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I. Introduction 
 

Review of the Instructional Program of the Jackson Public Schools 

by the 

Council of the Great City Schools 
 

The nationôs urban public schools are home to some of the most innovative and effective 

reform initiatives in the nation. They have initiated, piloted, or experimented with everything from 

college and career-readiness standards to magnet schools, from dual enrollment to charter schools, 

and from early-college programs to pay-for-performance initiatives. 
 

Still, many urban school districts continue to struggle with how to spur student 

achievement and regain public confidence. And it is no secret that student outcomes are lower than 

they should be, even though many urban school systems have made substantial gains in student 

achievement over the last 10 to 15 years. 
 

The ingredients for urban school system reform and improvement are the subject of 

enormous public debate, partisan bickering, and philosophical squabbling. At the same time, there 

is strong and consistent research that outlines how some urban school systems improve and what 

differentiates urban school districts that have made improvements from those that have not.  
 

In short, the answers are often found in the school systemôs governing system and 

leadership, how clearly and consistently the district makes student achievement the focus of its 

efforts, how cohesive and rigorous its instructional program is, what strategies the school system 

pursues to boost the capacity of its school and district staff, how well it supports its lowest-

performing schools and students, and how well it uses its data to inform progress and decide where 

to intervene. 
 

Like other urban school systems, Jackson is struggling to make progress on behalf of its 

students and community. The district has produced some real gains over the years, only to see 

these gains washed away with the turnover in leadership. But the new school board is working 

hard to improve the way it governs the system.  
 

Both the school board and the interim superintendent understand that the district is at a 

crossroads and that a brighter future for the schools and the city may only be found along a rocky 

path forward. That road will not be paved with headline-grabbing structural changes; instead, it 

will be lined with the academic work that leads to higher quality instruction and better results.  
 

The districtôs new leaders also realize that the school system has been at this juncture 

before, and that the public, while committed to its public schools, want to see results in exchange 

for its good will and patience. This report documents where the district is now academically, and 

it spells out a blueprint for how better results might be realized. 
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II. Origins and Purpose of the Project 
 

A. Origin and Goals of the Project 
 

The Board of Education and Interim Superintendent of the Jackson Public Schools asked 

the Council of the Great City Schools (CGCS) to provide a high-level review of the school 

districtôs instructional program.1 Specifically, the Council was asked to:  
 

¶ Assess the districtôs instructional program for its ability to improve academic outcomes for 

students.   
 

¶ Develop recommendations that would help the Jackson Public Schools improve student 

outcomes.   
 

 In response to this request, the Council assembled a Strategic Support Team (the team) of 

organizational staff who are expert in urban school instructional operations, organizational design, 

and student achievement. The team was composed of the following individuals (whose brief 

biographical sketches appear in Appendix E): 
 

Michael Casserly 

Executive Director 

Council of the Great City Schools 
 

Ricki Price-Baugh 

Director of Academic Achievement 

Council of the Great City Schools 
 

Robin Hall 

Director of Literacy 

Council of the Great City Schools 
 

Denise Walston 

Director of Mathematics 

Council of the Great City Schools 
 

Ray Hart 

Director of Research 

Council of the Great City Schools 
 

 

                                                           
1 The Council has conducted some 300 instructional, organizational, management, and operational reviews in over 

50 big-city school districts over the last 20 years. The reports generated by these reviews are often critical, but they 

also have been the foundation for improving the performance of many urban school systems nationally.  In other 

cases, the reports are complimentary and form the basis for identifying ñbest practicesò for other urban school 

systems to replicate. (Attachment F lists the reviews that the Council has conducted.) 
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Amanda Corcoran 

Special Projects Manager 

Council of the Great City Schools 

 

 The team conducted fieldwork for the project during a four-day site visit to Jackson on 

December 3 through December 6, 2017.2 
 

On the first evening of the site visit, the team met with Interim Superintendent Freddrick 

Murray and senior staff member William Merritt to better understand their expectations and 

objectives for the review and to make last-minute adjustments to the agenda. The team used the 

next two full days of their site visit to conduct interviews with key staff members and examine 

documents and data. Complete lists of the approximately 73 persons interviewed either 

individually or in groups and the materials reviewed are presented in Appendices C and D.3  
 

On the evening of the second day, the team held a preliminary briefing for Dr. Murray and 

Dr. Merritt. The final day of the visit was devoted to synthesizing and refining the teamôs findings 

and recommendations.  
 

 The Council sent the draft of this document to district leadership for their review to ensure 

that the report was accurate. The final draft report was also reviewed by Council staff. This report 

contains the recommendations designed by the team to help the districtôs leadership identify 

opportunities for strengthening the instructional effectiveness of the Jackson Public Schools.  
  

The Council has considerable experience in conducting organizational, academic, and 

operational reviews of big city school systems. The appendix lists some 300 technical assistance 

teams that the Council has provided to over 50 major city school systems over the last 20 years.  

 The approach of providing technical assistance, peer reviews, and support to urban school 

districts to improve student achievement and operational effectiveness is unique to the Council of the 

Great City Schools and its members, and the process has proven to be effective over the years for 

several reasons. 
 

 First, the approach allows the superintendent and staff to work directly with talented, 

experienced practitioners who have established track records of performance and improvement. No 

one can claim that these individuals do not know what working in a large school system like Jackson 

means. 
 

 Second, the recommendations developed by these teams have validity because the individuals 

who developed them have faced many of the same problems now encountered by the school system 

                                                           
2 All findings and recommendations are current as of the site-visit date of the respective team unless otherwise 

noted.  
3 The Councilôs reports are based on interviews with district staff and others, a review of documents, observations of 
operations, and professional judgment. The teams conducting the interviews must rely on the willingness of those 

interviewed to be truthful and forthcoming but cannot always judge the accuracy of statements made by 

interviewees. 
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requesting a Council review. Team members are aware of the challenges faced by urban schools, and 

their strategies have been tested under the most rigorous conditions. 
 

 Third, working with a Council team is faster and less expensive than retaining a large 

management consulting firm. It does not take team members long to determine what is going on in a 

district. This rapid learning curve permits reviews that are faster and less expensive than could be 

secured from experts who are not so well versed on how urban school systems work. 
 

 Fourth, the reports generated from this process are often more hard-hitting and pointed than 

what school systems often get when hiring a consulting business that may pull its punches because of 

the desire for repeat business. For the Council, this work is not a business; it is a mission to help 

improve public education in the countryôs major urban school systems. 
 

 Finally, the teams comprise a pool of expertise that a school system such as Jackson can 

call upon to implement recommendations or develop alternative plans and strategies. The Council 

would be pleased to put this team and others at the disposal of the interim superintendent as he works 

to carry out recommendations and pursue other reforms. 
 

B. Contents of This Report 
 

This report presents a summary of the Councilôs findings and proposals. All 

recommendations are grounded in research by the Council and others on why some urban school 

systems make substantial academic progress and others do not, and on extensive experience 

reviewing scores of instructional programs in big-city school systems nationwide.  
 

 This report is made up of several chapters. This, the first brief chapter (I), is an introduction 

to the project. The second chapter (II) describes the origins and purposes of the project, lays out the 

process employed, and introduces the individuals who participated. The third chapter (III ) presents a 

brief overview of the Jackson Public Schools. The fourth chapter (IV) examines the formal 

organizational structure and goals of Jackson Public Schools, while the fifth chapter (V) compares 

the districtôs staffing levels relative to other districts in the state and nation. The sixth chapter (VI) 

presents basic spending level data. Chapter seven (VII) lays out the teamôs broad findings on the 

districtôs curriculum and instructional programming. Chapter eight (VIII ) summarizes the teamôs 

analyses of student achievement trends and other student outcomes in Jackson. Chapter nine (IX) 

presents a series of recommendations for improvement. And the final chapter (X) presents a synopsis 

of the teamôs overall observations, synthesizes results, and discusses next steps.   
  

The appendices of the report include the following: 
 

¶ Attachment A. Key Performance Indicators comparing Jackson Public Schools with other 

major urban school systems on pre-school enrollment, absenteeism rates, ninth-grade 

course failure rates, suspension rates, AP course participation, and graduation rates.  
 

¶ Attachment B. A detailed breakdown of ñother student support servicesò personnel in the 

district. 
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¶ Attachment C. A list of documents and materials reviewed by the Strategic Support Team.   
 

¶ Attachment D. A list of individuals the Strategic Support Team interviewedðeither 

individually or in groupsðduring the site visit.   
 

¶ Attachment E. Biographical sketches of members of the Strategic Support Team who 

participated in this project. 
 

¶ Attachment F. A brief description and history of the Council of the Great City Schools and 

list of Strategic Support Teams the Council has fielded over the last 20 years. 
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III. About the Jackson Public Schools 
 

The Jackson Public Schools (JPS) is governed by a seven-member board of education that 

is appointed by the mayor. The board meets twice a month and is responsible for hiring and 

evaluating the superintendent of schools, setting policy, delegating responsibility for the 

administration of the school system, approving the budget, and monitoring and assessing results.   
 

The school system itself is the second largest in Mississippi, enrolling some 26,000 

students from pre-K to grade 12. The district is the predominant public-school system in Jackson, 

a city with approximately 172,000 residents covering about 104 square miles. JPS enrolls some 80 

percent of all school-aged children in the city.  
 

The district operates seven high schools, 12 middle schools, 37 elementary schools, and 

two special schoolsð58 campuses in allðwith seven feeder patterns. Some 97 percent of students 

in JPS are African American, about 1.5 percent are white, and about 1.5 percent are Hispanic. In 

addition, about 92 percent of the districtôs enrollment is poor enough to qualify for a federal free 

or reduced-price lunch subsidy.  
 

These demographics are substantially different from the public school enrollment statewide 

where about 48.5 percent of students are African American, about 44 percent are white, about 3.8 

percent are Hispanic, and some 3.7 percent come from other groups or are multi-racial. 
 

