38.2 26 26.3 15 39.4 26 345 19 34.6 18
Approaching Basic 23.5 16 33.3 19 33.3 22 43.6 24 34.6 18
Unsatisfactory 33.8 23 40.4 23 24.2 16 18.2 10 30.8 16

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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065026

065028

065029

District

State

Table 15b: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 4 Mathematics
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

James Foster M adison Elementary School

1998-99

1999-00 | 2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 0.0 0 0.0 0 9.2 7 15.7 8 12.9 8
Basic 12.2 10 16.2 11 421 32 49.0 25 355 22
Approaching Basic 20.7 17 23.5 16 21.1 16 17.6 9 25.8 16
Unsatisfactory 67.1 55 60.3 41 27.6 21 17.6 9 25.8 16
Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Advanced ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.7 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * ~ ~ ~ ~ 74 11 0.7 1 15 2
Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ 20.3 30 24.6 34 27.0 37
Approaching Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ 25.0 37 34.1 47 321 44
Unsatisfactory ~ ~ ~ ~ 46.6 69 40.6 56 39.4 54
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Advanced ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Mastery * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Approaching Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Unsatisfactory ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Advanced 0.6 5 16 13 1.3 12 17 14 1.2 10
Mastery * 3.8 30 5.8 46 8.2 73 75 61 8.8 72
Basic 20.6 163 27.0 214 317 282 34.0 275 379 310
Approaching Basic 23.2 183 24.4 193 25.4 226 27.7 224 26.3 215
Unsatisfactory 51.8 409 41.2 326 33.3 296 29.1 236 25.9 212
Advanced 1.7 1,003 1.6 884 1.7 1,048 21 1,293 2.6/ 1592
Mastery * 7.8/ 4,473 10.0, 5,631 10.8) 6,753 104 6,291 13.0, 8,007
Basic 31.7 18,157 37.2 20,980 40.8| 25,497 38.2 23,212 41.3] 25,390
Approaching Basic 24.0| 13,755 23.0/ 12,981 23.4| 14,612 24.6| 14,930 23.3| 14,324
Unsatisfactory 34.8 19,931 28.3| 15,960 23.3| 14,515 24.7| 14,966 19.8/ 12,170

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.

City of Monroe, Page 4-8




065004

065005

065006

065007

065008

Table 15c: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 4 Science
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

Carver Elementary School

Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 2.0 1 15 1 10.9 6 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A 34.0 17 19.4 13 41.8 23 30.0 21
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 46.0 23 61.2 41 43.6 24 48.6 34
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 18.0 9 17.9 12 3.6 2 21.4 15
J.S. Clark Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 5.2 3 5.9 4 7.3 4 74 4
Mastery * N/A N/A 24.1 14 324 22 145 8 11.1 6
Basic N/A N/A 48.3 28 471 32 56.4 31 59.3 32
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 19.0 11 13.2 9 21.8 12 22.2 12
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 34 2 15 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Barkdull Faulk Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 8.1 3 2.7 1 11.1 5 5.7 2
Basic N/A N/A 24.3 9 24.3 9 40.0 18 45.7 16
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 37.8 14 43.2 16 311 14 40.0 14
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 29.7 11 29.7 11 17.8 8 8.6 3
ClaraHall Accelerated School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A 14 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A 36.2 25 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 39.1 27 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 23.2 16 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Sallie Humble Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 6.4 3 4.7 3 5.2 3
Mastery * N/A N/A 8.9 5 8.5 4 18.8 12 19.0 11
Basic N/A N/A 429 24 53.2 25 57.8 37 58.6 34
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 39.3 22 21.3 10 14.1 9 13.8 8
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 8.9 5 10.6 5 4.7 3 34 2

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15c: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 4 Science
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

Berg Jones Elementary School

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 16 1 1.2 1
Basic N/A N/A 12.9 11 13.0 9 26.2 16 21.7 18
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 38.8 33 52.2 36 37.7 23 48.2 40
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 48.2 41 34.8 24 344 21 28.9 24
L exington Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 5.6 4 85 6 2.7 2
Mastery * N/A N/A 18.0 18 15.5 11 18.3 13 21.9 16
Basic N/A N/A 49.0 49 40.8 29 43.7 31 37.0 27
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 23.0 23 29.6 21 25.4 18 19.2 14
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 10.0 10 8.5 6 4.2 3 19.2 14
Lincoln Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 11 1 2.2 3 16 2 3.6 4
Basic N/A N/A 12.0 11 16.7 23 11.7 15 25.0 28
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 40.2 37 435 60 43.0 55 545 61
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 46.7 43 37.7 52 43.8 56 17.0 19
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.2 1 1.2 1
Mastery * N/A N/A 25 2 4.9 5 6.0 5 6.1 5
Basic N/A N/A 35.4 28 32.0 33 33.7 28 36.6 30
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 41.8 33 45.6 47 36.1 30 47.6 39
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 20.3 16 175 18 22.9 19 8.5 7
Cypress Point Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 15 1 1.8 1 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 0.0 0 6.1 4 9.1 5 154 8
Basic N/A N/A 38.6 22 455 30 52.7 29 28.8 15
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 42.1 24 34.8 23 25.5 14 46.2 24
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 19.3 11 12.1 8 10.9 6 9.6 5

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15c: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 4 Science
Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels
2001-02

Percent \ Number

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

065026 James Foster M adison Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 0.0 0 1.3 1 9.8 5 9.7 6
Basic N/A N/A 10.3 7 27.6 21 41.2 21 25.8 16
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 25.0 17 53.9 41 33.3 17 38.7 24
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 64.7 44 17.1 13 15.7 8 25.8 16
065028 Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Advanced N/A N/A ~ ~ 0.7 1 0.7 1 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A ~ ~ 8.8 13 29 4 2.2 3
Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ 18.9 28 304 42 13.1 18
Approaching Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ 45.9 68 39.1 54 53.3 73
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A ~ ~ 25.7 38 26.8 37 314 43
065029 GOAL (Go-Achieve-Learn)School
Advanced N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Approaching Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
District
Advanced N/A N/A 0.4 3 15 13 2.0 16 1.2 10
Mastery * N/A N/A 5.8 46 7.3 65 8.2 66 7.6 62
Basic N/A N/A 29.9 237 28.3 252 36.1 291 312 255
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 35.1 278 41.8 372 335 270 41.9 343
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 28.9 229 21.1 188 20.1 162 18.1 148
State
Advanced N/A N/A 11 638 1.9 1,205 3.5 2,098 1.8 1,100
Mastery * N/A N/A 10.9] 6,156 114, 7,112 109 6,617 12.3] 7,526
Basic N/A N/A 39.6 22,330 37.6 23,485 42.0] 25,500 36.6 22,451
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 30.1 16,990 33.9 21,148 29.1 17,630 35.4 21,720
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 18.2 10,288 15.2] 9,476 145 8,819 14.0, 8,627

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15d: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 4 Social Studies
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

Carver Elementary School

Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 15 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 2.0 1 3.0 2 3.6 2 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A 44.0 22 28.4 19 36.4 20 24.3 17
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 28.0 14 44.8 30 38.2 21 48.6 34
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 26.0 13 22.4 15 21.8 12 27.1 19
J.S. Clark Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 17 1 29 2 1.8 1 5.6 3
Mastery * N/A N/A 19.0 11 29.4 20 164 9 20.4 11
Basic N/A N/A 51.7 30 515 35 63.6 35 59.3 32
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 19.0 11 14.7 10 18.2 10 14.8 8
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 8.6 5 15 1 0.0 0 0.0 0
Barkdull Faulk Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 5.4 2 0.0 0 2.2 1 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A 29.7 11 18.9 7 40.0 18 54.3 19
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 24.3 9 40.5 15 33.3 15 371 13
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 40.5 15 40.5 15 24.4 11 8.6 3
ClaraHall Accelerated School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A 5.8 4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A 39.1 27 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 17.4 12 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 37.7 26 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Sallie Humble Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 17 1
Mastery * N/A N/A 0.0 0 10.0 5 10.9 7 19.0 11
Basic N/A N/A 53.6 30 44.0 22 62.5 40 63.8 37
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 26.8 15 22.0 11 20.3 13 12.1 7
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 19.6 11 24.0 12 6.3 4 34 2

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15d: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 4 Social Studies
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

Berg Jones Elementary School

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.2 1
Basic N/A N/A 17.6 15 13.2 9 24.6 15 25.3 21
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 24.7 21 35.3 24 344 21 39.8 33
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 57.6 49 515 35 41.0 25 33.7 28
L exington Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 4.0 4 5.6 4 14 1 2.7 2
Mastery * N/A N/A 19.0 19 23.9 17 19.7 14 315 23
Basic N/A N/A 52.0 52 39.4 28 57.7 41 37.0 27
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 13.0 13 22.5 16 14.1 10 164 12
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 12.0 12 8.5 6 7.0 5 12.3 9
Lincoln Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 11 1 0.7 1 16 2 2.7 3
Basic N/A N/A 22.8 21 19.6 27 7.8 10 34.8 39
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 28.3 26 27.5 38 305 39 375 42
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 47.8 44 52.2 72 60.2 77 25.0 28
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.2 1
Mastery * N/A N/A 5.1 4 5.8 6 4.8 4 9.8 8
Basic N/A N/A 38.0 30 42.7 44 37.3 31 46.3 38
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 21.5 17 27.2 28 313 26 29.3 24
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 35.4 28 24.3 25 26.5 22 134 11
Cypress Point Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 1.8 1 4.5 3 55 3 5.8 3
Basic N/A N/A 38.6 22 40.9 27 47.3 26 44.2 23
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 29.8 17 27.3 18 27.3 15 34.6 18
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 29.8 17 27.3 18 20.0 11 154 8

