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Southern Echo is a leadership development, education, and training organization 
working to develop new, grassroots leaders and community organizers in the 
African-American and Latino communities in Mississippi, the southern and 
southwest regions, through community organizing, comprehensive training, 
technical and legal assistance programs and policy advocacy. The goal is to 
empower families in low-wealth communities to become the architects rather 
than the objects of policy in the public and private sectors. Echo’s model of 
community organizing is “inter-generational,” with a special emphasis on the 
active inclusion of young people in building community power on the same basis 
as adults. 

Movementech supports social justice organizations working with technology as a 
means of advancing public policy issues. Movementech specializes in database 
development, Geographic Information Systems (GIS), technical analysis, and 
technical training. Movementech has partnered with Southern Echo since 2001 
to prepare and conduct workshops and residential training schools in which 
grassroots community organizers and activists developed the tools and skills of 
census data analysis, creation of redistricting plans and reports, demographic 
data development and analysis, GIS map preparation and document creation, all 
in support of the community organizing work of social justice organizations in the 
south and southwest regions.
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Preface 
 

We continue to face an ideologically-driven hostility against full-funding and 

support for policies designed to deliver the educational opportunities to which all 

children ought to be entitled, regardless of race, ethnicity, class, national origin, 

religion, status, geographical location or gender identification. 

 

This hostility is supported in several over-
lapping, erroneous portrayals of reality that 
are used by anti-public education forces to 
rationalize efforts to weaken and undermine 
public education. These rationales are  
intended to set the stage for and undergird  
the privatization of public education.  
Some of these false narratives are:

• The legacy and impact of segregation and 
past discrimination, and the policies that were 
designed to impose and which continue to 
sustain poverty on communities of color, are 
irrelevant to the education problems we face 
today

• Parents in under-performing public schools 
don’t care about their children’s education; 
students in under-performing public schools 
are lazy and indifferent to school and their 
teachers

• Putting more money into under-performing 
public schools is throwing good money after 
bad because the funds are being put in the 
hands of school boards, administrators and 
teachers who are, based on the grade rank of 
their schools, incapable of getting the job done

• Teachers in under-performing public schools 
don’t care whether students learn; they are just 
in it for the money

• Teacher unions are undermining all public 
school systems when they fight for, and 
especially if they obtain, higher wages and 
better benefits for teachers, and through their 
unwarranted intervention in and control of 
education policy

• Traditional public schools are uncompetitive, 
lack the capacity to innovate, and are run into 
the ground by the unholy alliance of pushy, 
demanding parents and money-grubbing 
teacher organizations

The forces for privatization of public education 
offer an overlapping package of remedies for the 
shortcomings of public education:

• Tout education as the key to an improved 
future while denouncing traditional public 
schools as a failed experiment

• Since traditional public schools are a failing 
enterprise, refuse to fully fund its credible, 
identifiable needs that would deliver the 
education to which students are entitled

• Fully fund privately-owned, privately-governed, 
privately-managed, publicly-funded charter 
schools, virtual schools, voucher programs, 
and private schools as the most credible 
alternatives to the problems faced in traditional 
public schools 

Poverty is the intended consequence 
of conscious policies. Poverty is the 
driving force that undermines student 
performance. Critical teacher shortages, 
a structural burden that weighs heavily on 
the shoulders of educators and students 
in low-wealth, underperforming schools, 
significantly exacerbate the impact of 
poverty on the educational process. 

This report will update analyses of 
Mississippi data to show the intense 
correlation between poverty, race, critical 
teacher shortages, school district ranking 
and student performance, and how the 
disparity in outcomes among Mississippi’s 
school districts directly correlates with 
these same factors.

The Accountability Grade Ranks are for the 2013-
2014 school year based on tests taken at the end of 
the 2012-2013 school year.
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The Mississippi Legislature, seeking to emulate the State of Florida, mandated that the State 
Board of Education adopt a simplified, 5-part letter-grade system of A, B, C, D and F to grade the 
performance of all school districts and schools each year. This change in the grading methodology 
represented a dramatic change because it is designed to characterize many more districts and 
schools as “failing” … that is, “F”, than had been ranked as “failing” under the prior grading system.

As required by the state statute, the State Board of Education condensed its 
prior 7-level grading system into the 5-level “A to F” grading system, as follows: 

“Star”, the highest performing, became A

“High Performing” became B

“Successful” became C

“Academic Watch” became D

“Underperforming” became F

“At Risk of Failing” became F

“Failing” became F 

The Mississippi Accountability Grade Rank  
System for School Districts and Schools (as of April 2014)
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Chart 3: Student Race and Poverty for MDE  
Grade Ranks (A - F) in MS School Districts 

* “Average % Black Difference” is the difference between the % Blacks under 18 residing in the school district (2010 Census 
and the Average % Black Students (2006 – 2011 ) in attendance in the district. The same analysis applies to “Average % 
White Difference”. 
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Chart 7: Race, Class and Student 
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Median is the amount which divides the income distribution into two equal groups, half having income above 
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2013 – 2014 Free and Reduced Price Lunch Eligibility Guidelines –  