The demographics of the school system are also somewhat different from that of the city 

at large. About 80 percent of Jacksonôs general population is African American, about 18 percent 

of residents are white, and 1.4 percent are Hispanic. Likewise, the cityôs population differs 

substantially from the state, where about 58 percent of the population is white, 37 percent is 

African American, and about 2.6 percent is Hispanic. 
 

Some 98 percent of Jacksonôs population was born in the United States, but about 2.4 

percent of the population of the Jackson metropolitan area are immigrantsðand most of these are 

working age (between the ages of 25 and 64). Working age adults represent 74 percent of the 

immigrant population and 52 percent of the U.S.-born population.  

Immigrant workers in the Jackson metropolitan area work mainly in the construction, 

hospitality, and agriculture/forestry fields.  Most immigrant residents speak Spanish, French, or 

one of several African languages. 

The city itself is rich culturally and historically with its new Mississippi Civil Rights 

Museum and the Museum of Mississippi History. It is also home to the Eudora Welty House, the 

Medgar Evers Home Museum, and many other museums and landmarks. The city has vivid and 

diverse neighborhoods, people who are proud of their community, and other assets that many other 

cities would love to have. 

For its part, Jackson Public Schools employ some 4,450 individuals and have a total general 

fund budget of about $280 million. About 46 percent of the districtôs budget comes from the state, 
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about 33.5 percent comes from locally generated sources, and about 20.5 percent comes from the 

federal government.  

The district has an array of academic and non-instructional programming. Its academic 

programs include initiatives for the intellectually and academically gifted, including Open Doors, 

which is available to intellectually gifted students in grades 2ï6, and APAC (Academic and 

Performing Arts Complex) for students in grades 4ï12. Besides its academic component, the 

APAC program includes an intense visual and performing arts school. Students may audition as 

early as third grade to enter the program in the fourth grade. 

In addition, JPS offers an International Baccalaureate Programme for students in grades K-

through five through the Primary Years Programme, for students in grades six through 10 through 

the Middle Years Programme, and for students in grades 11 and 12 through the Diploma 

Programme. 

Over the years, both Jackson as a city and its school system have faced substantial 

challenges. The cityôs population has declined 8.6 percent since 2000 and some 16.6 percent since 

1980. While the cityôs population has declined, the population of the surrounding metropolitan 

area has increased, as did the overall poverty level within the city itself. And as the cityôs poverty 

levels increased, its public schools struggled with academic achievement, graduation rates, and 

discipline. 

Recently, the school system was threatened by the state with the possibility of a takeover 

because of poor performance and non-compliance with various state mandates. The governor 

decided, however, not to pursue a takeover, instead appointing a commission to work alongside 

the newly appointed school board to improve the school system. The state is also requiring the 

district to submit a series of corrective action plans to address issues of non-compliance.  

Amidst these challenges the new school board is working to both gain its bearings and 

launch its search for a new superintendent. The board has issued an RFP to solicit bids from 

superintendent search firms and has chosen a national organization to recruit candidates from 

across the country.   

The school board still has a lot of work to do to stabilize the districtôs governance structure. 

But all the changes have created a real opportunity for improvement, and the administration 

continues to work to create momentum on behalf of the district to address the pressure it is under 

to improve. The district is clearly at a cross-roads and must now decide on a more productive path 

forward if it is to institute positive results on behalf of Jacksonôs public school children.   

This report was requested by the interim superintendent and school board to help the 

system determine the right direction with its reforms and improvements. The Council of the Great 

City Schools hopes that it is helpful. 
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IV. Goals and Organizational Structure  
 

This chapter examines the goals and organizational structure of the Jackson Public Schools. 

The chapter also looks at various department organizational structures. In addition, it makes 

observations about how the district is organized.  
 

A. Goals 
 

¶ The JPS mission statement readsð 

 

ñJackson Public Schools, an innovative, urban district committed to excellence, will 

provide every student a quality education in partnership with parents and community.ò 
 

¶ Its vision statement readsð 

 

ñOur vision is to become a top-ranked learning community that graduates productive, 

caring citizens who are prepared to succeed in a global society.ò 

 

¶ The district has a series of well-stated goals and objectives that were tagged to its three-

year strategic plan (2016-2019) and are placed prominently throughout the district and its 

schools, including near the school board dais. They areð 
 

a. Increase academic performance and achievement. 
 

 Increase student proficiency in the areas of reading, math, and science 

 Increase graduation rate and ACT proficiency 

 Increase state accountability ratings for district and schools 

 Increase parental and community involvement at all levels within the school system 
 

b. Increase average daily attendance for students, teachers and staff. 
 

 Increase daily attendance for students and staff 

 Increase health and safety levels of all district schools and facilities 
 

c. Attract and retain high quality teachers, administrators, and staff.  
 

 Increase teacher and administrator retention 

 Increase the number of highly qualified staff 
  

¶ The three goals are accompanied by a series of strategies, but they are not consistently 

aligned to the goals, are often vague, or are not always formulated in a way that would 

produce movement toward the goals. The strategies for each goal includeð 
 

a. Increase academic performance and achievement. 
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× Enable and deploy districtôs Rapid Response Team to provide tactical support to 

low performing schools 

× Activate and monitor an early warning system to identify and intervene on 

academic challenges 

× Sustain the growth of freshman and career exploration academies in all high schools 

× Provide targeted professional development opportunities using current, proven 

ñbest practicesò in all content areas 

× Expand parental and community engagement through an active partnership with 

Alignment Jackson 
 

b. Increase average daily attendance for students, teachers and staff 
 

× Sustain the growth of Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (PBIS) in all 

schools 

× Utilize the districtôs Office of Compulsory Attendance to identify, monitor, and 

address early signs of truancy and dropouts 

× Continue promoting high staff attendance using the districtôs employee attendance 

tracking system 

× Closely monitor the implementation of the districtôs Emergency Management Plan 

× Continue to enhance work environments by using evidence-based tips and methods 

on occupational safety and healthiness 
 

c. Attract and retain high quality teachers, administrators, and staff 
 

× Establish and maintain a productive leadership academy for current and prospective 

administrators 

× Strategically execute multimedia platforms to recruit capable and skilled teachers, 

administrators, and support staff 

× Create a well-balanced employee mentorship program in support of career 

advancement at all levels 

× Compose and implement a comprehensive employee recognition program 
 

¶ The Council team saw no evidence from their minutes that the previous school board 

routinely monitored progress on these goals or objectives.  
 

¶ The stated goals did not appear to drive either the work or the organizational structure of 

the school system. 
 

¶ The Council team could not find any evaluations of the effectiveness of the strategies listed 

under each goal.  
 

¶ The Council team saw no evidence that the stated goals drove budget decisions on a routine 

basis. 



Jackson Instructional Report 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                              17 
 

¶ Senior officials in the school district told the Council that the goals and objectives posted 

throughout the district were not the real goals. Instead they had been replaced by other 

goals, but in interviews few staff appeared to know what the new goals were. At the same 

time, the district has a well-crafted balanced score-card that states another three goalsð 

 

a. Increase academic performance and achievement (like the posted goal) 

b. Provide safe school climate 

c. Maintain fiscal integrity & accountability of resources. 
 

¶ Each of the goals on the balanced scorecard are accompanied by a series of 46 quantifiable 

measures or lagging indicators. 
 

B. District Organizational Structures 
 

¶ The Council team was given multiple organizational charts of the central office 

administration (one draft dated 7-20-17, one undated, and one showing only the board of 

education, superintendent, community, deputy superintendent (vacant), area 

superintendents, and district counsel). None of the organizational charts were aligned to 

any systemic instructional priorities or the districtôs stated goals. (See exhibits below). The 

team was also told that none of the structures were correct. 
 

Exhibit 1. Organizational Structure of the Jackson Public Schools (undated)4 
 

 
                                                           
4 The team was told that this organizational structure was developed with the guidance of the Mississippi School 

Board Association and the previous Board of Trustees. Their rationale was that that this structure would allow the 

district to be more effective academically and operationally. The Council team disagreed with that assessment. 
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Exhibit 2. Organizational Structure of the Jackson Public Schools (dated DRAFT 7-20-17) 

 

 
 

Exhibit 3. Organizational Structure of the Jackson Public Schools (showing limited reports) 
 

 
 

¶ The first two staffing structures (exhibits 1 and 2) are likely to contribute to poor 

coordination, fracturing of communications, weak collaboration, and uneven support of 

schools. The final structure (exhibit 3) could work with some modifications, but it is also 

poorly conceived. 
 

¶ The Council team was also given a set of more detailed organizational charts for individual 

departmentsðall dated 7-20-17. Some were tied to the broader organizational structureð

also dated 7-20-17ðbut others were not.5 

                                                           
5 The Council team was given organizational charts for a chief academic officer, a federal programs director 

(reporting to the superintendent), an executive director for advanced learning programs (reporting to the 
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¶ As it currently operates, the organizational structure is driven more by individual 

personalities and relationships than by the districtôs vision, direction, and priorities.  
 

¶ In general, the organizational structure of the Jackson Public Schools does not reflect best 

practice in organizational design for any large-scale operation, public or private. Like 

functions are not grouped together; spans of control are uneven and too large in some cases; 

and reporting lines do not clearly articulate authority and decision-making protocols. 
 

¶ There was little evidence from interviews of cross-functional teaming to spur staff 

collaboration or to benefit from multiple perspectives on how to solve complex district 

problems. 
 

¶ The span of control for the interim superintendent is too wide, depending on which 

organizational structure is correct.  
 

¶ The district uses a feeder pattern system within four areas. Each area, except for one, 

consists of two feeder patterns. Area directors operate largely as independent school 

systems, but with uneven numbers of schools (ranging from 8 to 17). There is no norming 

of practice across regions or area directors, contributing to uneven and irregular 

implementation of the instructional and assessment program.  
 