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 15d: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 4 Social Studies
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels
2001-02

Percent \ Number

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

065026 James Foster M adison Elementary School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 2.0 1 4.8 3
Basic N/A N/A 16.2 11 28.9 22 49.0 25 371 23
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 22.1 15 355 27 19.6 10 27.4 17
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 61.8 42 35.5 27 29.4 15 30.6 19
065028 Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Advanced N/A N/A ~ ~ 2.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A ~ ~ 9.5 14 29 4 15 2
Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ 28.4 42 29.7 41 33.6 46
Approaching Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ 22.3 33 33.3 46 314 43
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A ~ ~ 37.8 56 34.1 47 33.6 46
065029 GOAL (Go-Achieve-Learn)School
Advanced N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Approaching Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
District
Advanced N/A N/A 0.6 5 11 10 0.2 2 0.9 7
Mastery * N/A N/A 5.4 43 7.6 68 5.8 47 7.9 65
Basic N/A N/A 34.9 277 316 282 375 302 394 322
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 23.3 185 28.0 250 28.1 226 30.7 251
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 35.7 283 316 282 28.3 228 21.1 173
State
Advanced N/A N/A 0.9 495 1.2 724 11 650 1.7 1,018
Mastery * N/A N/A 10.1 5,702 10.3] 6,432 8.0 4,855 11.6/ 7,102
Basic N/A N/A 42.2| 23,775 44.0 27,458 45.4| 27,539 45,5 27,950
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 23.0| 12,986 23.4| 14,634 24.9| 15,125 25.0| 15,345
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 23.8| 13,426 21.1 13,188 20.6| 12,481 16.3]| 10,006

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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065003

065009

065011

065025

065029

Table 15e: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 8 English Language Arts
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

Carroll Junior High School

Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 55 9 5.2 10 4.9 11 6.9 13 3.8 8
Basic 20.1 33 28.0 54 24.2 54 27.7 52 21.4 45
Approaching Basic 50.0 82 52.8 102 54.7 122 53.7 101 48.6 102
Unsatisfactory 24.4 40 14.0 27 16.1 36 11.7 22 26.2 55
Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 04 1
Mastery * 5.0 10 3.7 8 3.9 7 35 8 35 8
Basic 24.3 49 23.5 51 21.8 39 195 44 23.0 53
Approaching Basic 39.1 79 53.9 117 52.5 94 64.2 145 40.9 94
Unsatisfactory 317 64 18.9 41 21.8 39 12.8 29 322 74
Robert E. Lee Junior High School
Advanced 11 3 3.3 7 0.8 2 2.3 4 14 3
Mastery * 16.8 44 23.0 49 15.2 36 21.0 37 16.0 35
Basic 28.2 74 42.3 90 414 98 324 57 32.0 70
Approaching Basic 39.3 103 24.4 52 38.0 20 39.2 69 329 72
Unsatisfactory 14.5 38 7.0 15 4.6 11 5.1 9 17.8 39
Drop Out Recovery School
Advanced ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Mastery * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 3.8 1 ~ ~
Approaching Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 46.2 12 ~ ~
Unsatisfactory ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 50.0 13 ~ ~
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Advanced ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Mastery * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 6.3 2
Approaching Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 28.1 9
Unsatisfactory ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 65.6 21

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District

State

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Table 15e: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 8 English Language Arts

Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

Advanced 0.5 3 1.1 7 0.3 2 0.7 4 0.6 4

Mastery * 10.0 63 10.8 67 8.3 54 9.8 58 74 51

Basic 24.8 156 313 195 29.5 192 25.8 153 24.6 170

Approaching Basic 42.0 264 435 271 47.8 311 534 316 40.1 277

Unsatisfactory 22.6 142 13.3 83 141 92 10.3 61 274 189

Advanced 1.1 577 1.2 615 0.6 326 1.7 866 1.0 559

Mastery * 11.2 6,035 14.1 7,512 135 7,138 15.8 8,062 14.3 7,730

Basic 31.5 17,005 38.9 20,777 37.6/ 19,837 32.0 16,373 36.2 19,625

Approaching Basic 35.9 19,358 33.1 17,652 34.4 18,133 38.6 19,713 32.0 17,360

Unsatisfactory 20.3/ 10,928 12.8 6,829 139 7,314 119 6,102 16.5 8,941

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.

City of Monroe, Page 4-16




065003

065009

065011

065025

065029

Table 15f: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 8 Mathematics
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

Carroll Junior High School

Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.4 1 0.0 0 0.5 1
Mastery * 0.0 0 1.0 2 0.0 0 0.5 1 24 5
Basic 12.8 21 18.7 36 22.9 51 22.3 42 22.4 47
Approaching Basic 23.8 39 26.9 52 26.5 59 35.1 66 28.6 60
Unsatisfactory 63.4 104 53.4 103 50.2 112 42.0 79 46.2 97
Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Advanced 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * 0.0 0 0.5 1 0.6 1 0.9 2 0.0 0
Basic 19.4 39 21.8 47 28.8 51 18.2 41 18.7 43
Approaching Basic 174 35 27.8 60 36.2 64 35.1 79 27.4 63
Unsatisfactory 63.2 127 50.0 108 34.5 61 45.8 103 53.9 124
Robert E. Lee Junior High School
Advanced 3.8 10 4.7 10 25 6 34 6 55 12
Mastery * 114 30 11.3 24 5.1 12 6.7 12 5.9 13
Basic 24.3 64 46.5 99 477 113 38.2 68 39.7 87
Approaching Basic 16.3 43 17.8 38 25.7 61 33.7 60 215 47
Unsatisfactory 441 116 19.7 42 19.0 45 18.0 32 27.4 60
Drop Out Recovery School
Advanced ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Mastery * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Approaching Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 20.0 5 ~ ~
Unsatisfactory ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 80.0 20 ~ ~
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Advanced ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Mastery * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 6.5 2
Approaching Basic ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 16.1 5
Unsatisfactory ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 77.4 24

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District

State

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Table 15f: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 8 Mathematics

Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

Advanced 1.6 10 1.6 10 1.1 7 1.0 6 1.9 13

Mastery * 4.8 30 4.3 27 2.0 13 25 15 2.6 18

Basic 19.7 124 29.3 182 32.6 217 25.2 151 25.9 179

Approaching Basic 18.6 117 24.1 150 28.4 189 35.0 210 25.4 175

Unsatisfactory 55.3 347 40.7 253 36.0 240 36.3 218 44.2 305

Advanced 13 713 26 1,370 26 1,390 15 754 3.1 1,657

Mastery * 4.4, 2,359 4.8 2575 4.5 2,396 3.5 1,792 54 2,941

Basic 33.3 17,927 38.8 20,718 43.0 22,717 40.4| 20,631 41.0 22,243

Approaching Basic 21.3 11,498 21.5 11,478 22.3 11,771 27.9 14,237 21.9 11,847

Unsatisfactory 39.7| 21,360 32.2 17,193 27.5 14,543 26.8 13,704 28.6/ 15,516

* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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065003

065009

065011

065025

065029

Table 159: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 8 Science
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

Carroll Junior High School

Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 6.3 12 4.9 11 4.3 8 3.8 8
Basic N/A N/A 23.2 44 21.1 47 26.6 50 24.4 51
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 43.7 83 35.4 79 38.3 72 34.0 71
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 26.8 51 38.6 86 30.9 58 37.8 79
Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 0.9 2 17 3 3.6 8 1.3 3
Basic N/A N/A 20.8 45 24.9 44 19.6 44 18.3 42
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 315 68 41.2 73 47.8 107 42.8 98
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 46.8 101 32.2 57 29.0 65 376 86
Robert E. Lee Junior High School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.4 1 0.6 1 14 3
Mastery * N/A N/A 23.9 51 11.9 28 17.1 30 19.3 42
Basic N/A N/A 34.7 74 44.9 106 349 61 349 76
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 25.4 54 318 75 36.0 63 26.1 57
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 16.0 34 11.0 26 114 20 18.3 40
Drop Out Recovery School
Advanced N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 375 9 ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 62.5 15 ~ ~
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Advanced N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 10.7 3
Approaching Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 35.7 10
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 53.6 15

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District

State

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Table 159: LEAP 21 Test Results - Grade 8 Science
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.4 3

Mastery * N/A N/A 10.5 65 6.6 42 7.8 46 7.7 53

Basic N/A N/A 26.3 163 31.0 197 26.4 155 25.1 172

Approaching Basic N/A N/A 33.1 205 35.7 227 41.3 243 34.6 237

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 30.0 186 26.5 168 24.3 143 32.1 220