Source of Data: US Federal Register, March 29, 2013 pp. 19179

Table 1: Income Thresholds for FRPL Eligibility

Family 
size

Maximum 
Annual 
Income:  
Free Lunch

Maximum 
Annual 
Income: 
Reduced  
Price Lunch

Maximum 
Monthly 
Income: 
Free Lunch

Maximum 
Monthly
Income:
Reduced  
Price Lunch

1 $14,937 $21,257 $1,245 $1,772

2 $20,163 $28,694 $1,681 $2,392

3 $25,389 $36,131 $2,116 $3,011

4

 

$30,615 $43,568 $2,552 $3,631

5 $35,841 $51,005 $2,987

 

$4,251

6 $41,067 $58,442 $3,423 $4,871

7 $46,293 $65,879 $3,858 $5,490

8 $51,519 $73,316 $4,294 $6,110

$5,226 $7,437 $436 $620
For each 
additional family 
member, add:
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Table 2: Ranking Free or Reduced Price Lunch Eligibility in MS School Districts

 
  

  

  

  

   

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Using data from the New 
America Foundation, we 
averaged 6 years (2006-2011) 
of student characteristics 
and testing outcomes at the 
school district level for 149 
MS School Districts.

We sorted the data from 
highest to lowest by 
percentage of students eligible 
for a free or reduced price 
lunch. We broke the districts 
into ten class categories (1 
– 10) by dividing the average 
number of students amongst 
all the districts (491,380) into 
groups containing a target 
population of 49,138 students 
per group. “CLASS 1” is school 
districts with the highest 
percentage of students that are 
eligible for a free or reduced 
price lunch.

Table 2 shows the division of 
all MS School Districts into the 
10-part classification system 
we have created for this 
report. In this report, Charts 
11 to 26 show the various 
characteristics of the districts 

in each of the10 classes into 
which MS Districts have been 
divided.

Districts with the very highest 
rates of student poverty, 
i.e. those with the highest 
percentages of students 
eligible for a free or reduced 
price lunch, are those districts 
which have critical teacher 
shortages, the lowest rates 
of proficiency in NCLB tests 
for math and reading across 
4th, 8th and HS grade levels, 
and which have the lowest 
grades in terms of the State 
Accountability rankings.

These same districts have the 
highest percentages of schools 
subject to takeover under state 
law. 
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# Students
Ideal = 49,138

# of Districts

1 99.4% to 93.8% 51,330 32

2 93.6% to 86.3% 44,054 21

3 85.6% - 81.9% 50,183 8

4 81.8% - 75.9% 51,498 17

5 75.0% to 69.8% 49,164 15

6 69.4% to 64.7% 52,626 15

7 63.8% to 58.7% 48,139 13

8 58.2% to 52.3% 47,479 16

9 51.9% to 42.2% 57,615 7

10 40.1% to 33.3% 39,293 4

% FRPL EligibleClass

 
Table Prepared by Movementech, Inc.

Table 2: School Districts Ranked by FRPL













53

28

11

2

4

1
0 0 0 0 0

32

22

8

17

15 15

13

Class 1:
99.4 to 
93.8%

Class 2:
93.6 to 
86.3%

Class 3:
85.6 - 
81.9%

Class 4:
81.8 - 

75.9 %

Class 5:
75.0 to 
69.8% 

Class 6:
69.4 to 
64.7%

Class 7:
63.8 to 
58.7%

Class 8:
58.2 to 
52.3%

Class 9:
51.9 to 
42.2% 

Class 10:
40.1 to 
33.3%

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

16

7

4

# Districts in Each FRPL Classification (Class)

# Districts in Each FRPL Classification (Class) with Critical Teacher Shortage

Chart 12: Number of Districts with 
a Critical Teacher Shortage  in each 
School District FRPL Classification

This chart shows that students in all Districts 
with Critical Teacher Shortages fall between 
70% to 99% FRPL eligible.
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Chart 17: High School Math and Reading 
Proficiency by Free and Reduced Price 
Lunch Eligibility 

This Chart shows that as the rate of students 
eligible for a free or reduced price lunch goes down, 
proficiency rates for Math and Reading increase. 
Notice that Math Scores have recovered from their 
lows in 8th grade, but not so for reading scores.
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Chart 18: Percent of Persons 25 and Older Without 
a High School Degree  and With a College Degree 
or Higher – by FRPL Classification

Districts with higher wealth have higher percentages of 
persons over 25 with a college degree and lower percentages 
of persons without a high school degree.
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Class 1:
Districts where between 93.8% and 
99.4% of Students are Eligible for a 
Free or Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL)

Class 10:
Districts where between 33.3% and 

40.1% of Students are Eligible for a Free 
or Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL)
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Chart 19: Average Family, Household, and Per Capita 
Income (2007-2011)  for MS School Districts with Highest 
and Lowest levels of FRPL 
This Chart compares Districts with the highest level of student eligibility 
for a free or reduced price lunch with those districts with the lowest level 
of free or reduced price lunch eligibility.
