¶ The Council team has never seen a central office organizational structure in a major city 

school system that was built around its regions rather than its functions. As currently 

organized, the district has little possibility of success in meeting its systemwide goals. 
 

¶ The district appears to have little capacity for strategic planning or thinking. It does 

strategically roll out initiatives, hire staff and teachers, guide multiple vendors, or manage 

public or political expectations about what can be accomplished.  
 

¶ The districtôs leadership and staff, in general, seems more focused on narrow operational 

and compliance issues rather than on its broader policy needs. (This may be partially due 

to the stateôs compliance audit, but the system in general seems to move from one activity 

or initiative without a clear plan for what it is doing.) 
 

C. Academic Organizational Structures 
 

¶ The districtôs major instructional functions are dispersed across the organizational 

structure. For instance, the curriculum director reports to an area director, the pre-K 

                                                           
superintendent), athletics (under a deputy superintendent), a district counsel, a chief financial officer, an executive 

director for human resources, an executive director for research, evaluation, and assessment, an executive director of 

public & media relations (reporting to the superintendent), an executive director of professional development, an 

internal auditor, an executive director of campus enforcement, a food services department (under a deputy 

superintendent), an information technology services director, property accounting (under a deputy superintendent), 

transportation (under a deputy superintendent), and facilities & operations (under a deputy superintendent).   
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director reports to federal programs, and professional development was not shown on the 

organizational chart at all.  
 

¶ The curriculum department is isolated from the rest of the leadership structure of the district 

and its organization. 
 

¶ The organizational charts dated 7-20-17 have an executive director for curriculum, an 

executive director of state and federal programs, and an executive director of advanced 

learning all separately reporting to the interim superintendent. During interviews, however, 

the team was told that the executive director for curriculum reports to an area director. 

Either structure is unusual in most large city school systems. One typically finds these three 

positions reporting to a chief academic officer, who reports to the superintendent.  
 

¶ The chief academic officer, who is not shown as reporting to the superintendent on the 

charts dated 7-20-17, has six staff and/or units directly reporting to them: a director of 

exceptional education (special education); an MTSS (multi-tiered systems of support) 

director; the school PBIS chairs; 504 coordinators and school interventionists; a Tools for 

Life implementation coach; and the program services coordinators, specialists, and related 

services coordinators.  
 

¶ The federal programs director, who reports to the interim superintendent on the 7-20-17 

charts, has seven direct line reports: an administrative assistant, a 21st century program 

head, a home liaison, a pre-K specialist, a parenting coordinator, a ñwatchdogsò head, and 

a director of early childhood. The executive director also has an office manager. 
 

¶ The director of advanced learning programs, who reports to the interim superintendent on 

the 7-20-17 charts, has three line-reports: gifted education teachers; a district lead 

counselor; and a psychometrist. The executive director also has two staff reports: an 

administrative secretary and a receptionist (for the building).  
 

¶ The director of athletics, who typically would report to a student services director under 

the chief academic officer, instead reports to the deputy superintendent on the 7-20-17 

charts, and has two assistant directors, an administrative secretary, and a secretary.   
 

¶ In sum, the organizational arrangement of the instructional functions of the school district 

are highly unusual, badly dispersed, and likely contributing to the lack of coordination 

among instructional staff at the district level and dampening the ability of the system to 

improve student outcomes.  
 

D. Operational Organizational Structures 
 

¶ The chief financial officer, who is not shown on the 7-20-17 organizational charts as 

reporting to the interim superintendent, has four direct reports: an executive director of 

finance, a budget coordinator, the executive director of human resources, and a purchasing 

coordinator. Under the executive director of finance is an accounting coordinator and an 
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accounts payable coordinator. A budget analyst reports to both the director of finance and 

the budget coordinator, and the payroll coordinator is not shown as reporting to anyone on 

the organizational chart. 
 

¶ The executive director of human resources, who reports to the chief financial officer on the 

7-20-17 organizational charts, has several certified personnel specialists reporting to her. 

These include verification specialists, administrative staffing, unemployment, and 

MSIS/accreditation specialist. The organizational chart for this unit also shows that a 

receptionist reports to the executive director of human resources, but that a director of 

human resources reports to the receptionist.6 Under this director of human resources are 

certified personnel specialists for FMLA and Kelly Services.  
 

¶ The executive director of public and media relations, who reports to the superintendent 

under the 7-20-17 charts, has four direct reports: graphic arts, instructional television, 

partners in education, and public & media relations. Under the graphic arts section is a 

director, two graphic arts specialists, a mail clerk, and six offset equipment operators. 

Under the instructional television unit is a coordinator, an ITV script writer and producer, 

and ITV producer technician, and a secretary. In the partners in education unit is a director 

and secretary. And under public & media relations is a communications specialist, a web 

manager, an administrative secretary, and a front desk receptionist. 
 

¶ The executive director of information technology services, who reports to the 

superintendent under the 7-20-17 charts, has five direct line reports and three staff reports. 

Line reports include a help desk administrator, a database administrator, a network 

engineer, a systems administrator, and an instructional technology coordinator. Staff 

reports include an administrative secretary, a network facilities specialist, and a distance 

learning analyst. Under the help desk administrator are a senior systems analyst, 10 

network analysts, and three tech support technicians. Under the instructional technology 

director are four IT facilitators and a lead teacher resource center librarian. 
 

¶ Under the deputy superintendent on the 7-20-17 organizational charts are a food services 

department, property accounting, transportation, and facilities & operations. 
 

¶ In general, none of the departments are organized by function.     

  

                                                           
6 The team was told that this reporting line was a typographical error in the organizational chart. The receptionist in 

Human Resources, in fact, does report to the ED of HR. And the ED of HR reports to the Chief Financial Officer 

(CFO) 
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V. Staffing Levels 
 

This chapter analyzes overall staffing levels (FTEs) of the Jackson Public Schools in 2014-

15 (the most recent federal data from the National Center for Educational Statistics available), 

comparing it with the median for the Great City Schools nationwide and with the state of 

Mississippi. In general, the results indicate that the Jackson Public Schools were somewhat more 

generously staffed than the median of other urban school districts across the country and that the 

district had fewer teachers than would be expected for a district with its enrollment. For exampleð 
 

¶ Jackson had approximately 6.73 students per staff member compared to the Great City 

Schools median of 7.94 students per staff member. (See exhibit 4.) In other words, Jackson 

had more total staff for its enrollment than the median Great City School district. 
 

¶ Jackson had a smaller proportion of total staff members who were teachers than the median 

Great City School district, 41.16 percent vs. 50.0 percent, respectively. (See exhibit 5.) The 

mean across Great City School districts was 51.58 percent. 
 

¶ Jackson had somewhat more students per teacher than the median Great City School 

district, 16.34 vs. 15.93, respectively. (See exhibit 6.) In other words, Jackson had fewer 

teachers for its enrollment than did the median Great City School district. 
 

¶ Jackson had fewer students per administrator compared to the median Great City School 

district, 57.17 vs. 71.77, respectively. (See exhibit 7.) In other words, Jackson had more 

total administrators for a district with its enrollment than the median Great City School 

district. 
 

¶ Jackson had fewer students per school-based administrator than the median Great City 

School district, 89.48 vs. 116.35, respectively (See exhibit 8.) In other words, Jackson had 

more school-based administrators for a district of its enrollment than the median Great City 

School district. 
 

¶ Jackson had fewer students per district-level administrator than the median Great City 

School district, 158.28 vs. 216.71, respectively. (See exhibit 9.) In other words, Jackson 

had more district-level administrators for a district of its enrollment than the median Great 

City School district.  
 

¶ Jackson had a higher percentage of student support and other support services staff 

members (26.76) than the average Great City School district (16.95). (See exhibit 10.)  
 

¶ Overall, Mississippi school districts tended to have a smaller percent of their total staff 

members who were teachers and a larger percent of their total staff who were district and 

school-based administrators than did Great City School districts nationwide. (See exhibit 

10.) 
 

¶ In general, staffing patterns in Jackson were much more like those in other Mississippi 

school districts than like other Great City School districts nationwide.  
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Exhibit 4. Students per Staff Member in the Jackson Public Schools 
 

 
Y-axis=number of students-to-total staff; X-axis=ranking in relation to all school districts in the nation with 

enrollments of over 15,000. Note that each blue dot represents a Great City School district. Jackson had 6.73 

students per staff member; the median for the Great City Schools was 7.94 students per total staff member. 

 
Exhibit 5. Teachers as a Percent of Total Staff in the Jackson Public Schools  

 

 
Y-axis=percent of total staff who were teachers; X-axis=ranking in relation to all school districts in the nation with 

enrollments of over 15,000. Note that each blue dot represents a Great City School district. Jacksonôs percentage of 

all staff who were teachers was 41.16 percent; the median for the Great City School districts was 50.0 percent 
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Exhibit 6. Students per Teacher in the Jackson Public Schools 
 

 
Y-axis=number of students-to-teachers; X-axis=ranking in relation to all school districts in the nation with 

enrollments of over 15,000. Note that each blue dot represents a Great City School district. Jackson had 16.34 

students per teacher; the median for the Great City Schools was 15.93 students per teacher. 

 

Exhibit 7. Students per Total Administrator in the Jackson Public Schools 
 

 
Y-axis=number of students per administrator; X-axis=ranking in relation to all school districts in the nation with 

enrollments of over 15,000. Note that each blue dot represents a Great City School district. Jackson had 57.17 

students per administrator; the median for the Great City Schools was 71.77 students per administrator.  
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Exhibit 8. Students per School-based Administrator in the Jackson Public Schools 
 

 
Y-axis=number of students per school-based administrator; X-axis=ranking in relation to all school districts in the 

nation with enrollments of over 15,000. Note that each blue dot represents a Great City School district. Jackson had 

89.48 students per school-based administrator; the median for the Great City Schools was 116.35 students per 

school-based administrator.   
 