Advanced N/A N/A 0.6 309 0.7 381 1.1 568 0.9 479

Mastery * N/A N/A 14.6) 7,766 13.8 7,211 154 7,851 134 7,256

Basic N/A N/A 30.5 16,274 35.2 18,473 34.2 17,415 33.0 17,846

Approaching Basic N/A N/A 27.7 14,769 27.2 14,249 28.9 14,742 30.6/ 16,535

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 26.6 14,176 23.1 12,094 20.4/ 10,381 22.2/ 11,984

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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065003

065009

065011

065025

065029

Table 15h: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 8 Social Studies
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

Carroll Junior High School

Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 11 2 2.2 5 2.7 5 1.0 2
Basic N/A N/A 374 71 25.6 57 29.8 56 23.9 50
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 36.8 70 36.3 81 37.2 70 354 74
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 24.7 47 35.9 80 30.3 57 39.7 83
Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A 2.3 5 11 2 6.3 14 0.9 2
Basic N/A N/A 27.3 59 26.0 46 29.9 67 27.0 62
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 34.3 74 36.2 64 36.2 81 34.8 80
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 36.1 78 36.7 65 27.7 62 374 86
Robert E. Lee Junior High School
Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.8 2 11 2 0.9 2
Mastery * N/A N/A 15.0 32 14.4 34 13.7 24 8.3 18
Basic N/A N/A 47.4 101 50.8 120 48.0 84 440 96
Approaching Basic N/A N/A 20.2 43 20.8 49 22.9 40 25.7 56
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 17.4 37 13.1 31 14.3 25 21.1 46
Drop Out Recovery School
Advanced N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 8.3 2 ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 29.2 7 ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ 62.5 15 ~ ~
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Advanced N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 7.1 2
Approaching Basic N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 46.4 13
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 46.4 13

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.

City of Monroe, Page 4-21




District

State

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Table 15h: LEAP 21 Test Results- Grade 8 Social Studies

Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

Advanced N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.3 2 0.3 2 0.3 2

Mastery * N/A N/A 6.3 39 6.5 41 7.3 43 3.2 22

Basic N/A N/A 37.3 231 35.1 223 35.2 207 30.6 210

Approaching Basic N/A N/A 30.2 187 30.6 194 325 191 32.7 224

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 26.2 162 27.6 175 24.7 145 33.2 228

Advanced N/A N/A 0.6 293 0.9 475 0.8 404 0.4 210

Mastery * N/A N/A 10.1 5,360 11.9 6,248 9.2 4,682 8.4 4,549

Basic N/A N/A 40.9 21,809 40.8 21,388 43.9 22,346 39.9 21571

Approaching Basic N/A N/A 23.7/ 12,625 24.0 12,558 24.5 12,468 27.2 14,683

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 24.7/ 13,179 22.4 11,713 21.7) 11,040 24.2| 13,065

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studiestests of the LEAP 21 test were first administered to the 4th and 8th graders in spring 2000.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.

City of Monroe, Page 4-22




Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) — GEE 21 Results

The new high school CRT is the Graduation Exit Examination for
the 21st Century (GEE 21), replacing the old GEE, in use for more
than a decade. Like the previous GEE, the goal of the GEE 21 is to
ensure that students graduate from high school with basic skills
knowledge in English, Mathematics, Science, and Socia Studies.
Furthermore, the GEE 21 is used to measure how well a student has
mastered the state content standards. The GEE 21 assesses students
abilities according to the state’s more rigorous standards for what
students should know and be able to do. The GEE 21 is of the same
rigor asthe LEAP 21, administered in grades 4 and 8.

The GEE 21 has only four subject area tests: English Language Arts,
Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies. Instead of receiving pass or
fail designations, students receive an achievement level, ranging from a
top level of Advanced to afailing level of Unsatisfactory.

The first cohort of students to take the GEE 21 were the students who
were in the 10th grade in the spring of 2001 (the graduating class of
2003). These students needed to score Approaching Basic or above on
only the English Language Arts and Mathematics tests to graduate. If
they did not achieve Approaching Basic, they were allowed four more
opportunities to retest during their junior and senior years. The Science
and Social Studies tests were administered to first-time eleventh graders
beginning in the spring of 2002. All classes beginning with the
graduating class of 2004 have to score Approaching Basic or above on
both the English Language Arts and the Mathematics tests and on either
the Science or Social Studies tests to graduate from high school.

Data Presentation

Tables 16a-16d provide the GEE 21 results for first-time GEE 21 test
takers. The tables reflect both the number and percent of students at
each achievement level in the GEE 21 subject area component. The
GEE 21 results are presented in school site code order for each school
in the district. Also, comparison data are presented for the district and
the state.

Furthermore, the data presented are GEE 21 scores for all students
included in the accountability CRT index score at each school. As a

result, the data in the District Composite Report may not match the data
contained in reports issued by the testing contractor.

Differences may exist because of the following reasons. First, students
with GEE 21 index scores of zero are included in the Unsatisfactory
achievement level. Zero scores are assigned to students who are not
exempt and who did not take the test, and to students with testing
irregularities. Second, students from Option | aternative schools are
included in the results of their home school. Third, if a school had
insufficient data for one grade, the presented results will include scores
from the shared grade of another school. Finaly, results for students
who took the LAA or LAA-B were also included.

Data Source

The GEE 21 results are based on student-level data provided to the
Louisiana Department of Education by Data Recognition Corporation
(DRC), the testing contractor for this portion of the Louisiana
Educational Assessment Program (LEAP).
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Table 16a: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results - English Language Arts
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number
065002 Carroll High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.6 1 0.0 0 0.6 1
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.0 5 9.6 16 17 3
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 24.1 40 25.1 42 24.7 44
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 325 54 25.1 42 28.1 50
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 39.8 66 40.1 67 449 80
065009 Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
065014 Neville High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.3 3 2.7 5 0.5 1
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 23.8 54 20.8 38 12.7 26
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 39.2 89 421 77 49.0 100
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 17.6 40 23.0 42 25.5 52
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 18.1 41 115 21 12.3 25
065018 Wossman High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.7 1 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 17 2 14 2 35 4
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 18.5 22 39.6 57 18.6 21
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 37.0 44 319 46 26.5 30
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 429 51 26.4 38 51.3 58
065025 Drop Out Recovery School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 33.3 1 ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 66.7 2 ~ ~

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: English Language Arts and Mathematics tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2001.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 16a: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results - English Language Arts
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

065029 GOAL (Go-Achieve-Learn)School

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0

Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0

Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0

Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 1

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 1
District

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.8 4 1.2 6 04 2

Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 11.9 61 11.3 56 6.6 33

Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 29.5 151 35.6 176 33.2 165

Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 27.0 138 26.3 130 26.8 133

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 30.9 158 25.7 127 33.0 164
State

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.8 345 15 647 0.8 346

Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 12.1 5,561 145 6,423 10.9] 5,033

Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 42.7| 19,622 41.3 18,321 41.0 18,897

Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 22.9| 10,502 23.0| 10,223 24.6| 11,314

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.6/ 9,903 19.8) 8,792 22.7| 10,450

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: English Language Arts and Mathematics tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2001.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Table 16b: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results- Mathematics
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

Carroll High School

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 1.8 3 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.8 3 5.9 10 0.6 1
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 14.5 24 21.9 37 26.7 47
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 13.3 22 21.3 36 22.7 40
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 70.3 116 49.1 83 50.0 88
Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 N/A N/A ~ ~
Neville High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 9.3 21 10.3 19 9.3 19
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 16.3 37 15.2 28 18.6 38
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 29.5 67 31.0 57 38.2 78
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 12.8 29 16.8 31 16.2 33
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 32.2 73 26.6 49 17.6 36
Wossman High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 17 2 14 2 2.6 3
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 12.0 14 30.1 43 27.8 32
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 12.0 14 21.7 31 174 20
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 74.4 87 46.9 67 52.2 60
Drop Out Recovery School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0 ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0| 100.0 3 ~ ~

N/A = Not Applicable: English Language Arts and Mathematics tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2001.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District

State

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Table 16b: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results- Mathematics
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 1
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 1
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.1 21 44 22 3.8 19
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.3 42 8.0 40 8.5 42
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 20.6 105 27.6 137 31.6 157
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 12.8 65 19.7 98 18.9 94
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 54.2| 276 40.2] 200 37.2 185
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A 4,5 2,068 6.9 3,060 7.1 3,284
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A 13.4| 6,151 12.6/ 5,589 15.3] 7,038
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 32.7| 15,001 34.4| 15,279 36.3| 16,746
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A 14.8) 6,803 155 6,909 16.1 7,431
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A 34.5| 15,834 30.6| 13,628 25.2 11,603

N/A = Not Applicable: English Language Arts and Mathematics tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2001.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 16¢c: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results - Science

Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number | Percent \ Number
Carroll High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.7 1 0.7 1
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 5.3 8 8.7 13
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 37.3 56 36.7 55
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 28.0 42 32.7 49
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 28.7 43 21.3 32
Neville High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2.8 6 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 14.4 31 16.5 27
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 35.2 76 39.0 64
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.8 47 26.8 44
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 25.9 56 17.7 29
Wossman High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2.8 3 3.3 4
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 26.6 29 32.8 40
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 26.6 29 29.5 36
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 44,0 48 344 42
Drop Out Recovery School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 1 ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 1 ~ ~
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studies tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2002.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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District

State

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Table 16¢c: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results - Science

Percent and Number of Sudents by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15 7 0.2 1

Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.8 42 10.1 44

Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 33.8 161 36.5 159

Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 24.8 118 29.6 129

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 31.1 148 23.6 103

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 24 1,055 2.0 823

Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 135 5,833 12.9 5,403

Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 32.9 14,188 39.3 16,470

Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.7 9,359 23.7 9,926

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 29.5 12,746 22.1 9,234

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studies tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2002.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Table 16d: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results - Social Studies
Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

Carroll High School

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Percent \ Number

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.7 1
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 13 2 2.7 4
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 24.8 37 35.3 53
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 35.6 53 30.0 45
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 38.3 57 313 47
Neville High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.5 1 37 6
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15.2 33 15.9 26
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 47.0 102 47.6 78
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 18.9 41 18.3 30
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 184 40 14.6 24
Wossman High School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.9 1 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 321 35 4.7 55
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 275 30 25.2 31
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 394 43 30.1 37
Drop Out Recovery School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 1 ~ ~
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0 ~ ~
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0 1 ~ ~
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studies tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2002.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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State

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Table 16d: Graduation Exit Examination (GEE 21) Results - Social Studies

Percent and Number of Students by Achievement Levels

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number Percent\Number

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.2 1 1.6 7

Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 7.6 36 6.9 30

Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 36.6 174 42.6 186

Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 26.1 124 24.3 106

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 29.6 141 24.7 108

Advanced N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.0, 433 1.7 700

Mastery * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.6 3,709 11.6) 4,859

Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 415 17,896 445 18,629

Approaching Basic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 21.3] 9,182 22.3| 9,317

Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 27.6/ 11,919 19.9 8,327

N/A = Not Applicable: Science and Social Studies tests of the new GEE 21 test were first administered in spring 2002.
* Starting in spring 2003, the Proficient achievement level was changed to Mastery.
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Norm-Referenced Test (NRT) — The lowa Tests Results

The Louisiana Educational Assessment Program (LEAP) utilizes norm-
referenced tests (NRTs) for national student comparisons with
Louisiana students. In 1998, the NRT administered to Louisiana
students changed from the California Achievement Test to the lowa
Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and the lowa Tests of Educational
Development (ITED).

The lowa Tests is a standardized achievement test battery with items
presented in a traditional multiple-choice format. A nationally
representative group of students took The lowa Tests under specified
directions and certain conditions. Their scores became the norms used
to compare individual students and groups of students to studentsin the
nation.

In the spring of 2003, a new form of The lowa Tests, the lowa/03, was
administered. The majority of the tests that make up the Complete
Batteries of the ITBS for grades 3, 5, 6, and 7 include Vocabulary,
Reading Comprehension, Spelling, Capitalization, Punctuation, Usage
and Expression, Math Concepts and Estimation, Math Problem Solving
and Data Interpretation, Social Studies, Science, Maps and Diagrams
and Reference Materials. A Mathematics Computation test was
administered only at grade 3; Mathematics Computation is not used to
calculate the Mathematics Total, Core Total, or the Composite score.
The lowa Tests of Basic Skills Composite score is the average of the
scores for Reading Total, Language Total, Mathematics Total, Social
Studies, Science, and Sources of Information Total.

The ITED consists of seven tests: VVocabulary, Reading Comprehension,
Correctness and Appropriateness of Expression, Ability to Do
Language: Revising Written Materials, Mathematics: Concepts and
Problem Solving, Social Studies, Science, and Sources of Information.
The lowa Tests of Educational Development Composite score is the
average of the scoresfor the seven tests.

In the spring of 2003, approximately 277,500 public school students
were given the test. Among them, 218,500 students in grades 3, 5, 6,
and 7 took the Complete Batteries of the ITBS. Approximately 50,000
public school students in grade 9 were also tested, taking the Complete
Battery of the ITED. In addition, 4,300 grade 8 (Option 2 students, or
grade 8 repeaters on a high school campus) and 2,400 Options
(PreGED/Skills) Program students took the I TED.

These tests are administered to all students, except for students whose
Individual Education Programs (IEPs) indicate that they have met the
participation criteria for alternate assessment (LAA), which began in
the 2000-2001 school year, or for LAA-B assessment, which began in
the 1999-2000 school year.

Data Presentation

Tables 17a-17e present the NRT results for grades 3, 5, 6, 7, and 9,
respectively. Test results are shown for all public schoolsin the district
with schools listed in site code order. District, state, and national results
are presented for compari son purposes.

The data presented are based on national percentile ranks. A percentile
rank is the percent of studentsin the national norm group who scored at
or below a particular score. Data are grouped as follows:

e Fourth Quartile-the percent of students who scored between the
75th and 99th percentile ranks, or in other words, the percent of
students in the top 25 percent of students in the national norm
group. If 32 of 100 students had percentile ranks in this range,
Quartile 4 would read 32 percent.

e Third Quartile-the percent of students who scored between the 50th
and the 74th national percentiles.
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e Second Quartile-the percent of students who scored between the
25th and 49th national percentiles.

e First Quartile-the percent of students who scored between the 1st
and 24th national percentiles.

e Percentile Rank of the Average Standard Score for the National
Student Norms—percentile rank of the average student in the school,
district, or state. For example, a percentile rank of 48 for a school
means that 48 percent of the students nationally (in the norm group)
scored at or below the average score obtained by the studentsin the
school.

The user of this report should use caution when comparing spring 2003
The lowa Tests results with the results of prior years (spring 1999 to
spring 2002) for the following reasons. 1) the spring 2003 scores are
based on the new form of The lowa Tests, form lowa/03, which uses
interpolated spring 2000 norms, while prior years scores are based on
the old form of the test, which used interpolated spring 1995 norms, 2)
the new and old forms of The lowa Tests have different test questions,
and 3) minor differences, such as changes in time limits and number of
guestions, have been made to the new form.

Definition
e Norm-referenced tests (NRTs)-These tests produce scores that tell

how individuals, schools, districts, and the state perform in
comparison with the national norm group.

Data Source

The lowa Tests results are based on student-level data provided to the
Louisiana Department of Education, Division of Planning, Analysis and
Information Resources by Riverside Publishing, the testing contractor
for The lowa Tests.
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Table 17a; The lowa Tests Results- Grade 3
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Carver Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 0.0 2.6 5.6 12.0 5.3
Third Quartile 12.5 20.5 11.1 34.0 35.1
Second Quartile 313 35.9 46.3 36.0 40.4
First Quartile 56.3 41.0 37.0 18.0 19.3
Per centile Rank 22 32 31 48 42
Clark Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 21.1 45.0 24.6 30.2 31.6
Third Quartile 33.3 25.0 31.6 24.5 36.8
Second Quiartile 316 23.3 404 35.8 22.8
First Quartile 14.0 6.7, 35 9.4 8.8
Per centile Rank 56 67 58 61 66
kdull Faulk Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 12.2 0.0 2.9 12.1 11.4
Third Quartile 14.6 4.7 5.9 27.3 34.3
Second Quartile 29.3 30.2 26.5 48.5 34.3
First Quartile 43.9 65.1 64.7, 12.1 20.0
Per centile Rank 32 19 19 47 47
ClaraHall Accelerated School
Fourth Quartile 2.1 0.0 ~ ~ ~
Third Quartile 8.5 16.4 ~ ~ ~
Second Quartile 40.4 27.9 ~ ~ ~
First Quartile 48.9 55.7 ~ ~ ~
Per centile Rank 24 27 ~ ~ ~
ie Humble Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 8.9 12.8 16.1 19.6 16.1
Third Quartile 17.9 38.5 32.3 32.6 43.5
Second Quartile 44.6 33.3 41.9 30.4 25.8
First Quartile 28.6 15.4 9.7 174 14.5
Per centile Rank 39 51 49 54 56

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17a: The lowa Tests Results- Grade 3

Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

065010

065012

065013

065015

065024

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Berg Jones Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 1.4 2.8 5.0 7.8 8.3
Third Quartile 12.7 23.9 18.3 20.3 319
Second Quartile 39.4 42.3 31.7 375 45.8
First Quartile 46.5 310 45.0 344 13.9
Per centile Rank 27 35 31 36 45
L exington Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 28.8 27.7 45.3 38.3 329
Third Quartile 30.3 26.2 20.8 404 37.1
Second Quiartile 27.3 27.7 30.2 19.1 22.9
First Quartile 13.6 18.5 3.8 2.1 7.1
Per centile Rank 59 56 69 67 67
Lincoln Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 0.0 5.0 35 1.2 0.0
Third Quartile 15.7 14.9 9.6 10.8 16.2
Second Quartile 22.9 40.6 421 30.1 39.2
First Quartile 61.4 39.6 44.7 57.8 44.6
Per centile Rank 25 32 26 24 27
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 10.9 14.5 11.1 15.1 7.7
Third Quartile 30.9 18.4 29.2 329 449
Second Quartile 41.8 38.2 36.1 39.7 39.7
First Quartile 16.4 28.9 23.6 12.3 7.7
Per centile Rank 45 40 45 49 52
Cypress Point Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 15.4 11.1 135 17.9 20.3
Third Quartile 23.1 311 34.6 25.6 45.8
Second Quartile 42.3 40.0 36.5 43.6 28.8
First Quartile 19.2 17.8 154 12.8 5.1
Per centile Rank 47| 47| 49 51 56

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17a; The lowa Tests Results- Grade 3
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065026 James Foster M adison Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 2.6 35 3.6 2.3 8.3
Third Quartile 9.1 17.5 17.9 18.2 43.3
Second Quartile 24.7) 35.1 55.4 72.7 38.3
First Quartile 63.6 43.9 23.2 6.8 10.0
Per centile Rank 20 29 36 40 49
065028 Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Fourth Quartile ~ ~ 0.8 5.7 15.0
Third Quartile ~ ~ 5.9 26.4 279
Second Quartile ~ ~ 33.9 43.7 279
First Quartile ~ ~ 59.3 24.1 29.3
Per centile Rank ~ ~ 21 38 44
District
Fourth Quartile 8.8 11.0 10.5 134 14.1
Third Quartile 19.3 19.9 18.4 25.8 35.1
Second Quartile 33.2 34.3 38.5 38.9 33.0
First Quartile 38.8 34.9 32.5 21.8 17.8
Per centile Rank 35 38 37 45 49
State
Fourth Quartile 16.5 19.1 20.7 20.8 22.8
Third Quartile 25.8 25.4 26.1 26.5 317
Second Quartile 29.1 31.0 30.9 317 28.2
First Quartile 28.6 24.4 22.2 21.1 17.3
Per centile Rank 45 47| 50 50 55
Nation
Fourth Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Third Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Second Quiartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
First Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Per centile Rank 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17b: Thelowa Tests Results- Grade 5
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Carver Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 4.2 4.0 2.7 5.9 7.0
Third Quartile 4.2 10.0 18.9 20.6 33.3
Second Quartile 375 50.0 56.8 35.3 40.4
First Quartile 54.2 36.0 21.6 38.2 19.3
Per centile Rank 23 31 37 34 43
Clark Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 43.9 38.9 34.7 44.1 34.6
Third Quartile 21.2 33.3 30.6 28.8 30.8
Second Quiartile 16.7 14.8 30.6 25.4 25.0
First Quartile 18.2 13.0 4.1 1.7 9.6
Per centile Rank 64 64 65 70 65
kdull Faulk Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 8.1 3.0 13.0 0.0 3.6
Third Quartile 2.7 15.2 17.4 21.2 28.6
Second Quartile 37.8 45.5 435 48.5 39.3
First Quartile 51.4 36.4 26.1 30.3 28.6
Per centile Rank 31 32 42 33 37
ClaraHall Accelerated School
Fourth Quartile 2.0 0.0 ~ ~ ~
Third Quartile 22.4 14.3 ~ ~ ~
Second Quartile 44.9 39.7 ~ ~ ~
First Quartile 30.6 46.0 ~ ~ ~
Per centile Rank 34 28 ~ ~ ~
ie Humble Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 28.6 25.6 17.1 17.1 29.1
Third Quartile 25.0 30.8 34.1 20.0 32.7
Second Quartile 32.1 25.6 46.3 51.4 36.4
First Quartile 14.3 17.9 2.4 11.4 1.8
Per centile Rank 58 55 57 49 63

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table17b: Thelowa Tests Results- Grade 5

Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

065010

065012

065013

065015

065024

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Berg Jones Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 2.8 1.3 2.3 2.2 9.1
Third Quartile 11.1 10.7 9.3 19.6 38.6
Second Quartile 34.7 30.7 58.1 39.1 38.6
First Quartile 514 57.3 30.2 39.1 13.6
Per centile Rank 27 24 33 32 46
L exington Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 26.0 20.0 313 35.6 354
Third Quartile 42.0 28.3 30.0 444 26.6
Second Quiartile 28.0 38.3 26.3 20.0 34.2
First Quartile 4.0 13.3 12,5 0.0 3.8
Per centile Rank 64 54 59 71 64
Lincoln Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 0.0 1.2 0.0 3.6 4.8
Third Quartile 11.5 12.9 14.3 19.0 14.5
Second Quartile 39.7 32.9 47.6 45.2 53.0
First Quartile 48.7 52.9 38.1 32.1 27.7
Per centile Rank 27 25 28 34 35
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 6.0 5.1 13.3 155 24.6
Third Quartile 14.3 32.9 20.0 25.9 27.5
Second Quartile 50.0 36.7, 46.7 39.7 37.7
First Quartile 29.8 25.3 20.0 19.0 10.1
Per centile Rank 37 40 44 47| 56
Cypress Point Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 10.6 7.9 13.9 15.8 19.6
Third Quartile 21.3 30.2 44.4 42.1 28.6
Second Quartile 53.2 41.3 36.1 31.6 33.9
First Quartile 14.9 20.6 5.6 10.5 17.9
Per centile Rank 46 43 52 56 52

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17b: Thelowa Tests Results- Grade 5
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065026 James Foster M adison Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 1.6 1.9 0.0 0.0 4.1
Third Quartile 4.8 9.4 25.8 18.2 28.6
Second Quartile 28.6 30.2 35.5 515 49.0
First Quartile 65.1 58.5 38.7 30.3 18.4
Per centile Rank 21 24 33 34 39
065028 Thomas Jeffer son Elementary
Fourth Quartile ~ ~ 25 25 2.6
Third Quartile ~ ~ 19.8 125 13.0
Second Quartile ~ ~ 42.0 45.0 55.7
First Quartile ~ ~ 35.8 40.0 28.7
Per centile Rank ~ ~ 33 29 31
District
Fourth Quartile 11.0 8.4 12.7 13.0 15.7
Third Quartile 15.5 19.8 23.8 23.9 25.4
Second Quartile 35.8 35.1 41.6 39.1 41.9
First Quartile 37.7 36.7 21.9 24.1 17.0
Per centile Rank 38 36 44 44 48
State
Fourth Quartile 16.2 17.6 20.7 19.4 23.1
Third Quartile 23.4 25.5 29.4 28.3 30.9
Second Quartile 30.8 3.7 33.6 34.2 32.2
First Quartile 29.6 25.2 16.3 18.1 13.7
Per centile Rank 44 46 52 51 56
Nation
Fourth Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Third Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Second Quiartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
First Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Per centile Rank 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
City of Monroe, Page 4-39



065004

065005

065006

065007

065008

J.S.

Bar

Sall

Table 17c: The lowa Tests Results- Grade 6
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Carver Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 2.1 9.5 2.1 6.1 5.3
Third Quartile 6.3 9.5 19.1 33.3 15.8
Second Quartile 58.3 50.0 61.7 42.4 44.7
First Quartile 33.3 310 17.0 18.2 34.2
Per centile Rank 32 36 37 41 33
Clark Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 19.6 46.4 41.3 33.3 29.5
Third Quartile 44.6 26.8 32.6 35.6 39.3
Second Quiartile 23.2 25.0 13.0 311 23.0
First Quartile 12.5 1.8 13.0 0.0 8.2
Per centile Rank 58 71 68 67 62
kdull Faulk Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 7.1 3.0 11.8 20.0 3.1
Third Quartile 21.4 21.2 17.6 25.0 28.1
Second Quartile 42.9 515 47.1 50.0 34.4
First Quartile 28.6 24.2 23.5 5.0 34.4
Per centile Rank 38 38 39 56 36
ClaraHall Accelerated School
Fourth Quartile 5.6 ~ ~ ~ ~
Third Quartile 14.8 ~ ~ ~ ~
Second Quartile 48.1 ~ ~ ~ ~
First Quartile 315 ~ ~ ~ ~
Per centile Rank 35 ~ ~ ~ ~
ie Humble Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 20.0 30.0 32.6 11.9 30.0
Third Quartile 40.0 40.0 349 50.0 20.0
Second Quartile 30.0 22.0 27.9 33.3 30.0
First Quartile 10.0 8.0 4.7 4.8 20.0
Per centile Rank 58 65 64 54 56

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17c: Thelowa Tests Results- Grade 6

Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

065009

065010

065012

065013

065015

Ber

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Fourth Quartile ~ 34 4.0 4.4 35
Third Quartile ~ 11.9 20.1 175 13.2
Second Quartile ~ 39.2 33.9 39.3 42.7
First Quartile ~ 45.5 42.0 38.8 40.5
Per centile Rank ~ 29 33 34 31
Jones Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 0.0 ~ ~ ~ ~
Third Quartile 7.9 ~ ~ ~ ~
Second Quartile 38.1 ~ ~ ~ ~
First Quartile 54.0 ~ ~ ~ ~
Per centile Rank 25 ~ ~ ~ ~
L exington Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 27.3 34.6 26.9 29.2 16.3
Third Quartile 30.9 36.5 19.2 29.2 313
Second Quartile 345 25.0 34.6 36.1 36.3
First Quartile 7.3 3.8 19.2 5.6 16.3
Per centile Rank 60 68 54 61 51
Lincoln Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 0.0 0.0 1.3 55 6.3
Third Quartile 9.8 11.6 125 18.2 21.5
Second Quartile 49.2 41.1 43.8 40.0 329
First Quartile 41.0 47.4 425 36.4 39.2
Per centile Rank 29 26 31 37 36
Minnie Ruffin Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 8.8 ~ ~ ~ ~
Third Quartile 27.9 ~ ~ ~ ~
Second Quartile 44.1 ~ ~ ~ ~
First Quartile 19.1 ~ ~ ~ ~
Per centile Rank 45 ~ ~ ~ ~