Exhibit 9. Students per District-level Administrator in the Jackson Public Schools 
 

 
Y-axis=number of students per district-level administrator; X-axis=ranking in relation to all school districts in the 

nation with enrollments of over 15,000. Note that each blue dot represents a Great City School district. Jackson had 

158.28 students per district-level administrator; the median for the Great City Schools was 216.71 students per 

district-level administrator.   
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Exhibit 10. Percent of Total Staff by Major Position in Jackson, Compared to Mississippi and other 

Great City School District s 

 

 Mississippi 

mean using 

NCES data 

Great City 

Schools Mean 

using NCES 

data 

Jackson using 

NCES data 

Updated 

Jackson using 

JPS data for 

2017 

Position     

Teachers 47.72% 51.58% 41.16% 41.85% 

Paraprofessionals 11.36% 10.99% 10.26% 10.66% 

Instructional Supervisors 1.03% 1.74% 1.34% 1.34% 

Guidance Counselors 1.58% 1.75% 1.97% 2.09% 

Librarians-Media Specialists 1.21% 0.77% 1.27% 1.36% 

Librarians-Media Support 0.19% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00% 

LEA Administrators 2.17% 1.04% 0.58% 1.29% 

LEA Administrative Support 3.14% 2.90% 3.67% 3.91% 

School Administrators 2.92% 3.22% 2.98% 2.91% 

School Administrative Support 3.21% 4.25% 4.54% 4.69% 

Student Support Services 4.83% 4.57% 5.46% 4.57% 

All Other Support Services 20.63% 16.95% 26.76% 25.35% 

Total Staff 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 

¶ The Council team also conducted a more detailed analysis of the All Other Support 

Services category using JPS data. Whether one uses NCES data or district data, the results 

suggest that the Jackson Public Schools were staffed at similar levels in the All Other 

Support Services area to other public school systems in Mississippi. At the same time, JPS 

and the state had more staff members in this category than other major urban school 

systems across the country. Still, the differences with other urban school systems may be 

due to outsourcing patterns in other cities for transportation, food services, and security 

systemsðso the data should be interpreted cautiously. In general, this category of staffing 

includes bus drivers, custodians, building maintenance staff, cafeteria staff, and others. A 

breakdown of staffing numbers in this category can be found in Attachment B.  
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VI. Budget and Spending 
 

This chapter analyzes overall spending levels of the Jackson Public Schools in 2014-15 

(the most recent federal data from the National Center for Educational Statistics available), 

comparing it with the median for the Great City Schools nationwide and selected other major cities 

in the southern region (Atlanta, Birmingham, Charlotte, Kansas City,7 Little Rock, Norfolk, 

Oklahoma City, Richmond, and Memphis-Shelby County). In general, the results indicate that the 

Jackson Public Schools were substantially less well funded than other major urban school systems 

around the country, driven in part by the lower cost of living in the state. For exampleð 
 

¶ The average per pupil expenditure of the Jackson Public Schools in 2014-15 (again, the 

most recent federal data available) was $8,847, compared to $12,835 among the Great City 

School districts nationwide. Jackson also had the lowest total expenditures per pupil of all 

comparison districts. Some 76.3 percent of Jacksonôs total spending was devoted to 

personnel, compared to 69.1 percent across the Great City Schools. (Exhibits 11, 16, 21, 

and 22) 
 

¶ The average instructional expenditure per student in Jackson that year was $4,495, 

compared to $6,262 among the Great City Schools nationwide, although JPS devoted a 

larger percent of total expenditures to instruction, 50.8 vs. 48.8. Jackson also had the lowest 

instructional expenditures per pupil of all comparison districts. About 46.1 percent of all 

expenditures in Jackson were devoted to instructional personnel, compared to 44.7 percent 

among all Great City School districts. (Exhibits 12, 17, 21, and 22) 
 

¶ The average general administration expenditure per student in Jackson that year was $208, 

compared to $128 among the Great City Schools nationwide. Jackson also had general 

administrative expenditures per pupil that were just below the median of the comparison 

districts. Some 1.8 percent of Jacksonôs total spending was devoted to general 

administrative personnel, compared to 0.6 percent in other Great City School districts. 

(Exhibits 13, 18, 21, and 22) 
 

¶ The average school administration expenditure per student in Jackson was $3,623, 

compared to $5,806 among the other Great City Schools nationwide. Jackson also had the 

lowest school administrative expenditures per pupil of all the comparison districts. Some 

5.9 percent of Jacksonôs total expenditures were devoted to school administrative 

personnel, compared to 4.8 percent among the Great City Schools. (Exhibits 14, 19, 21, 

and 22) 
 

¶ The average expenditure in Jackson for operations, business services, and other costs was 

$3,623, compared to $5,806 among the other Great City Schools nationwide. Jackson also 

had the second lowest expenditures per pupil for operations, business services, and other 

expenses of all comparison districts. About 22.5 percent of the districtôs total expenditures 

were devoted to operations, business services, and other personnel, compared to 19.0 

percent in other Great City School districts. (Exhibits 15, 20, 21, and 22)  
 

                                                           
7 Kansas City, Missouri 
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Exhibit 11. Total Expenditures per Student 

 
 

Exhibit 12. Instructional Expenditures per Student 
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Exhibit 13. General Administration Expenditures per Student 

 

Exhibit 14. School Administration Expenditures per Student 
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Exhibit 15. Operations, Business Services, and Other Expenditures per Student  

 

Exhibit 16. Total Expenditures per Student Compared to Selected Cities 
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Exhibit 17. Instructional Expenditures per Student Compared to Selected Cities 

 

Exhibit 18. General Administration Expenditures per Student Compared to Selected Cities 

 

 $-

 $1,500

 $3,000

 $4,500

 $6,000

 $7,500

 $-

 $75

 $150

 $225

 $300

 $375



Jackson Instructional Report 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                              32 
 

Exhibit 19. School Administration Expenditures per Student Compared to Selected Cities 

 

Exhibit 20. Operations, Business Services, and Other Expenditures per Student Compared to 

Selected Cities 
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Exhibit 21. Median Expenditures by Category 

Median Expenditures 

Selected LEAs 
Great City 

Schools 

Jackson Public 

Schools 

    

Total expenditures per pupil $11,629  $12,835  $8,847  

Percent of total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Instructional expenditures per 

pupil $5,757  $6,262  $4,495  

Percent of total 49.5% 48.8% 50.8% 

    

District administration 

expenditures per pupil $200  $128  $208  

Percent of total 1.7% 1.0% 2.4% 

    

School administration 

expenditures per pupil $594  $639  $520  

Percent of total 5.1% 5.0% 5.9% 

    

Operations, business services, and 

other expenditures per pupil $5,077 $5,806 $3,623 

Percent of total 43.7% 45.2% 41.0% 

 

 

Exhibit 22. Median Personnel Expenditures as a Share of Total Expenditures by Category 

    

Median Personnel Expenditures Selected LEAs 
Great City 

Schools 

Jackson Public 

Schools 

        

Total expenditures per pupil $11,629  $12,835  $8,847  

Percent of total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

Total personnel expenditures per 

pupil 
$8,246  $8,871  $6,753  

Percent of total expenditures 70.9% 69.1% 76.3% 

        

Instructional personnel costs per 

pupil 
$5,348  $5,742  $4,081  

Percent of total expenditures 46.0% 44.7% 46.1% 

        

District administration costs per 

pupil 
$100  $77  $163  

Percent of total 0.9% 0.6% 1.8% 
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School administration costs per 

pupil 
$613  $614  $518  

Percent of total 5.3% 4.8% 5.9% 

        

Operations, business services, and 

other personnel expenditures per 

pupil 

$2,186  $2,439  $1,992  

Percent of total 18.8% 19.0% 22.5% 
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VII. Curriculum and Instruction 
 

This chapter examines the instructional program of the Jackson Public Schools. Findings are 

presented in the following categories: commendations, organization, curriculum and instruction, 

professional development, and data and evaluations. 
 

A. Commendations 
 

¶ The leadership of the school system has a real opportunity to change and improve the 

district and its services to students. The governor and mayor have given the district 

additional time to improve, coming together despite political differences to provide a viable 

option that avoids a takeover. Both leaders seem ready to work together on improving 

public schools in the stateôs capital city. In addition, the districtôs leadership seems to know 

that it has been handed an opportunity and appears determined to take advantage of it. 
 

¶ The new school board appointed by the mayor is a strength for the district. School board 

members interviewed by the team demonstrated a clear and uniform sense of urgency, 

dedication to the district, attention to detail, and a focus on student achievement.8 
 

¶ Members of the Better Together Commission interviewed by the team voiced their 

commitment to working with the new school board. The commission is charged with 

engaging the community, among other things, and incorporating their feedback into the 

process of reform and improvement.9  
 

¶ The districtôs interim superintendent appears determined to use his time in the position to 

get the school system back on track. 
 

¶ The school board, commission, and staff leadership seem to be taking a holistic view of 

reform and improvement rather than simply envisioning a series of limited, technical 

changes.   
 

¶ The school district has considerable staff talent, is generously staffed, and has many 

committed community members. This pool of talent will provide the district with a 

foundation for building its own long-term capacity for improvement. 
 

¶ After several years without a curriculum department or professional development unit, the 

districtôs administrative leadership team has reinstituted these functions. One of the results 

is a renewed focus on instruction, and principals and teachers alike report that 

administrators are more visible in their classrooms this school year. (Still, it was clear that 

the district is paying the price for the decision some years ago to eliminate the department.) 
 

                                                           
8 The Council of the Great City Schools is providing technical assistance and professional development to the board 

of education at no cost. 
9 The commission has recently retained the Insight Education Group and the District Management Council to 

conduct a study of the district after the Councilôs review. 



Jackson Instructional Report 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                              36 
 

¶ The Council team was told that the system serves some 490 pre-K students in 29 sites. 