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17c: The lowa Tests Results- Grade 6
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065024 Cypress Point Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 19.6 11.3 16.4 35.9 7.3
Third Quartile 28.3 39.6 41.8 38.5 36.4
Second Quartile 34.8 35.8 40.0 20.5 40.0
First Quartile 17.4 13.2 1.8 5.1 16.4
Per centile Rank 52 50 57 66 48
065026 James Foster M adison Elementary School
Fourth Quartile 6.1 0.0 5.7 1.8 4.3
Third Quartile 9.1 11.1 13.2 15.8 28.3
Second Quiartile 37.9 27.8 434 35.1 23.9
First Quartile 47.0 61.1 37.7 474 43.5
Per centile Rank 31 22 33 28 33
065029 GOAL (Go-Achieve-Learn)School
Fourth Quartile ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0
Third Quartile ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0
Second Quartile ~ ~ ~ ~ 10.0
First Quartile ~ ~ ~ ~ 90.0
Per centile Rank ~ ~ ~ ~ 13

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17c: The lowa Tests Results- Grade 6
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District
Fourth Quartile 9.8 11.5 11.7 13.0 9.7
Third Quartile 21.5 19.4 22.2 25.2 22.8
Second Quartile 39.8 36.4 37.1 36.6 35.9
First Quartile 28.9 32.7 29.0 25.2 31.6
Per centile Rank 41 40 41 45 40
State
Fourth Quartile 15.9 18.3 18.7 20.0 14.9
Third Quartile 24.6 24.8 25.8 27.7 23.9
Second Quartile 314 32.3 329 33.6 32.6
First Quartile 28.1 24.7 22.6 18.7 28.6
Per centile Rank 45 47| 48 51 44
Nation
Fourth Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Third Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Second Quiartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
First Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Per centile Rank 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17d: Thelowa Tests Results- Grade 7

Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

065003

065009

065011

065025

065029

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
Carroll Junior High School
Fourth Quartile 3.8 6.5 2.1 4.5 3.6
Third Quartile 18.4 19.9 19.0 11.4 18.5
Second Quartile 41.8 40.3 32.8 27.7 435
First Quartile 36.1 33.3 46.2 56.4 34.5
Per centile Rank 34 37 31 28 33
Martin Luther King, Jr. Middle School
Fourth Quartile 2.8 5.2 35 3.7 5.2
Third Quartile 12.6 11.2 16.8 18.0 12.6
Second Quiartile 32.0 37.2 35.9 36.9 41.1
First Quartile 52.6 46.4 43.8 414 41.1
Per centile Rank 27 30 31 32 32
Robert E. Lee Junior High School
Fourth Quartile 17.2 16.3 21.7 20.3 21.1
Third Quartile 23.1 24.0 24.6 28.6 17.9
Second Quartile 27.5 335 29.1 23.8 375
First Quartile 32.2 26.2 24.6 27.3 235
Per centile Rank 45 47| 50 49 48
Drop Out Recovery School
Fourth Quartile ~ ~ ~ 0.0 ~
Third Quartile ~ ~ ~ 0.0 ~
Second Quartile ~ ~ ~ 23.1 ~
First Quartile ~ ~ ~ 76.9 ~
Per centile Rank ~ ~ ~ 17 ~
GOAL (Go-Achieve-L earn)School
Fourth Quartile ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0
Third Quartile ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0
Second Quartile ~ ~ ~ ~ 12.9
First Quartile ~ ~ ~ ~ 87.1
Per centile Rank ~ ~ ~ ~ 13

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17d: Thelowa Tests Results- Grade 7
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District
Fourth Quartile 8.8 9.1 8.7 9.4 10.9
Third Quartile 18.1 18.1 19.9 19.3 155
Second Quartile 32.4 37.0 329 29.6 39.0
First Quartile 40.6 35.8 38.5 41.7 34.5
Per centile Rank 36 38 36 36 38
State
Fourth Quartile 15.2 17.0 18.0 17.9 18.7
Third Quartile 24.1 26.1 25.6 26.6 24.3
Second Quartile 314 30.0 30.3 30.1 33.1
First Quartile 29.4 26.8 26.1 25.5 23.9
Per centile Rank 44 46 47| 47| 48
Nation
Fourth Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Third Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Second Quiartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
First Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Per centile Rank 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17e: The lowa Tests Results- Grade 9

Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

065002

065014

065018

065025

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

Car

Nev

Dro

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04

roll High School

Fourth Quartile 2.8 35 6.8 3.8 4.0
Third Quartile 15.4 16.8 18.4 17.0 20.9
Second Quartile 43.4 40.5 38.8 36.8 37.9
First Quartile 38.5 39.3 36.1 42.3 37.3
Per centile Rank 31 32 36 32 33
ille High School

Fourth Quartile 22.9 22.6 23.2 22.1 22.9
Third Quartile 25.7 26.7 324 28.6 32.7
Second Quiartile 29.7 24.9 33.0 35.0 28.3
First Quartile 21.7 25.8 11.4 14.3 16.1
Per centile Rank 50 50 55 53 54

Wossman High School
Fourth Quartile 3.0 0.0 3.0 5.1 3.2
Third Quartile 13.6 7.7 18.7 19.2 17.4
Second Quartile 35.4 36.6 35.4 40.7 50.6
First Quartile 48.0 55.6 429 35.0 28.9
Per centile Rank 27 23 31 35 35
Out Recovery School

Fourth Quartile ~ ~ ~ 0.0 1.7
Third Quartile ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0.0
Second Quartile ~ ~ ~ 6.3 18.3
First Quartile ~ ~ ~ 93.8 80.0
Per centile Rank ~ ~ ~ 14 17

! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
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Table 17e: The lowa Tests Results- Grade 9
Percent of Sudents by National Quartiles® and Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores

1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
District
Fourth Quartile 11.4 10.4 11.1 10.8 9.0
Third Quartile 19.2 18.5 23.4 21.5 21.3
Second Quartile 34.9 33.0 35.5 36.5 37.8
First Quartile 34.6 38.1 30.0 313 31.8
Per centile Rank 38 37 41 39 38
State
Fourth Quartile 16.5 17.3 20.1 18.7 18.4
Third Quartile 24.8 26.2 29.1 27.7 25.4
Second Quartile 29.5 29.4 30.5 31.0 311
First Quartile 29.2 27.1 20.2 22.6 25.1
Per centile Rank 44 46 50 48 47|
Nation
Fourth Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Third Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Second Quiartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
First Quartile 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Per centile Rank 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
! Please use caution when comparing the spring of 2003 The lowa Test Results with the results from prior years because a new form of the test was used in the spring of 2003.

2The four quartiles comprise the following ranges of percentile ranks: 1-24 (first quartile), 25-49 (second quartile), 50-74 (third quartile), and 75-99 (fourth quartile).
City of Monroe, Page 4-47



Section 5. College Readiness

American College Test (ACT) RESUILS.......ccceeceveevieiieie e 51
First-Time College Freshmen Performance.........ccccccecevvieevvieecienen, 5-3




American College Test (ACT) Results

The American College Test (ACT) measures academic achievement in
English, mathematics, reading, and science reasoning. The English
component measures usage and mechanics of standard written English
and rhetorical skills. The mathematics component contains primarily
algebra and geometry items with some trigonometry items. Students are
required to apply reasoning skills to practical problems in mathematics.
The reading component is made up of four passages, which are similar
to the type of writing encountered in college freshmen courses.
Students have to display an understanding of both explicit and implicit
information contained in the passages as well as be able to draw
appropriate conclusions. The science reasoning component measures
higher-order thinking skills as applied to the natural sciences (ACT
2000).

Data Presentation

Table 18 presents the average ACT composite scores for each public
school in the district having both a twelfth grade and student ACT
scores. Schools are shown in school site code order. Comparison data
are presented for the district, state, and nation.

Method of Calculation

The ACT composite score for a student is an average score based on the
scores for the four ACT assessment tests (English, mathematics,
reading, and science reasoning). The composite score, which ranges
from 1 to 36, is a measure of the student’s general educationa
devel opment across these four subject areas.

The school, district, state, and national ACT scores are the averages of
the students' most recently obtained composite scores. Students who
were or who would have been members of the graduating class for any
given year are included in these averages. In other words, the
aggregated composite scores include test scores for (1) twelfth graders
who took the test in the current year and (2) twelfth graders who took
the test as eleventh graders and elected not to retake it as seniors. If a
student took the test in both the eleventh and twelfth grades, only the
twelfth grade score has been included in the averages.

The district composite score is based on public school students only.
However, the reported statewide ACT score includes both public and
nonpublic student scores. This reporting method was deliberately
selected to keep state statistics consistent with nationally reported
figures, which are based on the combined performance of public and
nonpublic students.

Data Source

The ACT indicator is based on data supplied to the Louisiana
Department of Education by the testing contractor, American College
Testing.