Overall, the district compares favorably to other major city school systems in terms of the 

size of its pre-K program relative to its kindergarten enrollment. 
 

¶ The district has brought back its teacher mentoring program this year.  
 

¶ To support teachers, the district is working to expand its PBIS (Positive Behavior 

Interventions and Supports) strategy systemwide. 
 

¶ Individual school principals and teachers interviewed by the team reported having common 

planning time, whichðif expandedðcould become a vehicle for more systemic job-

embedded professional developmentðpossibly through a professional learning 

communities (PLC) strategyðmoving forward. 
 

¶ AP calculus/math is available in every high school in the district, although participation 

rates were not high and AP test passing rates were unusually low.  
 

¶ The district has a staff member dedicated to working with partner organizations, 

coordinating their efforts, and identifying areas of need for these organizations to address.  
 

¶ The districtôs emerging balanced score card system shows considerable promise if it is used 
well. 
 

¶ The district has a Rapid Response Team to provide technical assistance to schools who 

need it, although the Council team did not see much evidence that the teams had produced 

systemic results. 
 

B. Curriculum and Instruction  
 

¶ Some years ago, the school districtôs leadership decided to dismantle the school systemôs 
curriculum department in favor of outsourcing key instructional functions, like the 

development of curriculum materials, guidance, and some local testing activities. 
  

¶ The district appears to lack a coherent strategy for improving student achievement 

districtwide or for moving F schools out of that status and up the grading scale. Staff 

members that the team interviewed could not describe what the districtôs strategy was for 

improving academic performance systemwide.10 
 

¶ The district has done preliminary work on its own curriculum, but it is incomplete and does 

not yet contain all the instructional elements needed to be effective.11 In addition, the 

district does not appear to have the support and guidance it might need to develop its own 

curriculum. For example--  
 

                                                           
10 The district has a document called, ñJackson Public Schools: Theory of Action for Change, 2014,ò but the Council 

team saw little evidence that it substantially drove the reform or improvement of the instructional program. 
11 The Council has provided one session of professional development on curriculum design, but it will not be enough 

for the district to move forward with a quality curriculum of its own. 
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o The districtôs instructional unit plan includes content, big ideas, essential questions, 
links to instructional strategies, performance tasks, and unit resources. However, the 

instructional unit plan lacks clarity about how to introduce unit concepts and how to 

sequence lessons within the unit to build student understanding of the concepts and 

skills. There is also no information about how one unit builds on previous units or how 

they connect to upcoming ones. 
 

o In English Language Arts, text selections were listed along with handouts, as well as 

academic and content-specific vocabulary, but there were no explanations or guidance 

on how to incorporate these resources into daily lessons designed to teach the content. 
 

o Neither English Language Arts nor mathematics unit plans clarified for teachers the 

districtôs expectations of how students learn best. There were no illustrations of 

effective strategies for teaching concepts and skills. Indeed, the assignments within the 

units often missed the cognitive levels required to meet grade-level standards. For 

example, in a third-grade English Language Arts performance task, students were asked 

to complete a character map of a low-level reading assignment that does not require 

them to cite evidence from the text to support their responses. In addition, students 

respond to a writing prompt without requisite instruction on the writing process.  
 

¶ The district has adopted the Wonders commercial literacy program, which does provide 

quality questions and tasks, but does not fully meet the criteria for alignment with the 

literacy standards, according to EdReports. The district would need to provide additional 

guidance to teachers on where misalignments occur and what to do about them, but the 

team saw no evidence that this type of guidance was being offered. 
 

¶ The district does not know how adequate or wide-spread implementation of the Wonders 

program has been from school to school. 
 

¶ The 90-minute literacy block was not implemented consistently throughout the district. 

The Council team did not see an adequate program monitoring system in place. 
 

¶ The mathematics block ranged from 60 to 90 minutes, but the allotted time was not 

consistently implemented throughout the district. 
 

¶ For several years, the district had been using materials provided through a local vendor. 

Several concerns were raised by the team about how this arrangement was structuredð 
 

o It was not clear why the district was paying money to unpack standards when the state 

was doing this with some standards at no cost. In fact, the approach that the state used 

for unpacking the standards was adequate for guiding the district in doing this work 

themselves, a process that would have also helped JPS develop additional instructional 

capacity that it now does not have. 
 

o The district was paying for a recurring subscription that didnôt provide adequate 

guidance to the district or its teachers on how to implement the vendor material. The 

materials provided a sequence for instruction, but it did not contain adequate guidance 
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on how to integrate the standards; how to build connections to past or future learning; 

how to address learning gaps, unfinished learning, or common misconceptions among 

students who were already behind academically; what to emphasize; how to prioritize; 

or exemplars. For instanceð 
 

Á There was insufficient attention paid to teaching K-5 foundational literacy skills; 

Á There were no strategies for developing the concept of fractions on a number line 

as called for in the standards; instead fractions were only presented as part of a 

whole; 

Á The local unpacking process de-emphasized reading and math fluency (which is a 

bridge to comprehension) and conceptual understanding, a gap that likely leads to 

future learning problems as content becomes more complex in later grades;  

Á The documents provided insufficient guidance on how to boost the rigor of 

instruction to attain the necessary depth of understanding articulated in the 

standards; 

Á Guidance on how and when to use district materials were found in a separate 

document for which the district paid another fee. In other words, the district was 

paying twice for access to its own materials and did not have ownership of the 

materials to allow the district to modify them on its own;  

Á Assessments did not appear to be fully aligned with the pacing guides; and 

Á The license agreement with the vendor did not appear to contain any 

accountability clauses for results.  
 

¶ The district does not appear to have any data on how widely vendor materialsðor any 

specific other materialsðwere being used from school to school across the district. In other 

words, the system had little way to determine what was working academically and what 

wasnôt. 
 

¶ The district has overemphasized its interventions with its lowest 25 percent of students, 

thereby failing to address the needs of all students who score below proficient. This strategy 

appears to be done to garner extra accountability points (because growth can be 

demonstrated in two overlapping categories), but the district was missing an important 

segment of studentsðthose between the lowest 25 percent and proficiencyðand was 

piling up students in the basic and pass categories without getting schools out of F status.  
 

¶ The districtôs overemphasis on interventions appears to be undermining the effective use 

of Tier 1 instruction to boost student achievement in several waysð  
 

o Interventions are not clearly defined, are not integrated into broader instructional 

programming, and are not accompanied with adequate professional development on 

their use.  

o Interventions appear to be substituting for the core instructional program. An 

emphasis on the core programðor Tier 1ðcould lessen the need for interventions.  

o Interventions are also differentially applied from school to school and from area to 

area within the district, and they are not evaluated for effectiveness. Again, the 

system has little way to determine what works academically and what does not. 
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o The district appears to over-rely on a pull-out model of instruction for Tier II and III 

rather than devoting adequate time to strengthening Tier I instructional programming. 
 

¶ The district also uses a pull-out strategy in its gifted and talented programming in a way 

that may be undermining the value of the program and creating gaps in studentsô access to 

the core curriculum. In additionð 
 

o The gifted and talented program per se ends after grade 6, and 
 

o Identification for gifted and talented eligibility appears overly reliant on IQ testing. 
 

¶ The district has Advanced Placement courses in all high schools (a good thing), but few 

students score a 3 or above to pass the AP exams. In fact, if one discounts Murrah, then 

over 97 percent of all AP test takers in the district scored a ñ1ò on the AP exam, the lowest 

possible score. This suggests that AP course content is not actually being provided in these 

classes or that students have not been adequately prepared in previous years to handle the 

complexity and rigor of AP coursework. 
 

¶ Learning walks used to monitor classroom practice appear to be focused more on student 

engagement, classroom climate, and procedures than on the content and rigor of 

instruction. This has contributed to the districtôs inability to monitor and improve the 

quality of instruction. 
 

¶ In addition, results of the walk-throughs do not appear to be used beyond the school to 

inform broader patterns of systemic needs or to improve districtwide strategies. In other 

words, the Council team saw no evidence that walk-through data were aggregated across 

schools, feeder patterns, and regions to inform broader systemwide improvements in 

curriculum, interventions, or professional development. 
 

¶ There does not appear to be any districtwide exemplars to guide instructional 

administrators and teachers about the level of rigor and student work expected in specific 

grade levels and content areas. 
 

¶ The work of instructional interventionists in the district was not well connected with that 

of curriculum specialists in order to ensure quality Tier I instruction or aligned and 

effective Tier II and Tier III interventions. 

 

¶ A sampling of school improvement plans indicated that they lacked any cogent or strategic 

planning to improve performance. Plans are signed off on by the director of Title I.   
 

¶ Finally, the Mississippi Department of Education conducted classroom visits from 

September 6, 2016 through July 31, 2017. Visits included 38 elementary schools, 13 middle 

schools, and seven high schoolsða total of 671 classrooms in all. In general, the state 

found that Tier I instruction was inadequate; classroom management was weak; student 

engagement in higher-order thinking was inadequate; classroom instruction did not align 

to grade-level standards and lesson plans were often weak or behind where students were 

supposed to be; differentiation was nonexistent; interventions were not evident; teacher 
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mastery of subject-area material was uncertain in some instances; and the lack of certified 

personnel was evident. The state also cited the district for failing to provide the requisite 

teaching time (Standard 13) and to meet requisite graduation mandates (Standard 14). 

Given the thoroughness of the stateôs work in their classroom visits and the Councilôs 

findings throughout this chapter, the Council team had no reason to doubt the stateôs 

conclusions in these areas or to duplicate their classroom visits with another round.   
 

C. Professional Development 
 

¶ The school district has few mechanisms in place to improve the capacity of its people to 

boost student achievement. Examples includeð 
 

o The professional development system is essentially a menu of course offerings that 

are not aligned to district priorities or needs and that accrue cost liabilities to the 

district as staff move up the salary scale with no clear benefits to the district or its 

students.  
 

o Professional development is not differentiated by expertise or experience, and it 

appears not to meet the needs of either new or veteran teachers.  
 

o The quality of professional development varies from region to region in the school 

district. In addition, the nature and content of professional development varies 

depending on the regional director. 
 

o The required number of professional development hours are different for teachers 

with masterôs degrees and those without, even though research indicates that there is 

no significant difference in the expertise of teachers with and without these degrees.  
 

o Job-alike professional development is not mandatory and has not been evaluated for 

how well it is implemented or how effective it is.  
 

o The shift in the role of lead teacher from grade spans to subject-area supervisors was 

not accompanied with any training or support for the new role. It was also not clear 

how the new roles were explained to district instructional staff. 
 

o The use of professional learning communities (PLCs) appears uneven from school to 

school and area to area. 
 

o The new teacher induction program is more focused on instructional processes and 

procedures than on content, and it is often ill-timed to meet the needs of new teachers. 

In particularð 
 

Á Only 90 minutes of the professional development have been devoted to lesson 

planning, and that occurred in Septemberðafter the school year starts; 

Á There is no mention in the new teacher induction program of orienting new 

teachers to the curriculum or how to use it; 

Á There is no visible plan for how teachers will  develop or share an understanding 

of district expectations for student learning in various grades or subjects; 
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Á Professional development on classroom management is not offered in the new 

teacher induction program until October, after new teachers may have lost control 

of their classrooms; and 

Á There was no professional development for new teachers on the use of 

instructional interventions or differentiation. 
 

o The system is currently marked by a lack of strategic thinking or emphasis on change 

management. District administrators need additional training on how to plan, 

sequence, and coordinate new initiatives. 
 

¶ The district reported that it has unusually high rates of teacher and staff turnover in the 

school system. The districtôs balanced score card indicates that the teacher retention rate in 

2015-16 was only 75 percent and was 83 percent in 2016-17. District staff and the Council 

team speculated that these low retention rates are likely due toð 
 

o The general lack of support for teachers, which is typically the reason why teachers 

leave. 
 

o No functional HR operation. The main purpose of this office ï identifying and hiring 

qualified teachersðhas been delegated to principals, a situation that does not exist in 

most other major urban school systems.12 
 

o The lack of pipeline programs to recruit, develop, and support new teachers or 

principals internally in the system. 
 

o The lack of a systemwide onboarding process for principals and area superintendents. 

 

¶ The Council team was told that the school system is operating with some 217 long-term 

substitute teachers. 
 

¶ The school system has no mechanism in place for identifying effective or ineffective 

teachers, or targeting the most effective for retention.  
 

D. Data and Evaluations 
 

¶ State and district assessment functions are run by two different offices. (The research 

department oversees district assessments, while the student support services director 

oversees state testing).  
 

¶ The research department fails to provide analyses of student data to principals and 

schoolsðthe unit essentially hands over scores/data to schools and teachers without 

interpretation or guidance on how to use the data. 

 

                                                           
12 The human resources department was poorly staffed, poorly organized, and largely transactional in its operations. 

The 7-20-17 organizational charts showed the office reporting to the chief financial officer with an executive 

director and certified personnel specialists as direct reports.  
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¶ As presented, the data provided by the district is not in a form that teachers could use to 

improve classroom practice.  
 

¶ The team was told that the KOAT assessment was not fully aligned to the pacing of the 

curriculum. Based on what was described to the team, the assessment confused adding 

more difficult items from material that had already been taught with items from material 

that had not yet been covered. Moreover, items on covered material only included a limited 

number of standardsðnot all standards were taught during that period. 
 

¶ In examining a listing of what was assessed on the KOAT, an initial review indicated that 

key standards at each grade level were not assessed. 
 

¶ The team saw little evidence that the district was evaluating its instructional programs or 

its professional development for effectiveness or using effectiveness data to make 

budgeting decisions.  
 

¶ The districtôs balanced score card is a work in progress, but it shows considerable promise. 
A listing of indicators for each goal is shown in the table below. However, it does not 

appear that these metrics are driving the districtôs academic programs or improvement or 

that individual metrics include ñby whenò or ñhow muchò components. 
 

District Goals and Key Performance Indicators 
 

Goal 1. Increase Academic Performance and Achievement 

1.1 Increase reading 

proficiency & growth 
¶ Increase the % of students proficient on the MDE 

language arts subject area test (grades 3-8) 

  ¶ Increase the % of students proficient on the MDE 

English II subject area test 

  ¶ Increase the % of students passing the 3rd grade reading 

summative test. 

  ¶ Increase the district average scale score of kindergarten 

students achieving MKAS kindergarten readiness cut 

score 530. 

  ¶ Increase the % of students at benchmark (50%) on STAR 

reading assessments (grades 1-10) (mid-year) 

1.2 Increase math 

proficiency & growth 
¶ Increase the % of students proficient on the MDE math 

subject area test (grades 3-8). 

  ¶ Increase the % of students proficient on the MDE 

Algebra I subject area test 

  ¶ Increase the % of students at benchmark (50%) on STAR 

math assessments (grades 1-10) (mid-year) 

  ¶ Increase the % of students achieving student growth 

percentile (SGP) 50% on Star math (grades 1-10) (mid-

year) 

1.3 Increase science 

proficiency 
¶ Increase the % of students proficient on the MDE 

science subject area test (5th grade) 

  ¶ Increase the % of students proficient on the MDE 

science subject area test (8th grade) 
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  ¶ Increase the % of students proficient on the MDE 

biology subject area test 

1.4 Increase history 

proficiency 
¶ Increase the % of students proficient on the MDE United 

States History subject area test 

1.5 Increase acceleration 

course participation 
¶ International Baccalaureate (high school)ðIncrease the 

# of students graduating with an International 

Baccalaureate Program Diploma 

  ¶ Dual credit/dual enrollment (high school)ðIncrease the 

# of students participating in dual credit/dual enrollment 

  ¶ Industry certification (high school)ðIncrease the # of 

students participating in Industry Certification Programs 

1.6 Increase Graduation 

Rate 
¶ Increase the graduation rate 

  ¶ Decrease the dropout rate 

1.7 Increase promotion 

rate 
¶ Increase the promotion rate, elementary 

  ¶ Increase the promotion rate, middle 

  ¶ Increase the promotion rate, high 

1.8 Increase college 

career readiness  
¶ Increase ACT scores (avg. compðjuniors)  

1.9 Improve state 

accountability rating 

of each school 

¶ Increase growth/accountability rating of each 

elementary school 

  ¶ Increase growth/accountability rating of each middle 

school 

  ¶ Increase the growth/accountability rating of each high 

school 

  ¶ Maintain a teacher retention rate of 90% or higher  

  ¶ Maintain 90% of teaching positions filled by August 

  ¶ Increase the on-time arrival and departure of buses that 

transport students to education facilities 

1.10 Increase average daily 

attendance 
¶ Increase average daily attendance of students 

(elementary schools) 

  ¶ Increase average daily attendance of students (middle 

schools) 

  ¶ Increase average daily attendance of students (high 

schools) 

  ¶ Increase average daily attendance of certified teachers. 

Goal 2. Provide safe school climate 

2.1 Provide a safe school 

climate 
¶ Increase the % of staff who report positive school 

climate (safety & respect mean score) 

  ¶ Increase the % of parents who feel their studentôs school 
is safe (Title I comprehensive needs assessmentðschool 

climate & culture) 

  ¶ Increase the % of students who feel their school is safe 

(Title I comprehensive needs assessmentðschool 

climate & culture) 

  ¶ Decrease student discipline referrals to the office 
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  ¶ Decrease reported student major misconduct incidents 

(controlled substance, weapons, serious bodily harm, 

etc.) 

  ¶ Decrease reported bullying instances 

  ¶ Decrease rate of accidents at school facilities 

Goal 3. Maintain fiscal integrity & accountability of resources 

3.1 Maintain sound fiscal 

integrity while 

managing costs 

¶ Maintain a district fund balance of 7% 

  ¶ Increase revenue sources including grants, donations, 

and partnerships 

  ¶ Increase student participation in the breakfast and lunch 

program while controlling system cost 

  ¶ Reduce energy and utility cost for resource conservation 

and fiscal management 

  ¶ Decrease the mean number of non-compliance findings 

during fiscal audits 

3.2 Maintain 

accountability of 

resources 

¶ Decrease the number of fixed asset items not accounted 

for during audits 

 

E. Accountability  
 

¶ The district lacks a strong mechanism for holding personnel responsible for improving 

student academic outcomes.  
 

¶ The districtôs evaluation procedure for evaluating central office administrative staff 

includes the following performance areas: leadership, job performance, professional 

growth, initiative, loyalty and adaptability, interpersonal relationships, management, and 

school reform. Each domain includes several elementsðnone of which involves measures 

of districtwide student outcomes or their improvement. 
 