References

American College Testing (2000). ACT Assessment at a Glance. (IC 04020G000).
lowa City, |A: Author.
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Table 18: American College Test (ACT) Results

- *
Average Composite Scores
1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04
065002  Carroll High School 16.0 16.3 16.2 15.8 15.9
065014  Neville High School 19.3 19.7 19.7 19.5 19.7
065018 Wossman High School 16.0 16.0 16.1 16.3 16.6
District (Public) 174 17.8 17.8 17.9 18.1
State (Public and Nonpublic) 19.6 19.6 19.6 19.6 19.6
Nation (Public and Nonpublic) 21.0 21.0 21.0 20.8 20.8

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data
* The scores of schools with fewer than 10 students tested are not listed but are included in the district average.
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First-Time College Freshmen Perfor mance

Information about the number of Louisiana public school students who
enrolled as first-time freshmen (FTF) in this state’'s colleges and
universities has been collected since 1987. The 1993 Louisiana
Legidature believed that the FTF data made an important statement
about the quality of secondary schooling. The 1993 Legidature
mandated that the FTF information be incorporated into the Progress
Profile School Report Cards so that information might be more widely
accessible to parents.

Since FTF data are provided for only public schools that have grade 12
diploma graduates and such schools may not have received
Accountability Reports prior to 2001, other First Time Freshmen
reports have been prepared for the high schools. In addition, FTF
information isincluded in DCRswhen it is available.

The Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development
(OECD, 2000) has indicated a high school education often serves as the
minimum credential for entry into the labor market, as well as the
foundation for al types of post-secondary programs, including
college/university studies. Therefore, the number of high school
diploma graduates provides some insight about the size of a school's
graduating class.

Since the quality of each high school preparation program can be one
factor that impacts whether or not a diploma graduate will be accepted
into a college, it is of interest to study the college-going rates of each
high school and of each district. The college-going rates estimate the
proportion of a high school graduating class that made an immediate
transition to an in-state college or university.

Furthermore, if the quality of a high school’s program is poor, then the
school’s diploma graduates who do enroll in college may need to
complete several developmental courses prior to enrolling in college
credit courses. Thus, when it is found that a large percent of a high
school’ s diploma graduates enrolled in developmental courses, the high
school should take action to improve the preparation and college-
readiness of its students.

Data Presentation

Table 19 presents the number and/or percent of students who (1) were
diploma graduates from the district’s public schools that had grade 12
and (2) enrolled as full-time, first-time freshmen during the following
fall semester at any of Louisiana's two- or four-year public and private
colleges/universities. Thus, these FTF are recent graduates who made
an immediate transition to a college or university. The table also reports
the number and percent of first-time college freshmen who were
enrolled in at least one developmental course during their first regular
semester of college study. Comparison data are also presented at the
district and state levels.

Note: For any given school year, the first-time college freshmen data
represent information on the high school diploma graduates from the
previous school year. Further, the district results may reflect data from
additional schools, which were open during the previous school year.
Finally, the state results are based on all public schools that had
diploma graduates in the previous school year.

Definitions

e Graduate—a student who successfully completes a SBESE-
approved education program, passes the Graduation Exit
Examination (GEE), and thus earns a State-approved diploma.
Students who earn GEDs are not included.

o First-Time college freshman—a student who graduates from high
school during a given school year and who is enrolled full timein a
Louisiana higher education institution (both public and private) the
following fall semester. A student must begin the fall semester with
fewer than 12 hours of credit previously attempted (not including
advanced placement credits and correspondence study) to be
considered afirst-time freshman.
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e Developmental course—a course designed by a university to
prepare students to succeed academically in college-level courses.
Developmental courses may be offered for institutional credit (i.e.,
they are taken into consideration in determining whether students
are enrolled part time or full time), but do not carry degree credit.

Method of Calculation

The two formulas used in calculating the first-time college freshmen
indicator are presented below. The percent of high school graduates
who become first-time college freshmen is calculated for public high
school diploma graduates who attend in-state colleges or universities.

Data Source

The first-time college freshmen indicator is based on data submitted to
the Louisiana Department of Education by Louisiana public and private
colleges or universities. The number of high school graduatesis drawn
from the Student Information System (S1S).

References

Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD). (2000).
Education at a Glance. (OECD 2000: Danvers, MA.)

Formulas Used to Calculate First-Time College Freshmen Per centages

Percent of High School GraduatesWho _
Were First-Time College Freshmen  ~

Percent of First-Time College Freshmen

Who Enrolled in a Developmental Course ~

Number of First-Time College Freshmen

100

Total Number of High School Graduates

Number of First-Time College Freshmen
Who Enrolled in a Developmental Course

X 100

Total Number of First-Time College

Freshmen
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065002 Carroll High School

D

Table 19
First-Time College Freshmen Performance

1998-99

1999-00

2000-01

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

Percent ‘ Number

Percent ‘ Number

Percent ‘ Number

Percent ‘ Number

Percent ‘ Number

Percent ‘ Number

Number of High School Graduates* 115 145 133 133 114

HS Graduates Who Were First-Time College Freshmen 38.3 44 46.2 67 28.6 38 32.3 43 41.2 47

First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in College Developmental Courses 75.0 33 82.1 55 68.4 26 62.8 27 63.8 30
065014 Neville High School

Number of High School Graduates* 179 166 173 159 200

HS Graduates Who Were First-Time College Freshmen 53.6 96 57.8 96 54.9 95 50.9 81 51.0 102

First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in College Developmental Courses 66.7 64 56.3 54 45.3 43 39.5 32 324 33
065018 Wossman High School

Number of High School Graduates® 168 135 123 131 144

HS Graduates Who Were First-Time College Freshmen 42.3 71 38.5 52 40.7 50 22.1 29 271 39

First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in College Developmental Courses 73.2 52 65.4 34 68.0 34 72.4 21 56.4 22
065025 Drop Out Recovery School

Number of High School Graduates® ~ ~ 1 12 11

HS Graduates Who Were First-Time College Freshmen ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in College Developmental Courses ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

istrict (Public)

Number of High School Graduates? 462 446 430 435 469

HS Graduates Who Were First-Time College Freshmen 45.7 211 48.2 215 42.6 183 35.2 153 40.1 188

First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in College Developmental Courses 70.6 149 66.5 143 56.3 103 52.3 80 45.2 85
State (Public)

Number of High School Graduates? 38,360 38,038 38,959 38,314 37,905

HS Graduates Who Were First-Time College Freshmen 42.7| 16,382 42.2| 16,055 40.7| 15,867 39.9 15,299| 42.01| 15,925

First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in College Developmental Courses 45.6| 7,472 41.7) 6,691 40.6| 6,437 38.6] 5,900 39.52 6,293

~ = Unavailable or insufficient data

! Represents diploma graduates from the previous school year.
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Glossary

achievement level—one of the following five LEAP 21/GEE 21
achievement ratings:

e Advanced—A student at thislevel has demonstrated superior
performance beyond the mastery level.

o Mastery (formerly named Proficient)—A student at this level
has demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter
and iswell prepared for the next level of schooling.

e Basic—A student at this level demonstrated only the
fundamental knowledge and skills needed for the next level of
schooling.

e Approaching Basic—A student at thislevel has only partially
demonstrated the fundamental knowledge and skills needed for
the next level of schooling.

e Unsatisfactory—A student at thislevel has not demonstrated the
fundamental knowledge and skills needed for the next level of
schooling.

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)—the minimum level of achievement
or improvement that a school must achieve within a set time frame.
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires that every state
form its own definition of AYP. Louisiana evaluates whether
schools make AY P for two components:

e SPSComponent—To make AY P a school must have a Growth
SPS of 45 or above; and

e  Subgroup Component—To make AY P a school must meet
regquirements in test participation, academic performance, and
the additional academic indicator (attendance rate or non-
dropout rate) for al required subgroups.

aggregate days attendance—the total humber of days that students are
present at the school site over the course of the school year.

aggregate days member ship—the total number of days that students are
enrolled (but not necessarily present at the school site) over the
course of the school year.

alternate assessment—The LEAP Alternate Assessment (LAA) is a
performance-based, "on-demand" student assessment for students
whose |EPs reflect significant modifications of the genera
education curriculum with an emphasis on functional and life

skills. These students are working toward a Certificate of
Achievement.

average classroom teacher’s salary—The average of actual salaries,
including Professional Improvement Program (PIP) payments,
reported for al full-time and part-time classroom teachers
(excluding rehired retirees and ROTC instructors), who were
employed during any period of the school year by the public school
districts.