¶ The personnel evaluation instrument that the district uses is the Mississippi Educator and 

Administrator Professional Growth System, which is the instrument endorsed by the 

Mississippi Department of Education as the framework for teacher and administrator 

evaluations. Principal evaluations are on a four-point scale: unsatisfactory (1), emerging 

(2), effective (3), and distinguished (4). Principals are evaluated on five domains and 19 

total elements, which include the followingð 
 

o Domain I. Shared Vision, School Culture, and Family Engagement 

1. Implements a shared vision 

2. Maintains a supportive, secure, and respectful learning environment 

3. Engages in courageous conversations about diversity 

4. Welcomes families and community members into the school 

 

o Domain II. Teaching and Learning 

5. Supports the development and implementation of Mississippi standards-based 

lesson and unit plans 
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6. Implements effective instructional strategies to meet student learning needs 

7. Tracks student-level data to drive continuous improvement 

8. Uses disaggregated data to inform academic intervention 

 

o Domain III. Staff Development 

9. Provides actionable feedback 

10. Coaches and implements learning structures 

11. Provides leadership opportunities 

12. Develops a highly effective leadership team 

13. Develops and implements a strategic plan 

14. Monitors progress toward goals 

 

o Domain IV. Strategic Planning and Systems 

15. Effectively manages professional time 

16. Aligns and manages the schoolôs resources 

 

o Domain V. Personal Leadership and Growth 

17. Demonstrates self-awareness, reflection, and on-going learning 

18. Demonstrates resiliency in the face of challenge 

19. Communicates with stake-holders 
 

¶ Each of the domains and elements includes examples of evidence that could be used to 

demonstrate where principals are on the four-point evaluation scale, but none of the 

examples include actual student outcomes. For instance, under element #6, sample 

evidence includes ñrigorous course content is available to every studentò, ñactivities 

engage students in cognitively challenging workò, and ñstaff have a broad repertoire of 

pedagogical approaches.ò Under element #7, sample evidence includes ñstudent 

performance data are readily available,ò ñelementary students who are not yet proficient 

are identified and supported to ensure progress,ò and ñsecondary student performance is 

closely monitored.ò None of the examples include actual student outcomes. Theoretically, 

principals could be evaluated as a three or four without demonstrating progress on student 

performance. Moreover, there is no indication that the district has calibrated its 

expectations against these categories or provided the kinds of professional development 

that would develop a shared understanding of how to interpret them.  

 

¶ The district also uses a ñSystem of Accountability for Instructional Supervision Protocol.ò 
The tool is meant to ensure that teachers in all courses and content areas utilize current 

curriculum documents to provide quality instruction. The administrative procedures 

monitor whether administrators ñprovide professional development to teachers twice a 

year,ò ñprovide teachers with current subject area curriculum,ò ñaudit curriculum 

documents,ò ñcreate a calendar of teacher observations and evaluations,ò ñconduct teacher 

observations and evaluations,ò ñprovide appropriate training,ò and ñprovide coaching and 

support.ò Again, none of the sample evidence includes progress on student outcomes. 
 

¶ Teacher evaluation systems also do not include concrete measures of student outcomes or 

progress. 
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VIII. Academic Achievement and Other Student 

Outcomes 
 

A. Academic Achievement and Other Student Outcomes 
 

This chapter presents an analysis of student academic performance in the Jackson Public 

Schools. In addition, this chapter compares the Jackson Public Schools with other major urban 

school systems on a series of academic key performance indicators. Exhibits 23 through 42 

compare the reading and math performance of Mississippi, the nation, and Large City Schools 

nationally on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). Exhibits 43 through 59 

compare the performance of Jackson to the state in 2016 and 2017. Exhibits 60 through 71 analyze 

the STAR reading and math benchmark assessment results for the district across three years.  
 

National Assessment of Educational Progress 
 

¶ Mississippi scored below national averages in fourth grade NAEP reading in 2015, the 

most recent national scores that are available, and about the same as the Large City Schools 

nationally that year. (Exhibit 23) 
 

¶ Mississippi scored below national averages in eighth grade NAEP reading in 2015, the 

most recent national scores that are available, and below the Large City Schools nationally 

that year. (Exhibit 24) 
 

¶ Mississippi scored below national averages in fourth grade NAEP math in 2015, the most 

recent national scores that are available, and about the same as the Large City Schools 

nationally that year. (Exhibit 25) 
 

¶ Mississippi scored below national averages in eighth grade NAEP math in 2015, the most 

recent national scores that are available, and below the Large City Schools nationally that 

year. (Exhibit 26) 
 

¶ Between 2009 and 2015, Mississippi showed improvements on NAEP reading and math, 

except in eighth grade reading. (Exhibits 23-26) 
 

¶ Between 2009 and 2015, Mississippi showed gains that were similar to or larger than the 

Large City Schools on NAEP reading and math, except in eighth grade reading. (Exhibits 

23-26) 
 

In addition to looking NAEP scores for Mississippi, large cities, and the national public 

sample, the Council used a statistical equating analysis to place state assessment scale scores of 

students in Jackson schools on the same scale as the National Assessment of Educational Progress. 

The results allowed the Council to compare the performance of JPS students to students in other 

jurisdictions outside of Mississippi. In fact, the analysis allows one to examine how JPS does 

academically in reading and math compared to large cities generally and any other major city 

school districts participating in the Trial Urban District Assessment of NAEP. In addition, it allows 

us to look at the performance of JPSôs free or reduced-price lunch-eligible students, African 
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American students, and poor African American students against other jurisdictions, including other 

cities, the state, and the nation.  

Reading 
 

o Exhibit 27 compares the estimated JPS performance on NAEP fourth grade reading to 

other cities, the state of Mississippi, large cities generally, and the national public 

sample. Exhibit 27 shows that JPS fourth graders scored higher on NAEP reading than 

students in seven TUDA districts but below the remaining 13 TUDA districts. JPS also 

scored below large cities in general, the state of Mississippi, and the national public 

sample.  

 

o However, when looking solely at African American students, Exhibit 28 shows that 

Jackson fourth grade African American students outscored 14 other major cities but 

was below five others. In addition, African American fourth graders in Jackson 

outscored African American fourth graders in Mississippi in reading; outscored African 

Americans in large cities generally, and outscored African Americanôs in the national 

public sample.   
 

o The districtôs performance among students participating in the national school lunch 

program was also notable. (Exhibit 29) Jacksonôs fourth grade students who were 

eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch outscored other free or reduced-price lunch 

eligible students in 14 other cities, large cities generally, Mississippi, and the nation at 

large. JPSôs free or reduced-price lunch eligible fourth graders scored behind similar 

students in seven other cities.  
 

o The pattern was more pronounced if one looks at the reading performance of African 

American students who were also eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch. In this case, 

Jacksonôs poor African American fourth graders outscored in reading all but three 

jurisdictions, including similar students in large cities generally, the national public 

sample, and the state. (Exhibit 30) 
 

o In eighth grade reading, the data tell a story like that in fourth grade. Exhibit 31 shows 

that Jacksonôs eighth graders scored in reading higher than six other major cities but 

lower than 14 others. JPS eighth graders also scored in reading on NAEP below the 

state, large cities generally, and the national public sample. (Exhibit 30) 
 

o When looking solely at African American eighth graders, however, Exhibit 32 shows 

that Jacksonôs African American students scored higher than African American eighth 

graders in 15 other cities and higher than African American eighth graders in 

Mississippi, large cities generally, and the nation. 
 

o Exhibit 33 looks solely at eighth graders who are eligible for a free or reduced-price 

lunch. In this case, Jacksonôs free or reduced-price lunch students scored higher than 

free or reduced-price lunch eighth graders in 14 other cities and higher than similar 

students statewide. On the other hand, these students in Jackson scored lower than 

similar students in seven other cities, large cities in general and the national sample.   
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o Finally, Exhibit 34 shows that African American eighth graders in Jackson who were 

also eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch scored higher in reading on NAEP than 

similar students in 15 other cities and below only four. These Jackson students also 

scored above similar students statewide, the national sample, and large cities generally.  
 

Math 
 

o Exhibit 35 compares the estimated JPS performance on NAEP fourth grade math to 

other cities, the state of Mississippi, large cities generally, and the national public 

sample. Exhibit 35 shows that JPS fourth graders scored higher on NAEP math than 

students in six TUDA districts but below the remaining 15 TUDA cities. JPS also 

scored below large cities in general, the state of Mississippi, and the national public 

sample.  
 

o However, when looking solely at African American students, Exhibit 36 shows that 

Jackson fourth grade African American students outscored 12 other major cities but 

was below eight others. In addition, African American fourth graders in Jackson 

outscored African American fourth graders in Mississippi in math; outscored African 

Americans in large cities generally, and outscored African Americans in the national 

public sample.   
 

o The districtôs math performance among students participating in the national school 

lunch program was also notable. (Exhibit 37) Jacksonôs fourth grade students who were 

eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch outscored other free or reduced-price lunch 

eligible students in 10 other cities, but they were below 11 other cities, large cities 

generally, Mississippi, and the nation at large.  
 

o The pattern was similar if one looks at the math performance of African American 

fourth graders who are also eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch. In this case, 

Jacksonôs poor African American fourth graders outscored in math all but eight other 

cities. These JPS students also outscored similar students in large cities generally, the 

national public sample, and the state. (Exhibit 38) 
 

o In eighth grade math, the data tell a story like that in fourth grade. Exhibit 39 shows 

that Jacksonôs eighth graders scored in math higher than only three other major cities 

but lower than 18 others. JPS eighth graders also scored in math on NAEP below the 

state, large cities generally, and the national public sample. (Exhibit 38) 
 

o When looking solely at African American eighth graders, however, Exhibit 40 shows 

that Jacksonôs African American students scored higher than African American eighth 

graders in eight other cities but lower than African Americans eighth graders in 

Mississippi, large cities generally, and the nation. 
 

o Exhibit 41 looks solely at eighth graders who are eligible for a free or reduced-price 

lunch. In this case, Jacksonôs free or reduced-price lunch students scored higher than 

free or reduced-price lunch eighth graders in six other cities but lower than similar 

students in 15 other cities, statewide, large cities in general, and the national sample.   
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o Finally, Exhibit 42 shows that African American eighth graders in Jackson who were 

also eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch scored higher in math on NAEP than 

similar students in 12 other cities and below seven. These Jackson students also scored 

above similar students statewide, the national sample, and large cities generally.  
 

Mississippi Assessment Program (MAP) 
 

English Language Arts (ELA) 
 

¶ The Council team consistently heard from teachers, principals, and staff during interviews 

that improving the performance of the lowest quartile of students was a priority of the 

districtôs improvement efforts. Exhibits 43 and 44 illustrate that this emphasis has resulted 

in a smaller gap in ELA between the state and the district for students in the lowest 

performance level (Minimal or Level 1) at all tested grades except one ï the seventh-grade 

gap increased 4.1 percentage points.  
 