Baseline School Performance Score (SPS )—the SPS used to determine
the school’s Growth Target and Performance Label. It will be
compared against the future Growth SPS to determine if adequate
growth is achieved.

class—a grouping of children under the primary supervision and
instruction of an individual teacher for all or part of the
instructional day, as reported for purposes of the Annual School
Report (ASR) and as identified by a specific ASR course code.

combination school category—any school whose grade structure falls
within the PK-12 range and which is not described by any of the
other school category definitions. These schools generally contain
some grades in the K-6 range and some grades in the 9-12 range.
Examples would include grade structures such as K-12; K-3,
combined with 9-12; and 4-6, combined with 9-12.

criterion-referenced test (CRT)—a test that produces a score that tells
how individuals/schools perform in achieving established criteria.

cumulative enrollment—the unduplicated count of students enrolled in
a school or district for at least one school day during the course of
the school year.

current expenditures—total expenditures minus equipment, facilities
acquisitions and construction services costs, and debt services costs.

day of attendance—effective with the 1992-93 school year, when a
student “(1) is physically present at a school site or is participating
in an authorized school activity and (2) is under the supervision of
authorized personnel. This definition extends to students who are
homebound, assigned to and participating in drug rehabilitation
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programs that contain a State-approved education component, or
participating in school-authorized field trips.” (Bulletin 741)

“ Students who meet the above criteria and are present at the school
site for 26-50% of the student’s instructional day shall be credited
with a half day’s attendance. Those who meet the above criteria
and are present for more than 50% of the student’ s instructional day
are credited with a whole day’s attendance. Students who are not
physically present or who are participating for 25% or less of their
instructional day will be considered absent for reporting purposes.
Absences, whether excused or unexcused, shall be counted as an
absence for reporting to the Department.” (Bulletin 741) The
definition of the "amount" of time receiving instruction that is
required to be in attendance has been in effect statewide since the
1993-94 school year.

debt services—servicing the debt of the LEA, including payments of
both principal and interest. Debt service and other long-term
obligations are not included in expenditure figures because these
monies provide services during multiple years and should not be
attributed to only one year.

developmental course—a course designed by a university to prepare
students to succeed academically in college-level courses.
Developmental courses may be offered for college credit (i.e., they
are taken into consideration in determining whether students are
part-time or full-time) but do not carry degree credit.

District Performance Score (DPS)—a roll-up of the student-level
School Performance Score (SPS) datain the district for one year.

dropout—"an individual who was enrolled in school a some time
during the previous school year, was not enrolled at the beginning
of the current school year, has not graduated from high school or
completed an approved educational program, and does not meet any
of the following exclusionary conditions: transfer to another public
school district outside of Louisiana, private school, or state- or
district-approved education program; temporary absence due to
suspension or illness; or death.” (NCES, 1993).

For purposes of applying the dropout definition, the definitions
below also apply.

1. A school year is defined as the 12-month period of time
beginning October 1, with dropouts from the previous summer
reported for the year and grade for which they fail to enroll.

2. Anindividua has graduated from high school or completed a
state- or district-approved education program upon receipt of
formal recognition from school authorities.

3. A state or district approved program may include special
education programs, home-based instruction, and school-
sponsored secondary (but NOT adult) programs leading to a
GED or some other certification differing from the regular
diploma (NCES, 1993).

dropout denominator—cumulative enrollment plus any dropouts not
included in cumulative enrollment (e.g., reported and non-reported
summer dropouts).

eight-and-a-halfers—Term often used in reference to Option 2 students
(see definition).

Elementary and Secondary Membership—The number of pre-
kindergarten (PK), grades K-12 , and non-graded (NG) students in
membership as of October 2, 2001. This number includes regular
education and pre-kindergarten students and does not include
specia education preschool students and infants.

elementary school category—any school whose grade structure falls
within the PK-8 range, which excludes grades in the 9-12 range,
and which does not fit the definition for middle/junior high.

faculty—school-based instructional personnel. In addition to full-time
classroom teachers, these individuals include principals, assistant
principals, guidance counselors, librarians, and other
instructional/administrative staff.

first-time college freshman—a student who graduates from high school
during a given school year and who is enrolled full time in a
Louisiana higher education institution (both public and private) the
following fall semester. A student must begin the fall semester with
fewer than 12 hours credit previously attempted (not including
advanced placement credits and correspondence study) to be
considered afirst-time freshman.
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grade structure—the various educational grade levels that a school
contains and for which instruction is provided (i.e, K-8, or
Kindergarten through grade 8).

graduate—a student who successfully completes a SBESE-approved
education program, passes the Graduation Exit Examination (GEE),
and thus earns a State-approved diploma. Students who earn GEDs
are not included.

Growth Label—the descriptive label that describes the level of growth
achieved by a school and is based on the school’s success in
attaining its Growth Target. Growth Labels are as follows:

e Exemplary Academic Growth (a school exceeding its Growth
Target by 5 points or more);

e Recognized Academic Growth (a school meeting its Growth
Target or exceeding it by less than 5 points);

e Minimal Academic Growth (a school improving some, but not
meeting its Growth Target);

e No Growth (a school the declines from zero to minus (-) 5.0
points);

e School In Decline (a school that declines more than minus (-)
5.0 points); and

e No Label Assigned (a school with either a Growth or new
Baseline SPS of 100.0 or more that did not achieve its Growth
Target).

Growth School Performance Score (SPS)—is calculated at the end of a
cycle and compared to the Baseline SPS to determine if a school
has achieved its Growth Target for that cycle.

Growth Target— the amount of progress a school must make to remain
on target for reaching the state’'s goal. It is calculated by
subtracting the Baseline SPS from the state goal and dividing by the
number of years (or cycles prior to 2002-2003) remaining to attain
the state goal.

high school category—any school whose grade structure falls within the
6-12 range and which includes grades in the 10-12 range, or any
school that contains only grade 9.

highly qualified teachers—certified teachers who meet the following
criteria

e Holdan A, B, C, L1, L2, or L3 certificate as well as those who
hold out-of-state and Practitioner’s Licenses (PL);

e Teach a core course (English Language Arts, Mathematics,
Science, and Social Studies, Foreign Language, or the Arts) in
grades 1-12; and

e Their area of certification matches each core academic course
they teach in addition to having demonstrated competency in
teaching each course.

Individualized Education Programs (IEPs)— Written statements
developed, reviewed, and revised in a meeting in accordance with
8440—445 for each student with a disability.

in-school expulsion—a student temporarily removed from his’her usual
classroom placement to an aternative setting for a period of time
specified by the LEA; no interruption of instructional services
OCCuUrs.

in-school suspension—a student temporarily removed from his/her
usual classroom placement to an alternative setting for a minimum of
one complete school day; no interruption of instructional services
OCCuUrs.

Limited English Proficient (LEP)— A Limited English Proficient
student is an individual A)who —(1) was not born in the US or whose
native language is a language other than English and comes from an
environment where a language other than English is dominant; or (2)
is a Native American or Alaska Native or who is a native resident of
the outlying areas and comes from an environment where a language
other than English has had significant impact on such individual's
level of English language proficiency; or (3) is migratory and whose
native language is other than English and comes from an
environment where a language other than English is dominant; and
B) who- has sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or
understanding the English language and whose difficulties may deny
such individual the opportunity to learn successfully in classrooms
where the language of instruction is English or to participate fully in
our society. (P.L. 103-382, Title VII, Part E, Section 7501 [8])

middle/junior high school category—any school whose grade structure
falls within the 4-9 range, which includes grades 7 or 8, and which
excludes gradesin the PK-3 and 10-12 ranges.
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norm-referenced test (NRT)—a test that produces a score that tells how
individuals, schools, districts, and the state perform in comparison
with the national norm group.

number of faculty—the total number of school-based instructional
personnel employed at a school.

October 1 membership—total number of students enrolled in a school
on October 1 of the current school year.

Option 2 students— 8th grade students who passed at the Approaching
Basic or above achievement level on either the English Language
Arts or Mathematics component of LEAP 21 and participated in
both the summer remediation program offered by the LEA and the
summer testing. Students in Option 2 participate in a transitional
program on the high school campus. They retake the 8th-grade
component of LEAP 21 previously failed and all parts of The lowa
Tests at the Sth-grade level.

out-of-school expulsion—the removal (exit) of a student from school
for a determined number of days with no provision of instructional
Services.

out-of-school suspension—a student temporarily prohibited from
participation in hisher usual placement within school, with no
provision of instructional service; only suspensions resulting in
removal for at least one full day are included.

paired/shared status— whether the school was paired with another
school or shared data with another school in the calculation of its
School Performance Score.

Performance Label— the descriptive label that describes a school’s
level of performance based on its SPS. The Performance Labels are
asfollows:

o Five Stars (SPS 140.0 or higher);

Four Sars (SPS 120.0 — 139.9);

Three Stars (SPS 100.0 — 119.9);

Two Stars (SPS 80.0 — 99.9);

One Star (SPS 60.0 — 79.9);

Academic Warning (SPS 45.0 — 59.9); and

Academically Unacceptable (SPS of below 45.0).

percent of student attendance—the ratio of aggregate days student
attendance to aggregate days membership.

Percentile Rank of Average Sandard Scores for national student
norms—percentile rank of the average student in the school,
district, or state. For example, a percentile rank of 48 for a school
means that 48 percent of the students in the norm group scored at or
below the average score obtained by the studentsin the school.

reward eligibility— whether a school received a monetary reward by
earning either the Exemplary Academic Growth label or the
Recognized Academic Growth label and by showing growth for its
high poverty and students with disabilities subgroups.

school—an ingtitution that provides preschool, elementary, and/or
secondary instruction; has one or more grade groupings or is non-
graded; has one or more teachers to give instruction or care; is
located in one or more buildings;, and has an assigned
administrator(s) (LDE and NCES).

School Improvement status— the level of School Improvement (if any)
that the school is currently placed in.

School Performance Score (SPS—the primary measure of a school’s
overall performance.

school type—the classification of schools into one of the four categories
of schools (elementary, middle/junior high, high, or combination
schools).  This school type designation may differ from the three
accountability school types (elementary/middie/junior high, high,
and combination).
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