¶ Exhibits 45 and 46 show the change between 2016 and 2017 in student ELA performance 

at Level 2 (Basic) on the MAP Assessment. The gap between JPS and the state increased 

at all grades except grade five and seven, which were down 1.1 and 1.6 percentage points, 

respectively. One explanation for the increase in the gap at Level 2 involves the districtôs 

ability to lower the gap at Level 1. The district might note that its focus on the lowest 

quartile has resulted in a larger number of students in Level 2. The percentage of students 

in Levels 1 and 2 districtwide ranged from 38.3 percent at grade five to 52.5 percent in 

English II, with other grade levels at or close to half of all tested students. Consequently, a 

focus on the lowest quartile may be resulting in a ballooning of the Level 2 population, 

because those at the upper end of the Basic level are not receiving the attention they need 

to move to Pass (Level 3) or Proficient (Level 4). 
 

¶ Exhibits 47 and 48 support the previous hypothesis in that there was little change (one 

percentage point or less) in the gap between the state and district at Level 3 (Pass) in all 

grades except grade six where Jackson closed the gap by 3.7 percentage points. Across all 

grade levels, the percentage of students at Level 3 in Jackson remained steady, suggesting 

that very few students were moving into or out of this category.  
 

¶ Finally, exhibits 49 and 50 show that the gap between JPS and the state in the percentage 

of students at or above Proficient (Levels 4 and 5) grew between 2016 to 2017 in every 

grade except grade five, where the gap decreased 3.3 percentage points. Increasing the 

number of students who were at or above Proficient levels contributed to a greater extent 

to district and school accountability ratings. Despite the increasing gap, the district did 

improve its overall percentage of students at or above Proficient by about 8.6 percentage 

points in ELAðdriven by a slight improvement in grade three (1.3 percentage points)ð

and an improvement in grades five and six, 6.4 and 9.1 percentage points, respectively.  
 

Mathematics 
 

¶ Exhibits 51 and 52 show that the emphasis on the lowest quartile of students has not 

affected the gap between the state and district in mathematics among students in the lowest 

performance level (Minimal or Level 1). Gaps at most grade levels remained essentially 
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unchanged and grew in grades four, eight, and Algebra I. The overall percentage of students 

at Level 1 decreased in grades three, six, and seven, but they increased in grades four and 

eight and in Algebra I.  

 

¶ Exhibits 53 and 54 show that the gap between the state and district at Level 2 increased in 

each grade level except grade five. The gap in Algebra I increased over 10 percentage 

points. The overall percentage of students in Level 2 decreased slightly or remained the 

same in most grade levels. There was an increase in Level 2 students at grade seven, but 

this was somewhat expected given the corresponding grade-seven decrease in students at 

Level 1. At the same time, the percentage of Jackson students at Level 2 on the Algebra I 

exam increased seven (7) percentage points. This, coupled with a 6.5 percentage point 

increase in the number of Level 1 students on the Algebra I exam, indicates students in the 

2017 student cohort struggled more than their peers in 2016, while students statewide 

improved over these two years. 
 

¶ Conversely, the percentage of students at Levels 3, 4, and 5 (Exhibits 55 ï 58) declined in 

Algebra 1 between 2016 and 2017. The percentage of students at Levels 4 and 5 declined 

3.2 percentage points as the state percentage climbed 5.3 points. The percentage of students 

at Level 3 declined 10.4 percentage points and the state percentage declined 3.3 points. As 

a result, the Algebra I gap between the district and the state widened by 15.6 percentage 

points across these three Levels. At other grades for these three performance levels, the 

gap between the district and the state remained relatively consistent. The only exception 

was the gap in the percentage of students at or above Proficient (Levels 4 and 5) in the 

middle grades (sixth, seventh, and eighth grades), which increased between the two 

assessment years.  
 

¶ Finally, it is sometimes misleading to compare state and district performance because the 

demographic characteristics of the two groups is often different. Consequently, the Council 

compared (Exhibit 59) the performance of Economically Disadvantaged students in 

Jackson and similar students in the state of Mississippi on results of the MAP assessments 

in 2016 and 2017. As expected, the gaps between the district and the state in the percentages 

of students proficient or above were smaller, ï6.8 and 7.4 percentage points in ELA and 

11.6 and 14.0 percentage points in math. Nevertheless, the districtôs performance 

consistently trailed the state and the gap grew in both subjects between 2016 and 2017.  
 

Star Benchmark Assessment (Star) 
 

Reading 
 

¶ The Council team analyzed the districtôs Star performance from the fall, winter and spring 

across three years (2014-15, 2015-16, and 2016-17) to assess changes in student 

performance during and across school years. See Exhibits 60 through 65 for reading results 

in grades three through eight. First, the exhibits illustrate that over the three-year period, 

the students at each grade level entered the fall of the school year at a higher level than the 

previous cohort. For example, students entering third grade in the 2016-17 school year had 

a mean Star reading scaled score 217.23 points higher than the 2014-15 cohort of third 

grade students. This trend was consistent across grades three through eight, however the 
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data show that students in grades six through eight had more comparable spring 

performance scores across years, which suggests that each cohort of students ended the 

school year at about the same performance level.  
 

¶ The Council team statistically estimated the expected Star reading score (Star Proficiency 

Target) that predicts a proficient or better scale score on the spring MAP assessment at 

each grade level and Star assessment period ï fall, winter, and spring. In grade 3, students 

scoring 464.28 or better on the fall Star reading assessment would be expected to score 

proficient on the spring MAP assessment ï given appropriate instruction and continued 

growth during the academic year. Analyzing the gap between the mean performance of 

students across grade levels reveals two important academic outcomes for students in 

Jackson Public Schools. First, the mean improvement of students in Jackson during the 

school year was consistent with the expected growth for students predicted to score 

proficient or better on the spring MAP assessment ï evidenced by the parallel trajectory in 

mean Star performance and fall, winter and spring change in the Star Proficiency Target. 

Second, the analysis of the gap between the Star Proficiency Target and the mean student 

performance widens as students move across grade levels. At the end of third grade, the 

gap is 174.08 scaled score points, and the gap at the end of the eighth grade is 335.20 

points. 

Math 
 

¶ Exhibits 66 through 71 show that the Star math results for the district followed a pattern 

similar to reading. As students progress from third grade to eighth grade, the gap between 

actual mean performance and target performance grows. The spring gaps at third, fourth, 

and fifth grades were 109.17, 117.55, and 120.08 scaled score points, respectively. These 

gaps increased in grades six, seven, and eight to 158.52, 122.69, and 227.58 scaled score 

points, respectively.  
 

¶ Of note, however, are the gap and target scaled scores for the seventh-grade assessment. 

The target Star score is higher in grade seven than in grade eight, and the gap between Star 

16-17 mean scaled scores and the proficiency target scores were wider in grade seven. 

These results suggest that the seventh-grade proficiency cut score is more difficult to attain 

compared to other grade levels. A review of the district and state proficiency rates on grade 

seven math compared to the other grade levels corroborates this assumption. Nonetheless, 

the district gaps, combined with lower rates of progress, in grades six, seven, and eight 

suggest that additional attention to instruction at the middle grades is warranted.  
 

¶ Finally, the reader should NOT interpret the relative size of the achievement gaps in 

reading and math as suggesting that reading performance is a greater concern than math in 

Jackson. The size of the gap is a function of the scaling process for both the MAP and the 

Star assessments. Each of the scales are independently derived across subject and grade 

levels. The NAEP results, in fact, suggest that math may be the greater need. 
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Exhibit 23. Mississippi, Large City, and National Public Scale Scores Trends 

on the Grade 4 NAEP Reading Assessment, 2009-2015 

Exhibit 25. Mississippi, Large City, and National Public Scale Scores Trends 

on the Grade 4 NAEP Math Assessment, 2009-2015 

2009 2011 2013 2015

National Public 239 240 241 240

Large City 231 233 235 234

Mississippi 227 230 231 234
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2009 2011 2013 2015

National Public 282 283 284 281

Large City 271 274 276 274

Mississippi 265 269 271 271
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2009 2011 2013 2015

National public 220 220 221 221

Large city 210 211 212 214

Mississippi 211 209 209 214
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2009 2011 2013 2015

National public 262 264 266 264

Large city 252 255 258 257

Mississippi 251 254 253 252

240

245

250

255

260

265

270

  Exhibit 24. Mississippi, Large City, and National Public Scale Scores Trends on 

the Grade 8 NAEP Reading Assessment, 2009-2015 

Exhibit 26. Mississippi, Large City, and National Public Scale Scores Trends 

on the Grade 8 NAEP Math Assessment, 2009-2015 
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Exhibit 27. Mississippi, Large City, National Public, TUDA, and Estimated Jackson Scale Scores for All Students on the Grade 4 NAEP Reading Assessment, 2015 
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Note: Jackson Public Schools'scores are estimated based on state scale score performance.

Exhibit 28. Mississippi, Large City, National Public, TUDA, and Estimated Jackson Scale Scores for Black Students on the Grade 4 NAEP Reading Assessment, 2015 
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Note: Jackson Public Schools'scores are estimated based on state scale score performance. 
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Exhibit 29. Mississippi, Large City, National Public, TUDA, and Estimated Jackson Scale Scores for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch Students on the Grade 4 NAEP Reading 

Assessment, 2015 
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Note: Jackson Public Schools'scores are estimated based on state scale score performance. 

Exhibit 30. Mississippi, Large City, National Public, TUDA, and Estimated Jackson Scale Scores for Black Free or Reduced-Price Lunch Students on the Grade 4 NAEP 

Reading Assessment, 2015 
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Note: Jackson Public Schools'scores are estimated based on state scale score performance.

  
















































































































































